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Introduction

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE

This book aims to make a case for participatory action research (PAR) as a
powerful strategy to advance both science and practice. PAR involves
practitioners in the research process from the initial design of the project
through data gathering and analysis to final conclusions and actions arising
out of the research.

In reflecting upon the Xerox and FAGOR cases earlier reported and
reprinted here (see Chapter 2), we proposed the label of participatory action
research, but that does not mean that we invented the methodology. Before
and after these projects, others were working along the same lines but using
different labels. We do not claim that participatory action research is the best
possible label to represent the sociotechnical procésses involved, but it is
confusing to readers to find that highly similar research processes are given
different labels by different authors. It may, therefore, be useful to begin with
a ground-clearing operation, exploring the lines of development leading to
PAR and also placing PAR in the context of other action research strategies.

It seems to me that PAR evolved out of three streams of intellectual
development and action:

(1) social research methodology,

(2) participation in decision making by low-ranking people in organizations and
communities, and

(3) sociotechnical systems thinking regarding organizational behavior.

.
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Social Research Methodology

One stream of development has its source in the continuing tension
between pure and applied science in social research. In the mainstream view,
the social researcher should aim at discovering basic scientific facts or
relationships and not get directly involved in linking social research to action.
That this is the mainstream view at least in sociology is indicated by the fact
that two books published decades apart (Faris, 1964; Smelser, 1988), which
undertook to present an overview of advances in sociology, are entirely
devoid of any chapters dealing with applied sociology.

Although no mainstream behavioral scientist would argue that research
in his or her field is entirely devoid of any practical significance, the
prevailing view—supported by common practice—is to assume that it is up
to the behavioral scientist to discover the basic facts and relationships, and
it is up to others to somehow make use of what social researchers discover.
Recognizing that the link between such social research and action is seldom
established, the mainstream researcher nevertheless assumes that good sci-
ence must eventually lead to improved practice. Here the important word is
eventually. How long must we wait before what mainstream researchers
discover eventually gets implemented in practice?

The alternative view, espoused by many authors in this book, is that it is
important, both for the advancement of science and for the improvement of
human welfare, to devise strategies in which research and action are closely
linked. Those espousing this view necessarily have the responsible of dem-
onstrating how the linkage can be established and also of demonstrating
that their research advances science as well as producing practical results.
We address this book particularly to a minority—but, we hope, a growing
minority—of our colleagues who want their research to lead to social
progress and yet do not want to give up claims to scientific legitimacy.

We do not claim that we have discovered the one best way to do applied
social research. Different problems and different situations call for different
strategies. We are simply arguing that, for some problems and for some
situations, PAR is a more powerful strategy than other types of applied social
research. We can also show how PAR emerged out of a concern with the
limitations of other approaches to applied social research.

Probably the most common type of applied social research is what we call
the professional expert model. In this type, the professional researcher is called
in by a client organization—or talks his or her way in—to study a situation and
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a set of problems. to determine what the facts are, and to recommend a course
of action. In this type, the professional researcher is completely in control of
the research progress except to the extent that the client organization limits
some of the research options. This type of research is perfectly appropriate
where the objectives of both the researchers and the decision makers are
simply to get the facts and examine action implications.

Those aiming to help organizations carry through major processes of socio-
technical change have come to recognize the limitations of the professional
expert model. In such situations, we need to develop a process of change,
resulting in organizational learning, over a considerable period of time. To be
useful in stimulating and guiding this process, the researcher.cannot simply stand
aside and just report research findings to the decision makers.

For major organizational change processes, we need a hands-on set of
relationships with the social researcher. But that does not tell us how such a
relationship should be structured.

To what extent do some in the organizations we study get mvolved in the
research process? I can cite at least three cases in which members of the
organizations studied became actively involved in my research. This began
with my first research project (Whyte, 1943), in which I involved several
members of the community in gathering and interpreting data. I jointly wrote
articles with practitioners (Whyte and Braun, 1968; Whyte and Garfield,
1950-1951). In those cases, my practitioner partners probably had some
expectations that our collaboration would do some good for some people at
some time, but we had no action objectives. To distinguish it from PAR, I
prefer to call such a project “participatory research.” ‘

Long before the term became popular, sociial anthropologists and
sociologists were carrying out projects that fit under the label of partici-
patory research. Anyone who serves as a participant observer in an
organization or community for an extended period of time discovers that
not all informants provide information and ideas of equal value. We
always encounter one or more individuals who are especially knowledge-
able, insightful, and perceptive regarding the dynamics of their organiza-
tion or community. We do not simply give such key informants standard
interviews. It is useful to the researcher and more enjoyable to the key
informant if we expand the social process to discuss with these individuals
what we are trying to find out and also consult them about how to interpret
what we study. Key informants thus become active participants in the
research.
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Participation in Decision Making by
Low-Ranking Organizational Members

Influenced by our own democratic values and our concern with the human
costs of autocratic management, many social researchers have been studying
worker participation in decision making. In the decades of the 1940s to the
1960s, we rarely encountered a factory that had any element of worker
participation, but at least we could document the technical and economic
blunders management people made when they did not seek input regarding
the work by those who understood it best: the workers themselves. In the
1970s, there was a growing management interest in worker participation in
aframework called quality of work life (QWL), This type of program focused
on the human aspects of work, without direct attention to productivity and
costs, Management people, who supported such programs, assumed that a
higher quality of work life would lead to lower absenteeism and turnover and
more loyalty to the company and, therefore, indirectly, increased efficiency,
but this efficiency interest remained in the background until the 1980s. In the
decade of the 1980s, American management people became alarmed with
the loss of international competitiveness, particularly to the Japanese. This
led them to shift the emphasis from QWL toward worker participation in
solving problems in productivity and costs, as exemplified in the Xerox case
reported here (see Chapter 2).

If worker participation in decision making seems suddenly to be regarded
as a good thing, this naturally led us to wonder whether more active partici-
pation by practitioners—both management and labor—in the research pro-
cess might also be a good thing.

In agriculture, until very recently, the technology transfer model of
research and development prevailed throughout the Third World. This meant
that it was the responsibility of the professionals to determine what worked
best for farmers, on farms large and small, and then to persuade the farmers
to accept the information and ideas of the professionals. In other words, this
was strictly a top-down model, which had no place in it for utilizing the
information and ideas gathered by small farmers in helping them to better
their lot. The dominance of this model was strongly reinforced by the
spectacular successes of plant scientists in developing high-yielding varieties
of the basic grains such as wheat and rice. As the new high-yielding varieties
were put into the field in large farms around the world, enormous increases
in grain production were achieved. At first, it was generally assumed that
these scientific advances were scale neutral, but several years of experience
indicated that the great grains in yields were secured predominantly by large
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farmers with irrigated fields, and only those small farmers who happened to
have access to irrigation stood to gain the same advantages.

This recognition on the part of both biological scientists and social
scientists led to a shift in the focus of thinking toward studies of what could
be done for small farmers and especially for those farming in rain-fed areas.
This alsoled to anew interestin learning more about the agricultural practices
of small farmers in such areas and then to the notion that perhaps they had
learned things about operating under disadvantageous conditions that might
even be useful for agricultural professionals.

Although the interest in farmer participation in the research and develop-
ment process arose later in agriculture than in industry, in general, the spread
of participatory approaches in small farm agriculture has been extraordinarily
rapid.- To illustrate this point, consider the recent publication of the
Agricultural Administration (Research and Extension) Network of the
Overseas Development Institute in London. In June 1989, ODI published 340
Abstracts on Farmer Participatory Research. My rough count of those
abstracts indicates that only thirteen appeared as reports before 1980—and
seven of those bear the date of 1979, This indicates an explosive growth of
interest in participatory strategies. Many of the cases can be interpreted also
as reports on what we call PAR rather than simple participatory research, but
it is impossible to discriminate between the two categories on the basis of
such abstracts.

The Sociotechnical Framework

The third line of intellectual development can be fraced to the sociotechni-
cal systems framework, which first appeared in the literature in the 1950s
(see Trist, 1981, for a review of the development and application of the
underlying ideas for sociotechnical systems in industry).

When I began field research in industry in the early 1940s, I accepted the
dictum by social anthropologist Burleigh G. Gardner that “the factory is a -
social system.” I found this a useful corrective against the technocratic
approach of Frederick W. Taylor in scientific management. Of course, we all
recognized the importance of technology, but we relegated it to the back-
ground, as something that required some description but somehow did not
enter into the analysis.

The sociotechnical systems framework presents one simple but important
idea: that the workplace is not simply a social system; understanding behavior
at work depends on integration of social and technological factors.
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How do we gain enough knowledge regarding technological factors to fit
them into our theoretical framework? In general, we have simply gone into
the field to learn from engineers and administrators in industry to acquire at
least a superficial knowledge of the technologies in place at the research sites.
The integration of the technical with the social then depended upon the
behavioral scientist.

Is there a better way to acquire and then integrate technological knowl-
edge into our social research? Because we try to learn something about the
technology from those who create it and those who implement it, it is just
one further step—but an important one—to move from treating the practi-
tioners of the technologies as passive informants to involving them in the
research as active participants. If we need to learn some of what they already
know through their professional studies and practice, would we not be better
off if we invited them to participate with us in the research process?

If this principle is valid in industry, it should be equally valid in agricul-
ture, where the behavioral scientists need to learn from plant, animal, and
social scientists and from agricultural engineers. In the rest of this volume,
we will explore the development and implementation of participatory ideas
and practices in both industry and agriculture.

On the Structure of This Book

The writing of this book began in response to the initiative of Sage
Executive Editor, Mitchell Allen. Noting the announcement of a session on
participatory action research in the 1988 meeting of the Eastern Sociological
Society, he called me to express interest in what seemed to be a novel theme
and asked two questions: Would this be a good focus for an issue of American
Behavioral Scientist? If so, would I be willing to organize and edit such a
project? I answered yes to both questions, and the project reached publication
in the May/June 1989 issue of ABS.

In that project, the focus was limited to the use of PAR in industry. For
several years, I had also been pursuing research on small farmer participation
in agricultural research and development in the Third World, and I was noting
the emergence of PAR projects there also—though under different labels.
This parallel struck me as potentially important, both for science and for
practice. The idea moved me then to plan a book, adding several new
contributions to the industrial studies, and balancing industry with a series
of chapters on participatory action research in agricultural research and
development.
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Following my Introduction, Part I, on PAR in industry, opens with a
chapter in which Davydd Greenwood, Peter Lazes, and I make our case for
the scientific as well as practical value of PAR. We support our argument with
two projects developed in very different industrial scenes: Xerox Corporation
with the Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers Union (ACTWU) in New
York State and the FAGOR group of worker cooperatives in the Basque
country of Spain. Chapters 3 to 5 present interpretations of those cases by
our key participant collaborators: Larry Pace and Dominick Argona for
Xerox, Anthony Costanza for ACTWU, and José Gonzalez for FAGOR.

Chapter 6 presents a critique of PAR, as we interpret it in the Xerox case,
by Chris Argyris and Donald Schon, who see their own model of “action
science” as aiming toward the same objectives as PAR but with somewhat
different methodology. Chapter 7 (not included in the ABS issue) presents
my own comparison of PAR and action science, as an effort to advance this
friendly discussion toward further clarification and sharpening of ideas.

Chapters 8 to 10 reflect what we might call the “Scandinavian connec-
tion.” Because so much of American thinking and writing on participation
has been influenced by research and practice in Norway and Sweden, it
seemed important for this book to examine that Scandinavian connection
more fully than was possible in our ABS article by Richard Walton and
Michael Gaffney. Their Chapter 8 here is a fitting introduction to that
connection because it focuses primarily upon Einar Thorsrud’s pioneering
PAR project to reorganize the sociotechnical systems of the Norwegian
merchant marine and goes on to show how what was learned in Norway has
stimulated action along similar lines in the United States.

Chapters 9 and 10, by Max Elden and Morten _L;evin and by Jan Karlsen,
focus on the distinctive Norwegian features of research and action involving
worker participation and industrial democracy. In contrast to the United
States, where worker participation is increasingly seen as impoitant for
regaining international competitive strength in manufacturing, Norwegians
moved earlier toward worker participation out of a strong value commitment
to industrial democracy.

Part I concludes with Robert Cole’s interpretation of his own role as a
participant observer-activist in studying the diffusion of quality circle pro-
grams in the United States, as one phase of his research comparing the spread
of worker participation in Japan, Sweden, and the United States.

Part I begins with my chapter tracing my own learning process on small
farmer participation through observing how practitioners were learning. Here
I am following Latin America, where trends are developing along similar
lines as in Asia and Africa. I focus particularly on Guatemala, which early
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on developed an impressive participatory program in agricultural research
but then had difficulty in integrating this program with a traditionally
organized extension service.

In Chapter 13, plant scientist Ramiro Ortiz discusses how Guatemala has
been overcoming this deficiency through a new program in which researchers
and extension agents are working together throughout the R & D process.

In Chapter 14, Richard Maclure and Michael Bassey report on a PAR
project to improve maize storage systems in Togo, Africa. Maclure writes
(personal communication) that Canada’s International Development Re-
search Centre recently reoriented its policies to foster participatory action
research throughout its programs in rural and agricultural development. The
Togo case reflects this orientation.

As in industry, PAR projects in agriculture necessarily require interdisci-
plinary collaboration. Furthermore, the involved behavioral scientists are
likely to be more committed to participatory methods than their more
technically oriented colleagues. This suggests that they should play leading
roles in PAR projects, and yet they have been latecomers into fields domi-
nated by tech-nical specialists.

Chapters 15 and 16 deal with the problems and potentials of behavioral
science roles in these technical fields. Reflecting on his formal education in
anthropology and sociology and years of experience in interdisciplinary
programs beginning in Guatemala, Sergio Ruano discusses the barriers to
behavioral science participation in agricultural research and indicates how
they can be overcome.

Chapter 16 pursues this theme in a review of the experience of the
International Potato Center. CIP (its initials in Spanish) seems to me to have
moved earlier and advanced further in integrating social scientists into its
research programs than any other international agricultural research center.
Author Douglas Horton joined CIP as head of its economics unit and in time
converted it to a broadly based social sciences unit, with a strong involvement
of anthropologists and sociologists. In his chapter, he describes how this
broadening was accomplished and goes on to show how participatory strat-
egies have been reshaping the internal administration of CIP and its relations
to the umbrella sponsoring organization, CGIAR (Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research). ‘

In a concluding chapter, I undertake to set forth some of the implications
of PAR in industry and agriculture for both research and practice.
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PAR in Industry



Participatory Action Research

Through Practice to Science in Social Research

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE
DAVYDD J. GREENWOOD
PETER LAZES

The research models currently dominating the field of organizational behavior,
though increasingly refined, are the culmination of a development that identifies
scientific progress with survey research and quantitative modeling. While -
valid and valuable, these research strategies are only a small portion of those
currently deployable. The hegemony of one research style deprives social
scientists of a variety of otherresearch strategies that have equal, and possibly
superior, claims to the mantle of “science.”

No scientific logic demands unilateral commitment to one kind of social
research model or method. Increasing reliance on such a narrow theoretical
and methodological base deprives the field of the scientific vitality of other
research approaches that can be at once scientifically challenging and prac-
tically useful. The complexity of the world around us demands the deploy-
ment of a variety of techniques and strong intellectual and methodological
discipline, not a commitment to the hegemony of a single research modality.

In this chapter, we argue for the scientific and practical value of participatory
action research (PAR) and advocate its incorporation into the tool kit of the social
sciences. Our chapter follows this sequence: We begin by defining participatory
action research and placing it in the context of more widely practiced research
methods. We then illustrate the PAR process with two case studies: one with
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Xerox Corporation in New York State, the other with the Mondragén coop-
erative complex in the Basque country of Spain.

The two cases differ not only in physical location and organizational form
but also in the nature of the objectives of the PAR process. For Xerox, PAR
was focused upon very specific cost-reduction and job preservation objec-
tives. For Mondragén, PAR was used to explore a range of problems, to
rethink those problems, and to devise new organizational strategies. This
contrast illustrates the potential flexibility of the PAR process.

Our case descriptions should demonstrate the practical value of PAR. We
also claim that PAR can yield significant advances in social theory. Whereas
researchers on one of the most frequently studied problem areas had hitherto
been unable to demonstrate any consistent relations between worker partici-
pation and productivity. In the Xerox case, we show how a particular form
of worker participation yielded cost reductions and improvements in what
we call “total factor productivity” of from 25% to 40%. These striking
results have led us to reconceptualize both variables—participation and
productivity—thus opening up a new and promising line of research and
theory. In the Mondragén case, results have not lent themselves to quanti-
tative measurement, yet we will show how they led to fruitful shifts in concep-
tualization of organizational processes of participation and decision making.

Defining Participatory Action Research

In participatory action research (PAR), some of the people in the organi-
zation or community under study participate actively with the professional
researcher throughout the research process from the initial design to the final
presentation of results and discussion of their action implications. PAR thus
contrasts sharply with the conventional model of pure research, in which
members of organizations and communities are treated as passive subjects,
with some of them participating only to the extent of authorizing the project,
being its subjects, and receiving the results. PAR is applied research, but it
also contrasts sharply with the most common type of applied research, in

which researchers serve as professional experts, designing the project, gath-

ering the data, interpreting the findings, and recommending action to the
client organization. Like the conventional model of pure research, this also
is an elitist model of research relationships. In PAR, some of the members of
the organization we study are actively engaged in the quest for information
and ideas to guide their future actions.

Participatory action research can be organized in a variety of forms that
are just being explored. It is clear, however, that the scientific demands and
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possibilities of PAR are considerable, an argument we will make in the
abstract and then support with reference to the PAR case studies.

Science is not achieved by distancing oneself from the world; as genera-
tions of scientists know, the greatest conceptual and methodological chal-
lenges come from engagement with the world. The scientific standards that
must be met to conduct a successful PAR project are daunting. And yet, as
the cases will show, it is possible to pursue both the truth and solutions to
conctete problems simultaneously. Indeed, we are led to wonder about the
mystification that permits some of our colleagues to believe that research and
action are incompatible.

We do not claim to have invented participatory action research. In organ-
izational behavior, we have been influenced particularly by the development
of sociotechnical analysis (see particularly Trist, 1981) and by work democ-
racy research in Norway (Thorsrud, 1977; Elden, 1979). While PAR can
come in a variety of forms, we do claim that the forms represented in our
cases have important strengths that are worth reporting. We see these
strengths for both practice and theory building.

Case Studies

Case 1: Saving Jobs in Industry—
The Xerox Corporation

The first project to be discussed arose out of the declining international
competitiveness of the Xerox Corporation. In copy machines, Xerox had
enjoyed a monopoly for many years. As the original patents were expiring,
the company found itself confronting ever-increasing competition. From
1970 to 1979, the Xerox share of the world market for copy machines had
dropped from 94% to 44%. This drastic change in competitive position
caused grave concern to top management and prompted a thoroughgoing
reassessment of management structures, policies, and programs.

Xerox was still strong financially, so it was possible to take some months
to put into place policies and programs designed to restore its manufacturing
competitiveness. Nevertheless, it was clear that Xerox would eventually be
forced out of producing the machines it had invented unless major changes
could be made.

When David Kearns moved from IBM to become chief executive officer
of Xerox, he contracted with McKinsey and Company to make a major study
of management and business administration to recommend changes from the
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top down. At the same time, management called on the union at its main
copier production facilities in Webster, New York, for help in improving
quality of working life (QWL), lowering manufacturing costs, and increasing
productivity.

This initiative grew out of years of reasonably cooperative relations
between Xerox and the Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers Union.
At the time, there was nothing novel in American industry about the idea of
management and a union jointly developing a worker participation or em-
ployee involvement program. Although this was not common practice in
American industry, a number of major companies had mounted such pro-
grams before Xerox. On the other hand, few companies had begun such
programs on the basis of such mutual respect between management and union
leaders or with such a strong commitment by leading figures in personnel
and human resources to develop worker participation to the greatest practical
extent. Furthermore, the personnel people took pains to familiarize them-
selves with the research literature and the experience of other companies so
as to be able to work with the consultants who were called in to organize and
guide the participation program.

Sidney Rubenstein was the first consultant, and he brought in Peter Lazes.
Rubenstein worked with labor and management for a year, and Lazes continued
for the following period under discussion, serving as consultant, trainer, and
process facilitator. For training purposes, he brought a group of management
and union people to Cornell University for two weeks of off-site discussion,
instruction, and planning. (This led to the establishment of relations between
Lazes and Donald Kane, director of management programs for the Extension
Division of the New York State School of Industrial and Labor Relations—
and later to the institutionalization of the process developed at Xerox within
the ILR program.)

QWL at Xerox began under the conventional limitations: Workers and
managers focused attention on shop-level problems and excluded from
discussion problems affecting the labor contract or involving managerial
prerogatives and policies. As the number of studies have shown (Lawler,
1986), if the parties adhere to these limitations, the programs tend to deteri-
orate. Labor and management people lose interest after exhausting the limited
range of problems that can be resolved on the shop floor. The basic problem is
that, in many companies, direct labor costs (wages and fringe benefits of
production and maintenance workers) amount to only 15% to 20% of the
company’s total costs, so that even a 20% improvement in shop floor produc-
tivity will yield only a 3% to 4% improvement in the bottom line—far short
of what Xerox needed to cope with the intensified competition of the 1980s.
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This means that a rational cost-reduction and productivity imprf)v,e{nent,
program cannot be limited to the shop floor. Plz?.nners a}nd orgamzatlonz'il
leaders must visualize their organization as a soc10techn1ca} ar'ld econormic
system made up of mutually dependent parts, with the organizational perfor—
mance depending in large measure upon the effective integration of shop
floor into the total production organization and the integration of the produc-
tion organization with higher management, marketing, purchasing, research
and development, and various staff services.

Conceptually and practically, therefore, the question is this: How do you
get from the conventional shop floor focus to the much broader sociotechni-
cal economic focus? And is it possible to do this without alarming leaders of
labor and management that this radical shift will open Pandora’s box,
releasing unprecedented problems with which they are not prepared to cope?

At Xerox, the breakthrough occurred when management confronted the
union with a crisis. Management studies had demonstrated that the company
could save $3.2 million annually by closing the wire harness department,
laying off workers, and buying what they produced from vendors. The report
was not presented as a study of the problem but rather as a solution to the
problem. The solution, which has become known as “outsourcing,” was
already widely practiced by American companies, and at the time manage-
ment people assumed there was no other solution to the wire harness problem.
In accord with the labor contract and the spirit of cooperation with the union,
management announced its intentions well in advance of the proposed
change. The expectation was that the parties could then begin discussing how
to minimize the human costs and the damage to labor relations.

While the union leaders were considering their response, Lazes suggested
that they propose the creation of what we are calling a cost study team (CST).
(This social invention was first named a “study-action team” by Xerox and
later was called a “commodity study team.” We prefer the title of “cost study
team” because it indicates more clearly than “study-action” the focus of the
task, and because the process has been used elsewhere to study cost problems
not linked to a particular commodity.) The objective of the CST would be
study the possibilities of making changes internally that would save the $3.2
million and retain the 180 jobs. Shortly thereafter, Lazes made the same
proposal to management.

Such a radical shift in the participation program could not be decided upon
at the time it was presented; neither did Lazes press for a quick response. He
was proposing a radical shift in the organization of worker participation. Such
a plunge into the unknown involved serious risks for both union and man-
agement. It was obvious from the outset that such a plan would involve
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abandoning the rules that declared certain topics of study or discussion out
of bounds. Major improvements in shop floor productivity would probably
require rule changes. It was also obvious that wage and benefit concessions
from the workers were not the answer. Achieving a $3.2 million saving in
labor costs through such concessions would have meant a sacrifice of
$17,777 per year for each of the 180 workers—a figure too absurd even to |
warrant discussion. For management, the proposal called for opening up for -
study all of the costs the plant management charged to the wire harness
department—including, among other items, overhead, which has tradition-
ally been considered an inalienable management right to determine. :
Between the initial proposal and its final acceptance, there was a period
of about a month of discussion and reflection. By this time, Lazes had spent .}
two years (about 10 days a month) working with labor and management. This
had provided him an intimate familiarity with the organizational structures .}
and cultures of both union and management. With key people in both parties, |
he had developed the kind of trusting relationship that enabled him to talk  }
with them informally and freely about their hopes and fears. He followed up
the initial presentations of the idea with detailed discussions and interviews = |
with key people to be sure he understood their reservations and anxieties.
On the union side, the chief risk was that the CST might propose changes -
that could be implemented only through changing contract clauses applying |
to the wire harness department, and such changes might constitute precedents to |
reopen the contract for other departments, with unforeseeable consequences. Of -
course, there was also a high risk of failure, in which case management would  }
have the right to proceed with closing the department. Although failure would
have a cost in frustrated hopes and expectations, the union leaders recognized
that basically it would only take them back to the point at which management |
had announced its outsourcing plan. The parties could then fall back to -
discussing how the layoffs should be managed, as would have happened |-
without the Lazes proposal. Considering the possibility of saving jobs and -
pressing further with the participation program, the union leaders decided the |
risks were worth taking. o
For management, the risks were also substantial, and yet managers’
satisfaction with the progress of participation so far fostered a spirit of risk .
taking. Management had already gone far beyond its contractual obligations
in providing union leaders with information on its strategic business plans
and in inviting discussion of those plans. Xerox had established a regular .
pattern of meetings for this purpose, bringing together CEO David Keamns
and other top management people with top union people, including President -
Murray Finlay and Secretary-Treasurer Jack Sheinkman. The meetings were ;
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first held quarterly and then, as the participants gained increased confidence
in each other, became semiannual events.

Nevertheless, key decision makers had to work through their worries
about the potential risks involved in implementing the proposal. In the first
place, management was asked to provide members of the cost study team and
the joint steering committee far more detailed financial information than had
hitherto been discussed with the union. Managers were naturally worried that
such proprietary information might be leaked to competitors. In addition, it was
hard to predict the consequences of mviting union members and leaders to share
responsibility with management for key business decisions that previously
had been considered the exclusive prerogatives of management. Also, ac-
cepting the proposal imposed a substantial cost in time and money upon
management. No one in management believed it would be possible fora CST
to reach the target of $3.2 million cost savings. In that case, the process would
delay by months the change that management believed inevitable while
costing Xerox the full-time wages and salaries of CST members along with
substantial additional costs to support the process. (Xerox later estimated the
direct cost of the wire harness CST as approximately $250,000.)

Lazes helped key management people to think through and talk through
the potential advantages and disadvantages of accepting the proposal. On the
positive side, the evolving relationship between union and management had
strengthened management’s respect for the quality of the information and
ideas coming to the company through shop floor participation as well as from

. top-level discussions. If the wire harness project were successful, this would

further strengthen the relationship with the union. Of course, refusal to undertake
the experiment involved a potential cost of weakening this relationship
already highly valued by management. '

Underlying these discussions within management was an intellectual

'challenge and also a fallback position in case the project did not succeed. The

challenge arose out of management’s growing experience with worker par-
ticipation. For example, the corporate directors of engineering and finance
said to Lazes that the current shop floor participation activities had increased
their appreciation of the intellectual contributions workers could make. They
were intrigued by an experiment to see to what extent such contributions
could be extended into the heart of business administration. At the same time,
if the CST failed to reach its target, management retained the right to revert
to its original plan of shutting down the department and laying off the
workers, Furthermore, the failure of the project could help to persuade
workers and union officials that management had done everything possible
to preserve the jobs.
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As aresult of informal discussion with Lazes and among leaders of union and g

management, by the time the Joint Steering Committee met to act on the

proposal, in effect the decision to support the project had already been made.
The meeting served simply to formalize the agreement and to work outthe means

for its implementation. Having made the decision, management went to extraor-
dinary lengths to make sure that the project would have every opportunity to

succeed. In addition to their genuine interest in the project, managers wanted to_
avoid the possibility that Xerox could be blamed for providing only half-hearted

support, if the CST did in fact fail to reach its target.

In conventional quality circle or QWL programs, workers on committees
meet once a week or once every two weeks for an hour of discussion. In the

wire harness case, an eight-person team was to work full-time for six months.

Following interviewing of volunteers from the department—and most |
members of the department volunteered—the union leaders selected six
workers to represent different levels of skill, experience, and functions to
work with the department supervisor and an engineer selected by manage-
ment. Before this CST was formed, leaders of the two parties compared their -
selections to assure that the team would not be handicapped by preestablished -
interpersonal hostilities. Management offered the team access to all financial
information they might require and authorized them to call on anyone within
the company for consultation. Furthermore, management designated two inter- |
nal technical consultants, one on operations research and one on cost accounting,
to be available to the CST. Management also financed trips of team members - -

to the factories of vendors to gather ideas that might be applied at Xerox. .

The CST analyzed engineering aspects (machines and work flow), busi-
ness administration aspects (allocation of costs including charges for space
and divisional overhead), and organizational aspects (rethinking jobs and
work rules and increasing worker responsibilities). Furthermore, the team. .
could consider any and all possible changes without limitations. This did not
mean that proposals for changing work rules or other contractual matters or -
for changing management policies would automatically be accepted by -
management and the union. It did mean that such major changes could -

seriously be considered by the leaders of both labor and management.

The CST project represented an intensification of the Xerox organiza- -
tional learning process. Let us assume that a standard-shaped box represents
the customary ground rules determining what types of information and ideas
can be legitimately gathered and analyzed to determine what shall be done
to solve a problem. Information and ideas that don’t fit into that box are

thereby automatically excluded from analysis. If those studying the problem
remain within the confines of that standard box, they are doomed to seek
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conventional solutions that are not powerful enough to cope with radically
changed conditions. The CST process made it possible to change the shapé
of the box to provide space for the introduction of new ideas and information.

As a consultant/facilitator, Lazes operated with a disposition to identify
the problems in such organizations as caused primarily by blockages, the
development of adversarial positions, turf issues, immobilization, and a general
Joss of the sense of control and ownership of the organization’s activities. In a
word, behavior had become largely reactive. To address this, he emphasized
“changing the shape of the box”—throwing out a broad array of options and
tactics that temporarily disorganized the blocked system and might eventu-
ally lead to a sense of joint responsibility, openness, and control and owner-
ship, if properly handled. In other words, he attempted to facilitate a transition
to a more reflective and active mode of organizational behavior.

The CST research was not limited to discovering previously unknown
facts. In some cases, the CST was learning how to use previously known facts
that had been excluded from the standard box. The cost of lab'or turnover is
a case in point. Turnover in the wire harness department arose primarily out
of the labor contract clauses allowing workers, according to their seniérity,
to “bump” into and out of that department. The standard box that had
previously applied to shop floor participation activities determined that
changes in these costs could be considered, if at all, only at contract renego-
tiation time, every three years. Long before the start of the CST, management
had experience-based cost estimates: the cost of training each new worker
plus the cost of lost production until the new worker reached the production
level of experienced people, times the number of transfers into the depart-
ment each year. The figures remained idle in management files because they

- did not fit into the standard box. Changing the shape of the box brought these

figures out of management files, and the CST was then able to project annual
savings of $743,000 through stabilizing wire harness personnel—provided
that the parties would then negotiate contractual changes to make this
possible (Lazes and Costanza, 1984).

. Similarly, management people knew the figures not only for total divi-
sional overhead but also for the various categories of staff services to the wire
hamess department. Union people previously had not had such detailed infor-
mation. If they had had access to it, they would not have been able to do
an‘ything with it because it did not fit into the standard box shaping their
thinking and action, Reshaping the box enabled the CST to call upon
management to explain and justify all staff services.

The team found that the divisional overhead charges were based in large
neasure upon services that were not actually being delivered or upon services
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justifying “anticipated cost savings” totaling $3,642,000—almost half a millioni
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that team members believed could be performed more efficiently within their:
department. This incursion into traditional management prerogatives and;
policies enabled the CST to propose a reduction of $582,000 in overhead:
charges.

These and other substantial changes detailed elsewhere (Lazes and Costanza,’
1984) made it possible for the CST to complete its six-month study witha report.

beyond the target figure.
There is, of course, a difference between projected savings and savings:
actually achieved. As might be expected in such a new project, the impl
mentation of the accepted plan took longer than the CST had hoped, and the.
eventual calculated savings fell short of the projected figure. Nevertheless;:
the changes recommended were eventually put into place and management:
then calculated that the CST at least achieved the $3.2 million target.
Decision makers in top management of the Reprographic Division we;
so impressed with the results of the wire harness project that they moved.
quickly, in consultation with the union leaders, to establish CSTs in three.
other production units, which had similarly been noncompetitive with poten-
tial vendors. All of these CSTs reached the required savings targets or else’
came so close that management was happy to settle for the results—whi
came to savings of up to 40% of annual costs in the case of two of the team
These experiences convinced leaders of both parties of the value of extendi
participatory management and union-management cooperation througho
the Reprographic Division.
The changes even involved the restructuring of research and developme
and the design for construction of new plants. In the conventional R & D program,
the development engineers work out a basic design for the product and t
that over to the industrial engineers, who work out the details of how the
product is to be produced and what labor with what qualifications will be:
needed at each point in production. Then they turn those more detailed plans
over the foremen and plant superintendents, who are responsible for movi 4
the project from the pilot stage and into production. When each specialized:
group does its own thing and then passes the project on to the next group, wi
often find that the company has to recycle the process several times. Th
plans developed at a previous stage often prove impractical at the next stage. |
Xerox now involves production and maintenance workers and production.
foremen into the design team at early stages so that the people who will be -
responsible for producing the product or responsible for supervising produc-
tion will be involved early. This enables them to help the team to anticipate -
problems that might occur at later stages. Management estimates that this
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pew design for R & D cuts about half of the time it takes the company to
move a new project from the drawing board to actual production. In today’s
economy, the profit or loss on a new product or model often depends upon
when it reaches the market. Thus the streamlining of the R & D process at
Xerox involves an incalculable but enormous gain in future revenues.

Similarly, in designing a new plant, management departs from the con-
ventional style of turning the project over to architects and engineers. For the
toner plant, workers who were going to be responsible for production were
involved in planning from the outset.

We can trace direct behavioral linkages between the CST projects and the
inclusion of worker participation into the reshaping of the R & D process and
the design of the toner plant. The head of the engineering and a plant manager,
whose responsibilities included leading the design team for the new plant,
were both members of the joint steering committee overseeing the CST
projects. They recognized the importance of the organizational and intellec-
tual breakthrough achieved through the CSTs, and this stimulated them to
develop their own participatory innovations.

The success of the CSTs and these related developments made it possible
for the union and management to work out a new labor contract providing
employment security for workers in the bargaining unit. First, labor and
management agreed that, in any future case where management found that a
given department was falling seriously short of meeting competition, before
laying off any workers, management would work with the union to establish
a CST. Then management would only have the right to lay off workers if the
CST was unable to meet the target. In the new three-year contract signed in
April 1983, the parties went even further to guarantee employment security
to all workers in the bargaining unit who had been employed more than 36
months—and the same clause was written into the 1986 contract. This did
not guarantee workers the right to retain their current jobs—an impossible
requirement in a highly competitive industry—but it did mean that, as jobs
were eliminated, workers would move to other jobs newly being developed.
The participatory program has thus made possible an extraordinary level of
economic security for Xerox workers.

In the early stages of this reorganization process, management was not
able to provide the same employment security to white-collar and managerial
employees. In fact, the participation program in the Webster plants, combined
with the changes instituted in top management in response to the McKinsey and
Company study, led to a considerable shrinking of the managerial and white-col-

lar ranks. The McKinsey consultants found that, during its monopoly years, the
Xerox bureaucracy had far outgrown the needs of the production organization
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(Jacobson and Hillkirk, 1986), while people at Webster were discovering tha;
wotkers could solve problems that hitherto had been reserved exclusively t
middle management and staff specialists.

From 1979 to 1985, Xerox reduced its overall employment in the Repro
graphic Division by half while doubling its total output, thus achieving
fourfold increase in productivity and beginning to regain at least a smal
fraction of the market share it had previously lost. According to Larry Pace
then Manager of Organizational Effectiveness at Webster, in 1979, Xero
had 2.1 indirect (nonproduction) employees to every 1 direct productio;
worker. Today the ratio has dropped to 4 to 1. Pace explains the shi
primarily in terms of the reduction of “M?P?: Men marking pieces of paper.”’,
This reflects a major shift of responsibility for the supervision and control of
production down the ranks to the workers themselves and their immediat
superiors. '

Though Peter Lazes served as consultant to Xerox, he did not function i
the conventional consultant role of making his own diagnosis and the;
presenting recommendations for management action. He conceived of him
self as facilitator and participant in action research. He proposed a proces
leading to diagnosis and problem solution but he did not tell people wha
decisions to make. He provided training in group methods and in proble:
analysis. In the early stages, he sat in as an observer in meetings of the CST.
but never intervened except to help the parties to resolve an impasse. Th
labor and management members of the study teams did the research, diggin;
out the facts and figures and organizing and writing the reports.

During the wire harness study period, Lazes devoted six of his ten days
month at Webster to that project. When the CST process was extended to th
three other departments, his involvement was gradually phased out. Labo
and management facilitators now took over the roles initially shaped by the
outside consultant/facilitator.

At Xerox, participatory action research created and guided a powerful ‘}
process of organizational learning—a process whereby leaders of labor and
management learned from each other and from the consultant/facilitat(ir,v/ff;,
while he learned from them. Although the organizational learning process
spread through the Webster plants, it should be noted that it did not spread to -
Xerox plants in other locations, where cost pressures were much less severe.:
It may take a combination of urgent economic needs and strong on-site .
program development to achieve wider diffusion of the organizational learn- .
ing process. o

The Xerox success, combined with growing interest in Albany in the work
of some Comellians on employee buyouts to save jobs, led to a 1985 decision -
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by New York State to provide the first solid financing of Programs for
Employment and Workplace Systems (PEWS), which had been established
a year earlier with Kane, Lazes, and Whyte serving initially as codirectors.
(At this writing, Whyte is Research Director.) The creation of PEWS was
designed to serve both practical and scientific objectives. The practical
objective was to help leaders of labor and management, particularly in New
York State, to save jobs through building more competitive organizations and,
in the process, to institutionalize PAR within the Extension Division of the New
York State School of Industrial and Labor Relations. The aim also was to test the
scientific potential of participatory acticn research.

While we were inspired by the results achieved at Xerox, we recognized
that the CST breakthrough there had been achieved under exceptionally
favorable circumstances. Leaders in labor and management had built rela-
tions of mutual trust and respect over years of joint problem solving—albeit
on problems and projects far less ambitious than the challenges they faced
with the CST projects. Although Xerox faced serious problems, they had not
reached a crisis stage that demanded quick and drastic rescue measures. By the
time Lazes made the wire harness CST proposal, he had already worked with labor
and management for two years on a shop floor participation program and had
developed relations of mutual trust and respect with leaders of the two parties.
Finally, although management people did not expect the wire harness CST to be
successful, Xerox nevertheless provided exceptionally strong support financially
and in the commitments of key management people.

If PAR could be successful in saving jobs only under exceptionally
favorable conditions, then its scientific and practical values would be se-
verely limited. PAR has been done under quite unfavorable conditions in
Trico Products Corporation and achieved at least partial success and pro-
duced theoretically informative results (see Klingel and Martin, 1988).

Case 2: The Mondragén-Cornell Project

The Mondragén-Cornell PAR project differed from the PEWS processes
in the nature of PAR and also in location and in the nature of the
organizations involved. The full account of this PAR project will appear

celsewhere (Greenwood and Gonzélez et al., forthcoming).

The Mondragén cooperative complex in the Basque country of Spain is
increasingly recognized as an extraordinarily successful set of interrelated
industrial worker cooperatives, a consumer-worker cooperative with outlets
throughout the Basque provinces, a cooperative bank, a cooperative research
and development organization, and other supporting and linked structures.
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The development of the complex began in 1943 with the establishment of

a small technical school that has now grown to provide an engineering

education through the junior college level and somewhat beyond, with a

business school founded laterin 1960. The first industrial worker cooperative, -
Ulgor, was founded in 1956 by five of the first students to enter the technical
school in 1943, From that small beginning, the Mondragén complex has grown -}

to over 100 worker industrial production cooperatives and associated coopera-
tives, now employing well over 21 ,000 worker-members.

Bill and Kathleen Whyte first visited Mondragén for two weeks in the
spring of 1975. Peruvian graduate student Ana Gutiérrez-Johnson joined the
Whytes in Mondragén and stayed for five additional weeks beyond the
Whyte visit to carry out fieldwork for a master’s thesis. From that date up to
1979, Gutiérrez-Johnson made two additional trips to Mondragén for further -

fieldwork, leading to her doctoral thesis (Gutiérrez—J ohnson, 1982).

Tn October 1983, the Whytes spent three weeks in Mondragén in connec-
tion with their plans to write 2 book on the cooperative complex. The 1975

visit was during a period when the cooperatives were still expanding. By

1983, Spain was deep in a recession much more severe than that affecting -
other industrialized countries, with unemployment nationally around 20% jff’
and the figures considerably higher for the Basque provinces. In 1983, many
of the cooperatives were struggling with painful reorganizations. By 1986, .

the cooperative complex was once again expanding vigorously.

Almost from the outset in this collaboration, members of the complex
encouraged and guided the research process. Toward the end of the 1983
visit, to provide a small degree of reciprocity for the collaboration given the
Whytes during their fieldwork, Bill got together with some of those who had

been helping the Whytes with information and ideas for a feedback session

In the discussion with a small group following his presentation, José Luis
Gonzilez, Personnel Director of FAGOR (the largest group of individual |
cooperatives), responded with enthusiasm and challenged Whyte with these...

words: “Will you present us with a research proposal and a budget?”

Atage 69 and with other commitments, Whyte had no desire to direct a major - |
research program. Nevertheless, he was so fascinated by the social and
economic achievements of Mondragén that he could not refuse to respond. -
Davydd Greenwood provided a way out of the dilemma. Asocial anthropologist f:jf:
who had done research on a Basque town and surrounding countryside, on 5;(
the impacts of tourism and industrialization on the local economy and onthe
history of ethnic conflict (Greenwood, 1972, 1976a, 1976b, 1977, 1985), he
was Cornell’s director of the Center for International Studies. Greenwood
drew Whyte’s attention to the Joint Spain-United States Committee on: -

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE et. al. 33

Educational and Cultural Exchange. Using funds arising out of rent for naval
and military bases in Spain, the committee supports educational exchanges
involving collaboration between institutions and individuals in the two
countries.

In consultation with José Luis Gonzilez, Greenwood and Whyte proposed
to explore possibilities of an interinstitutional relationship going beyond the
personal relations the Whytes had developed with Mondragén. Grants from
the committee supported first an exchange of visits between Cornellians and
people from the cooperative complex and then, out of this exploration, a
participatory action research project jointly directed by Greenwood and
Gonzilez. Whyte participated somewhat in the early stages of this project,
but Greenwood provided the major Comell involvement. (The grant also
supported some technical assistance activities Cornell provided in manage-
ment development, but these will not be described here.) :

During the spring of 1985, Greenwood, accompanied by the Whytes,
made an exploratory visit to Mondragén. At that time, Gonzéalez expressed
an interest in a study of “industrial anthropology.” While no one had a clear
idea of what was meant by the term, we concluded that the FAGOR interest
probably grew out of the current literature on “corporate cultures.”

The first stage was devoted to orientation and exploration of the research
and theoretical literature and seeking reactions to the issues posed there. It

-was also spent reviewing what had been written about the cooperatives by

their members and by academic researchers. In other words, the PAR process
began by presenting the team with conflicting views of the cooperatives and
their success found in the existing literature. Nearly all the literature was
found wanting by everyone. The cooperative members were critical of the
utility of some social science concepts and genuinely disturbed by some of
the incorrect and exaggerated views about the cooperatives. The academic

_researchers were under pressure to operationally define concepts such as

“corporate culture” and to explain and justify methods in a way compelling

~ to a group of practitioners who were intellectually well prepared but not

inclined to spend time simply on abstract thinking. Thus the pressures of
asking questions important to the FAGOR members and the formulation of
specific research questions were intense.

One result of this combination of interests and expertise was the emergence
of a clearly multidisciplinary focus. Expertise in anthropology, sociology, eco-
nomics and finance, social psychology, organizational behavior and administra-
tion, and so forth were combined around the table until the reformulated project
reflected a kind of breadth of expertise nearly impossible to achieve under any
other circumstances. . .
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As a consultant/facilitator, Greenwood’s own view of the issues centered
on an attempt to “create an organizational space” in which certain kinds of - ©

reflection and organizational change would become possible. His sense of !

the general dilemmas of organizations centered on their tendency to value
uniformity over diversity. All democratic systems risk achieving equality by

reducing themselves to the lowest common denominators or by having the f;F

organizational goals formulated in such an abstract and normative manner
that they become meaningless in most everyday situations. If taken seriously,
such uniform conceptions can lead to formula-driven approaches to organi-

zational change and discipline and can undermine the very democracy they ‘

seek to create. As aresult, he emphasized the diversity within the organization
as a source of potential strength and the joint payoffs to be gained by making’
diversity into an organizational value. In this way, he hoped that the mem-
bership could initiate a process of taking more active ownership and control
of the organizational culture.

Throughout the month of July 1985, a group of 15 cooperative members
(mostly from FAGOR personnel departments) met with Greenwood daily,
ultimately producing a 115-page monograph dealing with Ulgor, the found-
ing and largest cooperative in Mondragén, with over 2,000 worker-members.
A product of lectures on social science research methods, analysis of docu-
ments and secondary sources, teamwork on specific research projects, and

substantive debates about the cooperatives themselves, the monograph had
three sections. The first evaluated what had been written about the coopera-
tives by outsiders and insiders, including a review of about 20 draft
chapters of the Whytes’ book on Mondragén and of an interpretive article
by Whyte on the cooperatives. The second section of the monograph -
reexamined the strike of 1974 (the only strike in Mondragén’s history),:
and the third part dealt with Ulgor’s responses to the worldwide recession
of the early 1980s. Each of these sections took on major theoretical problems
theories of cooperatives within a capitalist economy, conflict management *
within a cooperative system, and the Jimits of adaptability of cooperatives to
economic crisis situations. From this process emerged a view of the cooper-"
atives as historically dynamic, flexible in structure, and responsive to ’
changes that a priori would have seemed to constitute impossible challenges .
for a cooperative system. Thus theory and case study were linked. :

The resulting monograph was passed on to the general manager of -
FAGOR and others for review and consultation on the next steps. Readers of’
the pilot monograph reacted positively and wished to see the project ex-
panded to include the entire FAGOR group not because of any specific:
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applicability but because they felt that the development of a new model of

cooperative operation could be helpful to them in guiding future planning,
The){ were also critical of some of the interpretations brought forward
providing f:onvincing reformulations and complaints about biases. This kind,

. of corrective discussion helped the model of the FAGOR group become
considerably more sophisticated.

Following visits of some of the FAGOR group and other Mondragén
people to Cormell, Greenwood returned to Mondragén in February 1986 to
plan the next steps. The plan was to retain some of the materials of the first
monograph but to supplement the documentary study with surveys and
interv1ev‘vs and thereby teach these research techniques to the group. .

By this time, the FAGOR personnel group had applied a survey instrument
developed by Gonzélez (containing a number of open-ended itemé) to approxi-
mately 50 members, and during Greenwood’s February visit the group went over
theresponses and agreed that the documentation on the history of the FAGOR
group should be strengthened with further interviews. |

Many, occasionally heated, discussions were held on the subject of surveys
and, more generally, on the appropriateness of particular social science methods
to the‘PAR aims. The cooperative members felt strongly that results should
be reliable, but they were not nearly as dependent on statistical concepts of
reliability as many social researchers because they could ultimately judge the
results for themselves by their own experiences and by their effectiveness in
action. The debates about the value of statistical versus interpretative models
of social behavior were as sophisticated as any held in a graduate seminar in
the social sciences. The clients clearly had a stake in the “truth” and were at
lea}st as concerned as the external researcher about the methods and theories
being deployed.

Greenwood served as a facilitator for the team in articulating an approach
that would be systematic, falsificationist, and yet useful. He urged the group
mel'{lber‘s to pursue a nonparametric conceptual framework, that is, to look
partlcule%rly at variability rather than assuming that all phenomena v,vould be
arrgyed in a normal distribution. The kinds of questions the members were
a;kmg about the cooperatives implied systematic contrasts of the experiences
of those at different levels of the system. This meant encouraging the team
to select the controversial issues and research them among people most likel
Fo haYe been at odds over them. And this is precisely how the next steg
Interviewing, was constructed. In this regard, the contribution of the outside;

r‘esearcher was important because the nonparametric model of reality was not
likely to have been applied otherwise. At the same time, the prixiciple that

N




36 Through Practice to Science

diversity is important was easy for the outside researcher to put forward, but
knowing enough about the system to deploy it in a meaningful way required
the store of knowledge of the FAGOR people.

The interviews were structured to confront those dilemmas regarding

equality, equilibrium between social and economic concerns, participation, -
and so forth that cooperative members already felt to be the sources of both .
dynamism and conflict. Thus they were making explicit their theories about -
member behavior and its links to work situations and social background.
Team members practiced interviewing through role-playing, went out to

conduct interviews, and later held long sessions analyzing both the interview-
ing process and the diverse results.

The interviews were a turning point because they brought in a systematic
body of information about conflicts, diversity of opinion, and problems in a &
form that fostered systematic reflection. Members of the team were surprised =
by the amount of new information gathered in this way. ‘While much of this

information was very sobering, because it portrayed the rough edges of

conflicts that had been known about more indirectly before, it also showed
that systematic social research produced important new knowledge. This
enhanced FAGOR members’ commitments to the formalization of research
processes as part of the work of the cooperatives while also convincing them
that the PAR team was producing a unique view of the cooperatives that had -
to be broadly communicated. Thus as practitioners they became persuaded
that the link between theory and action was not only possible but necessary

to their future success.

By the time Greenwood returned to Mondragén for the July 1986 intensive- ' o
seminar, the personnel group was comumnitted to producing a book on FAGOR |
both to clarify the lessons learned and to transmit them to the cooperative |
system in a form that could lead to positive future actions. Their motive was
a commitment to the “truth” every bit as strong as that found in the academic
research community, to disseminating within the cooperatives and outside . o
what they felt to be a more “valid” view of the Mondragén experience. Thus, - {
while the motive to write a book on social research was not professional in
the narrow social scientific sense, it was simultaneously scientific and social. .

The writing team was directed by Greenwood and Gonzdlez, with respon-
sibility for analysis and writing of particular research areas apportioned toa -
core group of four FAGOR people: two from the central personnel depart- -
ment (Alex Goiricelaya and Isabel Legarreta) and the personnel directors of
Ulgor and Copreci, the largest cooperatives of the group (Kepa Salaberria

and Ino Galparsoro).
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As the book project began to mature, it was clear to everyone that the
interviewing strategy used, which focused explicitly on finding the most
negative features of the system, needed to be balanced by other forms of data
showing why, despite the problems, the cooperatives are so remarkably
successful. At the same time, so much staff effort and time had been put into
the project that the cooperative members and their colleagues and supervisors
were becoming very impatient to see some practical results. This created a
complex research dilemma in which the search for truth and the demand for
action were intertwined, much as many academic social researchers fear. The
results, however, show that these goals not only can be combined but can
complement each other.

The strategy Greenwood developed for the July research was to use
roundtable discussions with members of the cooperatives, led by members
of the research team. Participants in each roundtable were selected to bring
together people with a diversity of age and experience, formal position, and
educational background. Six roundtables of eight persons each were held,
with two each on the theme selected by the team. These themes had emerged
from the previous documentary research, questionnaires, and interviews:

€)) t.:he “value added” for being a member of a cooperative (What did it mean not
just to have a job but to be a member of a cooperative?),

(2) evaluation of communication within the individual cooperatives and
FAGOR, and

(3) problems of economic and organizational readjustment.

These roundtables served the research purposes while initiating an inter-
vention phase. Setting up the roundtables involved discussions of the project
and its aims with participants, enlisting their support and pointing out that
the questions to be discussed had emerged as the most pressing in the
cooperatives.

At this point, the cooperative members also began setting the research
agenda for themselves. The idea of setting up these discussion groups was
Greenwood’s, and he and Whyte both presented ideas about the composition
of groups and interesting topics, but the topics they decided upon were
different from any that we had suggested. They appeared to welcome our
suggestions and general guidance but were determined to do things in their
own way—which indeed proved to be highly productive.

.A member of the personnel team moderated each discussion group but
refrained from expressing any personal opinions or entering into arguments.
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The moderator’s role was simply to facilitate the discussion and to tape-
record the session for later analysis by the personnel group.

Each discussion group was scheduled for 90 minutes. After each such
session, the study team convened to listen to the tape, then spending up to 90
minutes discussing the implications of what they had heard. The group

discussions had a powerful impact on team members. They found the inter-

change among line management people and workers a fruitful but painful
experience. They became even more persuaded than before that the level of
member participation in decision making in the cooper atives fell far short of
the ideal. But the roundtables showed that members were far from apathetic.
Although many of them had come to work in FAGOR simply to get a job,
members made it clear that they had become committed to cooperative ideals
and now were critical of the gulf between ideals and realities. They recognized
that the formal structures and procedures reflected cooperative ideals but did
not provide them sufficient opportunities to participate in decision making.
In this way, the roundtables provided unexpected disconfirmation of an
implicit apathy theory and suggested different lines of analysis and action.

The review of the roundtables had a strong impact upon members of the
personnel group. Concerned with many of the negative lessons from the
interviews, they heard similar, negative statements in the roundtable discus-
sions. For every negative comment by a roundtable member, however, later
in the discussion that person generally balanced it with positive statements
providing evidence of the inherent strength or value of the cooperatives. In
the roundtables, the positive group dynamics and will to solve problems
became evident. Clearly, for most of those roundtable participants, being a
member of a Mondragén cooperative meant far more than just having a job
and a secure paycheck.

As members of the study team worked through the roundtable results, they
gained an increased sense of member commitment and a somewhat different -
sense of direction, They were encouraged by the strong commitment of the
members to cooperative ideals and resolved to continue participatory action

research to find ways of resolving the discrepancies between ideals and

operational realities.
Earlier, the plan had been to write a book on the nature of FAGOR,

explaining the cooperative group to its members and to outsiders. Now the team

was committed to writing a book on the problems and possibilities of participa-
tory action research in FAGOR. Of course, to be intelligible to outsiders, such a
book would have to present basic information about FAGOR, but the emphasis
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would be on PAR rather than on FAGOR itself. That is, the overall process

" in FAGOR did not pull the analysis away from its theoretical pole; concep-

tualization and application went hand in hand.

Beyond the individual and group learning process experienced by the
personnel group members, the FAGOR PAR project has already had .three
other concrete effects. In 1986, José Luis Gonzélez proposed that the budget
of the personnel department for the next year and for the five years ahead
should provide financial support by FAGOR of participatory action research.
Up to this point, the money directly spent for PAR activities had come largely
from grants by the Spain-U.S. Joint Committee on Educational and Cultural
Exchange. Of course, FAGOR had contributed the salaries of the members
for their time spent on the PAR project. Greenwood was hired by FAGOR as
a consultant for 1987 to continue the development of the internal PAR
capacity as well as to finish the book.

A s.econd outcome from this PAR process involves personnel people
beginning to work to develop in the individual cooperatives PAR projects
designed to respond to problems and needs that came to light through the two
years of exploratory research. The findings and methods are being deployed
in new member orientation programs, in study groups working on ‘the
implementation of “total quality” programs, and in marketing of the corpo-
rate image and are gradually being incorporated into long-range planning.

A third outcome appeared in the November 1987 issue of Trabajé y Unién
the monthly publication of the Mondragén cooperative complex, r"epor,ting’
on an international conference, “Cooperatives and the Social Economy.” At

. this conference in Bilbao in the Basque country, one of the main speakers
- was Alfonso Gorrofiogoitia, one of the five founders of Ulgor and chairman

of the Governing Councils of FAGOR and the Caja Laboral Popular, the

- cooperative bank. Following his summary of the history of the Mondragén

cooperative complex and a description of its structures and basic policies,
GQrIoﬁogoitia devoted three pages to “La Experiencia de Mondragén Como
Pr(?ceso” (The Experience of Mondragén as a Social Process), drawn entirely
(with due credit) from the book manuscript for the FAGOR-Cornell projec't”
Although this does not certify to the scientific validity of the interpretaﬁon
the fact that it could be accepted as a true reflection of Mondragén by one,
yvh9 may well be the most widely known and respected leaders of the corhplex
indicates that its accuracy is acknowledged far beyond the small group that
made the analysis. '
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PAR as an Applied
Research Strategy

These cases should indicate that participatory action research can have far' |
greater impact than the conventional professional expert role of the consul-
tant in stimulating and guiding major organizational change. The cases we
have described suggest that the participatory research process not only can
achieve results of current benefit to the organizations but can lead to a
rethinking and restructuring of relations so that the impact of the process can
carry far into the future. They also show that advances in thinking about how
organizations work and learn are possible through PAR.

The process begins with the problems people who work in a firm are
currently facing. Instead of beginning in the conventional fashion with a
review of the literature, the specification of hypotheses, and the finding of a
target organization to test out our design, we start by discovering the prob
lems existing in the organization. Only as we work with members of the
organization, diagnosing those problems, do we draw upon the research
literature as well as our own past experience. ‘

Overcoming the Single-Discipline Limitation

In complex organizations, few problems arise in such form that they can
be solved by the use of any single discipline. No student of organizational
behavior can master all of the disciplines relevant for the problems we study,
but we work in the field with those who have expertise in engineering
finance, accounting and cost control, and so on. As we participate with them
we learn enough about disciplines we have not studied academically to arriv
at a far more useful and scientifically valid research strategy than would be
possible if we simply tried to analyze a problem from the standpoint of sociology
psychology, or social anthropology. ‘

In PAR, the consultant/facilitator acts less as a disciplinary expert an
more as a coach in team building and in seeing to it that as much of th
relevant expertise as possible from all over the organization is mobilized. Th
consultant/facilitator can also help bring in expertise from outside the orga:
nization. :

Testing Intervention Strategy Quasi-Experimentally

PAR enables us to study major changes that we helped to generate—
changes that would not occur without our involvement. Of course, these ar
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not true experiments, but very few genuine experiments are possible within
the complexity of organizational phenomena. The greatly enhanced ability
to study major changes far outweighs the potential problems of trying to
compensate for the distortions in our thinking that may arise from our
personal involvement in the process.

Scientific Rigor

According to the conventional wisdom, no other research strategy can
match the standard model for rigor. Whether this is true depends upon how
we define rigor. In the standard model, the subjects of our studies have little
or no opportunity to check facts or to offer alternative explanations. If we
feed back our research reports and publications to members of the organiza-
tion we studied, they often argue that we have made serious errors in facts
and in interpretations. If the standard social science researcher hears such
criticisms, he or she can shrug them off, telling colleagues that the subjects
are just being defensive—defensiveness apparently being a characteristic of
the subjects but not of social scientists themselves.

PAR forces researchers to go through a rigorous process of checking the
facts with those with firsthand knowledge before any reports are written. In
the Xerox case, the cost-saving figures developed by the CSTs were rigor-
ously checked by higher management because decisions based on them
involved millions of dollars.

In the case of the Whytes’ book on Mondragén (Whyte and Whyte, 1988),
the evolution of this writing project provided an impressive demonstration
of the value of PAR in getting the facts straight and recognizing important
alternative explanations. Following their 1983 visit to Mondragdn, when the
book project was still the exclusive personal property of the authors, Bill had
his notes translated and sent to eight key informants with a request that they
respond with suggestions and criticisms. That initiative yielded only one
response—and that from a woman who had become a close personal friend.
As draft chapters of the Mondragén book and an interpretive essay by Bill
were incorporated into the PAR project directed by Greenwood and Gonzélez,
the relationship between researchers and informants radically changed. The

. Whytes’ book now became a project jointly owned by some of the key informants

inFAGOR and elsewhere in the Mondragén complex. Alex Goiricelaya, training
director of FAGOR, read each draft chapter with great care and provided volumi-
nous criticism and suggestions. Others responded with vital corrections and

altemative interpretations on individual chapters. The active involvement of

.\
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Mondragén people in this cross-checking process has as‘sured a far higher
standard of factual accuracy than could have been achieved by standard

social research methods.

The Continuous Mutual Learning Strategy

In the standard model, the researcher operates his or her mental motor at
full speed in designing the project. Then, as the n?sear_cher goes abogt p
implementing the research design, that mental motor is shifted to idle until W
he or she—or, more generally, his or her research ass1stants——hav.e gathered
the data. At that point, the mental motor is shifted into gear again, and the
researcher tries to figure out what the data mean. '

In PAR, the researcher is constantly challenged by'events apd by ideas,
information, and arguments posed by the project palticq?ant's. If the adYapce
of science is a learning process, clearly continuous lea:mmg is more efflc'lent
than learning concentrated primarily at the initial and final stages of a project.
We also argue that organizational learning is egh@ced whgn members of thef f-
organization under study have active ownership m.the project. i

PAR also tends to extend the researchers’ learning far be}fond the Ferrm
nation of particular projects. Because PAR leads r'§se§1cher's into previously
unfamiliar pathways, involvement in the process 1s likely to stimulate us to
think in new ways about old and new theoretical problems, thus gener'atmg vf
provocative new ideas. As we will discuss later, that ha§ peer} our experience:”

with two topics: the relationship between worker pgrt1c1panqn apd produc-
tivity and the role of cost accounting in manufacturing organizations. ;

Creating Organizational and Intellectual Space

Supporting these particular advantages just pr'esepted, there isa basi? under-:
lying principle: The way we think about problems is shaped to a considerable
extent by the social setting in which we find 'ourselves‘. Wl}eg we are at Vyork »
the organization provides that setting. We think and act within ‘orgamzat.lopal;e
structures and cultures that provide explicit or implicit ground rules determining -
what information and ideas are relevant for problem solving. o

In situations of major social change, the prevailing ground rules are hk'ely‘
to block the path to creative solutions of serious new p.roblemsu Creative
solutions will depend upon the ability of the organization to change the
organizational and intellectual ground rule§. o N :,

Though they used different metaphors, it is striking that key .partl_c1pants
in our cases independently arrived at the same basic idea. Lazes visualized the"
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wire harness breakthrough in terms of changing the shape of the intellectual
box to encompass new information and ideas. Their experience with PAR led
our Mondragén associates to see it as a means of creating new organizational
space, within which new ideas could be acted upon effectively.

PAR for Advancing Social Theory

For purposes of exposition, we have separated our discussion of method-
ology from our discussion of theory building. In research, such separation is
neither practical nor scientific. Theory without links to empirical data is
likely to be sterile, and, similarly, methodology without any guidance from
theory is bound to be unproductive. Good methodology is required to build
strong theory. Therefore, the preceding arguments on methodology have
important theoretical implications.

Finally, let us venture beyond implications to stake our claim to the
potential of PAR for building better theories. To claim theoretical contribu-
tions, we begin by placing our ideas in the context of the preexisting
theoretical literature. We do so in terms of two topics: organizational culture
and the relationship between participation and productivity.

An organization is more than a collection of people, structures, policies,
and work activities. There are influences that link the elements together and
shape the way members think, feel, and act. These influences are visualized
as organizational culture. We agree with this general focus but question a
common view visualizing culture as static and homogeneous across a given
organization, like a mold into which the human elements are poured. This
view tends to exaggerate consensus among members on important issues and
to mask the existence of disagreements and conflicts, reflected in the differ-
ing ways members think about their organization and act in terms of contrast-
ing conceptualizations. Our own work, particularly through the cases presented
here, has led us to visualize organizational culture as dynamic, changing as
members struggle to resolve conflicts and negotiate new understandings that tie
together (sometimes loosely) heterogeneous elements.

The PAR process with the FAGOR group led the members to reshape the
way they visualized the nature of their organizational culture and thereby the
theoretical basis of their social change efforts. They entered the process theoriz-
ing that what they saw as an inadequate level of participation was due to member
apathy. That diagnosis leads to theoretical and practical dead ends regarding
the possibilities of inducing change within the organization. If those joining -
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the organization are not predisposed toward ac.tive participation, leafier§ may
try to stimulate participation through exhortation, but past research mdlcgtes
that such efforts would enjoy no more than momentary successes. In contrast,
the new theoretical orientation focusing on structures and sc.)c‘lal processes
that provide inadequate opportunities for eliciting active participation offers
FAGOR not only a sounder theoretical framework but ‘also more practical
guidance for efforts to enhance participation. In the relations bet.ween theory
and practice, that is as it should be: Rethinking past pracgce leads 'to
theoretical reformulation that in turn leads to improved practice. The pro-
cesses of rethinking both theory and practice thus strengthen both theory and
actice. ‘
> afri the Xerox case, the history of union-management relations had built an
organizational culture of trust and cooperation. Although this '(:ql‘Fure re.du‘ced
the level of conflict, the worker participation program was m1F1a11y limited
to shop floor problems that could be resolved without changing the labor
contract or infringing on managerial prerogatives. The cost study tea‘m
proposal opened up new ways of thinking about problems and new §901a1
processes for resolving those problems. The successes of the CST Pro]ec‘ts
then led to basic changes in structures and processes of pgrt1c1patlon—m
effect, changes in organizational culture in the Xerox manufacturmg plapts.
This case, furthermore, led us to a theoretical reformulation of ope of the
most frequently studied problems in the organizgtional behavior literature.
We began this analysis trying to make sense out of an apparent paradpx: How
can it be that the accumulated studies of several decade§ pave found no
consistent relationship between participation and produc'tlv1ty, Wherea's in
just four cases in Xerox we could report participation leading t.o gost savings
of 25% to 40%? To be sure, the dependent variables were daffer'ent in the
comparison cases, and yet costs and productivity appear to be just two sides
of the same coin.

That paradox led us to rethink the participation/productivity literat‘ure, G
beginning with a comprehensive research review (Locke and Schweiger;

1979). This and other studies along the same line (Brett and ngr.lme'r, 1982;
Hammer, 1983) all reach the same general conclusion: Job satisfaction does

appear to be favorably affected by worker participation, but no consistent pattern .-~

for the relations between participation and productivity has been found.

Our analysis then led us to rethink the definitions and conceptualizations -

of the independent variable (participation) and the dependent variable (prp-
ductivity). Could it be that the inconclusive results were produced by mis-

guided conceptualizations—for all these vears? .
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The participation variable is supposed to reflect some impact upon deci-
sion making in the organization through worker involvement in the decision-
making process. The basic problem here is that researchers have tried to
measure participation as if it were some monolithic phenomenon, not taking
into account the wide range of settings in which participation occurred nor
the wide varieties of forms of participation.

The research literature generally does not distinguish among various types
of industrial situations that could affect worker involvement in the decision-
making process. At one extreme, we find situations where workers have
substantial control over the way they do their work and over how the job of
one worker relates to that of another or one work group relates to another. At
the other extreme, the nature of the work is almost entirely determined by
the technology, as in the automotive assembly line or in the continuous
process industries such as chemicals and petroleum. In the former type of
situation, workers may have considerable latitude to change the way they
work on their own initiative, or at least the changes they want to initiate can
be agreed upon by alow level of management within that department or close
to it. In the latter type of case, major changes in work methods, technology,
and work flow can only be made with the cooperation of management, and
the changes are of such a major nature as to require considerable rethinking

of organizational strategies.

Then we also need to distinguish between participation in governance and
participation in operational decisions. By governance we mean the structures
and processes establishing the objectives and policies of the organization. By
operations we mean the work activities carried out by workers and members
of management. In the United States, worker or their representatives rarely
participate in governance through being on boards of directors, but this form
of participation history become fairly common in some European companies.
In the United States, where a joint labor-management committee has been
established, with a membership of top local union leaders and top local

management people, this provides for some indirect worker representation
in governance, but it does not necessarily assure that there will be worker
participation in operations. We often find that leaders of labor and manage-
ment have agreed to set up a joint committee but that agreement in gover-
nance has not led to active participation of workers in decision making on
the way the work is actually carried out.

We alsoneed to distinguish among a number of interpersonal forms within
which participation takes place. One form involves individual consultation.
There are no group discussion meetings, but the individual supervisor en-
courages workers to \make criticisms and suggestions and is responsive to



46 Through Practice to Science

worker initiatives. Then there are group discussion meetings in which work-

ers get together—with or without their supervisor—to discuss problems and
propose solutions. There are also joint committees or task forces in which
labor and management people try to solve problems.

There are also differences in composition. Do all the members of a work
unit meet to discuss problems? Or does the process involve committees

representing workers and members of management? If so, how are members

selected for these committees?

Participation patterns differ in the topics accepted by management and
labor for discussions. In the most common U.S. pattern, discussions have:

been strictly limited to shop floor problems. Any problem that might be
solved through changes in the labor contract is necessarily ruled off limits,
Similarly, any problem involving the structure and processes of management
above the shop floor is also ruled out of bounds. In contrast, with Xerox,
leaders of union and management agreed that any problem affecting produc-
tivity and costs could be pursued through all its ramifications in the structures,
policies, and processes of management.

There are also enormous differences in the frequency and duratlon of
worker participation. At one extreme, there are quality circles or employee

mvolvement groups that meet for an hour once a week or every two weeks. At
the other extreme, with Xerox, CSTs composed of workers and members of -

management worked together full-time during a period of up to six months,

How can such a wide variety of forms and situations be homogenizedto. .
yield a single variable called participation? That sleight of hand is achieved

by survey research. Instead of observing, interviewing, and documenting the
human interactions and activities making up the participation process in any
particular case, researchers have commonty fallen back on indirect measures:
survey items asking workers whether they feel they have been participating.

This practice enormously simplifies the conceptualization and measure-
ment problem, but science cannot be built on oversimplifications that lump =~

together vastly different behaviors. Although survey measurements of worker

perceptions of degrees of participation can be useful supplemental informa-
tion, they cannot be taken as adequate proxies for the behavior of the parties
in the case under study. For that purpose, we need systematic descriptions of =
the participative activities that have been occurring. Those reports should be
based on field observation of the participation process or at least upon =
intensive interviewing of some of the key participants so as to documentin =

some detail the nature of the interactions and activities under study.

Those considering themselves hard-nosed scientists reject this kind of data -

as being simply “story telling,” but we should not accept this put-down. It is
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hardly scientific to accept numbers measuring perceptions and attitudes that

have arisen in response to the behavior experienced by workers as superior

scientifically to data on the interaction and activities in the participation
rocess that have given rise to those attitudes and perceptions.

To be sure, it is more difficult to measure interactions and activities than
attitudes and perceptions, but some very solid measurements are possible. To
take the most obvious example, the difference between a group of workers
meeting once a week or every two weeks for an hour to discuss problems
with their supervisor and the participation of a CST for 40 hours a week for
up to six months provides a very simple but also very important measure of
the nature of the participation process.

How do we conceptualize productivity? The most common approach is
to count the number of production and maintenance workers involved in a
given operation and to divide that number into the number of units produced
in a given time period or into the value of the products produced in that period.

For this measure to make sense, we must assume that worker output is
primarily dependent on worker knowledge, skills, and motivation. That
assumption flies in the face of what we know from research and what has
long been recognized by practitioners in industry and labor: The output of
workers is strongly influenced by management—by the supervisors, by staff
people, by the organization of the work flow, by technology, and by the flow
of orders into the plant, among other variables. To be sure, where there is a
strong and active participation program, worker involvement will have an
impact on management, on the work flow, on the technology, and so forth.
If that is the case, why then look solely at output in terms of workers?

~ Consider the following hypothetical case. In plant X, production is 1,000
units per week. In plant X some years later, the same number of workers is
putting out 1,000 units per week, but the number of managerial, staff, and
clerical people has been reduced by 50%. According to conventional stan-
dards of measurement, worker productivity has not changed. Does that make
sense? As we have seen, this hypothetical case is a simplified version of the
changes that actually took place in Xerox over several years.

This analysis led us to the following question: Why have social scientists
been so interested in measuring worker productivity——and also so respectful
of the numbers yielded by such measurement? We offer speculative answers
along the following lines.

(1) The Department of Labor provides figures purporting to measure worker
productivity, so this measure has become part of the conventional wisdom
for social scientists as well as for practitioners.
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(2) In conventional terms, productivity is easy to measure. Technical problemg.
arise only when we compare 1esults of two time periods, making adjustmems
for changes in product mix and in prices.

(3) Progress in the social sciences depends upon quantitative measures.

The first two justifications obviously have no scientific basis. The thi
justification is valid only if we assume that what we are measuring has som
logical relationship to the question we are seeking to answer.

That brings us to the heart of the conceptualization problem. Instead of:
relying on conventional measures, we need to go back to the intellectya]-
drawing board and ask: What is the question we are trying to answer?

Let us abandon the conventional conceptualizations and ask instea
What is the relationship between worker participation and organization
performance? We then need to devise measures of organizational perfo
mance. We do not claim that we have found the one best way, but we do claj
that the conventional worker productivity measurement is one of the worst:
ways of answering our reformulated question. :

The outputs of the organization are the joint products of all of the people.
and the material resources used in that organization. Unless we base o
analysis upon a holistic view of organizations, we will continue to b
frustrated as we follow the standard research model down a dead-end stree

The advantage of a cost focus is that costs are attached to the use of all
the organization’s human and material resources, so the whole organization
can be analyzed in cost terms. Diiect labor costs, of course, are part of th
total data required for a holistic analysis, but in many companies they accoun
for only 10% to 20% of total costs. This suggests the folly of trying to improv
the performance of the organization solely through efforts directed at work: -
ers. From a scientific point of view, if what we are really interested in is th ;
performance of the organization, it should be obvious that the most exact -
measures of the productivity of direct labor are worse than useless because -
they direct our analysis at only a small portion of the total problem area. |

In the Xerox breakthrough, the CSTs gathered systematic data on total costs: '
wages and fringe benefits for production and maintenance workers; salary and
fringe benefits for white-collar workers, supervisors, staff people, and managers; ;-
costs of technology (original costs discounted year by year for depreciation); o
costs of space used in the operations; costs of energy; and so forth. o

We can readily link this holistic conception of costs to productivity. For
an operational unit, the relationship between the total costs charged to that
unit and the value of the output of that unit can be considered a measure of ',
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the productivity (or efficiency) of that unit. Changes in that relationship over
time would then reflect changes in total factor productivity.

This strategy does not provide a direct measure of labor’s contribution,
put, because that depends so heavily upon material resources and other
human resources, attributing the total output to labor is clearly misleading,
On the other hand, this strategy does enable us to link major changes in
worker participation with marked improvements in organizational perfor-
mance, as measured by total output in relation to the total costs allocated to
a given organizational unit.

Finally, we argue that this advance in our theorizing would not have been
possible without our involvement in participatory action research. We
had long been aware of the inconclusive findings on the participation-
productivity relationship. We had been puzzled by the failure of so many
researchers over the years to find the consistent positive correlation that
they had expected-—and that we would have anticipated. That seemed to
us a puzzle, but, not having any new ideas on how to solve the puzzle, we
did not pursue this line of research.

It was not until we encountered the dramatic results of participation in
Xerox that we were driven to the rethinking of the underlying research
question. That in turn led us to see the need for a radical paradigm shift for
research on one of the most studied topics in organizational behavior.

Regarding thinking accounting methods in industry, the Xerox experience
earlier had led us to recognize a problem along the following lines (Whyte,
1987: 497): “These conventional methods are clearly not well adapted to
solving the cost accounting problems of modern industry in a highly com-
petitive environment.”

We had recognized a problem, but, lacking any educational background
in accounting, we did not then think we might find ways to solve the problem.
Tobe sure, we had been familiar with the frictions commonly arising between
people in production and those they sometimes refer to as “bean counters,”
but we had attributed such clashes to rivalries arising out of differences in
educational backgrounds and technical specialties and perhaps to personality
characteristics that led people into one or the other field.

To Chris Argyris we owe credit for the stimulus that guided us beyond the
conventional wisdom on the relations between production and accounting.
Upon reading an earlier draft of this chapter, he urged us to press further on
the study of accounting methods in manufacturing and armed us with reprints
from the pioneering research of his colleague at the Harvard Business School,
Robert S. Kaplan, and his associates.
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We had assumed that we lacked the technical tools to understand account-
ing in manufacturing. Reading the work of Kaplan and his associates has

persuaded us that the problems we were facing were not technical but rather -

conceptual.
Cooper and Kaplan (1988: 96) put the case in these words:

Managers in companies selling multiple products are making important decisions ¢
about pricing, product mix, and process technology based on distorted cost
information. What’s worse, alternative information rarely exists to alert these . -
managers that product costs are badly flawed. Most companies detect the problem -

only after their competitiveness and profitability have deteriorated.

According to the authors, the basic problem is that management has been
using accounting methods devised for tax purposes and for supplying overall -

company financial information to stockholders.

How have the indirect costs of products been allocated in the past? One. b
common method has been simply to allocate them in the same proportion as: -

direct labor costs. According to Cooper and Kaplan (1988: 96):

Distorted cost information is the result of sensible accounting choices made de:

cades ago, when most companies manufactured a natrow range of products, ...

Today, product lines and marketing channels have proliferated. Direct labor now; . ;
represents a small fraction of corporate costs, while expenses covering factory
support operations, marketing, distribution, engineering, and other overhead,:

functions have exploded. But most companies still allocate these rising overhead

and support costs by their diminishing direct labor cost base or, as with marketing

and distribution costs, not at all.

As the authors demonstrated in a study of an actual case of a plant

producing six different products, it makes an enormous difference

whether costs are allocated according to the conventional system or:
according to a system in which management gathers and analyzes system-
atic information on the actual costs directly attributable to each product.
Following the old system, management estimated that all six products
were profitable, producing between 30% and 47% gross margins. Accord-

ing to the cost analysis worked out by the authors, three of the six products

were actually losing money. In fact, the product that management had
credited with the highest gross margin, according to the authors’ calcula-

tions, yielded a gross margin of —258%!
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If indirect costs are allocated in proportion to direct labor—or if some of
them are not allocated to products at all—such enormous distortions will
inevitably occur. Furthermore, as Kaplan explains, these distortions are not
r'andorl}; ‘the}f tend to lead to decisions prejudicial to the interests of labor in
maintaining jobs. Let us say that a given plant produces a single model of a
p[oductﬁ‘Later, management adds to this line additional products requirin
substantial new investments in machines, research and development ang
distribution. To the extent that the new, more complex machines dis, lace
labor, the direct labor costs in the plant are reduced. As the heavy additli)onal
costs of 'going beyond a single model are allocated directly back to ever
product in the plant on the same basis, this creates the illusion that the cost}s’
of producing the initial product have increased very substantially. Now.
because the company can sell the more complex prodﬁcts fora highé;‘ price,
with‘an gpparently increased profit margin—because the development anci
distnbugon costs of those products are not charged directly to the products
n questlop—management may decide to concentrate on manufacturing these
higher-priced products.

Follmjving what recently became the conventional wisdom, the compan
now decides to cut the costs of the initial product by shutti’ng down thzz

- department and contracting with a vendor in a developing nation that pro-

\{ides very low direct labor costs. The company now has to allocate substan-
tial expenses to having its engineers and other specialists work with the
vendor company to provide the technical assistance necessary to produce at
anadequate leve] of quality. In other words, the American conipany has given:
the.vendor not only the business but also considerable resources in technical
assistance. What happens later? In many cases, management of the vendor

company decides to build on this knowledge and experience base to compete

with the American company in developing related but additional products

- involving greater complexity and selling for higher prices. In other words

thg logic'of conventional accounting systems appears to be leading a number

qf Amencan companies into strategic decisions that not only involve sacri-

f1c1ng‘ wo.rkers but also may intensify their own international competition.
This line of reasoning puts the Xerox case in a new context. We no"W

recognize that the cost study teams pushed management to set aside its

c;stomaly system of allocating indirect costs to products and to work with
tde teams to develop a system of allocation that appears to be similar to that
advocated by Kaplan and his associates: tracing (at least to a first approxi-

‘mation) the percentage of each item of indirect cost that can reasonably be

attributed to a particular product. Thus we can say that the CSTs achieved a

[N
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theoretical and conceptual breakthrough in accounting methods in the same -
period when Kaplan and his associates were making their own break-:
through—and making their ideas available to the business and academic
public through their publications.

On rethinking the participation/productivity relationship, we claim some -
credit for originality. For ideas on the accounting/production relationship, we
are happy to credit Robert Kaplan and his associates, along with our further -
reflections on the Xerox case.

The issue here is the question not simply of originality but rather of how
one learns to integrate ideas and concepts across disciplines previously ':‘
isolated from each other in our minds. We still do not claim to be able to do -
our own cost analyses in industry, but now we know enough to ask manage-
ment the first critical question: “In estimating the costs to the company of a - -
particular product, on what basis do you allocate indirect costs?” g

On Measurement and Social Science

It is important not to confuse measurement with science. In some highly .
regarded sciences—evolutionary biology, for example—measurement is
impossible or else plays a distinctly minor role, ’

Where measurement is possible, it can be important, providing it helps usto
answer a significant scientific question. Measurement is driven by definitions. .
Poor definitions generate misleading measurements, which, added together, yield -
misleading conclusions. Research on the participation-productivity relationship -
has bogged down under the weight of poor definitions and misleading
measurements. =

Measuring participation in terms of workers’ perceptions tell successes
nothing directly about the behavior of workers and management people. Such
measures are only useful if they are combined with systematic descriptions:,
of the behavior researchers call participation. Some aspects of those descrip- -
tions can be buttressed by measurement: how many people were involved in .
the participation process, how often and over what period of time they
participated in it, how many proposals for change were initiated by workers,’
how many of these were accepted by management, how many proposals were -
actually implemented, what value (in costs or productivity) can be attributed. -
to worker initiated changes, and so on. Focusing on behavior rather than upon
attitudes and perceptions greatly complicates the measurement problem but
yields data that are much more realistic and scientifically defensible.

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE et. al. 53

Measuring productivity in conventional ways is also highly misleading.
Because for many people, the impetus for studying participation is to deter-
mine if more participation is correlated with improved organizational perfor-
mance, we should return to that general question and then focus on the problems

* of measuring organizational performance. We conclude with the claim that a

polistic strategy focusing on the relationship between total costs and the value
of total output is one of the better ways to measure organizational performance—
and, in any case, is superior, for both scientific and practical purposes, to
conventional measures of worker productivity.

What does this mean for research planning? Mainstream organizational
pehavior researchers call for more research with more rigorous measuring
operations. In terms of the logic of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
(Kuhn, 1962), that means pursuing more “normal science” to solve a problem
that has so far failed to yield to “normal science” for the past half century,

We believe that progress in understanding the correlates of worker partic-
ipation depends upon a radical paradigm shift: changing the definitions of

~ variables and the specification of what is to be measured. If a paradigm shift

is necessary to advance theory, it appears to us that PAR is more likely to
cause such a shift than standard research methods.

This chapter is based on an analysis of two cases and a subset of the
literature on participation. This amounts to retrospective theoretical analysis
of materials, an analysis aimed at highlighting certain key phenomena and
relationships that either explain what happened or suggest new hypotheses
about key relationships.

Such retrospective analysis and synthesis is an invaluable element in the
scientific enterprise. We know historically that significant scientific break-
throughs have been initiated in this way. It must be emphasized, however,
that, valuable as it is, this retrospective emphasis is not intrinsic to PAR as a
process; it is a product of the particular circumstances under which this
chapter was written.

The normal science mode of approach is taught as a process of theory
building, hypothesis generation, and subsequent testing. This may ormay not be

~-an accurate description of what goes on, but it is by no means the only way

to proceed with valid scientific research. Our experience places PAR in the

‘middle of a process that begins with a combination of theoretical and practical

concerns, an extended PAR process in organizations, and the subsequent refor-
mulation of existing explanations (e.g., about the participation-productivity
relationship).

In addition to features already discussed above, we are especially im-
pressed with PAR’s openness. When involved in a PAR process with many
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team members contributing to the enterprise, it is often far easier to escape
the limitations of theoretically imposed logics that constrain observation and .
thought. Practitioners often bring the pursuit of irrelevant or ill-conceived .
lines of inquiry to a rapid halt, correcting or refining the questions asked in
ways that lead to sharper formulation and more productive research.

PAR has important qualities as a method for examining the plausibility of .
theories, as has been argued with the participation-productivity example. It “:
also is productive in formulating new hypotheses about key relationships,
hypotheses testable by either further PAR research or through conventional
research methodologies. It is not, therefore, an alternative to existing social -
science but a way of dramatically enhancing our achievement of the goals of
theoretical understanding and social betterment by widening the range of ..
strategies at our disposal. Active involvement with practitioners struggling -
to solve important practical problems is highly likely to open up researchers’ 5
minds to new information and new ideas, leading to advances in theory as'
well as in practice. o
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Participatory Action Research

A View from Xerox

LARRY A. PACE
DOMINICK R. ARGONA

In 1980, after several years of thought, study, and preparation, and in response
to increased foreign and domestic competition, the North American Manu-
facturing Division (NAMD) of Xerox Corporation and the Amalgamated
Clothing and Textile Workers Union (ACTWU, Local 14A) began a joint -
quality of work life (QWL) experiment that is still in existence eight years -
later, although in a much different form. In this chapter we describe the f
process and its evolution from a highly structured adjunct feature of the worl
environment to a more integral and flexible approach to solving busines
problems and enhancing quality of work life. This evolution has not bee
painless, but our hope is that, by an honest sharing of our successes an
difficulties, we will be able to help other companies and unions strugglin
with similar issues and problems.

AUTHORS’ NOTE: We are grateful to Bill Whyte, Don Kane, Pete Lazes, Ron Mitchell, Stev
Weber, Tony Costanza, Hal Tragash, and the entire Team Xerox/ACTWU QWL team o
managers, trainer/coordinators, shop chairpersons, employees, and consultants for their support
encouragement, assistance, and friendship. The names are too numerous to mention, but th
contributions of each individual are deeply appreciated. Critical comments by Bill Whyte,
Davydd Greenwood, and Peter Lazes resulted in substantial improvements to the manuscrip!
The views represented herein are the authors’ and do not necessarily represent the officie
position of Xerox Corporation.
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The story of QWL at Xerox is a story of participatory action research
(PAR; Whyte, 1987). Much of what we have learned has been through trial
and error, experimentation and refinement.

What follows are the reflections of two Xerox internal consultants on the
evolution of the QWL process at Xerox, a series of major obstacles encountered
by the process, the responses to those events, a summary of the organizational
learning that occurred, and a listing of current and anticipated issues and concerns
faced as the QWL process is merged with the Total Quality Control (TQC) efforts
at Xerox. Finally, we reflect upon the role of internal consultant itself, giving
thought to the various subroles and the social processes involved in being an
effective internal consultant to the Xerox QWL process.

The Need for QWL at Xerox

In the mid- to late-1970s, Xerox began to suffer erosion of market share
and profits as (1) patents expired, (2) foreign and domestic competition
increased in Xerox’s mainline copier and duplicator business, and (3) customers
began to demand higher value and quality and greater choice. Worker values
were also changing, reflecting changes on the national and international scene.
Workers were demanding a greater say over their work and were searching
for more than financial rewards for their efforts.

The company was seeking higher productivity and competitiveness.
Xerox management believed that worker skills and contributions were not
being fully tapped and that, if this potential could be better utilized, productivity,
quality, and worker motivation would increase. The union was not opposed to
those goals as long as they did not translate into job loss or speedup tactics, but
more important to the union was the search for an approach that would accord
more dignity and respect to its members, increase the quality of their lives at

work, and secure their jobs.

The Beginnings of the
Xerox/ACTWU QWL Process

In late 1979, management approached the union during contract talks with
the idea of establishing a joint employee involvement (EI) experiment. The idea
ultimately produced the following joint sponsorship clause, which was ratified

~into the 1980 collective bargaining agreement (this clause was included

verbatim in the 1983 and 1986 contracts):
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A Joint Company-Union Employee Involvement Committee shall be established
to investigate and pursue opportunities for enhancing employees’ work satisfac-
tion and productivity. To this end, the Joint Committee shall meet regularly to

undertake the following responsibilities:

A. Review and evaluate ongoing programs, projects and expetiments, both within
and outside the Company, designed to encourage employee involvement.

B. Develop programs, projects, and experiments that might uitimately be broadly -
applied o

C. Establish subcommittees to develop suggested programs for specific areas:
Hear and review reports from these subcommittees.

D. Submit reports and recommendations to the Company and Union regardmg 2
the implementation and subsequent progress of specific programs.

To implement this contractual language, in April 1980, the parties founded f
the Joint Planning and Policy Committee, which consisted of top union officials:
and company executives. This committee established ground rules for the
process and authorized the formation of Joint Plant Advisory Committees
(PACs) in each of three major manufacturing facilities covering roughly 5,000
union members. The PACs formed Joint Business Center Steering Committeés .
(BCSCs), which were chartered to guide the EI process in their areas of the plants.
EI was conceived as a bottom-up, grass-toots effort to get workers mvolved in
problem solving and decision making at the shop floor level.

Union and management trainer/coordinators (T/Cs) were selected to team
teach a 40-hour participative problem-solving and group development cur- .
riculum to Problem Solving Team (PST) members. The T/Cs were trained by; '
a third party (first Sidney P. Rubinstein and then Peter Lazes).

The authors were internal consultants who worked closely with the T/Csk -
with the external consultants, with line management, with corporate head-
quarters, and with the union in establishing, maintaining, and expanding the ",
QWL process. Additionally, Argona was appointed manager of the employee e
involvement function, within the Human Resources Department. The El
function was chartered to develop EI strategy in conjunction with the union, -
to administer the day-to-day operations of the QWL process, and to report
periodically to the Joint Planning and Policy Committee. Argona’s union -
counterpart was Anthony J. Costanza, then general shop chairman. Together
these two individuals, who later received Xerox’s highest honor, the President sf} 3
Award, were the daily personification of the QWL process. :
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In the summer of 1980, the T/Cs conducted intensive orientations with the
work force and solicited volunteers for PST membership. The rallying calls
for QWL were these: “Let’s work smarter, not harder,” “If Japan can, why
can’t we?” and “The choice is ours.” Enthusiasm was high, and at first the
supply of volunteers far outstripped the capacity of the organization to train
and support PSTs.

PSTs were formed of six or seven union members and a supervisor, all of
whom were volunteers from the same work area. (It must be admitted that
the union members were far more likely to be true volunteers than were the
supervisors.) By the end of 1980, 10 PSTs had graduated and 14 were in
training. By mid-1982, there were over 150 active PSTs.

This era of process discovery and diffusion was one of very high
excitement among top managers, union officials, and especiaII.y PST
members, They were given management attention, were allowed time
away from their regular jobs to select and solve problems, and were enabled
to expand their horizons through participation in decision making.

PST Accomplishments

Problem Solving Teams, as a form of parallel suggestion involvement
(Lawler, 1988), were very successful for Xerox and the ACTWU. Millions
of dollars worth of cost savings and productivity improvements were
documented. Team accomplishments were mainly in the form of i improve-
ments to working conditions, work flow and process, quality, safety, and
workmanship. Although the traditionally organized job and work des1g1; and
organization structure were initially unaltered, worker commitment and
productivity were enhanced, especially in areas where the process had
middle management support.

1981 to 1983: Four Major Hurdles

Between 1981 and 1983, four difficult and unexpected situations were
faced by the QWL process. The responses to those situations challenged and

- ultimately changed the design of the QWL process.

(1) There was a potential outsourcing situation in the Wire Harness Assembly
Plant, part of the Components Manufacturing Operations in Webster, New
York. It was determined after a year-long competitive benchmarking study
conducted by management that the wire harness assemblies for the new 1075
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copier could be purchased on the outside at a saving of over $3 million but
a loss of 150 to 180 union jobs.

(2) From 1981 through early 1983, Xerox, driven by increasing competitive
pressures, went through a substantial “resizing” effort that led to voluntary
and involuntary reductions in force in both salaried and hourly ranks. It was

very difficult to separate the layoffs from QWL in the minds of those affected. - :

(3) The QWL process reached a platean. Job movement driven by the rolling
production plan disrupted team membership and necessitated the training of
replacement members, Additionally, the pool of new volunteers for PSTs
evaporated.

(4) In 1983, Xerox initiated a TQC process called Leadership Through
Quality. This was conceived as a top-down corporate culture change that
required managers to learn, use, teach, and inspect the practice of Total
Quality Control before cascading the training and application of Leader-

ship Through Quality to the next level. The organizing structure for . "

Leadership Through Quality consisted of a manager and his or her staff.
It was hoped that this structure would support the managerial behavior
changes that proponents of EI had so often said were lacking. The union

had been actively involved in the QWL efforts as a joint partner, but the

Leadership Through Quality effort was solely a corporate management
initiative.

Overcoming the Obstacles

The Wire Harness Study Team. The union, supported by Lazes, approached ' .
management and asked if, in the spirit of QWL, the workers could be givena -
chance to save their jobs by taking the surplus costs out of the harness plant. This = |
project was given management approval, and a team of six union members and- 5

twomanagement employees was selected from a list of 160 volunteers. The team
was given six months in which to develop its recommendations, access to all
company information, and office, clerical, and travel budget support. The story
of the original Wire Harness Study Team has been reported elsewhere (Lazes

and Costanza, 1984), but suffice it to say here that the results of the study team
were successful beyond either party’s initial hopes. The work and the jobs were
kept in house, and recommendations were implemented that ultimately saved

the company more than $4.2 million annually.
1983 collective bargaining agreement. Because of the success of the Wire

Harness Study Team in taking surplus costs out of an internally manufactured .
commodity, the company was desirous of using the same methodology in all i
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areas of the business in which it was not competitive. Following the layoffs
from 1981 to 1983, the union was reluctant to give the company carte blanche
to form cost study teams without some measure of employment security.
Thus the parties entered the 1983 negotiations with a mix of motives, some
complementary, some conflicting. The result was a trailblazing collective
bargaining agreement that provided protection against economic layoff for
all union members (Local 14A) for the life of the contract (three years), In
return for (1) stricter absenteeism control measures, (2) some deliberalization
of benefits, (3) containment of wage rate growth, and (4) the ability to
duplicate the Wire Harness Study Team approach in any area deemed to be
uncompetitive, the company was able to provide the employment security
union members sought (Costanza and Pace, 1985). This provision was
extended in 1986 for another three years. Although the 1983 contract pro-
vided job security for union members, the strict no-fault absenteeism mea-
sures were not well received by the membership. The problems with the
no-fault absenteeism arrangement were corrected to some extent in the 1986
contract, which provided incentives for good attendance rather than simply
punishment for absence.

Refocusing the involvement process. As the number of teams increased,
two phenomena occurred. The pool of volunteers began to evaporate, and
the ability of the traditionally designed organization to absorb more teams
began to diminish. A “balance point” was reached in most of the plant
operations at around 15% to 25% involvement. (One plant, a continuous
process operation, proved to be an exception in achieving the involvement
of 60% of its employees on PSTs.)

The biggest problem presented by the leveling-out phenomenon was that
it created polarized “in-" and “out-groups”. This split into divided camps
produced two very different ways of looking at the employee involvement
process. To those who were active participants, the process was very mean-
ingful and fulfilling and tended to be evaluated in terms of its potential to
increase member satisfaction and loyalty as well as to lead to superior
solutions to organizational problems.

Members of the out-group, however, evaluated the process from an
outcome perspective, asking such legitimate questions as how much the
process cost and what its return on investment was.

Moreover, those outside the process often had to work harder to cover the
jobs of those who were off at meetings, which often had refreshments served.
This led to some frustration and resentment toward the process and its partici-
pants. It has often been observed, of course, that participants are more favorable

[
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in their evaluations of the participative process than are nonparticipants (see,
for example, Nurick, 1985). :
The need for a change in approach became obvious. The Quality Circle model

would never produce 100% involvement in the traditionally organized opera-
tions. We made two joint decisions in early 1983. All hourly and salaried

employees would be trained in problem solving and group dynamics. Regardless

of whether a person volunteered to be on a team, he or she would need to speak

the “problem-solving language” to operate in the new work system.
The second joint decision concerned the nature of the EI process itself in the

plant organizations. The Divisional Planning and Policy Committee mnstructed
each PAC to sponsor off-site strategy sessions with both participants and

nonparticipants in the QWL process to answer two basic questions: Why weren’t

people volunteering to join QWL teams? How could the process be reorganized o

so that business and human needs could be simultaneously met?

These joint strategy sessions led to a complete restructuring of the EI S
process through an interesting application of PAR (Pace and Mitchell, 1985).
The plants were encouraged to perform participative, stakeholder evaluations "
of their EI processes. In the Components Manufacturing Operations, a™ -

stakeholder survey was constructed by the PAC with the assistance of Ron
Mitchell from Cornell. Pace and Mitchell analyzed the responses to the

survey, which was administered to nearly 1,000 employees, and fed the results

back to the PAC, which then restructured the EI process. The focus shifted

away from Quality Circles and onto problem solving and participative
decision making as fundamental ways of organizing work. This led to the .,f?;\;
formation of Business Area Work Groups as a superior approach to EI

(Mitchell and Pace, 1986).

Business Area Work Groups blanket an entire organization with a 100% ‘
involvement structure. Consisting of from 15 to 50 people, all of whomn are connected .-
with a particular product or service, these groups meet regularly on company .
time (usually for one and a half hours every other week) to discuss their work |

area’s performance, company business information, and union information

and to recognize individual and group accomplishments. These groups then
discuss problems of quality, cost, or delivery schedules and either solve the © -

problems immediately or commission ad hoc teams to take the problems off

line for resolution. Ad hoc teams usually consist of 3 to 5 people rather than -
the usual 8 to 10 in a Quality Circle. After an ad hoc team solves a problem,

the team disbands.

The Business Area Work Group strategy solves the in-group versus out-group : .
problem and enables a traditional work system to migrate toward a high- "

performing, self-managing work system.
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These two decisions resolved the problem of the loss of volunteers for
Quality Circle activities and paved the way for integrating the QWL efforts
with the Leadership Through Quality strategy.

Creating a desirable future: Horizon Teams. Another effort at refocusing
the involvement process was an experiment in participative strategic plan-
ning for Xerox Manufacturing (Pace, 1987). The so-called Horizon Teams
involved the union and many hourly employees. These teams developed
projections and recommendations in the areas of factory automation and
robotics, product and process quality, materials management, business sce-
narios, and human resource management. Pace served as team leader for the
Human Resource Management Horizon Team.

1984 to 1986 Integrating TQC and QWL. In late 1983, Argona moved
to Xerox Corporate headquarters as manager of EI for the entire corpora-
tion, and Pace replaced Argona as organizational effectiveness manager
for manufacturing. The corporation was developing its Total Quality
Control process, which came to be known as Leadership Through Qualit};,
and Argona and Pace were asked to integrate the ongoing EI activities
with the corporate-driven Leadership Through Quality approach.

Although the philosophies of TQC and QWL are mutually supportive and
highly compatible, a major concern in Webster, New York, was the lack of
involvement of both the union and the local manufacturing management in
the development and rollout of the Leadership Through Quality strategy.

Recognizing the problem, and agreeing that it was a potentially severe one,

Xerox corporate management sponsored and supported the following steps:

The union and management T/Cs, who had developed and delivered the initial
QWL training, were asked to modify and deliver the TQC curriculum to the
industrial work force. This modification reestablished the concern for human
needs at work and also firmly placed the union in an equal status with
fnanagement in the TQC process wherever bargaining unit employees were
involved.

The T/Cs were reclassified as organizational effectiveness specialists (OESs) and
given an expanded role as internal consultants to the combined TQC/QWL
process. Simultaneous with this development, the OESs were centralized and
reported directly to the organizational effectiveness manager. This gave a
central focus to the process, which was highly favored by the union.

The JoinF Planning and Policy Committee was chartered with overseeing the
combined TQC/QWL process in NAMD (which by this time had been
renamed the Reprographic Manufacturing Operations—RMO).

N
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These steps provided the organizational base for the TQC training of the
entire RMO work force. Union and management OESs trained management
employees and union employees alike, just as had been done with the original
QWL training. The implementation of the TQC process following the com-
pletion of training was, and is, an issue of joint union/management concern.

1987 to the Present:
Current and Anticipated Issues

In 1987, upon completion of the TQC training, the OESs were once again -

returned to the line organization as internal consultants and facilitators for.
the TQC/QWL process. Simultaneously, their ranks were reduced because

of the completion of the heavy training schedule. Currently, the organization : -

is facing (and dealing jointly with) the following issues:

(1) The decentralized OESs, while being more closely tied to the actual deliver-
ables of the business by reporting directly to operations managers, may lose
their “organizational effectiveness™ and “joint process™ perspectives.

(2) While the TQC process assumes, and expects to be built upon, a healthy

QWL process, this assumption is implicit rather than explicit. The implicit
assumption regarding employee involvement may lead to a reduction in -
emphasis on the human needs of the members of the organization and too

heavy an emphasis on the bottom line (Jacobson, 1988).

(3) Theroleof the production supervisor is undergoing radical change in Xerox’s -
manufacturing operations. One plant in Webster (New Build Operations, the .
assembly operation) is instituting an improved work system that fully inte- -
grates QWL and TQC with the day-to-day operation of the business. In g

support of this work system, supervisors are being trained with a 360-hour
cutriculum covering their new roles as coach, counselor, resource person,

teacher, and facilitator,

(4) The next steps for the joint QWL process are not currently clearly defined. - -

The ACTWU, along with other progressive labor organizations, is seeking a

redefined role in the industrial enterprise. What form this role will or should - -

take is not immediately obvious.

LARRY A. PACE and DOMINICK R. ARGONA 65

Reflections on the
Internal Consultant Role

The role of internal consultant in the QWL process at Xerox was a very
*challenging and exciting one for us. At the same time, the role was very
demanding and often quite frustrating. In the early days of QWL, 60- to
70-hour weeks and even longer were quite common for us.

We lived through eight years of the process, nursing it in its infancy and
helping it grow to its current stage of development. In what followé, we
reflect personally on our experiences by identifying several specific respon-
sibilities (subroles) of the internal consultant and then describing our ap-
proach to integrating these various responsibilities.

Human resource strategists. Although case studies abound on the
Xerox/ACTWU QWL experiment, few even mention the role of the internal
consultant team as strategists. This is a major omission.

In response to increased foreign and domestic competition, Xerox man-
agement had developed a three-phase business effectiveness strategy to lead
the company from a position of competitive disparity (Phase I) to a'position
of parity (Phase II) and finally to a position of competitive leadership (Phase
IM). This business strategy focused on new product development, technical
superiority, strategic planning, competitive benchmarking, and financial
control but was largely silent on human resource issues.

‘Yet Xerox was aware that the skills and talents of its work force were
being underutilized on the job, and, as early as 1975 for Argona and 1979 for
Pace, we began producing and implementing strategies for developing the
human potential of Xerox workers and managers. These started with a series
of studies by Argona of technical obsolescence in manufacturing engineers
and culminated in 1979 in a document coauthored by Argona, Dr. Robert W.
Mann, and Pace that laid the groundwork for the QWL process.

In this strategy document titled simply “Project 90,” employee involve-
ment was shown to be a necessary ingredient for achieving and maintaining
acompetitive business advantage. As early as 1979, we had charted a 10- to
15-year course for QWL at Xerox. This human resource strategy provided a
blueprint for moving the Xerox Manufacturing organization from a tradition-
ally organized bureaucracy to a high-performing, high-involvement system.

' The three phases, each projected to last from three to five years, consisted
f’f a parallel suggestion involvement process for the process entry phase, a
job and work group involvement strategy for the competitive paﬁty phase
and a high-involvement work system for the competitive advantage phase.,
Recognizing the current operating system, and working within the “arc of
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the possible,” we initially shared only the first phase of the QWL strategy

i ox line managers. ‘ .
Wlﬂlglxtlfctzgh some developments were unexpected, the QWL strategy out

i escient in predicting both the kinds of -
.4 in Proiect 90 was amazingly prescient n pr oth the
1m°&;;§2§zcwould occur during each phase apd the appropr'late res..porl.sic1
E);Othose problems. The actual development of the QWL process 1s st
{ i iginal strategy.
Ackine almost perfectly with the ongin , .
trazkmlgiea:z’ resec?rchersﬂ Based on the approval _Of the strategic th'rustth of
Pr 'I;it 90, we were given the responsibility to visit our cpunterpart§ in f? er
C(r)?i]lpanies’ and to interact with outside organizati(;ns, mCl}ldlt?g osonsultmg s,
i ‘ ( ganizations.
iversities, overnmental agencies, and research org
f umg::ﬁ;sp(%ses of these visits were (1) tolearn the §treggths an§ vgleaklsle‘iizsl
“ f various involvement approaches, (2) to identify likely pro 3611: 1 o
‘ 0 { coss lementation and ways to overcome such problems, (3) to learn
Ptllocetsr'se:;t?xs and weaknesses of various outside con§u1tants, and (éll)) to
;:veslop superior approaches o training probls:m-solvmg team members,
teering committee members, and trainer/coordma'tc{rs. ; ’
s eewitl% the learning that occurred through these visifts, we dex;lelopFe a preI‘-l |
' icati internally and externally. For eac
.on for communicating both mte;na \ cier y. e '
Sint:\:;)? Prg;ect 90, we projected approximately a year 'of applied researcll(;
I:iuiing the height of success of the phase, dunn%v w;uch thdeg:rllz Sz:;;}} .
{ ‘ ation of activity. We deemed thi
be formulated for the next genera o . ed thi arh 5
“pr t life cycle” notion 0 ‘
because we had adopted a “produc cyel fon of the .
?rf\fgfs:gent approach used in each phase, expecting it to diminish in
ectiveness over time. o L
effgcczlle\;persons/process champions. Another of our roles was to sfel&1 ur(lzc\c;;L :
inced line managers and shop representatives on the benefits o ed i
gr'ocess In this role, we worked closely with (;l(;lstax;lza o;tlh;;rl\;T::rléeasnwloalkzeéd :
) .. en 5 '
' 1l. This activity was most successiul Wi <e | k
(t)cfx Stcl)lrc:e for example, by coconducting presentau'ons. and Uamg ses‘swns1 52;7’
& e;s and shop chairpersons. Much of the selling in the eatly.days 1nv<:i .
manaagnces and reassurances to the parties that their own prerogatives would not -
ux . . e 3
?)Sesundelmined by the process, at feast not in the initial stages. i
A distinct frustration in this role was that, by freque‘ntly associal mg a.n’d;
llaborating with the external consultants and the union, a‘s.req‘.l‘l:gman :
Z(\)fen demanded by the internal consulting role, We.lost cred1b111ty wi at y
traditionally orieﬁted line managers, zipecmlghrgliiglllz r?;rela;iz IsI.lal o
ighli ' oblems of this role. 1
This highlights one of the key pro . o e aoment s
a coproducer/partner relationship wi ‘ : |
Enterzres:n(;izﬂgglﬂtanf and with the union. All of these relationships must:
e , ’
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be continually refined and developed, yet, at the same time, none of them can
predominate. Juggling and balancing multiple relationships requires a
healthy dose of tolerance for ambiguity.

This ambiguity was exacerbated by the fact that we had multiple “bosses.”
As manager of the EI function, Argona worked for the human resources vice
president, but, in just as real a sense, he worked for the Joint Planning and
Policy Committee, and also for the VP of manufacturing operations.

Simultaneously satisfying the requirements of multiple bosses was diffi-
cult at best and sometimes downright impossible. This situation was initially
somewhat easier for Pace as an individual contributor because he knew that
Argona was his manager, while the union, the management, the OESs (T/Cs),
and the hourly employees were various “customers” who had requirements
that should be satisfied as much as possible. Pace, however, later experienced
the same role conflict Argona had as the OE manager for manufacturing,

Another aspect of the sales role was that of coach, counselor, and cheer-
leader for the OESs, who often were at odds with the system as a result of
their change agent status and needed to hear an encouraging word from
someone who understood.

Corporate interface. In addition to our other responsibilities, we were
given the task of interacting with the corporate office both to keep the
headquarters informed of progress and problems with the process and to
transfer learning from Webster to other patts of the corporation. This required
frequent travel to corporate headquarters and participation on various com-
panywide committees, teams, and task forces.

Integrating the various subroles. The various roles of the internal consul-
tant—change agent, facilitator, strategist, researcher, and salesperson, were

' . integrated by us into a sort of “phantom” role in the process. By this we mean

that, to the extent that all the roles were being performed appropriately and
at the right intensity, the internal consultant role was largely transparent to
management and the union, who were, after all, the joint partners in the

process.

" When the subroles were out of balance or when crises arose, the overall
role became visible, but our approach was to submerge the internal consultant
role as soon as we could. If the QWL process worked, we believed the credit

~ - should rightfully go to the union and to line management, not to the internal

or external consultants.
In addition to requiring a high tolerance for ambiguity, the low profile we

~ took meant that personal career ambition for the internal consultant had to
. take a backseat to the desire for the QWL process to grow and prosper.

A
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Conclusions

We have shared an insider’s view of the evolution of the joint QWL activities
at Xerox during an eight-year period. We show that the QWL process has had
its share of expected and unexpected events and that the organizational learning
occurring through the PAR approach was quickly internalized within the
process.

Over time, the QWL. process had become a decentralized, contingent
involvement structure. While this was desirable from a management perspec-
tive, it presents significant problems to the union, which would like to speak
with one voice about and to the QWL process.

Some of the words we and others have used in describing the QWL process
at Xerox are “robust,” “a learning experience,” and “evolutionary.” The
common thread is that the PAR approach has allowed quick, although by no
means painless, adjustments to the process that have helped it to survive,
grow, and develop.

Being principal stakeholders, change agents, coproducers, salesper- "
sons, researchers, coaches, counselors, and strategists for the QWL pro- =
cess placed multiple demands on the internal consultants. These demands =
were exacerbated by the ambiguity of multiple and sometimes unclear -
reporting relationships and customer requirements. On balance, however, =
we have found the job of internal consultant a fulfilling, challenging, and -

exciting role.
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Participatory Action Research

A View from the ACTWU

ANTHONY J. COSTANZA

During the time when the employee involvement program was getting
started in the Webster, New York, plants of Xerox in 1981 and until 1986,
I was shop chairman. In that role, I had the principal union responsibility -
for the program and, therefore, had an intimate view of its problems and
progress. That experience has led me to these reflections regarding th,e“ﬁ'f':
evolution of participatory action research and specifically the cost study“"jﬁk
teams at Xerox. I shall also set those activities in the context of the:
evolving relationships between union and management and the changing
role of the union.

The Transformation of
Labor Relations

By conventional standards, for years our union had enjoyed a 1easonal?ly,‘
good relationship with Xerox Corporation. Nevertheless, the employee in:
volvement program represented a major change, going far beyond these conven-
tional standards. It has involved a transformation of the role of union leaders. No
longer do we concentrate exclusively on wages, benefits, and working condi |
tions. Without neglecting those fundamental elements, we have had to lean to
understand a different language, that of costs, quality, and delivery, as essential to
business success and, therefore, also essential to the welfare of our members
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The employee involvement program has also had amajor impact on collective
pargaining. We have gone beyond traditional issues to focus on job security and
on the sharing of gains flowing from improved business performance. Negotia-
tions have become less adversarial and are becoming a mutual problem-solving
process. We have gained increasing flexibility, to the advantage of both parties.
We renegotiate our basic labor contract every three years, but it makes no sense
to wait to solve problems that come up in the intervening months. We solve those
problems either through informal discussion or through negotiating side agree-
ments that modify the existing contract.

The Xerox “comeback” against foreign and domestic competition has
been widely reported in the press. Our workers have made impressive gains.
In job security, we have gone far beyond the contractual guarantees
described in the Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes report. In 1978, employ-
ment in our bargaining unit had reached a high of 4,650. By 1982,
employment had dropped to 3,354, and, in 1983, management projected
that in five years the number of jobs would drop further to 2,600, largely
through attrition. On the contrary, by July 1, 1988, employment had
febounded to 3,702.

We still support our members vigorously in processing grievances. Our
records for 1976 through 1979 show an average of one grievance for every
19.5 workers. For the 1980 to midyear 1988 period, that ratio had dropped
only slightly to an average of one for every 25 workers. Although this change
would appear to reflect only a minor improvement in the union-management
relationship, it must be borne in mind that the 1980s have been a period of
wrenching readjustments in response to intense competitive pressures. This
has increased the need to move workers from one job or department to another,
a condition in which the union must be vigilant in safeguarding the rights of

- individuals while still supporting the long-run interests of the collective body.

These days, in general, we do not feel that grievances reflect bad faith on the part
of individual managers but rather reasonable differences of opinion in interpre-
ting the contract and the needs of a rapidly changing business. '

There are also important but less tangible benefits to workers and the
union. The program has provided greatly enriched learning opportunities. As
they face new intellectual challenges, workers find their work more interest-
ing. The program also provides an excellent training ground for future union

“ leaders, as they are grappling with the new problems that must be solved for

the union and management to progress together.

.. Tobe sure, the enrichment of the experience of workers who get involved
: incost study teams (CSTs) or other problem-solving activities also raises new
. problems. Following their involvement in a CST, many workers are content
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to go back to their regular jobs, but others are S0 stimulated by the E
experience that they are no longer satisfied with their regular jobs. We
believe that the more workers on the shop floor gain new knowledge and

skills, the better off we will all be. Nevertheless, there is a continuing -
challenge for management and the union to devise ways of continuing to -
support the kind of job satisfaction and commitment that goes with

increasing knowledge and skills.

How Did We Get There?

In explaining the gains we have achieved in recent years, we need to
recognize that the program was building on a good relationship with man- ;
agement Over many years. Furthermore, our union had never been opposed
to cooperating with management, provided that a real partnership could be 1
achieved. In fact, notable cases of cooperation were developed as early as
the 1920s by our union. N

To go beyond a good but conventional relationship, we had to establish 5
ground rules for building the employee involvement program. Top manage-- |,
ment and union leaders recognized the importance of this new program and |
also its innovative nature. For Xerox, we had the strong commitment of chief )
executive officer David Kearns. For our union, we had the strong commit:
ments of Les Calder, then manager of the Rochester Joint Board, and of J acob
Sheinkman, then secretary-treasurer of our international union and now.
president, and Murray Finlay, then president. .

It was clear from the outset that this was to be not simply anothe
management program but a real partnership between the union and man
agement. Both parties recognized the need for outside assistance to g
the program started. Although Xerox paid the bill for the consultants
management agreed that those consultants would be jointly responsibl
to both union and management. &

We agreed to begin focusing on shop floor problems to build up worke
participation at this level, but at the same time members of both partie
recognized the importance of learning as we went along and, therefor
of developing new strategies to meet new problems, :

We agreed that it was necessary o have third parties come in to hel
us get started. Once well established, such a program can continue withol
third parties, but this may not necessarily be the most effective way t0 g
There is a danger of complacency and a loss of momentum as the novel
of the process wears off and new ideas are not as frequently developed
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The Role of the Third Party

- To some extent, the third party plays the role of mediator, helpin

members of each party to understand the position and problems of,the oI:heg'
and thus qrengthening their ability to work together. With responsibilities t I
both parties, the consultant/facilitator has access to higher levels of mana; eo
ment and the union. This enables him or her to intervene to eliminitc;

1 ~ roadblocks.

In the CST case, Peter Lazes had the basic idea but laid it out to us onl
in aner'al terms. He invited us and the management people to work with himy
to fu'1d ways to make it happen. In our lengthy and continuing discussions
he stimulated us to use our imaginations. Rather than giving us solutions, h ,
would sometimes comment, “That’s a great idea. Now, how can we build, oe
it?” He also helped us get from the general to the particular, focusing on th{c1
details. We worked out the steps to be taken, but he insiste’d we wri%e them
down and deter‘mine when action was required and who should take it. He
was very effective in making ideas grow. We felt that he was stimulatin. us
put that :e were in control of the process—in fact, at times we goig 50
;nnt(:,::tsst;i e:l what we were doing that we wondered whether we really needed

We all agreed that we needed a training program, particularly for the cost

- study teams. Peter I'.azes did not tell us what the content of that program
_should be. He got union people and management people together to plan that

content, balancing the technical information in engineering and cost account-

ing with the orientation and training in the social process of problem solving

 The Role of the Union in
Intensified International Competition

We 1§?ognize that our union must be prepared to meet increasingly intense
compeque challenges. It is often assumed that a unionized com a:l, isat
cpmpehgve disadvantage with nonunion American companies an><’i esez
more so in competition with foreign nations, where wage rates are substan-

tially lower. We believe that we have certain compensating advantages to

help us withstand competition.
couﬁﬁzmst f(})lre}grl competitors, and particularly competitors in Third World
es, where wages are a dollar an hour, more or less, we don’t believe

" th '
las:) l\jv::) can always overcome such extreme wage differentials for unskilled
- On the other hand, we believe we have comparative advantages in the
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flow of information and the sharing of ideas between union and management,
We reject the idea that American workers are not able to work as fast and ag
efficiently as workers elsewhere. We also question the commonly held view
that our competitive disadvantage is due in large part to deficiencies of our * -
educational system. We are well aware of these deficiencies and want to do
our part to improve education. Nevertheless, apart from the content of -
material imparted by teachers in countries with which we compare ourselves,
Americans generally have an advantage of education that is more likely to
stimulate imagination and initiative than that which we see in many other’
countries. We need to find ways to harness American creativity at the worker
level rather than just depending upon the information and ideas possessed by -
management. U
In competing against American nonunion firms, we believe that we have
compensating advantages that can overcome wage differentials. In the nonunion
firm, management can hardly be expected to share technical and financial
information with workers. Because nonunion workers have no organization to
represent them, if management really wanted to share information as freely as |
does Xerox, how could this be done? We would hardly expect management to*:
spread technical and financial information broadside across the whole work .
force. Even if management undertook to do so, management would only be
communicating the information that it thought workers needed to have, -
whereas we have often encountered situations in which workers and unien -
leaders have called for information that management had not thought to -
provide. g
There is also a problem of management instability. One manager may. :
develop a participative program, but the person who succeeds him or herin
that position may have quite a different personal style. In that case, the =
unorganized workers have no means of insisting that the previous ground
rules be honored. In our case at Xerox, we regard the union as the primary
guardian of the philosophy and policies of labor-management cooperation.” :
Today, none of the leading figures in management who participated in'the
building of the CST program and related activities remains in his or her
position in the Webster plants. The commitment to cooperation with the union
has remained firm at the top levels of the corporation, but it has been the role -
of the union to socialize new people as they move into the key management

positions regarding the policies and philosophy underlying the cooperative |

program. .
The union’s contribution is not limited to stimulating the flow of informa- - -
tion and ideas. The facts do not simply speak for themselves. Workers and

union leaders and managers often have different interpretations of those facts. |
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Wh?n that happens, it is important for workers and union leaders to have the
ability to argue with management people on important issues. That can hardly
be achieYed in a nonunion situation. Furthermore, progress in the sharing of
information and ideas and in implementing changes that come from them can
often be blocked at the level of the immediate supervisor or the middle
managers. Workers in a nonunion plant have little opportunity to get to higher
levels of authority. We have found it important to be able to reach the highest
levels whenever we appeared to be blocked on an important issue by people
in middle management. '

This does not mean that at Xerox the union always wins its arguments

_ with management regarding CSTs or other issues. Nevertheless, in some

cases, management has been willing to go along with the union on an issue
of major importance to the workers, even when the management people felt
that they were risking a somewhat negative outcome. This does not mean that
management people would yield on an issue for which they were convinced
the results would be strongly negative. It does mean that théy have often been
willing to take small risks in order to reach an agreement with the union that
‘would continue and strengthen the cooperative relationship.

In most cases, our arguments with management have not been on crucial
issues, but there was one case worth mentioning because it threatened to
undermine the whole process, This issue arose in the early stages of estab-

lishing our CSTs. We found the unjon competing with the Procurement

Department. These were individuals whose salaries and bonuses depended
upon their effectiveness in outsourcing items that had been previously
produced at Webster. In this situation, we did not trust people in procuremenf
We believed that they might be leaking technical and financial informatioﬁ
regarding what our CST would be able to bid on a given item. This would
then give the outside sources essential information to enable them to underbid
-our own people. To meet this problem, we negotiated an agreement with
management specifying that the internal CST would have the opportunity to
fnake the final bid. If our bid was then lower than those received from compet-
ttors, we would retain the jobs; otherwise, they could be contracted out.
Sometime later, we learned that management was about to outsource some
products on which no internal cost study team had had the opportunity to make

 the last bid. I met with our shop committee to discuss it, We agreed that this was

serious enough that, if management did not reverse this decision, we would pull
th.e umon‘out of the employee involvement program. I then arranged to meet
with the vice president for manufacturing to discuss the problem. He agreed that

2 mistake had been made, promised to block the outsourcing that we had

protested, and went on to.reaffirm the previous policy decision,
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disagree with a position taken by management. ‘We made this threat because
we felt that we could not live with an agreement made in good faith if the
company was going to violate it. ;

we were involved in bringing into the bargaining unit work that had pre- .-
viously been contracted out. This involved a trucking contract. We had set .
up our own CST and had submitted a bid that was below bids from outside -

contractors. We thought we had the business and the jobs, but then people in. o
procurement went out and found a contractor to underbid us. We called afoul. =
on that one. We reminded management that our own CST must have the final "
bid on any item. Procurement can take its best shot first, but that would be -
their only opportunity. We refused to compete against a moving target.

violate agreements, but they are busy people under lots of pressures exter-

pally and internally (from procurement), so it can sometimes be necessaryto -
remind them of a particular agreement. S

An Evolving Program

I do not believe in threatening to pull out of a program just because we - .

Much later, we had a similar problem that was easier to resolve. This time \

In Xerox, I do not believe that key management people will deliberatelyﬁ

The cost study team program was a giant step forward in employee
involvement. Since that beginning, anumber of different versions of involv
ment have developed, along the following lines: :

(1) We now have study teams to bsing in work we never did before—as in the
trucking contract case and now on assembly jobs that we are studying f
bids. In the beginning of the program, the CSTs were entirely defensiy
struggling to hold on to jobs. ‘

(2) We have teams formed to solve problems that were never addressed togéther'
with management before. =

(3) - Shop representatives attend operations review meetings with managemérit
on a regular basis. s

(4) Shop 1epresentatives attend manpower planning meetings.

(5) Employees make trips to other companies in the United States and abroad
a means of broadening the base of our knowledge of the competition.

Participatory Action Research

A View from FAGOR

JOSE LUIS GONZALEZ SANTOS

The Particip‘ato?y Action Research (PAR) project that was carried out in
FAGOR beginning in July 1985 has been most stimulating for the members
of the Department of Personnel of the group of 12 firms and 6,500 employees

- that belongs to the Mondragén Cooperative Group in the Basque provinces

of Spain. As an effort at collaboration between the university and the privat

secFor,. between research and action in an industrial confext it haIs) bees
enriching. Yet in presenting my own analysis of the process, I d,o not wish to
overlook the difficulties that emerged. One learns as much fr:)m the problems
as from the successes, and reflection on the practical limits encountered

- improves our ability to advance.

The mitiati\(e arose in the Central Personnel Department of FAGOR, more
as the expression of a general interest or curiosity than in response to a

 specific set of problems in the factories. There were three aims:

(1) to create the capacity for social science research in the personnel department

~(2) to gain more systematic knowledge of the human experience of FAGOR in
order to build personnel policies on a more solid foundation

3) :)o ;deritify taiultlt;lre and underlying values affecting the logic of decisions in
rder to take these dimensions into account in developing or iri
management techniques pie o e
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To set the context, it is important to recognize the personnel department’s:

responsibilities. Personnel focuses on structural and functional issues, inter-
vening only marginally in questions of the organization of administratiVe.'{*
processes. It participates with engineering departments in the conceptualiza. |
tion of workstations, although engineering is responsible for leading this- ;
process. Although personnel has a different qualitative focus compared with -

other aspects of businesses, leadership in the cooperatives is in the hands of -

marketing, production, and research, with personnel and finance having les's""':'

influence.

The expertise of Davydd Greenwood, codirector of the project, and the - |

intellectual support of W. F. Whyte contributed to the resolution of problems
as they arose and assisted in bringing this PAR collaboration to a constructive
conclusion, planting in FAGOR the seeds of greater intellectuai and method-:

ological discipline. This discipline is helping us to manage change in a more -

self-conscious and systematic form.

The Process

Viewing it sy..thetically, we can see three phases of action: The first;

intensive phase, which centered on one of the firmns, had the character of 3.

theoretical-practical apprenticeship. The second phase involved research ?it ;
the level of the whole cooperative group and took approximately two years,

The third phase centered on specific, short interventions aimed at testing the : ’

possibilities of PAR and the ability of the team to utilize it.

Phase One: Initial Contact with PAR

This was developed intensively during July 1985, when we devoted the

mornings to class debates and the rest of the day to reading and discharging”

the participants’ ordinary professional duties. During this phase, lowering the
barriers between the internal team members and the outside collaborator
gradually led to an integration of their agendas and perspectives.

Part of the month was devoted to the analysis of general information and

learning about basic conceptual approaches, for instance, how emphasis on'-

process is essential in the analysis of organizations, the importance of
attention to heterogeneity and contrast, the role of dichotomies in creating -
models of organizations, and so forth. Then these methodological fundamen--

tals were put to use in the analysis of two particularly significant situations
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in the history of one of the firms. This permitted both research practice and
the reinforcement of the concepts that had been discussed.

A critical reading of the most significant writings published about the
cooperatives of Mondragén permitted comparison of internal and external
perspectives, the role of different types of determinisms, projections, and epic
foci in thinking about Mondragén. The reflections and debates that took place
during this phase were limited to a group of personnel department members.

The month ended with the writing of a monograph that was presented to the
general manager of the group. He authorized the continuation of the project into
a phase involving research and analysis of greater breadth and depth.

Phase Two: Application of PAR in FAGOR

In this phase, the research expanded to cover the 12 cooperative firms of
FAGOR, all of which are located in the same geographic location but each
having important differences in technology, size, and economic situation.

An initial, modest, pilot questionnaire provided the first approximation of
the problems of cooperative life and the perceptions of the members. Al-
though some differences appeared in the results, the image we captured
seemed to us more homogeneous and positive than we would have expected
in any organization. This caused us to move to an extensive set of interviews.
After defining the questions to ask, we selected a sample to obtain the most
heterogeneous responses possible, to provide members the opportunity for
personal catharsis on important issues, and to gather abundant, diverse, and
extreme information. We found the sometimes harshly formulated responses
important but noted that they lacked the subtlety gained through the expres-
sion of views in more ordinary social contexts.

Some of the limitations of the interviewing technique were overcome
through holding roundtables involving persons from different parts of the
organization with different views, educational backgrounds, and experi-

sences. These roundiables centered on the most significant issues that came

up in the interviews, permitting us to capture the subtlety of different views
but assuring that these views were tested in a social context, with each person
obliged to support his or her statements. This gave clear evidence of the
existence of a variety of different discourses regarding the same facts in
FAGOR and also showed the existence of schematized worldviews, replete
with prejudices and stereotypes.

The roundtable debates were focused on issues such as the problematic

- relation between the economic and social dimensions of the cooperatives.

“
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Participants debated the relationship between equality, solidarity, and hier-
archy, efficiency and participation, authority and power, cooperation and
conflict, and centralization and decentralization. But in the roundtable for-
mat, these debates were carried out not in terms of dichotomies but as a
challenge to the participants to achieve some degree of integration.
Ancillary to this process, the collection and analysis of abundant existing
information in the form of the minutes of the various social bodies, docu-
mented positions taken prior to making key decisions, lists of issues dealt

with in the different social bodies, and so forth permitted the reconstruction -

of the historical process followed in the business and institutional develop-
ment of the cooperatives. Through this process, we identified certain basic
questions that underlie or dominate the socioeconomic dynamics of FAGOR.

Subsequently, we engaged in the process of jointly writing the chapters
of a book about FAGOR, as a process of synthesis, internalization, and

conceptualization. Without doubt, this was one of the most difficult parts for -

the team, the one that required the greatest personal effort. 2

A briefer report-synthesis was directed to all those who had been involved -

in the process, to the members of the Management Councils, and to the plenary
Personnel Committee. Its objective was immediate feedback, taking our reflec-

tions to different levels of the organization and outlining orientations, objectives, :

and future action plans.

All of this phase took place in an atmosphere of open discussion, continuous: &
questioning, and the wish to get to the bottom of things, to touch the reality asit . -
is lived in the workplace by different people. In this way, it represented a change : :
in our conception of culture, a move toward a more dynamic and multifocal

vision of the cooperative group.

The various parts of this process were carried forward by differing groups, ,,' <,
dedicating varying amounts of time and attention to it. The key groups were.

as follows:

A team of seven persons, including the external collaborator, who acted as the

principal leaders in the research, dedicating special effort to the final phases of
writing and synthesis: Although these were members of the Department of

Personnel, their educational backgrounds differed: law, psychology, econom--. " )

ics, education, and so forth.
A broader group of around 20 people who worked on the interviewing process,

defining the questions, doing the interviews, and discussing the results: This @
included members of the personnel department and representatives from many . .

different levels in the cooperatives.
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Phase Three: Specific Interventions

These interventions undertaken as we were finishing up the general
research process and were intended to test the new skills of the team and the
PAR method through specific, short-term activities. By developing them, we
tried to reinforce the idea of creating within the organization the habi’t of
approaching problems from a variety of angles, of sitting at the table with all
those who have something to contribute—independent of department or
rank. We wanted to accustom people to becoming conscious of the complex-
ity and interrelationships and to press the groups to arrive at solutions, making
them co-owners of the problem, the analysis, and the solutions. We also wanted
to sensitize them to the many blind alleys that can deflect change processes.

On a smaller scale, the process followed was basically the same as in the
larger project: problem identification, search for information, getting those
affected together, and collaborative attempts at analysis and suggested solu-
tions'. In the interventions, we learned to take special care not to permit the
passing on of responsibility for solution of the problems to the cooperatives
in general or to the PAR leader in particular.

These applications happened to coincide with the initiation of a program
of Total Quality. As aresult, this type of intervention has been integrated into
that process, as a generator of cooperation, reflection, analysis, and actions
for improvement. ‘

A Critical Analysis of the Experience

T"he general impact on the participants has been favorable, and I would
particularly highlight

the development of a more open mind-set, the explicit awareness of diversity in
t%le system, the will to arrive at the root of problems, the enhanced capacity to
listen a.md get beyond the obvious, the development of a greater capacit); for
analysis and reflection 4

awareness of the possibility of learning from everyday events, learning to concep-
tualize problems on the basis of local realities through the use of simple
methods like roundtables

a better knowledge of the human experience of FAGOR, of the implicit values, of

f:haxact.eristic ways of dealing with problems, and of the importance that
immediate, everyday experiences have for the members
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In addition,

Learning to think counterintuitively (asking “what if?” questions, taking a non-
parametric view, appreciating the heterogeneity of organizational reality) was
the dimension that had the most impact on us.

Becoming aware that, because approaches using qualitative methods are more
natural and fluid, but less precise and accountable, greater conceptual solidity
and breadth of personal experience is required. The simplicity of qualitative‘
methods turns out to be only apparent.

On more than one occasion, however, we wondered if we really had assimi-

lated the methodology, if it were truly possible to apply social research in the

firm. Throughout the process, there were moments of enthusiasm, absenteeism,

perplexity, loss of interest, exhaustion, coldness, renewal—all due to reasons - -

such as the following:

Overwork caused by having to combine regular professional duties with the

research: There is a clear choice here, and we are clear that it is-preferable to .-

be less perfectionist and demanding in job definition in order to maintain the.
capability of research-action in our people.

The feeling of uncertainty, of not participating in a project that was laid out" :
rationally in advance with perfectly defined steps and ready tools: The tactic - o
we adopted of beginning the research process and then going along, ptowdmg, R

concepts and methods when the research process required them, generated a
triple reaction:

The perception that the outside collaborator, who was perceived as the .

“expert,” exercised insufficient control over the process.

The positive sensation of joint progress and of co-ownership of the research -
along with the realization that social research is not an occult science but“
that, given some concepts and an appropriate context, it makes good use of e

intelligently applied common sense.

The perception that providing concepts and methods to enable action, method, i @
and concept to coincide as an inseparable reality converts social xesearch T

into a process of ongoing apprenticeship.

The external collaborator and the internal team had different agendas, which ’

showed up as differences of thythm, priorities, mutual expectations:

Review was ongoing throughout the different phases of the process about the :
true role of the external collaborator: expert, cheerleader, fac111tator," -

director, . . . ?
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The external collaborator was repeatedly being converted into the catalyst at
any meeting. The group reflexively tended to free itself of responsibilities
for the direction of the process.

The group suffered occasionally from the impression of not gaining ground, of
using tools and concepts that were too loose, of taking too long to arrive at
conclusions and action plans. It also became evident that the PAR process may
be too open because it offers the possibility of arriving at basic issues through
the analysis of simple situations, but it can also cause much time to be wasted
on subjects that lead nowhere.

There was considerable difficulty in accounting publicly for improvements made,

" acommon enough circumstance in the social sciences. This made the external
collaborator nervous, because he wanted to present visualizable results; it
bothered the internal cooperative manager, who found it hard to perceive the
positive results of the budgetary costs and time dedication of his personnel;
and it worried the team itself, because its members were evaluated by other
standards and were needed by the organization for other, more immediately
definable tasks.

The final effort of writing the monograph was particularly hard because of the lack
of practice. This generated some insecurities and accentuated the desire to
finish.

Conclusion

The contrast between internal and external perspectives has been basic to
the process. The rapid integration of the external collaborator, because of his
knowledge of the cultural reality of our country, was complemented by
significant differences in our educational backgrounds, habitual work envi-
ronments, and personal views. This polarization between proximity and
difference was present throughout the process in differing proportions and
provided us with varied practical results,

Important space for and habits of reflection have been created. Yet it would
be too bold to affirm that the entire team could define exactly what PAR is,
what its basic focus is, and what its specific, differentiating tools are.

It is reasonable to affirm that PAR’s impact on the Department of Person-
nel has been uneven. In part, it has followed the degree and intensity of
involvement of particular individuals, particularly taking into account our
need to combine PAR with other activities and other management tools.

L
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No formal restructuring of the Department of Personnel has occurred, but

it does now operate with a different perspective. The personal and profes-
sional impact has been particularly important for the small group that worked

most closely on the project.

There currently is no project or specific objective of applying PAR to our -

strategic planning. Rather, its ideas and methods have become implicit in the
orientation of the department. The department has received no express
requests from the cooperatives, the social bodies, or management for specific

PAR interventions. Nor am I optimistic that such explicit requests for
- applications of PAR will be formulated. Our organization tends to blend

things, to integrate them. This is as true of personal protagonism as for the.

use of any particular methodology. Syncretism is evident in all aspects of

FAGOR life.
At this time, we now propose three levels of action:

Meeting specific objectives and jobs of each section, including the personal effort .
of reflection, by synthesizing the experience in paths of action, follow-up, and:

evaluation, and adaptation of specific PAR tools.
Working through teams on interdisciplinary projects, dealing with particulatly

important subjects where different disciplines flow together: These involve .

short projects, of three- and six-month lengths.
Developing larger-scale, multiyear projects, taken on by interdisciplinary teams,

through which we attempt to identify the interrelations and repercussions of . . -
certain major facets of cooperative life, such as technological change and
industrial redevelopment in FAGOR: This will enhance the Department of
Personnel’s ability to intervene more actively, consciously, and professionally. .7 | -

In this triple way, we are assimilating participatory action research into

our system.

Participatory Action Research and
Action Science Compared

A Commentary

CHRIS ARGYRIS
DONALD A. SCHON

The Dilemma of Rigor or Relevance

Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes frame their discussion of PAR in terms of
the desirability of pluralism in social science. They argue for the incorpora-
tion of PAR, along with normal science, in the social scientist’s “kit of tools.”
We take a different tack. In our view, social scientists are faced with a
fundamental choice that hinges on a dilemma of rigor or relevance. If social
scientists tilt toward the rigor of normal science that currently dominates
departments of social science in American universities, they risk becoming
irrelevant to practitioners’ demands for usable knowledge. If they tilt toward
the relevance of action research, they risk falling short of prevailing disci-
plinary standards of rigor.

From the action researcher’s perspective, the challenge is to define and
meet standards of appropriate rigor without sacrificing relevance. And, for
this purpose, action research needs three things: a way of representing research
results that enhances their usability, a complementary way of construing causal-
ity, and an appropriate methodology of causal inference. '

In our review of the Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes chapter, we shall
explore the meaning of these three conditions. Let us begin, however, by

LY
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defining action research, participatory action research, and action sci- .~
ence. Action research takes its cues—its questions, puzzles, and prob-
lems—from the perceptions of practitioners within particular, local prac-
tice contexts. It bounds episodes of research according to the boundaries
of the local context. It builds descriptions and theories within the practice "
context itself, and tests them there through intervention experiments—
that is, through experiments that bear the double burden of testing hypoth-

eses and effecting some (putatively) desirable change in the situation.

Hence, action researchers are always engaged in some practice context, =
In Geoffrey Vickers’s phrase, they are “agents experient,” and their research -
results tend to be couched in everyday language—often in metaphors of
“optimal fuzziness,” such as Kurt Lewin’s “gatekeeper” or his distinction
between “democratic and authoritarian group climates.” Although action

researchers may make claims to generalizability across local contexts, their

generalizations are unlike the “covering laws” to which normal social science =
aspires; they do not describe relationships in which the values of a group of .
dependent variables are uniquely determined by the values of a group of .-
independent ones. Rather, their generalizations tend to describe thematic:*
patterns derived from inquiry in one setting, the valid transfer to other settings -

of which depends on confirmation there by further experiment.
Participatory action research is a form of action research that involves:

practitioners as both subjects and coresearchers. It is based on the Lewinian . -

proposition that causal inferences about the behavior of human beings are.

more likely to be valid and enactable when the human beings in question.
participate in building and testing them. Hence it aims at creating an envi- -
ronment in which participants give and get valid information, make free and .

informed choices (including the choice to participate), and generate internal
commitment to the results of their inquiry. o
Action science is a form of action research that, although it shares th
values and strategy described above, places a central emphasis on the
spontaneous, tacit theories-in-use that participants bring to practice and
research, especially whenever feelings of embarrassment or threat come into
play. These theories-in-use we call “Model 1.” They include strategies of

unilateral control, unilateral self-protection, defensiveness, smoothing over,
and covering up, of which their users tend to be largely unaware (Argyris and
Schin, 1974). And these strategies tend, in turn, to undermine attempts to

implement inventions based on the discoveries of action research; indeed,
they often distort the discoveries themselves—all in ways of which research-
ers and practitioners tend to remain unaware not because of ignorance but
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because of a skillful adherence to Model I theories-in-use and virtues such
as “strength” (construed as dominance or unwillingness to be swayed by
others) and “caring” (construed as unilateral protection of others) learned
early in life.

In our commentary on the Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes chapters, we
shall use the action science perspective to point out certain practical limita-
tions and conceptual gaps. We want to emphasize, however, that we see
action science and participatory action research (PAR) as members of the
same action research family. In the broader world of social science, PAR and
action science are aligned in a basic and consequential conflict with normal
social science. What they have in common far outweighs their differences.
Nevertheless, as we shall try to show, an understanding of their differences

- illuminates both the potentials and the limits of PAR and the future develop-

ment of action research as a whole,

We shall illustrate these differences by reference to the Xerox case
described in the Whyte, Greenwood, and Lazes chapter. We begin by review-
ing its main features.

The Xerox Case

The authors place the Lazes intervention within the framework of attempts
by organizational researcher-consultants to bring workers and managers
together to diagnose and solve organizational problems. Starting with the
proposition that interventions “limited to the shop floor” tend to yield only
marginal increases in productivity and quickly exhaust participants’ interesit,
the authors ask, How do you get from the conventional shop floor focus to

- the much broader sociotechnical economic focus and how do you do so

without opening up Pandora’s box?

The breakthrough occurred, the authors tell us, when Xerox proposed to
close its wire harness department, outsourcing its production and eliminating
some 180 jobs, to save $3.2 million dollars per year. Lazes proposed an
alternative: creating a cost study team that would “study the possibilities of
making changes internally that would save the $3.2 million and retain the
180 jobs.” To gain the willingness of labor and management to participate in
this venture, Lazes built on the “relationship of mutual trust” he had pre-
yiously established with them and on their prior experience as participants
in regular meetings in which management had invited union leaders to discuss
Is strategic business plans. Lazes interviewed labor and management

N
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representatives to draw out their sense of the risks involved in the CST
venture and to help them “think through . . . the potential advantages and
disadvantages of accepting the proposal.”

Once the CST had been accepted by both labor and management, a joing
team of eight people was set up and charged with working on the problem :
over a six-month period. Lazes then operated as a “consultant/facilitator” “to-
identify the problems . . . caused primarily by blockages, the development of .
adversarial positions, turf issues, immobilization, and a general loss of the(f
sense of control and ownership of the organization’s activities.” '

Behavior had become largely reactive. To address this, he emphasized “changing -
the shape of the box”—throwing out a broad array of options and tactics that
temporarily disorganized the blocked system and might eventually lead to a sense :
of joint responsibility, openness, and control and ownership, if properly handled,

In other words, he attempted to facilitate a transition to amore reflective and activé o
mode of organizational behavior. '

Management offered the team access “to all financial information they might
require”” and invited them to consider “any and all possible changes.” Solutions
were found, we are told, in two areas. First, the team discovered data that revealed
the high costs of training new workers—in response to the “bumping” by
senjority that was sanctioned by the labor contract—and was able to project a
substantial savings through “stabilizing the . . . personnel—provided that the
parties would then negotiate contractual changes to make this possible.” Second
the team discovered inappropriate allocation of overhead charges to the wire
harness division, the removal of which would also achieve substantial cos
reductions. The two measures, taken along with other changes, promised to,
achieve savings in excess of the required $3.2 million.

As a consequence, CSTs were established in three other units at-
Webster, resulting in productive changes that included worker participa- i
tion in the R & D process and in plant redesign. These successes “made
it possible for the union and management to work out a new labor contract
providing employment security for workers in the bargaining unit” and -
led management to commit to establishment of a CST before any large- -
scale layoffs were undertaken. e

The authors note that this “powerful process of organizational learning” -
did not spread to Xerox plants in locations other than Webster. They cite the <
“exceptionally favorable circumstances” at Webster: a history of Jabor and -
management relations of “mutual trust and respect built over years of joint
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roblem solving” coupled with “urgent economic needs” that “had not
reached the crisis stage” that “demanded quick and drastic rescue measures.”

The Xerox Case from an
Action Science Perspective

At least three kinds of important consequences are claimed for Lazes’s
intervention. They are (1) cost savings to Xerox and retention of employee
jobs, (2) restructuring of the cost accounting system and labor contract, and
(3) experience that would act to up the ante as to the kinds of changes that
would be possible in the future (this is what the authors refer to as “the
intensification of organizational learning” at the Webster plants).

We want to raise two main issues about these claims. The first has to do
with the inferences, explicit and implicit, by which the authors link Lazes’s
intervention to its consequences. They do not consider alternate explanations
and thereby miss an opportunity to demonstrate the kind of rigor appropriate
to action research.

The second issue has to do with certain questions the authors do rot ask:
Why was the “shape of the box” so narrow to begin with? Why was the
organizational system so “blocked”? In short, why did the organizational
learning system of the Webster plants have the features attributed to it prior
to the Lazes intervention described in their chapter? If these questions were
taken seriously, we believe, it would suggest important limits to Lazes’s
intervention and cast doubt on the likely durability of the organizational
changes he is said to have facilitated.

There is a distinction between these two issues, but they are also inter-
dependent in certain ways, as we shall try to show.

The authors’ treatment of causal linkages. We reconstruct the following
causal chain associated with Lazes’s intervention, drawing on explicit or
implicit elements in the authors’ chapter:

Lazes intervention + “favorable circumstance”

intensified organizational learning process: breaking open the box, holistic,
cooperative
2

achieved (at least one-time) savings of over $3.2 million at wire harness plant,
saved 180 jobs, significant increase in organizational productivity

L
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established CSTs at three other Webster departments
further organizational improvements: more efficient R & D cycles through workey
involvement, more efficient plant redesign

\

management commits to worker security at Webster, agrees to CST before layoffs

What we seem to have here is a threefold claim:

(1) Important shifts in organizational learning occurred: Hidden sources of daty’
were opened up, participants’ thinking was broadened to include the entire |
sociotechnical system of the firm, and cooperative problem solving took 7
place among groups (especially labor and management) that were usually in

an adversarial relationship to each other.

(2) These shifts in organizational learning caused the favorable first-order re~

sults: cost savings, job retention, and the like.

(3) Lazes's intervention, coupled with “favorable circumstances”—an impend- -
ing crisis clearly visible to all concerned and a prior history of labor/manage- .
ment relations characterized by “mutual trust and respect”—caused these. .

shifts in organizational learning.

Let us take item 1 as given by observation, although even here we may
wonder whether all relevant observers—other management and labor partic-

ipants—saw the matter as Lazes did. We have no information on this point

because the authors tell their story only from the interventionist’s perspective,

With respect to item 2, the causal attribution is supported in this chapter. -
only by the authors’ claim. There is no consideration, as far as we can see, of
other plausible causal accounts of the first-order effects. One possibility is

the following: The change was really a political one; management made a

decision to open up hidden data, and so on, in order to achieve labor peace. -

In other words, the story was really one of adversarial pressure rather than

organizational learning. The authors may easily be able to refute this alter-
native on the basis of evidence available to them. (We shall suggest another

version of it in the following section, when we have introduced some

additional terms.) Our point here is that the authors do not try, on the basis’ '

of their special knowledge of the case, to construct and test plausible
alternatives to their “organizational learning” hypothesis. Indeed, they do not

treat it as a hypothesis at all but as an obvious interpretation of the data of
the case. In this, we believe, they follow the practice customary in most.

published papers written in the traditions of organizational development and
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sociotechnical systems. We are not arguing that their interpretation is mis-
taken but that a failure to seek out countervailing evidence leads too easily
to a belief in the efficacy of organizational learning—in effect, to an ideology
of organizational learning,

With respect to item 3, we are in worse shape. We know very little about
what Lazes actually did. We are told that he proposed the structure of the
CSTs within which the new organizational inquiry occurred, facilitated the
process by which management and labor considered the risks and benefits
associated with the CST venture, and thereby increased the likelihood of its
acceptance. We are told that he facilitated the work of the CSTs through
process consultation—that is, he “provided training in group methods and in
problem analysis,” and in the early stages of the intervention sat in as an
observer in meetings of the CSTs but “never intervened except to help the
parties to resolve an impasse.”

We do not know, however, how Lazes trained the participants or how he
helped to reduce resistances or resolve impasses. Lazes’s way of intervening
remains, for the most part, a black box, and there is no attempt to present
other accounts of his intervention and its role in organizational change at the
Webster plants. In our experience, participants and observers of an organiza-
tional intervention often see things in very different ways. The “Rashomon
effect,” whereby different observers tell internally compelling but incompat-
ible stories of organization change, is a hallmark of organizational reality.
The surfacing of such stories provides an opportunity for testing the
interventionist’s story or reconciling it with others.

The authors make a brief reference to “quasi-experimental method” and
to management’s interest in testing claims made for intervention. But it is
clear that at least what Donald Campbell describes as quasi-experimental
method, which very much involves proposing and testing alternate causal
accounts of phenomena, has not been carried through here—or at least is not
recorded in the chapter.

The issue of “appropriate rigor” is important from the point of view not
only of research methodology but also of learning from the experience of the
intervention. Prospective imitators of the Lazes intervention would need both
an operational description of what Lazes did and a critical inquiry into the
causal attribution of his achievements to certain features of his way of
intervening.

We wish, finally, to comment on the theoretical advance the authors
describe and attribute to the intervention. They were led, they say, to pose a
new question and to propose a new theory in answer to that question. The

w
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question: “How can it be that the . . . studies of several decades have founq -

no consistent relationship between participation and productivity, whereas
in. .. Xerox we could report participation leading to cost savings of 25% to
40%7?” And the answer: an interesting elaboration of various kinds and levelg

of participation, and a proposed shift in the definition of “productivity” from -
“productivity per worker” to “organizational productivity,” meaning “the.

relationship between the total costs charged to (a) unit and the value of the
output of that unit.” The main thrust of the chapter, as far as Xerox is
concerned, is really this shift toward a more broad-gauged, sociotechnical
approach to participation coupled with the shift toward a more holistic
definition of productivity.

There is certainly an interesting observation, with which we have no
quarrel, except for the question of how we know that the shift toward
“holism” really did account for the first-order effects described (as above)

and how we are to understand the relationship of this theory building to the

intervention itself.
Was the new idea about productivity suggested by the intervention, or was

its development an important part of the intervention itself? Surely thereis ©: *

nothing wrong with the former. But it is the latter that characterizes some of

Lewin’s best examples. In these instances, the development of the theory is .

critical to the effectiveness of the intervention, and it is the intervention that

tests the theory. Did this happen in the Xerox case? The case might be made = = -
that it did, but we can’t tell for sure. The issue seems to be important for what -,
we intend by the relation between “action” and “research” when we speak-
of action research (or action science, for that matter). It is not merely a .~
question of temporal priority but rather one of the function of “research™ -
(theory building and testing) within and in relation to “action” (organiza- =
tional intervention). On one view, organizational intervention is said to be =
suggestive or evocative of theoretical insights. On the second, it is said to
have a distinctive function as a context for theory building and a means of

theory testing.

Questions the authors do not ask. As mentioned above, we do not have

access to what Lazes actually said and did in the course of his intervention

at Xerox. We do not have relatively directly observable data of what actually .

happened during the meetings. The reason we seek such data is that only by

having access to actual behavior can we infer the interventionist’s theory-in- .-

use. At the moment, the most we can infer is what Lazes (and others) believe

he did. To use our language, we can only develop a picture of Lazes’s - :

espoused theories. Moreover, if our knowledge is limited to espoused theo-
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sies, we are also limited to the reasoning that underlies these theories. It is
difficult to provide an independent test of causal relationships embedded

“in the case if we are limited to the ideas and reasoning espoused by the

interventionist.

As we read the material, we find that we can piece together a more
complex causal account than the one described in the case. This account, if
valid, suggests that Lazes may well have produced successful first- and
second-order consequences, as claimed, but that as he did so he bypassed the
organizational contextual factors that helped to create the problem in the first
place.

Because we do not have transcripts or notes of Lazes’s actions, we will
build our case upon the text provided by the authors. We hope to show that
our conclusions are plausible by using their statements as our premises and
by making inferences that they, and the readers, will find worth consideration.
For example,

(1) The authors state, “It was obvious from the outset that such a plan would
involve abandoning the rules that declared certain topics of study or discus-
sion out of bounds.” They state that the CST was formed with individuals
who were not handicapped by “preestablished interpersonal hostilities.”

Abandoning rules that declared certain topics out of bounds makes sense.
But we would wish to peel the causal onion by at least one more layer. What
were the causal factors that made it possible to have rules the effects of which
were antilearning? What rules existed in the organization that sanctioned
making such topics undiscussible?

If it is possible to abandon the rules, as Lazes was able to do, we would
wish to explore how he was able to accomplish this feat. Our inference is that
he used the crisis situation to say to both sides, “OK, if you want to save jobs,
or reduce unacceptable costs, then the undiscussibles have to be discussed.”
This intervention “works” because everyone’s back is up against the wall,
and is, in our terms, a “Model I” intervention. It does not require the players
to explore how they got themselves into such a crisis in the first place.

What were the causal factors that pf‘oduced the “preestablished interper-

 sonal hostilities”? It makes sense to reduce these factors, as Lazes reports he

did. The method used to reduce these factors was, in effect, to get rid of the
old broom and start fresh—again, without leading the players to explore how
the “old broom” (or the old “shape of the box™) had been created and
sustained.
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(2) The team discovered that there were high training costs caused by the
bumping procedures required by the existing labor contract. The team wag
able to show that these costs could be reduced by stabilizing the work force,
which could be done by altering the contract. Moreover, the CST identified
allocations of overhead charges that were inappropriate and recommended «
their removal.

The question arises in both cases: What were the factors that had made
these issues undiscussible prior to Lazes’s intervention? What did manage-
ment and labor do that made it likely that these discoveries would not be
made and that solutions to the discovered problems would 7ot be found
without the threat of an impending crisis? o

In our own research, we find that, whenever undiscussibles exist, their:
existence is also undiscussible. Moreover, both are covered up, because rules :
that make important issues undiscussibles violate espoused norms of mana- -
gerial stewardship and union practices (in George Meany’s terms, “helping - -
management act more efficiently”). 5

These cover-ups, and their cover-up, are indications of organizational
defensive routines, which may be defined as any policy or practice that
prevents organizations (and their agents) from experiencing embarrassment” -
or threat and at the same time prevent them from identifying and reducing -
the causes of embarrassment or threat (Argyris and Schon, 1985). Defensive
routines, at any level, are antilearning.

Yet the Xerox case is described as one in which organizational learning
occurred. The puzzle can be solved by introducing a distinction between -
“single-loop” and “double-loop” earning. In the former, the actions that'
produce errors are identified and changed. Thus, for example, the action,
inappropriate allocation of overhead charges, was changed and costs allo-
cated to the wire hamness department were reduced. Double-loop learning -
would ask: How come the inappropriate allocations were allowed to go on
for years? Did the cost accountants know the allocations were unfair? If so, - '
how did they get away with making them? Did the management sense that’ -
the cost allocations were arbitrary? If so, what led them to continue the .-
practice? ‘ ‘

In the case of bumping, what led the union and the management to.
continue a process that led to unnecessary and costly training? Was this due ;
to a tacit labor-management agreement to keep the peace? If so, what theory
of industrial relations was served, if its propositions have to be renounced
precisely when they are most needed, namely, during a crisis?
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There is an interesting feature about organizational defensive rou-
tines that stems from their being undiscussible and the undiscussibility
peing undiscussible. It is very difficult to manage them. They continue to
exist and proliferate because they are relegated to the realm of “underground
management” and all sides tacitly agree to this state of affairs. As a result,
organizational defensive routines often are very powerful, yet there is, to our

« knowledge, no formal managerial policy protecting them.

Under these conditions, defensive routines can only begin to be managed
if they are surfaced. To date, the most likely condition for surfacing them is
a crisis that requires that they be engaged. Because it is difficult to get
management or labor representatives to admit that they have been colluding
in such activities, it is not surprising that in the Xerox case the surfacing
occurred when a new team was selected and when corporate management
promised immunity.

" Now back to Lazes’s intervention. It is plausible that he succeeded in
getting the two parties to make discussible the hitherto undiscussibles
because of an impending crisis plus the apparently genuine commitment
on the part of management not to punish local managers or workers for
collaborating to solve problems. If so, the basis for his success is an
intervention theory that has been practiced for many years. Its premise is
this: “Wait until there is an undeniable and unhideable crisis, then bring
in a fresh team, give them the power to look into the box and change its
shape if necessary.” Lazes could apply genuine pressure on all sides
because there was a crisis that no one could deny. But crisis management
is not new (although the kinds of organizational learning described in this
case are by no means the only or the usual response to crisis). Moreover,
there is little reason to expect that changes effected in anticipation of a
crisis would endure for very long beyond that crisis.

The authors frame Lazes’s task as one of getting from the conventional
shop floor focus to the much broader sociotechnical economic focus “without
opening up Pandora’s box.” It is our hypothesis that the moment Lazes chose
not to open up Pandora’s box, he chose to bypass the organizational defensive
routines we have described above. From a single-loop learning perspective,
this choice made some sense, because the players are probably not skilled at

"dealing with the challenges that arise when double-loop learning is at-

tempted. The irony, however, is that double-loop skills can be learned, in our
view, so that the Xerox case could have been used by those involved not only
to save jobs but to help the Webster plant, corporate management, and union
leaders to build an organizational system in which continued leaming—of
single- and double-loop kinds—would be possible.
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Comparing PAR and
Action Science

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE

Because I agree with Argyris and Schén that PAR and action science are

. closely related, this chapter is not a rebuttal but simply an extension of the

discussion. I compare the two strategies in the following terms,
Action science (AS) focuses more heavily on interpersonal relations and
intrapsychic processes. AS calls for a detached observer to document in detail

- the intervention process. AS assumes that beginning to learn new ways of

thinking and feeling should precede embarking on new courses of action, AS
requires the intervention team to gain more control of both the intervention
and the research processes.

As I see it, PAR focuses more heavily on social structures and processes.
Without rejecting the value of preformed hypotheses, PAR is likely to depend
more on what I call “creative surprises”—new ideas that arise unexpectedly
during the intervention process. In PAR, it will be more difficult to arrange
to have a detached observer to document the intervention process objectively
and in detail; the key practitioners in the project are not likely to see the need
for such an observer or to be willing to help pay for the additional costs
detached observation would involve. Without claiming there is only one way
for organizational learning to occur, I would reject the idea that the only
pattern of new learning that remains in place after the intervention is that
which is preceded by learning new ways of thinking and feeling. In both the
Xerox and FAGOR cases, new lines of action emerged first, and then
practitioners found those new lines of action to be effective in solving

[}
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problems and to be personally satisfying. This experience fostered the emey.
gence of new ways of thinking and feeling, which further reinforced ap
supported the continuation of the new lines of action. Finally, PAR is designe,
for a greater sharing of control between practitioners and researchers than AS;

Lacking an independent observer, we did the next best thing: We asked th
key practitioners to interpret their own cases. Their accounts suggest that the:
saw themselves as active participants in the PAR process.

Finally, I have suggested to Argyris that it is useful to recognize tw
possible sources of undiscussibility. As I see it, social undiscussibility in
volves participants’ reluctance to get into topics that might prove personall
embarrassing or likely to cause hard feelings. Structural undiscussibili
involves reluctance to broach topics that have been defined as out of orde;
according to the ground rules mutually agreed upon by the parties. Argyri;
and Schon focus their attention particularly upon social undiscussibilit
whereas it was structural undiscussibility that was involved in the Xerox case
It was not concerns about personal embarrassment or hard feelings that pre
vented the parties from taking up matters involving the labor contract o
managerial prerogatives; they were simply following the ground rule
customarily governing employee involvement programs in that era,

To be sure, for organizational learning, it may be important to make eithe
type of undiscussibility discussible, but the social process needed to eliminaty
the barrier may be quite different for the two types. In his response to m
suggestion, Argyris has indicated that this may be a useful distinction.

Research, Action, and Participation

The Merchant Shipping Case

RICHARD E. WALTON
MICHAEL E. GAFFNEY

This chapter focuses on one international industry—merchant shipping—
and explores a variety of strategies employed to promote organizational

~ change during the past two decades. We emphasize the advantages that the

worlds of knowledge and action can derive from combining their forces in
imaginative ways, especially when they also provide for broad participation.

Although most action researchers in industry are more familiar with
manufacturing applications, and in spite of the relative obscurity of merchant
shipping (particularly in the United States), we have chosen this particular
industry as our case study for a number of reasons:

Time depth: Merchant shipping was one of the first industries addressed in

Norway’s Industrial Democracy project, a pioneering effort in actionresearch.

. Cultural exchange: The merchant fleets of all industrialized countries (and some
Third World nations) have since had some experience with vaziations on the
action research model,

Diffusion. The results of action research in this industry have widely penetrated
the worlds of both action and knowledge. If you were to travel to any seaport
and interview any active merchant seaman, you would undoubtedly hear of
dramatic changes in the nature of shipboard organization—changes that are
directly traceable to the action research tradition. Similarly, action research in
merchant shipping has also contributed to the world of knowledge in the form

. ,
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of numerous scholarly books and articles dealing with both the content and ths'
process of organizational change.

For these reasons, it could be convincingly argued that this particular industry -
offers perhaps the best case for a review of the symbiotic interactions of:
action, research, and participation.

Not incidentally, merchant shipping also happens to be the industry th
brought the coauthors together in 1982, when we worked on a Nation,
Research Council (NRC) project on this subject of effective manning—
activity that will also serve as an element of this current case study analysj
Following the NRC assignment, Gaffney became active as an action r
searcher promoting change in the U.S. shipping industry. Walton continu
to examine the process of organizational change in shipping internationall
comparing the records of eight countries in theirimplementation of shipboar
work innovations from the late 1960s to the early 1980s (Walton, 1987).

We can briefly summarize the pattern of organizational innovation in this.
industry, which has come to be known as “effective manning.” In the early 1970:
several Norwegian ships successfully experimented with elements of a ne
shipboard organization that has served as a model for innovative shippin
companies in many countries. They examined role flexibility between deck an
engine room personnel, delegation of shoreside management functions to vess
officers, participation by the crew in work planning, continuity of employmen
and vessel assignment, and measures to reduce the social gap between office
and unlicensed crew members. By 1983, similar shipboard innovations had bee
introduced in a number of companies in Norway, Holland, and Japan, in a fe
companies in the United Kingdom, and in one company each in Swede
Denmark, and West Germany. This form of innovative change began somewh:
later in the U.S, flag fleet, in the early to mid-1980s.

The participative and fiexible shipboard model continues to evolve in slightl
different forms in different countries. While the sustained pattern of developme;
and international diffusion testifies to the strength of the new shipboard mode!
the uneven pace of change suggests weak strategies for promoting change.

In this industry, as in others with which we are familiar, the reason for
differential rates of change is to be found partly in the way practitioners from the’:
world of action (managers and trade union officials) and researchers from the:
world of knowledge often fail to combine their efforts effectively. Typicall
managers and union officials have agreed on changes and implemented the:
leaving researchers to document aspects of the change and to advance theories.
about the new organization and change process. These two worlds have carefullyﬁ .
maintained an arm’s length relationship, and both have paid a price for it. i
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We propose that innovative change efforts by practitioners that incorporate

" the spirit and techniques of inquiry, discovery, and invention produce more
significant and lasting innovations and greater understanding of why they do or

donot work. We alsopropose that fact finding and theorizing that tap the wisdom
and knowledge of those who work in the system under consideration produce
knowledge that is more relevant to practice and, therefore, in certain respects, of
greater validity. Finally, we emphasize the advantages of broader rather than

~ parrower participation in both the action and the research aspects of change.

While the separateness of action and research in industrial organizations is the
porm, examples of imaginative integration are available.

Enriching the Action Cycle by Drawing
on the World of Knowledge

To identify the potential for integrating action and research processes, it

* js useful to set forth the action cycle as a separate activity. Action involves a

sequence of activities that starts with identifying a problem or opportunity,
and the factors that may influence the solution; proceeds through several
steps to formulate, implement, and assess the required change; and culmi-
nates in actions to institutionalize and diffuse the change (Figure 8.1).
Steps in this action cycle sometimes are omitted or addressed only
superficially, such as diagnosis in the first step and assessment in the fourth.
Often, the institutionalization and diffusion steps are recognized as important

“but are addressed with weak techniques. Important lessons from the shipping

story, as we shall see, are the positive differences that a research component
and appropriate participation can make at each step in the action cycle, We
explore the contributions of researchers to the action cycle in this section and
the importance of participation for effective action in the next.

The Norway Case

. The concept of action research developed during the 1960s. Some academic
researchers who served as consultants to industry began to explore how to bring
their scientific attitudes, research skills, and theoretical knowledge to bear on
problems within the framework of the action cycle. Itis an accident of history
that action research methodology was being developed at a time and location
(northwestern Europe, particularly Norway) in which the shipping industry
was experiencing a need to undergo dramatic change. From the early 1960s
to the mid-1970s, the push for change came from a shortage of seafarers
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1. Identify problems to solve and other opportunities, causal factors,
environmental constraints, and relevant practice.

2. Formulate proposed changes and the implementation plan.
3. Initiate changes in targeted areas.
4.  Assess changes and implementation methods.

5. Deepen, institutionalize, and diffuse changes.

Figure 8.1. Action Cycle

because employment opportunities and standards of living on shore out:
stripped the attractions of the seagoing profession. S

We review the early history of shipboard change in the Norwegian shipping
industry to examine contributions of third-party researchers (the Oslo Work

Research Institutes, led by Einar Thorsrud) throughout the change cycle. This

case also indicates how the integration of researchers into the action cyéle
can enhance the quality of the knowledge they contribute to the pub)
domain. Our account is based on our personal observations and several
secondary sources (NRC, 1984; Thorsrud, 1981; Walton, 1987).

In 1969, when new legislation permitted smaller crews, a new industry
mechanism was formed to consider changes in staffing concepts. It had been
suggested by the Work Research Institutes (WRI) researchers, who had pre-
viously established relationships with a few shipowners and the seamen’s unio
This mechanism, called the contact group, comprised representatives from fol
unijons, the shipowners’ association, and three government directorates. WRI
researchers participated in all of the group’s meetings. During the first six years;
some 25 key people in Norwegian shipping were involved in 30 half-day or
full-day meetings, discussing in detail plans, results, and their policy implic

tions. The contact group was an open forum for exploring options, confronting - |

differences, and clarifying—if not endorsing—organizational principles.

Hoegh, the shipping company chosen to conduct the first field trialkys,;
formed a project group of managers and seafarers, assisted by the WRL
researchers. The seafarers selected were designated as future crew members. |
for the project ship. The project group visited the sites of work expernnents
in industry to learn from workers, managers, and union officials the issues.
they would face. Committees composed of top and middle managers also
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met, sometimes with the researchers, to hammer out the objectives of the project:
1o better develop and utilize seafarers’ capabilities, to improve the work culture,
and to adapt to technological, economic, and social changes. They also identified
constraints on the organizational options that could be considered. These were
safety rules, regulations, labor contracts, and certain operational requirements.
Only a broad outline of alternatives was developed before the project group
began planning changes.

The experiment onboard the Hoegh Mistral started in February 1970. It
had the following experimental features: general purpose ratings (unlicensed
seamen), crew (unlicensed) involvement in work planning and supervision,
common recreation room, delegation of new responsibilities to shipboard
management, and a new personnel planning and salary system designed to
enhance crew continuity. Mistral confirmed the advantages of the above

changes but also indicated the need for more involvement of junior officers.

After one year, this project was evaluated at the ship, firm, and sector
levels. The crew members themselves decided they wanted to continue their
way of working. The company also was satisfied and proposed a second and
more advanced project. The contact group members expressed approval of
Mistral and endorsed the second Hoegh project ship, Multina, on the basis
of quarterly progress reports they received on the Mistral, meetings they had
with three observers who sailed with the ship, and personal visits they made
to the vessel in Rotterdam.

The Hoegh Multina project started in 1971 and included all the features

-of the Mistral plus role flexibility for officers. Engineers were given nautical

education (deck department skills), and mates were given additional techni-
cal (engineering) training to enable them to operate and maintain all technical

* . equipment on deck.

A third major Norwegian experiment occuired aboard the Balao, a new
ship of the Klaveness company launched in March 1973. The involvement
of WRI helped ensure that this effort built on the lessons from the two Hoegh

" experiments. It gave additional emphasis to the development of participative
.- work planning. Officers and ratings had common dining and recreation rooms

and similarly appointed individual cabins. Other features of the initial organiza-
tion, decided by the crew during the first summer in 1973, were the conversion
of the foreman position into that of amanager of training, application for approval
of a fixed annual salary for all crew members, and flexible staffing levels during
various seasons of the year while maintaining an agreed-upon annual average
staffing figure.

Meanwhile, at the industry level, the contact group began playing a more direct
role in the policymaking process. Its activities sometimes became contentious.
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One confrontation occurred early on about crew members alternating be-
tween deck and engine work. Another focused on the introduction of a
common mess room and dayroom for the whole crew. The confrontations
produced a compromise to allow the trial of these ideas on the ships without
attempting to agree on their merits first.

Basically, by 1976, these three experiments had demonstrated the feasi-
bility of most of the advanced crew concepts employed in Norway (and
elsewhere) a decade later. They also had been judged safe, socially effective,
and economical.

Demonstrating feasibility, even effectiveness, was one matter. Diffusing -
the new operational model was quite another. In 1972, when Hoegh manage- -

ment and the unions tried to extend the new concepts to two additional ships,
the Merit and the Mallard, they encountered some difficulty. The planners

leamed the source of the difficulty—too little participation by the new crews .

and hence too little identification with the new policies. Hoegh adjusted

implementation practices to allow more participation and proceeded to

slowly diffuse the innovations to other vessels in its fleet.

One important development in the spread of the new practices throughout il
the Norwegian fleet started in 1975, more than three years after the first ship = -
had been evaluated. The crew on Balao requested an opportunity to compare -
experiences with the crews of other project ships in the industry, including
the two Hoegh vessels. Seafarers from a number of the ships planned a- e
conference in which direct participants from six ships in the Norwegian fleet =~

met to exchange what they were learning. Researchers, company represen-

tatives, trade unjon officials, and government officials were invited as:: L
observers. The agenda for these ship-meets-ship workshops, as they were -

called, included issues related to participation, role flexibility, and layout of
cabins and common spaces. The agenda also covered labor contract changes
and new forms of education that were required to support shipboard reforms

Reports of the discussions were sent to the crews, the contact group, and the

companies involved in the change projects.

By the early 1980s, the Norwegians associated with the shipping

industry believed they had built a capability that was an even more
important asset than the products (the actual shipboard innovations) of
their efforts. To paraphrase one Norwegian, “We have built a network
of people and companies who have expertise and know how to ex
change it, and more importantly we have created a tradition of exper-

imentation.” The capability of Norwegian industry was an aggregation
of the competencies possessed by seafarers, managers, union leaders,
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government officials, shipowners’ representatives, social science research-
ers, and maritime educators.

How did third-party researchers contribute to the industry’s increased
capacity for innovative change? Both Thorsrud, who worked with the Nor-
wegian industry, and his Dutch colleague, Jacques Roggema, who worked in
Norway, Holland, and the United Kingdom, were associated with the WRI

* during critical periods of change. One is struck by the pervasive presence of

these: two researchers and their colleagues throughout the period studied.
They participated in all five steps of the action cycle, bringing values and
ideas from the world of knowledge to each. They were involved in diagnosing
the recruitment problem and redefining it in more systemic terms (action
cycle Step 1). They were involved in designing, implementing, and evaluat-
ing the three major project ships and went to sea on them (Steps 2, 3, and 4).
They helped form and participated in the interinstitutional contact group.
They assisted the diffusion activities at the industry level (for example,
ship-meets-ship) and at the company level (Hoegh conferences; Step 5). They
consulted with many individual companies and with the seamen’s union.
They helped reshape the maritime educational institutions and worked with
particular schools or colleges to adapt to the changing needs of the industry
(Steps 1 through 5). '
The WRI researchers made contributions to both the content, or substance

and the process of the innovative changes. Even their initial agreement tc;
assist the shipping industry in dealing with manpower shortages in the late
1960s carried with it two preconditions that reflected their findings from
previgus action research. One condition was “that no single element in the
organization of a ship could be understood or changed . . . unless it was seen
as part of the total system onboard (as a sociotechnical system).” A second
was “that the ship must be seen as a twenty-four hour sdciety and not only
as aworkplace” (Thorsrud, 1981: 5). Thus in effect these two cbnditions Weré

an insistence that whatever change was contemplated must be systemic and

embrace interrelated policy areas. A third condition for assisting the industry
reflected their independence as researchers: “No public authority should be
allowed to direct or sanction the research or utilization of results” (Thorsrud
1981: 5). They envisioned the type of forum process that was later developed,
to represent all stakeholder groups.

II‘l t.h‘e contact group, the WR1 researchers helped to establish objectivity,
empiricism, and a learning climate that reflected the norms they broﬁght from
the world of knowledge. The contact group was established apart from

existing tripartite committees and was vested with limited formal power. It
AN
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became a forum in which the parties could engage each other. The researchers

facilitated this engagement and helped shape group norms. One norm enabled
parties to confront each other and to modify views on the basis of dialogue and -

new information. Another norm permitted a trial to go forward to create concrete
experience for learning purposes rather than attempt to reach a consensus in
advance on the probable merits of the proposed innovations,

The WRI researchers, including both Thorsrud and Roggema, have made
highly regarded contributions to the literature on change, in the shipping
industry in particular and in knowledge about social change in general. We
believe their research products were enhanced by their intimate working

relationships with practitioners in the action research projects. Their obser- -

vations and findings about a particular aspect of the system they studied

invariably recognize the rich context—historical, cultural, and political—in
which the focal problem is embedded. In reading their work, one never has -
any doubt that these authors knew the territory. Their writings also reflecta *

deep understanding of the dynamics of the change process, including, for

example, how learning by participants and researchers continually changes -

what is feasible.

The Second-Tier Issue

It is remarkable that a number of innovations from the early 1970s in
Norway have now spread throughout the fleets of many nations. Although -
the terminology may be a bit different, the basic concepts are surprisingly - :
uniform. In many instances, the process, as well as the content, of changehas '+
also been diffused, particularly the use of industrywide tripartite committees, ..

company networks, and company-specific workshops and project ships.

However, that has not always been the case and it sometimes relates to. " |’
the inadequacy of the transfer of knowledge from the pioneering experiments . -
to would-be followers. Some companies have adopted only bits and pieces . -
of the content of effective manning innovation—for example, reducing the-
numbers of seaman onboard without simultaneously lengthening their period -

of assignment (continuity), or providing a social climate onboard conducive
to the development and maintenance of a high-commitment ethos, or provid-

ing substantial cross training in support of a general-purpose crew structure..  ;;{,
Moreover, such operators often spend little time on the process side of the = -

equation, whether the use of project ships or workshops.
This sort of piecemeal or selective approach to both the content and the
process of organizational change may be attributed to the fact that this second

tier of ship operators is less sophisticated than the early innovators, having
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less knowledge of the importance of the integration of content changes and
the significance of process issues, and possessing fewer resources to spend
on research (intemal or external consultants), training, and development. It
is also possible that some of them are also taking shortcuts, not so much out
of ignorance but in the pursuit of short-term profits.

An analogous situation can be observed within manufacturing. Barly inno-
vators, employing action research methods, demonstrated the utility of recon-
figuring manufacturing organizations in the direction of multiskilled and self-
managing t.eams of employees. This success (fueled by Japanese parallels
in content innovation receiving wide publicity) has resulted in pressures
within corporations, and between original equipment manufacturers and
their suppliers, to move dramatically in the direction of “the new manufac-
turing.” However, such diffusion is often content focused and fragmented
and does not always live up to expectations. Katz et al.’s (1988) research
shows that, for one major U.S. auto assembler, the pursuit of flexibility
through work rule modification and job classification reduction in the absence
of significant employee participation has resulted in a net loss in productivity
and quality. ‘

The point is that inclusion of a research component in the adoption of
these new work designs is recommended for two reasons: (1) It increases
the likelihood that the immediate application will take into account what
has already been learned about sound organizational models and effective
change processes, and (2) it ensures the continuation of learning so that
unique characteristics of the immediate application will be taken into
account.

The presence of a third-party change agent does not necessarily guarantee
ameaningful research component. Particularly in an environment character-
ized by many second-tier adopters looking for assistance, there is a tendency for
outside assistance to be limited to the dissemination of information re'garﬁing
the content of changes, particularly if the third party defines his or her role
as an “expert in content” rather than an “expert in process.” Providing content
assistance can be helpful to the consultant in gaining entry to the organization
(credibility) and in getting the organization thinking and moving. It should
not be pursued too far, however, or adopted innovations may prove not to be
the best fit for a particular organization or may not be sufficiently owned by the
organization. Because organizational learning is primarily experientiaf, the
third party must assist organizations in developing activities that will enable
many individuals, departments, plants, firms, and so forth to gain direct

involvement in the change process.
LY
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Broadening Participation

The role of participation in the management of change has become part
of conventional wisdom, although it is often neglected in practice. Our
particular interest is in providing for participation throughout the action cycle
that is broader and more systematic than often occurs, even in action
programs guided by the participation principle. We draw our examples
primarily from the Norwegian case already described and from change efforts
in the United States that espoused participation.

The problem of providing for appropriate participation becomes more com- -
plex as one moves from change within a single unit (a vessei) to companywide
change (a company fleet) and to domains (an entire national shipping industry).
Although the challenge becomes progressively more complex at each level,.
participation remains equally important for effective action.

P

Change Within a Unit

The initial action research approach was that of single-site experimenta-
tion. In the shipping industry, this takes the form of the “project ship.” With. -
a single-site focus, change agents usually regard it as essential (1) to obtain’
a buy-in from the minimum number of authorities required to proceed with
the proposed experiment and (2) to involve the direct participants in the
experiment.

To minimize the number of authorities and interest groups that must sign
off on the proposed changes, the effort is characterized as a “sheltered-
experiment.” This is an attempt to insulate the experimental unit and the rest
of the organization from each other. As we shall argue below, this limits not-.
only mutual influence, which would otherwise complicate the change task;,
but also mutual learning between the experimental unit and other interested
groups—but this latter point is getting ahead of the story. :

One key to the success of these single-site experiments is the mvolvemen
of members of the unit. We find instances in which the objectives of an action
research effort have been set without the involvement of all the groups
directly affected. Recall that in Norway the initial research agenda empha-
sized expansion of the job content and improvement in the job satisfaction
of unlicensed seamen. This may have been due to the Norwegian concentra- . -
tion on industrial democracy—the unlicensed seamen being at the bottom of
the hierarchy—and no doubt was contributed to by the fact that the officer .
unions (particularly the deck officer union) resisted participation in national - -
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and company-level steering committees. In any event, the comparative lack
of participation of ships officers (and their representatives) was eventually
recognized to be a serious drawback. Officers resisted pushing responsibility
and job content down to unlicensed seamen when no corresponding improve-
ment was being made in their own lot. This blockage was less evident in those
projects for which the content of officer jobs was first addressed (or simul-
taneously addressed) through greater delegation of authority from onshore
management. (There is a lesson here for action research in manufacturing, in

which the initial and primary focus has been on improving the situation of

~ pourly employees, with little or no attention to, or participation of, middle

managers.) Trist notes that the Industrial Democracy Project experienced this
same problem when it tried to diffuse sociotechnical change throughout
Norshydro, the largest enterprise in Norway. A total of 500 middle managers,
ot having been participants in the action research effort, saw little in the way
of improvement for them and said no (Trist, 1981: 48).

A similar problem occurred in an American shipping firm in the mid-1980s
when proposed changes did not adequately address the needs of the licensed
engineers. The engineers were hoping for more flexibility in the assignment of
tasks to unlicensed engine room personnel to cope with a significantly smallex
work force and a constant work load. Because of the multiple unions involved
(five, representing a crew of 21), issues of jurisdiction were paramount, and
the issue of flexibility was explicitly excluded from the action research
agenda, resulting in an attempt to operate a reduced manning ship largely
on the basis of improved attitude onboard (rather than improved work
organization). As a result, the licensed engineers viewed the effort as being
a deck department administrative/morale (soft) concern rather than a tech-
nical/engineering (hard) issue and subsequently held back on the extent of
their participation in the project (Gaffney, 1989).

Another lesson was learned in Norway, and elsewhere, with regard to the

~inclusion of both shipboard and onshore operations. With the success of the

concept of a shipboard management team (in which deck and engine officers
jointly administer a budget for the entire ship), the departmental boundaries
and conflicts (deck versus engine), so significant in merchant shipping, began
to soften. However, this traditional division aboard ship was mirrored in the

onshore organization (port captains/marine superintendents from the deck side

and port engineers from the engine side). Although the adoption of shipboard
management teams resulted in much greater cohesion and coordination between
deck and engine specializations aboard ship, their now unified recommendations
and requests to onshore management were segmented at head office and dealt
with separately by their onshore counterparts still untouched by any redesign.



i

110 The Merchant Shipping Case

Not until companies rectified this situation by first involving onshore stake:
holders and then creating new structures, such as “ship superintendents” (a new
cross-functional billet responsible for the ship/shore interface regarding an
and all technical specialties), did the shipboard management team innovatiop -
come closer to realizing its potential.

In sum, it is desirable to involve all the groups who will be directly affected
by the unit’s change. This will improve not only the range of data availab]
(and the likelihood that the most technically correct changes will be made
but also the likelihood that the interests of these groups will be addressed angd
their support forthcoming. E

We have emphasized instances of omissions in managing participation
In fact, if participation is reasonably well managed and appropriately broad ’
participation is provided for in all of the first four steps of the action cycl
the single-site experimenthas proven to be a powerful way to elicit the ene
and imagination of those directly involved and to demonstrate relativel
quickly the feasibility of anew model and the new dynamics associated wi
it that must be managed. The disillusionment with this approach has devel-.

oped among action researchers and practitioners primarily because of 'thek;
subsequent difficulty in action Step 5, diffusing the new model. We turn next
to this and other issues in managing companywide change.

Change Companywide

Initially, a few daring ship operators in Norway experimented with one or
two of their vessels. With the success of these ventures, other shipowners
established their own project ships, to the point at which project ships became
a familiar topic at industry gatherings—“How’s your project ship doing?”
Experimentation was often limited to only one or two ships per company for
a number of reasons. Initially, of course, the parties were not sure the content
changes would work and were, therefore, not inclined to involve the entire
fleet. Additionally, diffusion was slowed by the laws specifying the size of
crews (based on vessel tonnage and horsepower). Because the shipboard:
experiments often incorporated a reduction in the number of seamen actually -
carried, each ship required specific exemption from the law to operate in -
nonconventional fashion.

The limitations of launching companywide change with single-s
iments became apparent when companies attempted to diffuse learning from
project ships to the remainder of their fleets. After-the-fact conferences,
seminars, and training sessions had very limited success. The managers and’

ite exper-
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geafarers not involved in the projects, in fact, developed a resistance to the
content of the changes. They often resented the special attention given to
roject ship personnel by management, union officials, and researchers.
The thriving but isolated experimental units continued for some time as
fong as there were external forces (consultant, top management, and union
attention) preserving the experimental groups. However, once that external

force was gone (end of “project,” transfer of senior management, new union

Jeadership), those dispossessed (shipboard officers, onshore department

“'heads) gradually restored order and normalcy.

The problems associated with containment of some single-site change
efforts were confounded when change agents saw themselves in the role of
«“expert” and provided ready-built models for client organizations. Such
projects often were initiated with an “outside” assessment of the client
organization conducted by the consultant. These assessments, based on
interviews and participant observation, would be followed by a written report
describing the problems, potential solutions, and recommendations for ac-
tion. Although, at first blush, these may seem like appropriate research
components to an action research endeavor, the participation level was
generally quite low (being interviewed does not amount to participation
although itcanlead toraised expectations), and most of the connections madé
n th.e process were dyadic (employee to researcher), rather than multiplex
service to establish or reinforce ties of expectation and obligation amoné
members of the organization.

An alternative to the sheltered field experiment as the beginning phase of

-achange effortis the “workshop approach.” The workshop approach has seen

many .applications in shipping, from company-focused efforts (Royal Dutch
Shell.m Holland being perhaps the best case) to industrywide events (such
as §h1p physical design wotkshops both in Britain and in Norway). In the
United States, the workshop approach has been employed with senior ship-

board officers and onshore managers in two companies (Exxon and American

President Lines) and in the design of the superstructure of the largest

‘containerships ever built (American President Lines and several West Coast

maritime unions; Gaffney, 1989).
Th‘ere are a number of variations to the workshop approach, but it usually
contains the following central features: .

Much gre.ater.' responsibility for analysis and recommendation rests with the client
organization (rather than with the consultant).

An attempt tQ get a cross section of the whole organization in a room: With larger

-organizations this was accomplished either by means of a diagonal slice of the
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organization—tapping the major functional groups and hierarchy levels—or
by a series of workshops.

An attempt to have the extant functional interest groups be explicit about the
problems and solutions as they see them from their different vantage points; :
Often these differences are consciously muted in participative activitiesy be-
cause it is felt that voicing them would be contrary to the spirit of coopeation, *
and might be distuptive. In contrast, the workshop approach recognizes that'
these special interest groups exist and that to pretend that they don’t will likely
result in half-hearted participation or even eventual sabotage. Interfunctional
conflict is managed by permitting questions of clarification only at the early .~
stages of the workshop rather than rushing to consensus. This element of the 7
workshop approach recognizes that provisions for making explicit the obser-
vations and expectations of special interest groups also increases the quantlty o
of information available for subsequent design.

An attempt to move the organization from a definition of current problems and
opportunities to a definition of a desirable and attainable future: In some o
instances, workshops focus first on the definition of attainable and desirable o
futures (rather than reviewing present difficulties), following the logic that
turning first to the future is energizing while an initial concentration on current .
problems might be depressing.

The end product of the workshop approach is the identification of solu-
tions to problems in which all of the major interest groups have had a hand::
Concrete activities to move the organization in the direction of the solutions.
are generally produced, with named individuals taking responsibility for
accomplishing specific tasks by particular dates. Conflicting values have '
been made explicit, consensus has been attained where possible, and mem-
bers of the organization have taken responsibility themselves for further
exploration of innovations and subsequent implementation. The action pro-
gram often involves several pilot projects—not only one or two—and they.
proceed within an organizationwide consensus regarding their importance
and meaning for the future.

Thus, compared with launching a change effort with a single-site experi-
ment, the workshop approach emphasizes broader participation and a much
more thorough exploration in Step 1 of the action cycle. The development of
a broad and informed consensus about the forces requiring change and the
general direction of change increases organizationwide interest in, and
ownership of, the pilot change efforts (relevant to Steps 2 and 3); enhances 7
interest in, and the objectivity of, assessment of the pilot efforts (Step 4); and,
provides the groundwork for subsequent diffusion and adaptation of the
changes (Step 5). Although it often delays somewhat more the beginning of
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concrete change, it usually results in better change and a more rapid trans-
formation of the whole company.

Change at the Level of Domain

In industries in which each company, together with its unions, is free to
.establish a unique solution to its shared problems, companywide participa-
tion may be adequate. However, organizations that find themselves in tightly
woven relationships with other firms, government regulatory bodies, central
training institutions, central labor organizations, and so forth must bring these
other players along on the same journey if indeed they are going to be able
to continue themselves. Trist (1981: 54) refers to such organizational aggre-
gates as “domains” among which he identifies industrial sectors and singles
out the Norwegian shipping industry as exemplary of an industrial sector in
which problems associated with work redesign could not be effectively
tackled at the level of a single company. Roggema and Smith (1981) make
the same point when they observe that the shipping industry may be rather
unique in the extent to which laws specify the training, qualifications, and
service periods of all employees. In U.S. shipping, laws go even further to
specify work assignments by watch (shift) and to proscribe assignments
outside a seaman’s department of assignment. And while some organiza-
tional innovations (such as crew continuity) were not much constrained
in Europe by such central institutions, the American situation is even more
difficult due to the more pronounced role of the national unions (in fact,
there are no Jocal unions in American shipping). Not only is rotary assign-
ment to vessels a central value of a number of the American seafaring unions
(which works against the achievement of crew stability), the absence of locals
makes difficult the collaboration of unions with individual experimenting
companies. The national unions try to deal with all their contract companies
on an equal basis and are uncomfortable in working closely with only one or
a few innovating companies.

Internationally, the solution to this puzzle has largely taken two forms:

informal networks of experimenting companies and formal tripartite (labor,

management, government) steering committees. (The Norwegian contact

group appears to be a hybrid form containing elements of both.) Roggema

and Smith (1981: 75) report their dissatisfaction with the formal tripartite
approach on the basis that this approach in European shipping has tended to
protect traditional arrangements as much as it has encouraged innovation.
Their preference was for company networks that offer encouragement to
members who might, at some point, exert some joint influence on the central
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institutions. At the time of their writing, Roggema and Smith were unaware
of the dramatic influence a tripartite structure was having on the redesign of
work in Japanese shipping, through the Committee on the Modernization of
the Japanese Seafaring System (Yamanaka and Gaffney, 1988). In the United
States, there has been no attempt at an industrywide tripartite committee to
deal with this subject; neither has there been any sort of network established
between companies. The closest parallel came during the past year in the
form of an industry workshop and its aftermath. A review of that event will
be instructive.

Inrecent years, one of the central institutions of this industry, the state and -

federal maritime academies, has been confused by signals coming from

various employers and unions. Traditionally, an understanding existed within. .

the industry about the shipboard organization and seafaring skill require-

ments for which the schools trained. The traditional consensus has been

eroding recently as various companies and unions have begun to experiment

with elements of effective manning. Some employers have expected the "

academies to produce graduates with more general management (rather than

technical) expertise (to pick up the decentralized shipboard management
team functions mentioned earlier). Others asked the schools to establish or

beef up their human resource management curriculum so that their graduates
could do a better job in developing and maintaining a high-commitment

culture onboard. In still other cases, the schools were being asked to provide. -
more crossover training between deck and engine disciplines so that their. -
graduates could wotk more flexibly between departments. Additionally, the -
academies were sometimes being asked to scrap or redesign their paramilit--
ary regimental systems—structures and behaviors that are now seen by some
to be antithetical to industry efforts to reduce the barriers between officers

and unlicensed seamen and between deck and engine departments.

The Coast Guard (another central institution) is also having some diffi- "1,
culty in that some segments of the industry are asking for relaxation of some *
of the legislative and regulatory restrictions on the number, qualifications,
and use of seamen, while others see no need to change. And these different.
viewpoints are not divergent only on the basis of management versus union. - -
Frequently, companies have very divergent views, as do the many unions that
represent American seafarers. A similar situation existed in West Germany;.
where one major company, Hapag Lloyd, pushed very hard for the govern-
ment to switch the training schools over to training general-purpose o
ratings only. Another line, Hamburg (Sud), worked just as hard against .
the proposed change. Why the conflict? Hamburg (Sud) runs a fleet of
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tramping bulk carriers in which hull fabric maintenance (chipping rust and
painting) is important because all vessels are always for sale. That firm
wanted to employ larger crews of less expensive (less mechanically skilled)
traditional seamen. Hapag Lloyd, on the other hand, is a liner (contaiinership)
operator with a steady requirement for a fleet of ships. Because these latter
ships are not continuously on the market, there is far less concern for how
they look and more concern for economy of operation, hence the desire to
carry fewer, but cross-trained, seafarers, even at a premium labor rate.

Returning to the U.S. case, this confusion led the federal maritime
academy (Kings Point) to send one of its faculty around the country to find
out what the industry wanted. The conclusion: Very little agreemeﬁt existed
about the future shipboard organization, and there was, therefore, very little
agreement about the type of officers the academies should be training. To
move the industry a bit closer to consensus on the topic of future maritime
education, the academy asked the Maritime Administration to assist in
hosting a conference. The Maritime Administration saw this proposed event
as an.opportunity to move the industry along on the subject of effective
manning generally (not just with regard to training considerations) and
suggested that Kings Point involve Gaffney in designing the conference—as
they saw this event as a follow-on to an earlier (1983) National Research
Council conference for the effective manning study in which Gaffney was
the staff officer. '

In subsequent meetings between the Maritime Administration, Kings
Point, and Cornell University, it was agreed that the objective of the event
would not be well served by a traditional conference design in which an
industry audience would be invited to hear experts from Europe and Japan
relate the wonderful things that were being accomplished overseas. The
shortcomings of such a design would have been as follows:

The industry doesn’t need more information—they know what is happening
abroad.

Bein.g lectured to by overseas experts is beginning to grate a bit on the industry
(just as American manufacturers joke about having to sit through another
presentation on the Japanese miracle).

Given the “dog and pony show” nature of such presentations (emphasizing the
successes and minimizing the difficulties), industry people tend to leave such
conferences feeling depressed rather than energized: “That could never work
over here—they have so many advantages (laws, unified industry, government

assistance, single unions, culture) that we lack—we have too many obstacles
. ,
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(laws, fragmented industry, government neglect, multiple unions, culture, and
the like) to overcome in this country.”

Therefore, the planners decided to use a search conference workshop
design in which the principal objective would be to stimulate action. (Gaffney
and his colleagues at Cornell recommended this approach on the bases of
experience with somewhat similar activities at the company level and the
influence and direct assistance of a visiting scholar from Norway, Morten
Levin of the University of Trondheim.) With that action focus in mind, the
conference planners designed in the following elements:

All the principal industry elements were to be present (government, management, - E

labor).

Only principals within those elements were 10 attend (CEOs, union presidents,
agency heads), with no cameo appearances—all attendees would patticipate
for the whole time.

Conference designers would attempt to visit all participants in advance of the
conference (both to gather suggestions about the design of the conference and

to begin a discussion of the issues).

Minimal presentations would be made by “experts.” Partly from concern that all o
participants may not be entirely familiar with developments abroad but also

out of the host’s desire to focus the discussion on the topic of effective manning

(and to avoid digression to such topics as the need for more government
subsidy), the workshop began with a review of related developments through- . ~
out Burope and Asia. Althoughno recommendations were made in this opening - -

presentation, it was clear that the unstated message was that effective manning
is the important topic for industry to addsess; this later proved to be a problem.’

Aside from the opening address, all information and recommendations were tobe ¢

developed by the participants.

The special interest groups would first meet to summarize their particular view-
points as to problems and solutions. The workshop would later progress to -

mixed groups attempting to reach consensus on solutions.

The workshop would move from identifying current issues to formulating a shared
vision of the future.

An intended outcome would be the formation of groups of named individuals who
would take responsibility for fusther action on issues that the industry as a
whole had agreed were important.

Letters of invitation from the acting secretary of transportation were e

mailed to three dozen industry leaders, almost all of whom attended.
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At the conclusion of the day-and-a-half event, the conference goal of
stimulating action was realized. Five rump groups were formed to continue
the discussions begun at the conference. They were charged with considering
(1) the means to improve the use of shipboard manning without reducing the
size of crews, (2) legislative and regulatory reform required to permit more

- advanced forms of effective manning, (3) jurisdictional issues associated

with multiple unions, (4) how additional cargo might be generated for the
U.S. flag fleet, and (5) technological opportunities offered by various “ship
of the future” programs.

Some 12 months later, only one of the groups had stalled completely (the
multiple-union issue group). Other groups had held a number of meetings,
one issuing a report, another holding larger industry review meetings on
specific legislative and regulatory reform proposals.

It is too early to thoroughly evaluate this attempt at working the domain
issue by means of a search conference approach, but some preliminary
observations can be made. In general, the industry participants felt very good
about the meeting. They said that, for the first time, the industry was actually
doing something about advancing the cause of effective manning.

However, it appears that the lack of follow-on structure may have been a
problem. At the conclusion of the conference, the participants were asked if they
wanted to form some sort of infrastructure/staffing arrangement to organize and
support the five activities they had just sanctioned. The answer was “not yet,”
probably because they were somewhat enamored of the notion that thes; had
advanced this far by themselves and were concerned that a staff alrangément
might remove the principals from active engagement. A year later, some partic-
ipants are wondering whether that was the right decision, in that some of the

~activities have slowed, stopped, or atleast not been well reported. There has been

no coordination of the activities of the rump groups and little communication

* between them—a role played in Norway by the contact group and WRIL In

hindsight, some support structure may have been needed.

But for the most active group, the problem was of a different kind, created
by.a dramatic change in the composition of the principals. The participating
union president died and the Coast Guard admiral was reassigned. The death
of this particular union leader was also a major blow to the effort as a whole.
He‘, more so than the other participating union presidents, had been a leading
voice on the national scene (he was president of the AFL-CIO Maritime
Trades Department) and took a leading role at the conference. The Coast
Guard admiral also had been very vocal within the industry and had played
a dynamic role at the gonference. ' ‘
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Another problem surfaced after the conclusion of the conference. One of
the more influential unions withdrew from the rump groups. This was the
only union not represented at the conference by its president. Because a
scheduling conflict prevented his attendance, he sent both his East Coast and
his West Coast vice presidents. The conference designers considered post-

poning the event, but, given the difficulty of coordinating so many personal -

schedules, the decision was made to proceed without him. As the conference
proceeded, it became clear that these vice presidents could not speak for the
missing president. And subsequently it became clear that this president did
not share the consensus of the conference participants that the five issues
assigned to the rump groups should be explored as they had been.

In retrospect, beginning the conference with an extensive presentation

reviewing effective manning developments abroad may have been more of . !

a problem than anticipated. Although it was explicit that participants were
not limited to discussions strictly of effective manning (and, in fact, one of

the five rump groups focused on the topic of cargo generation), the very il

focused setup to the conference may have discouraged wider consideration

of the ills and cures for this industry. Clearly, some of the unions felt that - E

manning was important, but not to the exclusion of other things also requiring

attention. This viewpoint may not have received the time it needed. The ...

conference probably could have elicited more energy and commitment with
a broader search.

One other design decision constrained the range of salient topics actually- (¢
discussed: The union leaders were together for only one rather than two. -

breakout sessions. Some members of the conference design group (and |

participants interviewed in advance on this issue) felt that two special interest, e

sessions would have locked people into their standard postures and would
have stifled creativity and mutuality. In fact, paying insufficient attention to .
special interest concerns here may have contributed to the fact that at least. s
one of the unions later felt that the conference was somewhat rigged to . -
advance the cause of effective manning (in which labor is often viewed as. :
the main villain) without also examining other areas for industry improve-

ment (in which management and government might take the brunt of blame):
Again, as in the company-level workshops, the design and management

of industry-level forums to perform the first step in the action cycle are
crucial. They determine whether the necessary energy and consensus are

generated to proceed with confidence to the next four steps in the change
process. And, while the obstacles to enlisting the right industry participants
with the most appropriate discussion agenda can be formidable, there is no
substitute for trying and trying and trying again.

RICHARD E. WALTON and MICHAEL E. GAFFNEY 119

1. Identify topic to study and review relevant knowledge.
/2. Operationalize hypotheses.
3. Select sample to observe.
4.  Select other research methods, gather data, and generate findings.

5. Derive and disseminate implications for theory and practice.

Figure 8.2. Research Cycle

Grounding the Research Cycle by Including
Elements of Action and Participation

We have explored how the world of knowledge can be drawn upon to
enrich the action cycle. Another strategy toward integrating these two worlds
is built on the research cycle presented in Figure 8.2.

The research cycle starts with the identification of a topic or issue to study
as well as areview of the relevant knowledge. It proceeds by operationalizing
hypotheses or research questions, identifying the sample to study, selecting
research methods, gathering data, and generating findings. Finally, it con-
cludes by deriving and disseminating the implications of the study for theory
and practice.

What is usually meant by “applied research” relevant to social change is that
the researcher in Step 1 identifies a practical problem and in Step 5 emphasizes
the implications for practice rather than for theory. These also are the two steps
that more frequently include participants from the world of action; however,

- participation can occur at any of the five steps.

We explore these possibilities by reviewing the evolution of policy research

' effortsinthe U S. shipping industry. We are interested in how research grounded
* by the participation of the actors themselves can complement the action research

strategies already reported.
Some research efforts to promote organizational change in shipping did
not employ action research methods of any kind and were noteworthy in the

- degree to which they were not acted upon. More common in the late 1960s
and eatly 1970s in Europe, and more recently in Japan and in the United
. States, these research projects consisted of stand-alone attitude surveys,

interview studies, and Wwork load modeling (all of which culminated in the
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form of written reports) and engaged practitioners not at all or only to a very
limited extent. The reports of such research were usually ignored by industry.
More dramatically, they sometimes resulted in political disputes that further
polarized the various industry interest groups.

The NRC Committee on Effective Manning represented a modest depar- -

ture from the strict research model, but its gestures to participation and action
were relatively weak and, therefore, its impact was limited. In 1982, the
Maritime Administration, concerned with the dwindling size of the U.S. fleet,
asked the NRC to propose more effective crewing structures for American
merchant vessels. Contributing factors to that decline, it was felt, were the
comparatively large size of American crews, the transient nature of employ-
ment, and the relatively inflexible manner in which work was organized and
accomplished aboard ship. The Maritime Administration and some parts of
the industry had become aware of progress being made by other high-cost
maritime nations in the development of new and more efficient crewing
structures.

The NRC established a committee with both industry and academic

participation to work the problem. Unfortunately, the practitioners were in

the minority on the committee and were selected partially on the basis of their -

remove from industry. One of the two participating managers was retired,
and union concerns were to be voiced by a lawyer for a union-supported
lobby group.

Members of the effective manning committee felt keenly that the committee

would not have significant impact on U.S. manning practices by merely issuing

the report on its findings and recommendations. They persuaded the NRC and
the Maritime Administration to hold a conference for representatives of inter- -
ested industry groups before the report was finalized. This did not entail much

arm-twisting, as NRC was, at this time, actively encouraging its committees to
make presentations of its recommendations to sponsors. '
The conference was fairly well attended by shipowners, top union offi-

cials, and representatives of the Maritime Administration and the Coast -

Guard, and the discussion was productive. A search conference model was

proposed for this conference, but the NRC felt that this relatively open-ended
design might not produce enough industry comment on the draft contents of
the committee’s report. Therefore, a more tightly scripted design was em--

ployed in which the conference participants heard two keynote presentations
by members of the committee (researchers), and then broke up into small
groups to address a number of issues identified by the committee in its trip
to Europe and earlier distributed to the conference attendees in the form of a
working document. There was no attempt to get this industry group to
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develop its own agenda, arrive at a consensus, or take personal responsibility
for following through on any such decisions. However, the conference did
play a role in encouraging action research, which prompted two of the
participating CEOs subsequently to initiate projects in their companies.

The committee also saw the need for a series of industry-level forums to
jdentify and address common problems, including the need for reform in the
shipboard organization, and, therefore, it hoped that this initial conference
would be followed up by further industry-level meetings over the next two
years. Unfortunately, no follow-up in this spirit occurred until the Kings
Point search conference described earlier.

Thus the NRC Committee on Effective Manning followed basically

" the research cycle in Figure 8.2, with only token participation of stakeholder

group representatives at research Steps 1 through 4. In the future, such
projects, which have as their primary objective the production of general
knowledge that will be acted upon, should include more influential represen-
tatives of more of the stakeholder groups. At Step 5, the breadth of partici-
pation was meaningful but insufficiently sustained to have any impact. This
shortcoming underscores how the dissemination of knowledge and diffusion
of innovation can depend upon the existence of continuing mechanisms that
enable stakeholder groups to deal with each other on matters of common
interest.

The bottom line is that knowledge produced in the NRC manning study
and other research projects with little or no industry involvement (other than
as subjects) tends to produce little or no action. That observation, and
corresponding recommendation, were made by another National Research
Council study: “The review of research programs overseas suggests that their
success depends critically on the degree to which companies—both individ-

ually and jointly-—initiate, manage, and review them” (NRC, 1983: 44). “The

ship operations R & D program of the Maritime Administration has not

- achieved wide acceptance of its project results, principally because of insuf-

ficient industry participation in the direction and management of research”

(NRC, 1983: 2).

A recommendation of yet another National Research Council committee

s that “MarAd should broaden its efforts to stimulate industry to form
~collaborative mechanisms for the support and conduct of research and

innovation” (NRC, 1987). This is easier said than done, however, as the
fragmentation of this industry in this country has proven to be a formidable

~. obstacle in achieving collaboration on a number of issues, research being

only one.
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It appears that the NRC now appreciates the need for a differentia]
approach to practitioner involvement based upon the nature of the question
being asked and an awareness of who it is that might be expected to act op+
the results of a study. The composition of a current NRC committee (working
on the safety implications of reduced crews) is a definite improvement in termg
of practitioner involvement, although, in this case, the sponsor (the Coast Guard
might have more opportunity to act on the results than did the Maritime
Administration in the case of the effective manning study. In any event, this latter
committee is constituted primarily of practitioners—active managers and lrade/ .
union leaders. S

Both the Maritime Administration and the NRC have attempted to encour.[‘f",
age industry (and government) action by providing for industry review events‘j; :
at the conclusion of their studies, such as the one pioneered by the Committee f{
on Effective Manning. The Maritime Administration now builds into its
research contracts requirements for researchers to make presentations to“f"f
industry conferences; and, as indicated earlier, the NRC actively cncourages‘ .
its committees to make personal presentations of its recommendations rather
than to rely strictly on the written report.

In recent years, the Maritime Administration has shifted its focus in thxs -
matter of manning innovation from sponsorship of applied research o
promotion of action research. In those applied research projects that remain, -
the agency has attempted to increase the extent of practitioner involvemer
by adding to the evaluation criteria used to judge competing proposals thi
presence and strength of “industry advisory groups” established by researc)

ers to guide and contribute to the project. This is an improvement, no doub
but, because it is the researchers who sanction the industry advisory grou
and not the other way around, the efficacy of this approach to gainin
practitioner involvement is somewhat in doubt (NRC, 1983: 13). But, onc
again, easier said than done; unfortunately, there is no preexisting mdus
reference group to play the more desired proactive role. .

Lessons for a Theory of Participatory Action Research

To summarize the potential for integrating action and research cycles;a

is useful to lay them out in parallel (Figure 8.3).
Each step of the research process can be viewed as potentially contributin
to, or being informed by, the corresponding aspect of the action process.
each stage, broadening the pattern of participation can potentially strengthen:
both the knowledge and the action outcomes. '

Research Cycle .

Action Cycle

1. Identify topic to study and review

relevant knowledge.

environmental constraints and relevant

opportunities, causal factors,
practice.

1. Identify problems to solve and other

2. Operationalize hypotheses.

2. Formulate proposed changes and the

implementation plan.

3. Select sample to observe.

3. Initiate changes in targeted areas.

4. Select other research methods, gather
data, and generate findings.

4. Assess changes and implementation.

5. Derive and disseminate implications

* 5. Deepen, institutionalize and diffuse

for theory and practice.

change.

Figure 8.3, Action, Research, and their Potential Integration
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Why Action Research?

The shipping industry story demonstrates the potential reciprocal flows
between social theory and social change.

First, the Norwegian and American change efforts provide powerful‘
examples of how researchers can draw upon theory and prior research to

propose hypotheses, such as the systemic nature of organizations, that guide
action. These cases illustrate how researchers can inject the spirit and
techniques of inquiry that enrich the search for solutions and can shape norms

that provide for objective and credible assessments. Researchers also have

facilitated events, such as the ship-meets-ship conferences, that provide for

direct transfer of social technology. In addition, the researcher role has
provided continuity, sometimes serving as the social memory when turnover

occurs among managers and union officers.

Second, the shipping case demonstrates how third-party action roles can
contribute to the research process and the knowledge it generates. We have

already noted the intimate familiarity with an industry that action researchers can
gain in their dual roles and how it enhances the validity of their research. Also,
the realization by action researchers that they will be judged first on relevance
(by the world of action) and only later on elegance (by the world of knowledge)
galvanizes their concern about the validity of their observations.

Apattern of intellectual activities with dual purposes has certain eff1c1ency k

and practical advantages, not the least of which is access. One may have
better access to certain types of data as an action researcher consultant than
strictly as a researcher. Participants who view themselves as “clients” (rather
than as “subjects™) often are more highly motivated to ensure that all of the

relevant data get on the table; moreover, the amount of investment tha; '

“clients” are willing to make and the quality of their attention are often higher.
The tendency for participants in an action research project to be active and
challenging and to provide on-line feedback about the relevance of ideas can
be an asset for the party interested in formulating general knowledge. In
addition, resources are saved by shortening the feedback cycle by whic]
general ideas are formulated, tested, and revised. Much of the data gathering
has dual relevance, and so does some of the analysis and conceptual work

The WRI researchers’ role in Norwegian shipping and Gaffney’s role in
American shipping both illustrate these practical advantages. In addition,
‘Walton’s role in assisting the NRC Committee on Effective Manning to make
policy recommendations contributed greatly to his research effort to builda
theory of industrial innovative capability. It was clearly more efficient: He
was totally freed of concern with the logistics of arranging travel and
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scheduling three dozen meetings with approximately 100 practitioners in six
countries. It was also more effective: He gained direct personal access to labor
leaders, shipowners, and government officials in those six countries—access of
a quantity and quality he could never have arranged as an independent scholar.
And in that respect, his theory-oriented agenda clearly benefited from the
dual-purpose nature of this particular action research project.

Why Participatory Action Research?

It is now conventional wisdom that broader participation can lead to
stronger consensus for change and sounder models—because models arrived
at through broader participation are likely to integrate the interests of more
stakeholder groups. Participation also promotes continual adjustment and
reinvention—because there is greater overlap in the populations involved in
the planning, execution, experience, evaluation, and modification of the
organizational innovations.

The shipping industry case demonstrates that participation has not only a
hotizontal dimension (entailing interest groups at the level of the firm) but
also a vertical (cross-level) dimension. Thus the lesson of both the Norwegian
and the American change efforts is that broad and inclusive participation at
the pilot ship level is necessary but insufficient. Effective change in the long
run requires the involvement of company-level actors and industry-level
actors. Moreover, participation at both the company level and the industry
level must be sufficiently broad to ensure that actions taken on these twb
levels support the shipboard innovations. In the shipping industry, these
actions range from supportive company policies to appropriate national
training curricula to enabling legislation.

The Future Challenge

We believe that we are still low in the learning curve regarding our
knowledge as to how the action and research cycles can benefit from one
another—and from greater participation. In the relatively short history of
action research, there may be something of a progression in the variable
weighting of the elements of action, research, and participation—at least at
the level of an industrial sector:

* First, there is research—but little action. We might call this stage learning without
practice, and it is characteristic of a pretakeoff stage in which increased
participation of companies and unions is required to generate action.

L
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Then there is a period of action research in which the principal issue seems to bg
the degree of participation within experimental units, between experimenta]
units, and at the level of domains. Limited participation at this stage extracts;
a cost in terms of the quality of the content innovation and the likelihood of . |
implementation or diffusion, i

Finally (especially if the domain issue has been well addressed), there is a tendency.
to shift into a largely action mode, with the research component given shori
shrift. Such innovation without spirit of inquiry may lead to losses in organj. .
zational performance (safety, productivity, quality, job satisfaction) in that'
content changes are adopted piecemeal, out of context, or without ownership,
on the part of those who are most directly affected.

For action researchers working in industrial sectors that are in, or are
approaching, this third stage, the agenda is clear: to develop methods of partic
ipatory action research that are less expensive and then to get the informatio,
out to the second tier. ‘
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Cogenerative Learning

Bringing Participation into Action Research

MAX ELDEN
MORTEN LEVIN

If you want to understand what a science is you should look in the first
instance not at its theories or findings and certainly not at what its apologists
say about it; you should look at what the practitioners of it do.

Geertz (1973: 5)

According to Rapoport (1970), action research (AR) is a strategy for using
scientific methods to solve practical problems in a way that contribute to
general social science theory and knowledge. This strategy leads to several
dilemmas. The two most relevant to our concern here are what Rapoport calls
the dilemmas of AR’s “goals” and “initiative.” Each represents a choice
between polar opposites. The first revolves around the choice between
scientific rigor (at the expense of practical relevance) versus practical
problem-solving relevance (at the cost of scientific validity). The second
deals with the problem of who takes the initiative to bring forth the problem.

AUTHORS’ NOTE: We would like to thank Richard Ault, R. J. Bullock, Michael Gaftney,

Davydd Greenwood, Pamela Kennedy, and Ann Martin for thoughtful and useful reactions to
earlier versions of this chapter,
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It is either a researcher operating out of a disciplinary/theoretical framework -

or a person with a real-world problem stated in everyday language. Involve-
ment of the participant from the research situation in the action research
process moderates both these dilemmas, So one source for understanding
participatory action research (PAR) is understanding AR.

In this chapter, we describe one way of defining and doing PAR. We have
our doubts about the possibility and utility of general, abstract theory in
solving real problems in a specific context or situation. As in AR, knowledge
in PAR is context bound (Susman and Evered, 1978). Thus we reflect on,
systematize, and generalize from our own experience as researchers in the
context of doing PAR. We develop a model, new terms, and a set of concepts
for describing what we do in sitnations where we attempt to create new
knowledge in active collaboration with the people who live in that sitnation.
They are not “subjects,” or “clients,” or “data sources,” they are “colearners.”
In trying to understand our own reality as PAR researchers, we hope to
contribute to the ability of others trying this approach to democratizing work
life.

We believe that our approach is typical and quite consistent with that of
our Scandinavian colleagues (see, for example, the chapter by Karlsen in
this volume and references to the work of Gustavsen and Thorsrud).
We cite their work as well as that in other countries that supports and
illustrates our “language.”

What is PAR in Scandinavia?
Notes on a Model

Political values concerning increased democracy, political equality,
and social justice are at the center of PAR efforts in Scandinavian work
life. To realize these values, PAR researchers in Norway use sociotechnical
systems (STS) thinking (often in projects with a strong component of
technological change) to create more workplace democracy and self-
management. We have contributed to and been influenced by the evolu-
tion of AR into PAR in Norway as a part of a strategy to reform work life

since the early 1970s. This is more fully described elsewhere (Elden,

1979; Gustavsen and Hunnius, 1981; Gustavsen, 1985) but we can note
here some of the key features of work life research in Norway.

As Scandinavian PAR professionals aiming to contribute to major re-
forms in work life, we are a long way from being detached, “value-neutral”
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individual scientists. For us and many of our colleagues, PAR in Norwegian
work life means researchers who have

(1) clear value commitments to democratization as well as economic improve-
ment—people have a right to “good”-quality jobs;

(2) avision of the “good organization”—that is, one based on self-management,

development of human potential, power equalization, and democratic prin- .

ciples;
(3) well-developed and proven tools, concepts, and ways of working founded on

sociotechnical systems thinking that can be used to (re)design organizations
to achieve our visions and values;

(4) a shared tradition of a way of working, a vocabulary, and a network of
collegial relations and support structures mostly in the form of well-financed
public or nonprofit research institutes;

(5) aresearcher role of “colearner” rather than of “expert in charge of change”

in which the researcher’s expertise includes the ability to “fade out” as
participants take charge of their own learning; and

(6) an extensive formal political infrastructure supporting participation in work
life as reflected in specific labor legislation, national labor-management
agreements, and industrial relations and traditions in Norwegian work life.

Our model of participatory action research should be understood in this
context. Most of the projects we have done were institutionally based, involved
long-term relationships with the participants, and were to some degree publicly
financed. No project lasted less than two years, and we have had relationships
that have lasted as long as five years. We have worked in cooperative
labor-management projects (Elden, 1979; Levin and Skorstad, 1975), in
projects exclusively for unions (Elden et al., 1980; Levin et al., 1980; Levin,
1981; Levin and Kaul, 1984; Levin and Havn, 1985), and in local commu-
nities (Levin, 1988; Levin et al., 1989). Our projects do not generate “data”
in the usual sense of what independent reviewers can use to validate our
conclusions. They are the basis for the concepts and ideas that we have
developed and systematized in the form of a model of PAR. Ourmain purpose
is to create concepts that clarify PAR and its praxis and not to prove a position
through empirical evidence.

Cogenerative Learning in PAR

Our model of PAR rests on “insiders” (local participants) and “outsiders”
(the professional researchers) collaborating in cocreating “local theory” that
! .
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INSIDER S OUTSIDER'S

FRAMEWORK  IMPLICIT FRAMEWORK / THEORY BASED
™ INDIVIDUAL AND FRAGMENTED ACTION "THEORY"
ACTION "THEORY'
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PARTICIPATING IN

COGENERATIVE DIALOGUE /

FOR MUTUAL LEARNING

4
LOCAL THEORY

NEW SHARED FRAMEWORK /
EXPLICIT GROUP ACTION THEORY

TESTING THROUGH PRODUCING NEW

COLLECTIVE ACTION GENERAL THEORY

Figure 9.1. A Model of A Participative Action Research Scandmav1a Style:
The Cogenerative Way

the participants test out by acting on it. The results can be fed back to improve
the participants’ own “theory” and can further generate more general

(“scientific”’) theory. The elements in our PAR model are illustrated in -«

Figure 9.1.
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The basic idea behind our version of PAR is that those who supply the
data have their own ideas, models, or frameworks for attributing meaning
and explanations to the world they experience. Those who spend their work
lives in a particular organization get to know more about it and have more
ways of making sense of their world than would be possible for an outsider
to appreciate without in some way becoming an insider. But “going native”
is an expensive, time-consuming, and unnecessarily indirect strategy for
researchers to reform work life. Our point is that the researcher has no
legitimate monopoly on explaining social worlds or making sense or reality
interpretations.

In Berger and Luckmann’s (1971) apt phrase: Reality is socially con-
structed. This means that a scientist’s theory about your world is not neces-
sarily more valid or true than your own theory of your world. Both theories
are social products that can be improved through investigation and testing.
The difference between the two socially created realities is both the methods
used to create them (everyday, “espoused” thinking versus data-based scien-
tific methodology) and their formal presentation (informal, “natural,” every-
day language versus highly stylized, formal forms of scientific discourse).
Theory is influenced by the local situation in which it is created. PAR is a
way of learning how to explain a particular social world by working with the
people who live in it to construct, test, and improve theories about it so they
can better control it. We are interested in theories that help people learn how
to better control the circumstances of their lives. Workplaces can be powerful
sources of learning for empowerment and democratization,

Research is a particular way of systematic learning. PAR gives us a new
answer to the question: Who leamns from the research? The answer in
nonaction, nonparticipatory research is clear. Only the researcher or those
who can extract meaning from research reports (largely other researchers)
learn, not the “subjects.” Participatory action research means that all relevant
stakeholders do what only researchers usually do. It can be seen primarily as
a learning strategy for empowering participants and only secondarily as
producing “research” in the conventional sense.

PAR as learning empowers in three ways. First, it empowers because of
the specific insights, new understandings, and new possibilities that the
participants discover in creating better explanations about their social world.
Second, participants learn how to leam. This is what Argyris and Schon
(1978) identify as deutero-learning. Third, PAR can be liberating in Brown
and Tandon’s (1983) sense of participative research when pamclpants learn
how to create new possibilities for action.

“
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Compared with conventional research, in PAR, the roles of practitioners and
professional researchers are quite different. This makes analyzing and assessing
or even talking about the equality in inquiry that we experience in PAR difficult.
We have tried to overcome this in other contexts by talking about “colearning,”
“participant-managed inquiry,”” or “client as consultant.” In this chapter, we think
the terms for describing what the two different kinds of participants bring to the
party should be insider versus outsider frameworks. By framework we mean a
way of understanding, a language, or a cognitive map. The richness and quality
of the research depends on the ability of the insiders and the outsiders to play
their different frameworks and expertise against each other to create a new, third
explanatory framework. This new way of looking at things would not necessarily
have been predicted from any of the initial frameworks. PAR is a way of
generating new knowledge where the participants in the research process
function as equals because of their different kinds of expertise and frames of
reference. Each of the two types of participants in the research process has its
own expertise and “frame” as the point of departure in creating a shared
framework or “local theory.”

Insiders (employees and others who experience the workplace directly)
are expert in the specifics of the setting or situation and know from personal
experience how things work and how the elements are connected to each
other and about values and attitudes, local company culture, and so on. This
knowledge tends to be highly individual, nonsystemic, tacit, and unreflected
upon. Insiders are primarily concerned about a “science” of their own
particular situation. They want to solve practical problems and achieve
personal and organizational goals. The initial framework of what will become
local theory comes from how individual organization members make sense
out of their situation. They are experts in the particular situation but their
theories are not systematically tested.

Outsiders (tesearchers and the external “experts”) have what’s missing:
training in systematic inquiry and analysis, in designing and carrying out
research, and in recognizing patterns and creating new knowledge irrespective
of content. Our PAR professional must also have a high level of interpersonal
skills and be able to design and manage learning events. The researcher’s initial
framework of what will become local theory is based on general theory or.a
particular way of thinking about the problem at hand. How do researchers and
social scientists make sense out of this kind of situation?

The insider comes to the inquiry because of a personal interest in a specific
practical problem. The outsider, in contrast, comes because of an interest in
solving particular kinds of problems (in theory and/or practice), methods,
general knowledge, or values. The researcher’s framework will be different:
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more explicit, full of ideas about how things could hang together, with lots
of abstract concepts, and a high degree of formalism. The outsider’s
concern is basically relating to the research community in creating scientific
theory, using acceptable methods, and communicating through publication
(Kalleberg, 1989). The researcher is the linchpin so that what he or she
learns contributes to accumulation of knowledge above and beyond a
local, “context-bound” situation.

We have described the “what” and the “who” of participatory action research.
Let us now turn to the “how.” What is needed is a connection between insiders
and outsiders that integrates their different forms of expertise and different initial
frameworks to generate a third framework or “practical theory” of the local
sitnation. We aim at a partnership in which insiders become more theoretical
about their practice and outsiders more practical about their theory. This occurs
by participating in what we call a “cogenerative dialogue.”

Learning Through Participating in
Cogenerative Dialogue

“Participation” is a powerful but slippery concept. As Pateman (1970)
makes clear, participation is a necessary but not sufficient condition for
democracy. In her terms, we mean “full” rather than “pseudo-" or “partial”
participation in our definition of participation in PAR. Participation within a
nondemocratic structure is possible, and organizational designs for “high-
performance systems” and the like can be quite humanizing without being
democratizing (Elden, 1981).

Thus the degree and nature of “participation” in all phases of participatory
action research is a critical factor. Not all participation is empowering.
Participation must be full participation or a form of “codetermination” if it
is to be empowering. This is consistent with Brown and Tandon’s (1983)
emphasis on participants being in charge of the inquiry. Participants create
new meaning in their own terms through a learning process that follows the
basic tenets of research design and methods. The insiders are not simply
sources of data or sanctioners of studies and reports but actively help create
and codetermine in every phase of the research process—especially in
creating new meaning. (See Elden, 1985, and Jan Irgens Karlsen in this
volume.) They are not merely consulted in each phase of knowledge produc-
tion; they participate as cocreators. We call this empowering participation.

Empowering (i.e., codeterminative and with learning) participation in action
research does not mean thatevery single person in an organization is decisively
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involved in every phase of the research process. Because PAR builds on
learning by doing research within the context experienced by participants,
the size of most companies poses problems in carrying out PAR. Indeed, in
all of our projects dealing with large organizations, the actual research wozk

is done by a small work group. In all but the smallest organizations, PARis |

a representative form of participation in which all stakeholder interests and
points of view are included. In Scandinavia, this means worker representa-
tives, union representatives, and representatives of several Jevels of manage-
ment, including, of course, top management at least at times. We have
elsewhere reviewed the new methods and techniques of involving large
numbers of participants in PAR (Elden, 1985; Gustavsen and Engelstad, -

1985). 5
Empowering participation occurs between insiders and outsiders in what

we call cogenerative dialogue. Both insiders and outsiders operate out of

their initial frames of reference but communicate at a level where frames can -
be changed and new frames generated. Exchange on a level that affects one’s
frame of reference is a much more demanding form of communication than
mere information exchange. g

In the beginning of a project, participants have little experience in em- '
powering forms of participation. We tend to. move from partial to full .
participation. Participants seem to need some time to learn about their own :

source of expertise, and its importance, and how to be colearners in creating
a new, shared framework. We develop relationships to insiders in the design . -
phase that are like the relations we have to undergraduates. By the end of the i};
design phase in our most successful projects, the insiders act more like
graduate students doing their own research. Then comes a period of keeping
in close enough touch that we can help them avoid pitfalls they might not
know about (e.g., lack of systematic data, bias, incomparability), but, for the
most part, they operate so autonomously that we often have to ask to be
consulted. Participation means that the researcher also has to participate!
In the final stages, the insiders take the lead in creating new knowledge
In this way, the dialogue becomes truly “cogenerative” (Levin et al., 1980
Greenwood, 1989).

What we call cogenerative dialogue seems necessary in any form of
liberating learning. Paulo Freire (1972: 136) argues for a dialogical
relationship that is characterized by “subjects who meet to name the worl
in order to transform it.” In the development of local theory, the dialogu
between the “teacher” and the participants is crucial. The knowledg
generating process should proceed under local control. A teacher-controlle
dialogue would never create new local theories based on participants’ gradually ‘
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improve.d .theory—creating competence. The balance between mentoring and
the pa}rnclpant’s control over the knowledge-generating process is always
complex. There is no simple solution for this problem of maintaini oper
comple: p aintaining a proper

Oddly en.ough, for a communication process aimed at empowerment
power equality, and democracy, inequality is a hallmark of the dialogical

. relationship. Insiders and outsiders have different power and knowledge

base.s“ The outside expert has much more powerful and explicit “sense-
mgkmg” quels', Indeed, a researcher could be said to be in the business of
being a professional sense-maker. The Norwegian sociologist Brathen (1973
1986, 1988) calls this dominance situation “model monopoly.” Researche.rs,
have thf: most relevant training and specialized education and the most
influential position, so they have a model monopoly in the sense that their
way of thinking may dominate the dialogue. ‘

How can the researcher’s “model monopoly”—which is part of being a
researcher—be overcome? It is not enough to bring insiders and outsiders
tc?gether and hope for a happy and spontaneously created cogenerative
dialogue. Overcoming the researchers’ model monopoly is one of the real
challenges for a PAR practitioner. The threat of modél dominance must
always be considered, and planning and action must be reviewed against this
challenge.

The qufastion of model monopoly is seldom reflected upon in the literature
on dialogical relationships. Nor is it as yet much considered among PAR
T'esea'rchers. Gustavsen’s idea of “democratic dialogue” in Scandinavian PAR
¥s’ qu1tf3 S@HM‘ to ours (Gustavsen, 1985). He builds partly on the philosoph-
ical thinking of Habermas, postulating nine criteria for evéluating the degree

of democracy in a dialogue aimed at democratizin ] .
474-475): g work (Gustavsen, 1985:

The dialogue is a process of exchange: points and arguments move to and fro
between the participants.

All concerned must have the possibility to participate.

Possibilities for participation are, h '
ssibi , however, not enough: Everybody shoul
active in the discourse. oo dalsobe

As a point of departure, all participants are equal.

Work experience is the foundation for participation.

%
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At least some of the experience which each participant has when he or she enters
the dialogue must be considered legitimate.

It must be possible for everybody to develop an understanding of the issue at stake,

All arguments which pertain to issues under discussion are—as a point of .
departure—legitimate.

The dialogue must continuously produce agreements which can provide a
platform for investigation and practical action.

His criteria are more systematic and extensive than ours and guarantee a
setof procedural rights that protect stakeholders and relevant arguments from
being left out, keep the exchange focused on relevant workplace issues and
experience, and result in action. The researcher’s job is to guarantee proce-
dural purity. He or she does not interfere with content—that is completely
the participants’ job. In democratic dialogue, the researcher controls proce-
dure but is not supposed to participate in creating content. This is one solution
to the problem of researcher model monopoly. But it is costly. Participants
may well spend significant resources to discover for themselves what could
be easily available from a knowledgeable outsider.

Argyris and Schén (1977, 1978) also have a theory of change basedona
special form of dialogue. They have developed specific and elaborate rules for
communication between the researcher and the client. People are trained to be
more skillfully self-reflective in perfecting a personal action theory. As one:
develops the ability to minimize the gap between what one says and what one *;
does, one learns how to learn in a way that seems to approximate the scientific -
method. As a result, one is not limited by the trainer’s models. Recently, Argyris.
(1985) has developed organizationally based action maps that seem similar to .
our idea of a new shared framework or group cognitive map. A key difference
appears to be not so much in the product as in the process of dialogue.

Our theory, based on our practice, is that we intentionally and strongly v
influence content. We are always seeking opportunities to bring forth more
self-managed forms of organization. Our experience indicates that, if we do
not contribute ideas from sociotechnical systems thinking and organization
design to the dialogue, then they tend not to appear in the results. Of course, this -
does not mean that these ideas necessarily are accepted. But elements from our
initial framework usually appear in the resulting framework. .

What’s important is that the arena for possible action has been enlarged
because ideas from our framework have been seriously considered. In addition,
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the challenge of model monopoly has to be resolved. The contradiction
petween the outsider’s responsibility for introducing ideas and concepts and
planning a learning process and the participants’ control and active influence
in framing the new knowledge that is developed must always be resolved
pased on the participants’ values and interests. This contradiction is necessary
and is actually the core of the cogenerative dialogue.

. In brief, in our way of working, the dialogue becomes an arena in which
participation by insiders and outsiders enriches all phases of the research
process because of the intermingling of at least two sets of frameworks that
contribute to creating a new, third framework or “local theory.”

Local Theory:
The New Shared Framework

The idea of local theory initially emerged in the mid-1970s in the first
project exploring the idea of participant-managed organizational self-
study and change (Elden, 1979, 1981, 1983). The insiders in dialogue with
a team of outside researchers designed an inquiry aimed at diagnosing the
insider’s organization. The key breakthrough for our purpose here was
creating what we now call a “cogenerative dialogue™: We all cooperated
to generate a concise and coherent explanation of why things were as they
were in the organization. This explanation was not the result of a re-
searcher model monopoly because making sense out of the data was a
joint task. The new explanation did not emerge only from the insiders’ or
the outsiders’ initial frameworks. The two frameworks were merged to
create a new framework that went beyond them.

The “theory” that emerged from this early form of PAR showed that

. frontline workers had a richer cognitive map about their workplace—the

subject of thf: study—than their managers, but they did not have the authority
Fo change things (Elden, 1979). In our collaboration on the first PAR project
in the mid-1970s, Phil Herbst called the insiders’ explanation a “local” theory.

- He wanted to distinguish it from a social scientist’s explanations, which took

the form of more general, abstract theory.

In our model, initial insider and outsider frameworks are the points of
departure in generating a new, third framework or “theory” that integrates
the first two and more. This new framework could not be predicted from
cither one or both of the initial frameworks. In sum, a local theory is situation
specific but is generated in part from general knowledge and the rules of

s
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scientific inquiry. A local theory then is the most direct, simple, and elegant
context-bound explanation of cause-and-effect relations in a given situation
that makes sense to those with the most local experience. It could be
described as a causally focused, group cognitive map (Eden, 1988) using )
everyday language and meanings generated by “insiders” in dialogue with
“outsiders.”

The generation of local theory is empowering because those who create

it learn why things are as they are, and this naturally leads to ideas about change.

It is like problem solving: identifying underlying causes of what is prob-
lematic. Given that a good job is done on this, the solution is usually
self-evident. So too with the action implications of theory generationin PAR.
To implement what the participants think they have learned in more
formal terms, “theory testing” becomes a natural next step in learning.
Participants want to test their theory in action. .
In one of our eatlier projects (Levin, 1980), the research question washow
the local union should try to cope with problems raised by new technology. -«
We started by helping workers study how the technological changes in the -
last 20 years had affected working conditions. They found that there had been
a reduction of the job skills needed by workers, a sharp reduction of the
number of workers, and an improved physical work environment. Another
lesson was that technology in itself never determined the working conditions .|
but that the effects were also caused by the organization of work. This f;
evidence generated activity for influencing technological development. The
strategic and action-relevant knowledge consisted of several elements. One -
was to obtain information about planned changes as early as possible. ¢
Another was to involve the workers affected by technological change
actively in the planning process. A third was to organize the union’s work:
so that workers could develop their own skills and also work out a basis
for identifying their own interests regarding the introduction of new
technology. The end product of this research was the local union’s strate- | -
gic initiative to develop a new organizational structure in the company,’
giving workers the possibility to participate in all technological changes.
A lesson learned from our local community development projects was a
dramatic change in how the participants viewed their position as actors ina
change process. “What we learned was that we could do something by
ourselves, and not just sit back and wait for other people to solve our
problems” (Levin et al., 1989). This fundamental change in thinking came
along through several years’ effort to establish new economic activity. :
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Theory Testing Through
Collective Action

A new .local theory can be viewed as the learning that occurred through
cogenerative dialogue. This local theory should be action relevant. It should
help solve the practical problems that participants found importa£1t enough
to study. But action also means testing and improving the local theo;g
Evailluation of the results leads to new, improved local theory. Reflection an}c,i
action form a cyclic process that gradually improves knowledge and creates
useful results. When we move from reflection and analysis into action and
development, the insiders will usually lead the way. .

In our experience, testing has always been a form of collective action. By
collecfzve, we mean that all stakeholders exercise informal choice and that
thereis a fOfm of consensus about what changes are to be tested. There must
bea mechamsm to sanction meaningful trials where changes in existing authority
rela‘Flons are not off limits. In Scandinavia, collective means virtually auto-
matic union involvement from the very beginning. We are not sure how PAR
sh(?uld function where workers have no independent voice in the form of a
union. In our projects, action planning was always based on joint decision
making. In our union projects in which management was not part of the
Fesearch process, collective action occurred because the union could not
1mp1emen? any results of the research without management’s agreement.

. Our union research produced two important action results (Levin, 1980)
First, the union stopped the introduction of new technology both b}z takin;,;
a‘dvantage of Norwegian legislation and by agreements on worker péuticipa-
tion. Second, the union negotiated an agreement with management to get
extensive rights to information and participation in the introduction of new
technology. The collectivity—in this case, in the form of union power—was
a key to success, seen from the union’s side.

Generating Scientific Theories

' In our model of the PAR process, theory does not remain local. The goal
is tc? solve practical problems and develop new or improved scientific
findings and theory. A scientist works under a specific paradigm that defines
f‘eleva'mt theory, research methods, and ethics; a specified mode of operation
in doing research; and a common technical language (Kuhn, 1962). The
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scientist is expected to produce knowledge according to specific standards and
to communicate it to other colleagues in the scientific community. Thus a
minimum requirement for the PAR professional is to generate general
theory and findings that are communicated in scientific papers, books,
and journals.

What scientific knowledge has been produced through PAR?

We can identify three categories of theory production. The richest one is
concerned with reflection on metascientific problems regarding the PAR
process. Gustavsen (1985), Eden (1985), Levin (1985), and Whyte (1989) all
provide examples of “theory” dealing with either the basis for PAR or trying
to develop a taxonomy of PAR. The second group of publications deals with
specific social problems and the new knowledge generated in this process
(Brown and Tandon, 1983; Elden, 1985; Greenwood, 1989; Levin et al.,
1980; Walton and Gaffney, 1989). Most of this work is based on case studies,
which are the primary source of data in PAR. The third group of work based
on PAR is strictly academic-oriented theory production. One example of this
is a theory of the fundamentals for trade union influence in the introduction
of new technology (Levin, 1981).

Conclusion

Although PAR and cogenerated learning may help to overcome Rapoport’s

dilemmas, we have discovered that PAR produces new dilemmas. Qur candi-
dates for the most intriguing dilemmas of PAR are control, limited learning, and
elitism. The main idea behind PAR is building up more democratic forms of
organization and management. The control dilemma is that, even though partic-
ipants are to be in charge of the research process, the researcher cannot give up
control completely. The researcher has other goals beyond local theory and has
special competence to achieve them. The dilemma of limited learning is that only
a few participants are actively involved in producing new knowledge, but PAR
aims at more widespread learning. The dilemma of elitism is that, while PAR
intends to empower the many to more self-management, it operates to recruit
new managers. At best, this is a form of democratic elitism. We offer these
dilemmas as issues for further consideration.

Our main effort here has been to systematize and explicate a model of our
way of doing participant-managed action research. In our model, cogenerative
learning produces local theory as a basis for collective action. We believe this
model to be more generally relevant where people with different forms of
expertise and frames of reference collaborate in creating a common conceptual
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field that makes possible collective action. The key is overcoming the
expert’s monopoly in defining what is possible for others. Cogenerating local
theory opens up new possibilities for the possible.
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Action Research as Method

Reflections from a Program for
Developing Methods and Competence

JAN IRGENS KARLSEN

In Norway, research institutes within different disciplines have gradually
become interested in the methods employed in action research, with impor-
tance being attached to experimentation, participation, and development of
the understanding and solution of problems through dialogue. This is quite
another form for the development of knowledge, in which the relationship

'between practice and theory, and between research and action, is significantly

more organic and close than in traditional social science. These approaches
have gradually spread and been called into service in a number of dissimilar
fields: work research, job creation, introducing new technology, planning,
housing environments, and so on.

The intellectual roots can be traced through that part of work research that
is, and has been, taken up with democratization and organization develop-
ment. There is a line linking Kurt Lewin’s research on social change and
social conflicts (Lewin, 1948), through the Tavistock Institute’s (Trist and
Bamforth, 1951; Emery, 1959) work on sociotechnical theory, to Einar
Thorsrud and the Norwegian Industrial Democracy Project (Gustavsen and
Hunnius, 1981), to today.

The development of knowledge through this particular approach is not
limited to certain professions; we find sociologists, architects, engineers,
economists, and psychologists engaged in the endeavor.

ﬁ
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A recent survey of the field (Saeterdal & Asmerik, 1986) concluded that
action research represents a fruitful form of applied social science relevant
to a broad area of reform, but the double challenge of action and research
creates difficulties in meeting standards of scientific rigor.

One way to help those working in this field is to strengthen their basic
methodological competence. I argue that it is necessary to develop methods
that, within a good design, achieve both goals. This is an argument in line
with Olquist (1978), when he concludes that the evaluation of this form of
social science is not a theoretical question but will have to be based on the
ability of action researchers to develop effective and efficient methodologies
to produce desired results.

In 1988, we started collecting and systematizing methods and experiences
with the methods of a number of researchers. In practice, we have been
working on the following three activities.

(1) A collection of articles on methods in action research. This represents

an interest common to a number of research institutes, and there is a great .

deal of relevant information and experience about methods that have not yet
been processed or documented. We aim to systematize this knowledge and
experience by involving several of these institutes in our work. The methods
we have in mind are open in the sense that they provide valid data and at the
same time are practical instruments for advancing the change process. The
methods relate to the following main fields:

— design and planning of research and action
— documentation

— the researcher in the field

— analysis and evaluation

— learning and communication

—- diffusion

(2) Research networks. A basic aspect of the need for a more systematic ‘

development of methods is making the field better known and more open and
attractive to researchers. There is no formal education for it, and many people

feel uncertain about the challenges the field offers. Competence in research
or development work is gained as an addition to one’s own academic f

discipline, usually in a rather haphazard way. There is an obvious need for better

organized and more systematic training. Several models may be appropriate for
sucha program. Our approach consists of linking the development of competence -
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directly to the activities of an ongoing research network (Asmerik and
Saeterdal, 1987).

(3) Seminars:for‘ policymakers within the scientific community. The pur-
pose of the seminars is to further policymakers’ understanding of this major
approach within applied social science. '

Action Research

We are engaged in a field in which knowledge accumulation and learning
take place through participation in changes of social systems or what we often
call sociotechnical systems. Here the role of research involves the dual aim
of theorizing and taking action, with action based on theorizing.

We agree with Lewin’s (1948) conviction that it is not possible to under-
stand a social system without changing it. The passive observer cannot learn

-anything rational about the inner dynamics and conditions of such systems.

It is only through an anthropological approach, that is, by becoming a
member and making observations over a long period, that the observer can
succeed.

The incentive to move into this field is not only founded in a view about
how knowledge of social systems can best be obtained; it also is based on
the desire to escape from the traditional, passive researcher role. People in
this field are typically busy, not only theorizing and describing problems but
also contributing to evolving solutions. One is not only a researcher and
responsible for the research process, one is at the same time a participant and

- jointly responsible for the change process.

Whyte provides a good characterization of this action research when he
disti‘nguishes three types of research, depending upon the degree of user
partlcipation throughout the research process. The first type is the preparation
of reports and theoretical analyses of a fairly general problem-oriented
nature. The second type is an attempt to make changes to an organization.
The participation of users will often consist only of making decisions about
solutions developed and proposed by researchers. Whyte’s third type, which
he calls “participatory action research,” engages users in all phases of a
research project.

Our research approach is closest to Whyte’s third type, but with certain
reservations. The researcher has a distinct role and responsibility, which
cannot be shared by others, which, therefore, places limits on dégrees of

* participation. I will return to this point.

N
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This approach to research raises many questions concerning methods,
ethics, and science. I will confine myself to the following themes:
(1) Within what many loosely term action research, what is it that characterizes
our approach?
(2) Can action research contribute creating anything new?

(3) What type of design strategies are relevant?

Clarifying Our Position

I will lay primary emphasis on elaborating our understanding of action
research in relation to two closely related approaches: the clinical approach
(Schein, 1987) and participatory action research (Whyte, 1989).

The clinical perspective versus the explicitly value-based perspective.
Schein describes the clinical perspective as involving a professional helping
role. This suggests a therapeutic model of the relationship between researcher
and system. The researcher knows how to diagnose and treat, and the system
is the patient having the illness. This is 2 model that has certain characterizing

hallmarks:

(1) an easily identifiable client whose problems chiefly relate to him- or herself, 5

(2) voluntariness,
(3) neutrality in terms of values, and

(4) a joint objective, namely, to become healthy.

and system is complex and difficult *

The interaction between researcher
fessional integrity =

to handle, and decisive importance is attached to the pro
and diagnostic ability of the process consultant.

We view this interaction in a different perspective. One way of describing
it is to make the explicitly value-based perspective the point of departure. In-
our relations to the various systems we work with, we use two key phrases.
to describe how we view the process of change and our role in it, namely,’
that the changes are to be participator based and participator controlled..
Participator based means that those who are affected will also take part in
defining which problems are to be treated, and participator controlled means.
that they will be in a position to participate in making decisions about whatf
measures are to be implemented. One of our tasks is to contribute ways of
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working that enable tbis process to achieve a practical form. This may imply
the ;1s§ of mass mgetmgs, project teams with representatives from all sides
conference techniques, voting, and so on. The explicit value aspect is z;

- commitment to democratic ways of working and not to specific outcomes

{&nother point involves the objective for the changes. What is to be
achlevefi must be decided by the other participants. Objectives are formulated
‘by looking at those elements on which we have placéd demands, that is t}el
process must take place through a democratic dialogue (Gus,tavsen ,ans
Engf:lstad,_ 1.986). The dialogue concept is a vital element in Western demo
cratic tradition, and, among others, Habermas argues that rational dialo u-
should be the fundamental problem-solving mechanism in this set of idegase
T.he be§t, or most rational, solution will probably be achieved in o e.
d1scu§s19ns mn which all participants are viewed as having equal rights P

Th}s is rel.ated to another assumption: a specific structure or for.m of
;rga}nlz?;;i)n is not valuable from a participation viewpoint but, instead
vg&:ﬁé " uence on the processes through which the new setup is created is
' This emphasis on value-explicit democratic ways of working does not
%mply t.hat the researcher’s professional ability is without significance. But
itdoes 1mp1y an alternative emphasis in the sense that that part of the rese:arch
process for which the researcher is responsible is not the only source of

-knowledge.

' It z.xlso. implies that caution should be used with methods that are derived
from individual therapeutic contexts. We will confine ourselves to appl n
me'zthods that, in a certain sense, are more “structurally” and sociol(f plcy;ﬁg
onen'ted, where the objective is to develop collective‘ resources for ictioriy
that is, resources that are developed as a result of cooperation during th ’
mastering of tasks. This is also a position in line with traditional Norwct:g an
work cglture and work values (Gullowsen, 1971). -
Partzcig?atory action research and professionality. Whyte defines partici
pgtory act'lon research (PAR) as a process in which some of the peoplg in thlc;
'(f)é ga}mzaltpn or. congmupity being studied actively participate with the pro-
ssiona researcher throughout the research process from the initial desi.
to the ‘flr‘lal prese.:ntation of results and discussion of the action implicatior%sn
g Thl‘s is ?posuion that differs somewhat from the traditional approach m
. sfilrédﬁavufm work reseaI"ch', in which the task of action research has been to
1 eories and descriptions that could be tested through intervention

experiments, that is, through experiments that bear the double burden of

testi ecti i
ting hypotheses and effecting some desirable change in the situation
‘ .
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There are several reasons for rejecting this researcher-fixed way of

working. One of the most important is that, with its emphasis on unilateral
control, it comes into conflict with the fundamental objective for the action
process, namely, democratic change.

On the other hand, there was a lesson to be learned from these early

intervention experiments: There are clear limitations in involving practition-
ers as coresearchers. Action research does not mean that the researcher should
or can relinquish his or her specific professional contribution and responsi-
bility by becoming victim to some misunderstood “democracy” in thinking
that everyone can take part equally in every step of the research process.

When that is said, we still assume that causal inferences about what is
going on are more likely to be valid when they are formulated and tested in
a participatory setting. But developing criteria for reliability and validity, and
presenting the results to the scientific community, are still the responsibilities
of the researchers.

It may be useful to make a distinction between the processes of research
and of action. It is natural to argue that research and action are one thing,

especially within our tradition, where the ideals of participatory democracy

are emphasized so strongly. As a research tradition, that contrasts with the
alienating aspects of the traditional research model. Rowan (1981) has
pointed out that the relationship of the persons undergoing investigation to

the ordinary research process alienates them in all of the four ways Marx:
describes: They are alienated from the results of the research process, from
the research work, from the other research personnel, and from themselves.

during this process.

Instead, we stress participation in common learning in which action,
reflection, and theorizing are part of the same process and take place as a
dialogue between equal partners. )

In classical experimental research, the researcher goes through all the stages
alone (or as part of a research group) and comes into contact with the persons
studied only when data are being collected—and then in an alienated manner. In
a fully developed coresearch process, the researchers, together with those who
are affected by the research/action process, will be fully contributory at every
step of the research process. It may be wise to define more precisely what is
necessary before we can talk about a participation-oriented research process.
Reason (1988) lays emphasis on the following criteria:

— The degree of involvement on the part of the participant must be open to

negotiation and dialogue.
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— Everyone should contribute to the creative thinking that is a part of the research
process.

— The forms of cooperation must aim toward being genuinely cooperation
oriented.

This does not imply that the participants must have the same type of
exp‘eztise as the researchers; neither does it imply that they take part 1n all the
stages. They can, for example, enter when the project is being formulated
and leave around the “making sense” and “communication” stages.

There are some kinds of questions that concern the researcher more than
other participants. These are questions relating to the theorizing and knowl-
edge accumulating process itself, as a scientific project. Reflecting about and
understanding what the action process is all about, documenting and analyz-
ing it, and making use of technical knowledge to confirm what one assurhes
has taken place all fall within the sphere of responsibility of the researcher.
This does not mean that others must not, or should not, participate; quite the
contrary. All who participate in an action process have the need to reflect on
and understand the process in which they have participated. But ensuring that
the basis—data, assumptions, interpretations—is valid in a broader sense, to
the research community, falls on the researcher.

There is another distinguishing aspect of the researcher’s participation.
The researcher is not a permanent part of the field. As soon as the project-
defined pottion of the action process has been concluded, the researcher
withdraws. The changes do not have the same degree of proximity to him or

- her because he or she does not need to live with them as do the other

participants. There is a distinction both in proximity and in responsibility,
which means that the research process has a number of peculiarities that make
it useful to consider it separately.

It, therefore, seems reasonable to maintain the analytical distinction

“between research and action. This does not prevent the action process, as a

common arena for dialogue, reflection, and learning, from being the central
aspect to which the researcher also must relate him- or herself. But the
research process is to be understood especially as an instrument and a special
responsibility in relation to this main task.

These general points of view may be summed up using the model in Figure
10.1. It provides a summary of one way of viewing the steps in an action process
and describes them as being common and relevant to both research and action
but having different objectives. What characterizes the situation of the researcher

is that he or she has a responsibility for both sides, in contrast to the practitioner.
%
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Figure 10.1. Stepsinan Action Process

This makes certain demands on the type of methods that are useful an

relevant at the various stages in this process:

(1) They haveto supply data that are input for action at the same time as they ar

valid.
(2). They have to make participation possible.

(3) They have to be able to provide opportunit
traiﬁing for other than the researcher alone.

y for reflection and personal

Can Action Research Create
Radical Innovations?

ing out action research is the belief that on

imary reason given for carty : e
SR g ibutions one can make is to take part 11

of the most important professional contr
i ing “new,” ial innovation, )
creating something “new,” a soCt ' test S
theoretical propositions or ideas. A greatdeal qf le?.rmr}g in su:h p: Q]';hus g
involve conditions for creating and disseminating innovations. L1

addition to being concerned with evaluation, the researcher will be intere

not just testing or reformulating
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Figure 10.2. Planned Innovation Process

in studying forces that lead to change. Methods suited to such an approach
to the problem are of particular interest.

In our context, the innovation will typically consist of the creation of a
new practice, or a new way of solving problems, whether it has to do with
new forms of leadership and organization, new kinds of planning, or new
ways of employing technology.

The planned innovation process covers all stages in a development pro-
cess, from an idea, through adapting/developing it, and on to its utilization.
Reformulated and adapted to our situation, it can be described as in Figure 10.2.

This is another way of describing the change process that we also make

use of, in part, to further characterize the methods required and, in part, to

emphasize that action research is a method for generating planned social
reforms. The process involves three main steps: formulation of aims, devel-
opment of new practices, and diffusion of results. The way an action is
developed and implemented is just as important as the result of the action, in
the sense that areform is tried out with those who are affected, and is adjusted

-and appraised, before being adopted and diffused. In other words, this

represents an alternative strategy for social change, compared with tradi-
tional social reform policies that are directed from above, whether based on
laws or on negotiated outcomes. In particular, this approach is relevant when
itcomes to solving complex, problematic situations whose development calls
for teamwork and mutual commitment among several interested parties.

We may, nevertheless, ask: To what extent, using this approach, can one
create something that is genuinely new, in other words, radical innovations
and not just incremental improvements of the existing, or introduction of
already well-known, solutions and principles?

\
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The kind of dialogue-oriented action processes we use lay great emphasis on
producing genuine problem descriptions and analyses, in the sense that one seeks
to circumvent the defensive strategies of the system (Argyris, 1985).On the other
hand, it can be argued that the nature of the decision-making process itself implies
that all the interest groups will express their opinions and that, through such a
process, there will evolve not new solutions but a kind of compromise that will
represent a sort of lowest common denominator. In other words, the dialogue
itself encourages a form of conservatism and protection of vested interests.
Solutions result that people can usually live with but that do not represent any
real alternative.

This is an objective I have met in, among others, an action research project
in a large theater. There, at the outset, the problems were described as high
costs and lack of flexibility, which were said to result from the nature of the
agreements between the parties. The wage agreements contained rigid pro-
visions about the fields of activity, with extra payment for the slightest
departures from defined jobs and so on.

We kept open minds regarding the way the problem was described, which
was anyway strongly contested by others, and arranged a search conference
with broad representation to examine the problems on a wide-open basis.
During this conference, completely different problems were formulated and
given priority. In addition, proposals were put forward for reorganizing,
which failed to find support—which also provoked the objection to which I
referred.

The problems of flexibility and costs were, nevertheless, dealt with, but
without any changes being made in the agreements; it was just the way of
interpreting them that was changed.

During this process, a sort of tacit agreement came into being that the wage
agreements were too sensitive and difficult to tackle. In fact, they covered
not only that particular theater, but all the theaters. And it was instead decided
to choose other angles of attack.

The views of the participants concerning the reorganization proposal
were that it seemed foreign to them, it would call for too many changes,
they were doubtful about how practical it was, and so on. Now, however,
three years later, it nonetheless seems to be of interest. Perhaps a sort of
maturing process has taken place.

Even though this is only one example, it confirms a common experience I
have had in other projects, that the most radical solutions are stripped away
during the kind of dialogues for which we are setting the scene, Such experiences
pose a challenging dilemma.

JAN IRGENS KARLSEN 153

Inthe early phase of action research in Norway, we were working on really
radical solutions. It was then that the concept of autonomous groups was
created, that multiskilling came into being as an instrument for increasing
inﬂuencef, and that participation in all areas of work was defined as a major
element in a national reform wave to enhance industrial democracy. Since
then, no really radical ideas have been adopted in this field.

But the point is that these innovations were created by researchers. They were
not solutions that came as a result of broad, dialogue-oriented participation
processes. Certainly, we tried to create participation when introducing these
solutions. But the solutions were formulated beforehand; it was just a matter of
getting them tried out. ‘

On the other hand, we also have experiences that indicate that more radical
ch;m.ges may be adopted, given time, even if the initial resistance is great. In
one instance, in a company with a long history of wildcat strikes, the time
span between proposal and adoption was almost two years. The lag then
seemed very frustrating, but it now may be looked upon as a period necessary
for discussion and preparation. '

Another case, a change process involving the merging of parts of three
independent public services, was at one point evaluated as unsuccessful. The
researc.hers resigned, experiencing failure, but, after a period of almost a year,
the project was taken up again, not as ambitiously as defined initially but still
in the same direction.

It is probably fruitful to make a distinction between proposing and
adopting radical changes. I still believe it is part of the action researcher’s
role to formulate radical alternatives, especially if no one else does. On the
other hand, if the practitioners do not agree upon the more radical steps,
even when they might be more desirable in the long run, it is not our
responsibility to set the agenda for change. We do not “own” the change
process. But we can hope for some kind of maturing process that eventually
can make new steps possible and even, if practical, prepare for them. There
are no clear solutions for these issues, but they certainly present a challenge

to the way we define our roles and to the kind of methods we apply.

The Issue of Relevant
Design Strategies

I'have so far been discussing some thoughts concerning the questions of

method from the perspectives of values and innovation. Finally, I will say a
. ,
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little about the problem of choice of methods and design from the perspective
of obtaining valid knowledge.

As stated before, the basic problem concerns the close proximity of
research and action. However, the practical solution is not merely to choose
methods that meet both requirements; it is just as much a problem of design.
An important issue is thus how to organize the interaction between research
and action in such a way that valid knowledge can be obtained.

Based on traditional demands for rigor, the classical experimental model
is unsurpassed. In addition, action research projects often have the character
of some sort of natural experiment. The moment when the interventions are
implemented will normally be identifiable, and one is usually preoccupied
with finding out whether expected effects materialize, that is, one also has
some hypotheses. It will, therefore, seem natural to choose this strategy.

The contrast with the classical experimental situation is so fundamental - .

as to require us to reject that model as irrelevant, and we must instead evolve
other research models. The experiment makes demands on control through
the use of random assignment, which is incompatible with the sort of
participation-based processes we use.

There are several possible answers to the questions of design strategies.
There seems, however, to be one fundamental point in what one is attempting
to do, no matter the strategy—namely, to produce a plan with which one

confronts plausible rival hypotheses. The classical experimental model. ' ,
merely represents one answer to the question of how one can ensure thatthe

explanation chosen is the one that best fits the available data.

Yin (1984) discusses the limitation of the experimental model and empha-
sizes case studies as an alternative. He maintains that the case study strategy
is an independent research strategy with its own design criteria and its own
methods. In his language, case studies are empirical investigations

-— when they study a contemporary phenomenon in a real situation,
— when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are diffuse, and

— when one uses many heterogeneous data sources.

However, this strategy also implicitly assumes a traditional research process 2

with a noninvolved researcher.
If we are to take action research seriously, we must recognize that it

represents not only a special type of research but a direct break with -

conventional models for obtaining valid knowledge. It is only in this way
that we can issue challenges so clearly that we will be able to meet them.
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This means utilizing the special characteristics of action research for pur-
poses of validity—in a way, turning weakness into strength.

Pragmatic Validation: Spiral Design

It is important to be aware of the practical limitations that are inherent in
_change processes. These are real situations in which people are absorbed with
solving immediate and pressing problems. The pressure to achieve results is
great, and the researcher can seldom grant him- or herself long pauses for
thinking or extensive data collecting without the utilitarian value being clear.
This suggests selecting simple designs and methods that serve several ends.

Part of the researcher’s task consists of collecting data and undertaking
analyses that will help people understand their situation and that will lay the
basis for formulating new measures. The implementation of the measures

“will Jead to new requirements for analysis and so on. This process in itself

contributes to corroboration because the assumptions about the causal rela-
tionships on which measures are based will continuously be tested when one
is occupied with expected effects and is investigating whether they materi-
alize. It is akind of recirculation of data sets and derived hypotheses that may
provide a control that is scientifically satisfactory at the same time that it
makes useful contributions to the action process.

This leads to a kind of spiral design of action and research, closely
integrating the two processes through common methods and reflection.

Consensus Validation

The spiral process may often be disordetly, and it may be difficult to trace
a clear connection between data sets, assumed causal relationships, and
implemented measures. The type of data and assumptions that we use as a
basis in “real-life changes” are not only those that have resulted from
observable and controlled processes.

Here, however, there is a third source for corroboration, and perhaps
the most important one, namely, that the practitioners take part in evalu-
ating, interpreting, and reflecting on the data generated through the research
process. This is also part of the design process, which concerns not only the action
process but also the evaluations and interpretations that are connected with the
research and tested through action.

This means opening the research process to a kind of validation through
consensus. It corresponds to an epistemological view of knowledge as partial
and local (Gustavsen and Engelstad, 1987).

Y
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The Need for Reflection:
Design for the Devil’s Advocate

In both the research process and the action process, there is a need for time
to reflect on what is taking place. This is a need felt by everyone taking part
in this sort of activity, but the researcher has a special need, involving both
design and validity. Involved researchers need guidance from and discussion
with people who are standing outside the project itself. Action-oriented
research is exceedingly demanding, and a feature of a properly planned
process is ensuring that you have contact with one or more additional
experienced research workers who also can pose as the devil’s advocates.

The involved researcher can often be so trapped by the situation and
his or her own role in it that it may be difficult to get an adequate
perspective on what is happening. In such cases, it is an advantage to have
ready-established structures that ensure that one is confronted by others
and has one’s own assumptions tested.

Finally, it involves development and growth in the role of action
researcher. In the same way that one throws into focus what is happening
in the field, it is at least as important to highlight oneself and one’s own

role. How does one master this? What can be done to improve it? There

is a need for reflecting on and learning about this too, and, again, it is
important to have someone with whom to discuss things. The prerequisite

is that one is willing to view oneself and one’s actions as data sets in the -

same way that one looks upon others (Schon, 1983).

Concluding Remarks

Action research has an uncertain academic status, something that is
reflected in the research councils. It is not easy to deal with both action and

research. One may wish to see them as two completely separate activities and

may prefer to Ieave action responsibilities to others. It is not our task to reject
that ideal but to argue not only that there is room within this field of
applied social science research for different approaches but also that there is
a need for the type of research that we represent. But if we are going to
advance further, we must also meet the challenge that lies in building up a
more uniform field of knowledge, something that presupposes effort in
several fields:
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— a further development of the bases of scientific theory,
— a corresponding development of a research ethic,
— an elaboration of the role of researcher, and related training in it,

— development of a store of theory, even though one of the most exhilarating
aspects of this field is the eclectic and broad approach, and, finally,

— the need for design and method development.

These are broad questions and I have only touched on some aspects of them
in this chapter.
I have been particularly concerned with the last point, for several reasons:

(1) Itis important for recruitment and for bringing new research workers into the
field. Good knowledge and methods imbue confidence.

(2) Inthis field, there is a great deal of undocumented knowledge about methods
among researchers and in the research milieu.

(3) The methods represent a special challenge because they must contribute to
driving the action process forward at the same time that they must supply
systematic data as a base for working up the research aspect of the project.
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Participant Observer Research

An Activist Role

ROBERT E. COLE

VTr'aditionally, the participant observer role has called for the researcher to

exercise a nonobtrusive research style. One conducts research in a way to
minimally disturb the subjects under investigation. I chose to conduct my
study of the spread of small group activities in American indusiry by actively
participating in the organizations I was studying. I served on the board of
directors in two organizations I studied as well as on various committees in
these and other organizations. As one thinks about the matter, perhaps the
difference is not so great as it might appear. In keeping with the “Heisenberg
principle,” the mere act of observation can influence outcomes. I would guess
that more than one participant observer, not to speak of those using more
conventional research methods, has had his or her observations influenced,
often unknowingly, by his or her very presence in a social situation.

This was explicitly the case in my research as I was called upon to take
positions on a variet.yfof issues that could determine the effectiveness of the
organizations in carrying out their missions, the very subject of my research.

‘Moreover, based on my comparative research, I had a sense of what strategies

might be effective for these organizations and on occasion voiced these
views. Indeed, I was personally committed to having the organizations
succeed in their mission of successfully spreading quality circles (QCs).
Some might consider that to be a breach of professional ethics and wonder
how I could treat my data in an objective fashion. I will treat that issue in

%
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more detail below but for now I am reminded of some remarks made by C.
Wright Mills. He said that

the most admirable thinkers within the scholarly community . . . do not split their
work from their lives, They seem to take both too seriously to allow such
dissociation, and they want to use each for the enrichment of the other [Mills,
1959: 195-196].

In this activist role, it can be said that I was engaging in applied social

research; my role could be characterized as a researcher in an organization

development framework (see Whyte, 1984: 165-166). However, unlike most
researchers in this situation, I was not a paid consultant. Each of us partici--

pating in these voluntary associations was active based on our professional

expertise (knowledge of QCs). In one of the organizations, I participated as
an elected member of the board of directors. In another case, I was appointed
to the association’s committee concerned with promoting quality circles. Yet,
I'was not engaged by and large in collaborative research with other members -
of these organizations. The latter represents still another model of applied - |
social research labeled by Whyte as participatory action research (Whyte, f}‘

1984: 168-181). As is typical with conventional sociological research, I had

full responsibility for designing the research methodology, applying it, and

interpreting my research data.

With this as a rough description, I begin with a brief summary of the
research project and my findings. In the late 1970s, I began a three-nation -
comparative project on the spread of what I called small group activities in -
industry in Japan, Sweden, and the United States. Specifically, I focused on
the spread of quality circles in Japan and the United States and self-managing - ‘
teams in Sweden. Only in the United States did I use the kind of active .
participant observation role that I have described. In all three countries, I was
interested in finding out what accounted for the speed of diffusion of these - |-
new forms of work organization. For the period under investigation, roughly
1960 to 1987, I concluded that these new approaches had spread most rapidly
in Japan, followed by Sweden, with the Americans bringing up the rear. In

trying to account for these differences, I focused on the role of national

infrastructures for identifying and diffusing the best practices. Japan had the
most well-developed national infrastructure, represented by the Japanese S
Union of Scientists and Engineers (JUSE). It was an organization with only -

corporate members dedicated to quality improvement. Private sector engi-

neers played a large role in JUSE’s activities while independent full-time =~
consultants were barely visible. JUSE engaged in mass mobilization of circle
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members and facilitated intercompany learning from one another primarily
through its chapters’ activities.

Sweden developed a more modest national infrastructure and had corre-
spondingly more modest success. The Americans developed the weakest
infrastructure and had the least success in diffusing circles. In the case of
Sweden and Japan, these national organizations may be seen as devices

" through which employers reduced their transaction cost for developing and

deploying this new organizational process technology. In the case of the
United States, the key organization under study essentially became an ideal
organization not for reducing employers’ transaction costs but for reducing
the transaction costs of full-time consultants seeking to market their version
of small group activities.

My participant observation research in the United States took place
primarily at the International Association of Quality Circles 1IAQC). In 1988,
they took on a new name: the Association for Quality and Participation. I was
active in the organization almost from the inception in 1978 until the research
was completed in 1988. I was a member of the board of directors from 1980
to 1983 and again in 19835 and chair of the strategic planning committee in
1984-1985.

These vantage points gave me extraordinary access to the organization. As
part of the leadership of the organization, I was part of its normal information
network. I did not have to struggle to figure out what the normal information
network was and then try to access it. My activist role allowed me to collect data
of all sorts, ranging from minutes of meetings, focused interviews with individ-
uals, and material in the organizational records. I was even able to carry out
organizational surveys of the membership under the auspices of the association.
Ihad “real-time” organizational access to many of the key decision makers. That
is, I could interview participants at the time events were occurring and before
they had time to forget or reconstruct events. This is an often overlooked
advantage of participant observation research.

As an outside researcher, I might perhaps have negotiated access to the board
of director’s minutes. But these were often sanitized, bare bones accounts of
decisions, mostly stripped of the process that had led up to these decisions. Lalso
kept my own reasonably detailed minutes of each meeting. It would have been
impossible to deduce from the formal organizational minutes that consultants
consistently argued against the JAQC developing its own training materials
because it competed with their business, However, this pattern was clearly visible
through my own detailed observations and minutes. Moreover, I could then
follow up my observations of these processes with interviews of key participants
and observers. In short,sparticipation as a full-fledged member of the board
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allowed me to experience the unfolding of organizational processes and
decisions that would have been extremely difficult to capture using only
conventional research methods,

By serving as a member of the board of directors, as well as head of the
strategic planning committee, I was given alegitimate authorization to collect
data. Asking questions was part of my job definition. As an “insider,”
members found it harder to give me the kind of formal explanation for their
behavior that they might have given an outside researcher. Moreover, mem-
bers often brought data to my attention that I would not have known about
otherwise (e.g., aprivate corporate study of the consultant industry for quality
circles). Perhaps the major disadvantage of being in such a data-rich situation
was the danger of being overwhelmed by too much data. But it is a cost that
most researchers would willingly bear.

It is hard to imagine that the richness of this methodology could have been .
duplicated by traditional methods. Indeed, in many ways, my approach allowed
me to subsume many of the traditional research methods (e.g., interviews,
surveys) under the more general activist participant observation approach that I
adopted. I talked with a number of key individuals involved in the organization
after publication of my research. They said that they hadn’t realized the role the

consultants had played in the organization, and it was only through my systematic

accounting that they became aware of it. Had I used traditional methods of
research (surveys, interviews, and so on), it would have been difficult to uncover,

this role because many members were simply not aware of it.

Above all, I would stress that the participant observation role, as other ’
have observed, allowed me to understand the kind of questions that needed
answering. Standard research approaches often assume that the researcher
knows the important questions to be asked. Moreover, the activist role :
allowed me access to a wide range of organizational activities that is seldom

possible under the more traditional passive participant observer role.

One of the major findings of this research is the role that full-time
consultants played in the professional associations I studied. A search of the -
social science literature shows that remarkably little attention has been paid -
to the role of consultants in American life. As a consequence, a conventional -
researcher would have relatively little reason to pursue the subject. Through .
“living” with the IAQC for some 10 years, however (as well as with one other |
organization), I came to appreciate the significance of consultant activities. i
Thus I could structure a great deal of my research activities to uncover their -+
role and understand their behavior. Longitudinal research of this nature”

allows one’s topics to “ripen.”
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Any researcher conducting some form of participant observation research
faces the question of how to present him- or herself to the research subjects.
william Whyte (1984: 30) suggests three approaches: overt, semiovert, and
covert. Many participant observers have chosen a covert or semicovert role
to avoid influencing the social situation they were studying or negatively
influencing their access to data.

My own judgment is that ethical considerations should be paramount.
Consequently, I made clear from the start that I was an academic interested
in conducting research on the organizations of which I was a member. At
various times, I made public statements both to remind organizational
members of this fact and also to socialize new members. As far as I could
judge, this understanding of my role had little impact on the content of what
was said in public meetings, who would talk to me, or what they would say.

Because I behaved in most ways as a normal member of the organization,
participating fully in its activities, it was hard for other board or committee
members to think of me as a researcher. There was one other academic on
the boaid of directors during much of this time, and he was there simply in
connection with his interest in the subject rather than as a researcher. This
helped legitimate my presence. Apart from asking a lot of questions (almost
always in informal situations), I behaved on a routine basis not as researcher
but as an ordinary board member.

There were a couple of board members who became especially good infor-
mants (the kind of people I would ask, after some important event, “Well, what
did you think of what happened?”). These individuals had a better sense of me
as a researcher and actively collaborated in interpreting events for me. To take

- but one of many examples, one of the more perceptive board members explained
to me that the dynamics of board meetings were not simply an outcome of

consultant versus nonconsultant members, because many of the nonconsultant
board members had been clients of particular consultants and thus were tied to
them in various coalitions. Although I was aware of the fact that many of them
had indeed been former clients of the consultant members, I had not thought
through the implications for board meeting dynamics. Such enlightening con-
versations with key informants were multiplied many times over and were

‘invaluable in shaping my understanding,

I'had become involved in IAQC by virtue of my professional credentials (as
a long-term student of quality circles in Japan, I knew a lot more about QCs
initially than many organizational members and leaders). As a consequence, I
needed no formal sponsor to enter the organization and didn’t have to worry
about the common problem researchers have of becoming too closely iden-

tified with their sponsors in a way that jeopardizes access to other types of

fie
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individuals. Neither did I have to clear my research publication with any
organization or individual. On my own initiative, I did show selected chapters
to key individuals, including the vice president of the organization (a perma-
nent staff position akin to managing director) to get feedback on what I had
written. However, I reserved the right to act on these suggestions. By and
large, 1 found them quite useful but did not adopt all of them.

In my initial involvement, I was simply another volunteer who had chosen to
give his or her time to help this fledgling organization. Given the incredible
problems faced in the start-up period, all volunteers were welcome, and I was
accepted simply because I was seen as just another board member sharing the
work load. Later, I was elected to the board by the membership and thus had as
much legitimacy as a board member as any other board member. In summary,
given this situation and the relatively unobtrusive nature of my research, I had
minimal problems in establishing legitimacy. In that connection, the long time
period during which I was associated with the organization, during which I
published nothing, led some board members to wonder whether in fact I ever
would publish my analysis. Clearly, no one was losing any sleep worrying about
it except perhaps a few staff officials just before it became clear that I was actually
going to publish something in the next few months.

My analysis of the organization and its accomplishments could easily be
construed by some as quite critical of the organization. Yet, I decided to use
the real name of the organization and the real names of participants. In the
latter case, I tried to minimize the use of names, using only those most
essential to the story. This is a somewhat unusual tactic in participant

observation studies. Many such studies are done on anonymous individuals . -

in relatively easy to conceal organizations (one more manufacturing com-
pany). But the organizations I was studying were one-of-a-kind organizations
with national visibility. It would not have been easy to conceal their names.

In the end, we come back to the critical question raised early in this
chapter. If the researcher adopts an activist stance, trying to push his or her
“data” in certain ways in keeping with his values, how can the reader be

assured that the interpretation of the data is not skewed in some fashion to - ‘

meet these needs? Perhaps I was creating the very outcomes I then sought to
explain and attributing to others what I myself was responsible for as an
activist researcher. There is perhaps no generalized assurance that can be
given to readers in this regard other than the usual proscriptions to make as
much of the data upon which one’s conclusions are based available to readers

so that they can judge for themselves. One can also encourage repetition of

new research efforts that could validate past findings.
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In my research, however, there was one additional assurance that could
be provided. Despite my efforts to push the organization in certain directions
(toward a buildup of organizational core competencies that would provide
greater service to corporate users), they mostly moved in other directions
(toward greater and greater facilitation of consultant activities). Thus my
explanations for behavior were mostly in terms of why things didn’t turn out

- the way I had hoped (that is, the way they did turn out in Sweden and Japan).

In this situation, I could hardly be accused of producing the very outcomes
that I wanted to occur and attributing them to my research subjects.

I did impose limits on my activist stance to ensure that I was getting a
balanced reading of organizational developments and also to avoid being put
in a position of reporting on my own activities. Thus, even though I voiced
views as to the directions that the organization ought to go, I carefully
restrained these views so as not to alienate those factions that had different
views. Indeed, with the exception of one consultant, I by and large maintained
good relationships with all factions in the organization. Thus the need to get
information from all sources to carry out my research objectives restrained
my activist stance. In the case of the one consultant who was visibly unhappy
with me, it was not because of my research status but because our substantive
views differed so dramatically. He stridently advocated that we had nothing
to learn from the Japanese and transparently pushed consultant interests at
the expense of organizational interests.

When board members had trouble coming up with anew president to head
the organization, I was approached on a couple of occasions so they could
assess my willingness to be a candidate. I turned down these requests, fearing
that I would be put in a position of reporting too much on my own activities.

There will be times when the activist researcher is successful in helping
the individuals he or she is working with to produce the outcomes favored
by the researcher. In such a situation, the researcher does indeed face a

- different task in convincing the reader that the researcher has successfully

located the causal factors in the behavior of his or her research subjects as
opposed to their behavior being a function of the researcher’s intervention.

In conclusion, I found that, whatever the limitations of the activist partic-
ipant observer role, it was more than compensated for by the wealth of data
that became available to me by virtue of this role. Located in the center of
the organizational network, I was privy not just to outcomes but to organiza-
tional process in ways that enormously enriched the research. At the same
time, by presenting myself from the outset as a scholarly researcher, I avoided
ethical problems associated with deceiving my research subjects.

N
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| . Participatory Strategies in Agricultural
Research and Development

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE

Participatory strategies were becoming popular in agricultural research and
development in roughly the same period as in industry, beginning in the
1970s and spreading rapidly in the 1980s. The academic interest in worker
participation in industry arose decades earlier than any comparable academic
- jnterest in participation in agricultural research and development, but until

the 1970s few practitioners in industry showed much interest in worker
. participation.

- -Participatory innovations sprang up in roughly the same time period in
Latin America, Africa, and Asia. Here, we will focus primarily on the stream
of development in Latin America but note also very active communication

‘internationally to strengthen and support participatory initiatives across
" boundaries of nations and continents.

Until the development of participatory strategies in agriculture, the para-
digm providing the intellectual foundations for development efforts was
reflected in the phrase “transfer of technology.” This paradigm was based on
three major assumptions:

(1) Agricultural scientists of advanced industrialized nations had gained the
knowledge necessary to demonstrate to Third World farmers what they had
to do to improve agricultural yields and eainings.

(2) This assumption was based on what I call “the myth of the passive peasant™:
the idea that small farmers have been locked into their traditional beliefs and

practices so that they resist changes.
%
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(3) Putting these assumptions together leads to the diagnosis that the bag;
problem is to find ways of overcoming resistance to change.

What came to be called “the green revolution” reinforced this predomj
nant paradigm. Beginning in the 1960s, CIMMYTT (those initials standing i
Spanish for International Center for the Improvement of Maize and Wheat)
in Mexico and IRRI (the International Rice Research Institute) in the Philip-
pines achieved spectacular increases in yields through the development of
higher-yielding varieties of wheat and rice. At first, it was assumed that these
potential benefits were scale neutral, that they would benefit small farmerg
as well as large operators. Within a few years, evaluation studies indicateq
that the main beneficiaries were large farmers, except in those cases where
small farmers had access to irrigation. But note that such findings did not
discredit the predominant paradigm. Agricultural researchers and other pro-
fessionals could take the failure of most small farmers to change simply a5

further confirmation of the belief in the passive peasant. The paradigm could -
notbe effectively challenged until some researchers were willing to speculate -
that small farmers in developing countries might have developed useful

information and ideas that must be utilized in any project.

This willingness to consider alternative explanations for the failure of -
most small farmers to benefit from the green revolution led to the opening
up of a broad new line of research and practice focusing on small farmer
participation in decision making. This chapter provides the background for

the development of such organizational learning.

Discovering “What Ain’t So” in
Agricultural R & D

“It is better to know nothing than to know what ain’t so0.”

The wisdom of Josh Billings, the nineteenth-century American humorist,
focuses our attention on one of the basic problems of human learning. If you
acknowledge that there is something important that you don’tknow, then you -
engage in an open-minded inquiry that is likely to advance your learning. If -
you think you know something that “ain’t so,” then you continue to act on:

this misconception in spite of increasing failures and frustrations.

Discovering “what ain’t so” in the basic assumptions underlying the ..
conventional model of agricultural research and development did not auto-

matically reveal what is so in this field, but it was an essential first step that
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pelped to open people’s minds to searching for new anq better ways of
working. In this chapter, I trace the organizational learning process as I
followed it through my own fieldwork and in discussion with those involved
in the discovery process.

- My own reeducation began with a visit to the then-we'll-lmown Puebla'
Project being carried out in the Mexican state of Puebla, with the support of
CIMMYT (Whyte, 1982; Whyte and Boynton, 1983). ‘

The Puebla Project was designed not as research but as demonstration, to
show small farmers how they could increase their corn yields by following
instructions of the experts and through crop loans facilitated by CIMMYT to
puy the required inputs. In the course of several years, the farmers who
adopted the CIMMY'T systemn achieved yield increases of about 30%——su'b—
stantial but dwarfed by the more spectacular increases in wheat and rice with
the new varieties developed by CIMMY T and IRRI. Furthermore, instead of
continuing to grow, the numbers of adopters leveled off at about 25% of the
Puebla corn farmers. Puzzled by this lag, some of the Mexican staff members
went out to do some fieldwork among the more successful nonadopters. That
foray yielded a simple yet striking solution to the puzzle: These nonadopters
were raising crops double in value to those possible with the CIMMYT
methodology!

The Puebla program was geared to the monocultural growing of corn—
that is, planting corn in rows. The most successful nonadopters planted beans
between the corn rows. They were making much more intensive use of their
small plots of land and also making more efficient use of fertilizer, which
now served two crops instead of one.

That discovery led the Mexicans to wonder why they had been insisting
on the monocultural strategy. The answer seemed to be that that was the way
it was done by the successful Iowa corn farmers. Because they used tractors
inworking their large tracts of land, intercropping was not practical for them.
In this case, who were bound by tradition and resistant to change: the
professional experts or the small farmers?

The revelation that led to my reformulation was put to me by Mauro
Gomez, Puebla Project general coordinator (1970-1973):

In Mexico we have been mentally deformed by our professional education.
Without realizing what was happening to us, in the classroom and in the labora-
tories we were learning that scientists knew all that had so far been learned about
agriculture and that the small farmers did not know anything. Finally we had to
realize that there was much we could learn from the small farmers.

\
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In 1976, I began learning for potatoes the same lesson I had learned for .
maize and beans in the Puebla Project. I accompanied economist Douglas -
Horton, head of the social science unit of CIP (the International Potato
Center) and agricultural economist Anibal Monares on a mission to ICA, the -
agricultural research agency of the government of Colombia. CIP was being
asked not for biological information or advice but for guidance in establish-
ing a viable seed potato program. o

Potatoes were first grown in Peru or Bolivia hundreds of years ago—both’
countries claim the origin of the plant. For centuries, potatoes have grownl,
along with the diseases and pests that prevail in that region.

This naturally led researchers and program administrators to the conclu
sion that the production and distribution of “clean” (disease-free) seed:
potatoes was of fundamental importance for high-yielding healthy potatoes:
for the consumer market. How could this be done?

This was the third or fourth ICA effort to establish a national seed :
certification program. The first such effort was launched in the 1940s. In the
1950s, ICA reported the establishment of such a program, but it late
disintegrated. %

Following this mission, Horton decided to study how Andean farmer .
grew and selected their own seed potatoes. CIP worked on this study with
farmers in the Mantaro Valley of the central highlands of Peru, a major
potato-growing area. Farmers were persuaded to purchase seed potatoes from:
the government potato program and plant them in one plot to compare resul
with another plot where they had planted their homegrown seed potatoes.

This research led to the following conclusion (Horton, 1948: 5):

In on-farm experiments, the use of improved seed increased yields on average b
15-20%. Due to the high cost of the improved seeds, however, its use reduc
farmers’ net returns below the level obtained when using their own seed. . ...

In the Mantaro Valley project, two things become clear: first, that there was Titt]
“demonstrated technology” that could be transferred to farmers without loc;
refinement or adaptive research; and second, that farmers are not passive recipient
of recommended technologies but active researchers and developers in their ow
right.

The professionals did eventually learn from the frustrations of their pas
misguided efforts. In Mexico, while the Puebla Project was still going on.
the professionals changed their recommendations so as to promote th
interplanting of corn and beans, and leaders of Mexico’s national agriculturd
research program began promoting on-farm experimentation, where th
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rofessionals at least had a chance to learn from the farmers. In the Andes,
under the leadership of CIP, the professionals also changed direction to
emphasize participatory on-farm research in working with small farmers.

It is important, nevertheless, to recognize the costs of these earlier mis-
gulded attempts at technology transfer. CIMMYT invested enormous sums
of money and years of work by highly educated personnel to demonstrate to
farmers how they could cut the value of their crops in half. In Colombia, the
national government and foundations supporting agricultural research also
invested enormous sums of money and human talent in vain efforts to
establish a national seed certification program, which would probably not
have been cost-effective even if it had been technically successful.

Innovation in Guatemala

In planning for anew national research program, Guatemalan leaders built
on what they had been learning regarding the failures and successes of
Mexican programs. :

Whereas CIMMYT had earlier been concentrating on a monocultural
strategy, developing higher-yielding varieties of wheat and then demonstrat-
ing to Puebla farmers how to grow more corn, the Guatemalans planned to
concentrate on farming systems research, involving the integration of a
variety of crops with animal husbandry.

Whereas CIMMYT had worked exclusively on irrigated land with large
farmers in developing the new wheat varieties, Guatemala opted to give
special attention to the problems of small farmers who had to depend on
rainfall.

The Guatemalans also planned at the outset to build some form of farmer
participation into the research process, although the planners had only vague
ideas of how this might be done.

" In designing ICTA (Instituto de Ciencia y Tecnologia Agricolas, or Insti-

-tute for Agricultural Science and Technology), the Guatemalan government

drew on the guidance and support of the Rockefeller Foundation, CIMMYT,
and CIAT (International Center for Tropical Agriculture) in Colombia and
the U.S. Agency for International Development. ICTA was created in 1973

~with Astolfo Fumagalli as its director general and Robert K. Waugh, an
American supported by the Rockefeller Foundation, as associate director.

The plan also provided ICTA substantial autonomy within the Ministry of

- Agriculture.
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In 1975, ICTA set up Technology Testing Teams to guide and intensify

some on-farm research already under way. These teams worked with sma]] -
farmers but did not begin with any established methodology to support and

guide their participation in decision making.
ICTA’s distinctive participative methodology was developed under the lead

ership of Peter Hildebrand, an American agricultural economist, who joineq

ICTA in 1974 as director of its recently established socioeconomic unit.
The socioeconomic unit began developing methods along four lines:

(1) delineating “recommendation domains”—that is, areas where soil and c}i.

mate and commonly practiced farming systems were similar, thus increasing
the likelihood that an innovation successful in one part would also be:
effective in other parts of that domain;

(2) building innovations upon the base of common farming practices withina

domain; and

(3) developing research methods for the delineation of domains and for the :
discovery of the farming systems most commonly practiced within a glVen i

domain.

To gather data the unit devised two methodologies: the sondeo, a survey
administered through farmer interviews, and registros, simple farm manage-
ment records, to be filled out daily by the farmer or a family member,
recording the amount and type of labor, the tools and power used, the amounts 'k
of other inputs applied, and so on. The methodologies were developed‘by;lf‘
professionals who had graduated from the agricultural college or had gone
on for graduate degrees. Peritos, graduates of technical high schools in

agriculture, worked with farmers to help them fill out the registros.

(4) Leaders of the unit chose to try to make farmers active participants ina mutua] :
discovery process. They assumed that the professionals would learn. more -
this way and that farmer participation would strengthen their commitment to.

the change process.

When early efforts to persuade other agricultural professionals to adopt. -
the socioeconomic methodologies proved fruitless, Hildebrand was able 0.
persuade one regional director to allow the socioeconomic unit to carry O“t;_;

its own on-farm experiments.

In two projects, the socioeconomic unit rented small plots from lo‘calf‘fji
farmers and paid the farmers for the labor they provided in the expenmentgl o
process. The unit proposed to try only those innovations that its farmer- o
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consultants considered reasonable and promising. Any innovation that
seemed impractical to local farmers was not likely to gain acceptance.

The first on-farm experiments were carried out under the direction and
control of professionals. Any innovation that did not work out at this stage
was referred back to the plant scientists in experiment stations for advice and
further study. The innovations that yielded good results moved into the
second stage of farmer field trials. At this stage, the socioeconomic unit gave
up control and shifted into the role of consultant and observer. Farmers now
tried out, on their own fields with their own money and labor, the innovation
they had tested earlier. Innovations that did not work out at this stage were
referred back to the professionals for advice and further study. Those that did
work were assumed to be ready for diffusion and general adoption throughout
the domain in which the on-farm experiments and farmer field trials had been
carried out.

ITCA invested heavily in training programs for its agricultural profession-
als and technicians. The first trainees were sent out to CIAT in Colombia for
a course in agricultural production. Building on this experience base, ICTA

- established its own training program in Jutiapa in Guatemala by late 1976 or

early 1977. This ambitious 10-month course involved a combination of
didactic instructions with actual field practice. Bach trainee was assigned his
own farm plot with instructions to farm it entirely with his own money and
labor. Throughout the process, he was required to keep a record of his own
labor time and expenditures and the farming practices he used. If he made
money from his plot, he was allowed to keep the profits. If he lost money,
that outcome provided a payoff in learning.
This practicum has proved a powerful learning experience:

In the first years, the tendency was for many graduates to use the technology that
they brought from the university and the (officially) established recommendations.
The majority failed. Following these experiences, new graduates have learned to
consult others and particularly the local farmers themselves. These (graduates)
have had greatet success [Ruano and Fumagalli, 1988, p. 50].

Such personal experiences probably were more influential in persuading
the young professionals that they really needed the information and ideas of
the local farmers than any lectures designed to make the same point.

As the first socioeconomic unit projects yielded interesting results, the
administration encouraged the use of the SE methodologies by other units
engaged in on-farm research. To encourage diffusion within ICTA, sondeos,
in some cases, were cmx}ed out by interdisciplinary teams. For each pair of
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field interviewers, one would be an agronomist, the other a social scientist,
thus establishing a base for them to learn from each other as well as from the
farmers.

When Ramiro Ortiz became technical director for ICTA nationally, he
gave strong backing to the adoption of the socioeconomic methodologies by
the Technology Testing Teams.

Dissatisfied with the performance of the extension service, as carly as
1974, leaders of ICTA began a project to carry on its own extension on an
experimental basis in the village of San Martin Jilotepeque. Here ICTA was
building on a program launched by Oxfam and World Neighbors in 1970 in
that village.

By the time ICTA came in contact with them, farmers were already
working in organized groups and experimenting with agricultural innova-
tions. They had begun to increase yields through the use of soil and water
management practices that the project had introduced.

ICTA negotiated an agreement with the project to put three informal farm
leaders on ICTA’s payroll to collaborate with an ICTA technician assigned
to the project in managing agronomic trials throughout the community.

This arrangement extended the reach of ICTA very rapidly. ICTA dealt
with farm leaders, and the farm leaders took responsibility for communicat-
ing information and managing experiments with organized groups in com-
munities. Farm leaders in the San Martin project were able to manage
approximately 60 field trials a year, compared with the average of 25 for the
professional agronomists in the ICTA program. Of course, these trials were
not so neat and scientific as ICTA’s more controlled experimental work, but
they provided data to the research program and were of high credibility to
the participating farmers. The farmer paraprofessionals working with ICTA
extended their work into 11 villages, providing one-on-one technical assis-

tance and holding regular instruction and discussion meetings with the
villagers. By 1979, the paraprofessionals were working actively with two
large farmer cooperatives, thus further extending their outreach through

linking up with indigenous organizations.
A follow-up study on ICTA (Ruano and Fumagalli, 1988) indicates that

the changes instituted by ICTA up to this point had taken root and were being - '

applied and practiced. The diagnostic agrosocioeconomic studies were being
carried out in all areas of the country; 100% of the technology generated or
adapted by ICTA had been or was being tested on farms; and small farmers

had been actively participating and managing their own farm testing. The -
office found no cases where this on-farm testing was being run by ICTA
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professionals. Finally, with active small farmer participation, the technolo-
gies developed by ICTA had been diffusing widely.

The fact that the methods and findings of ICTA were being diffused among
small farmers in areas where ICTA concentrated its work, without any
involvement of DIGESA, the extension service, indicates serious deficiency
in Guatemala’s agricultural research and development program. In fact, this
deficiency has not been peculiar to Guatemala. Up through the 1970s, itmight
be said that cases of lack of integration between research and extension were
much more common in developing nations than cases where the two units
worked together effectively. Nevertheless, the gulf between the two agricul-
tural units seems to have been wider in Guatemala than in most other
countries, which leads us to look for the causes of this lack of integration.

The two units built their programs on quite different models of the nature
of peasants or small farmers, After some preliminary and less focused
exploratory efforts, ICTA developed a model of the small farmer as a rational
human being, capable of learning from experience and possessing informa-
tion and ideas regarding farming that needed to be integrated with the
information and ideas generated by the agricultural professionals so that solid
assistance could be provided to small farmers. In other words, ICTA con-
ceived the research and learning process as going in both directions: from
farmers to the agricultural professionals as well as from them to the farmers.
The action implications of this model, therefore, dictated that the small
farmers should be active participants in the research and development
process and not simply subjects to be directed by the professionals.

The DIGESA model of the small farmer reflected the then-conventional
view that I have called the myth of the passive peasant.

Following this model, DIGESA and BANDESA arranged to work to-
gether so that the agricultural bank would concentrate its loans to small
farmers upon those who worked out an annual plan, approved and supervised
by an agricultural extension agent. This not only reinforced the dependence
of small farmers upon the agricultural bureaucracy but also drastically
limited the outreach efforts of extension agents. Working with the small
farmer to develop and write his farm operations plan for the year, seeing that
proposal through BANDESA for an agricultural loan, and then supervising
the farming activity to make sure that the farmer was complying with the
approved plan constituted such a heavy work load that extension agents were
only able to work with about 50 small farmers during the course of a year.

In the 1970s, leaders of both ICTA and DIGESA became well aware of
the weaknesses in the relationship between the two organizations and made
several attempts to achieve a closer integration.
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The failure of top-level agreements to produce results suggested to some -
of the leadership that a structural change was required. They would have to
devise a program in which ICTA and DIGESA personnel worked togethey
full-time on the projects.

This line of thinking gave birth in 1986 to a new organization, PRO-
GETTAPS (Proyecto de Generacién y Transferencia de Tecnologia Agro-
pecuaria y Produccién de Semillas, or Project for the Generation and Transfer
of Technology in Agriculture and Animal Husbandry and for the Production
of Seeds). In the next chapter of this book, Ramiro Ortiz describes and
interprets the development of PROGETTAPS and provides some preliminary
indications of its success in bridging the gap between extension and research,
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A Joint Venture in Technology Transfer
to Increase Adoption Rates

RAMIRO ORTIZ

In the last two decades, there has been an increasing effort within the
agricultural sectors of Third World countries to design technological models
and identify research methodologies to guide technological innovation insti-
tutions and programs in the development of production technologies appro-
priate for the needs and expectations of limited-resource and resource-poor
farmers. This attitude has produced substantial changes in the work approach
of national and international institutions in the world. They are coming
rapidly closer to adopting research models based on on-farm activities to
generate appropriate technology. International financing institutions and
international centers have also been involved in this effort. They have played
an important role in promoting this new attitude through the financing of
projects with the new approach and in the training of large numbers of this
new type of scientists.

Nevertheless, agricultural extension institutions have been left out of this
effort, and the technology transfer programs have become secondary in
importance. One reason for this is the belief that appropriate technologies are
disseminated and adopted very easily. This may be the case, but only up to a
point, and the adoption rates still remain relatively low when widespread,
massive dissemination is expected. This has been true, more often than not,

in areas where limited-resource farms are predominant and the number of

farms is large. It would be necessary to identify other mechanisms, incorpo-
rate other institutions with wider coverage, and design the models through

4
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which a new technological infrastructure would reach a much larger number
of farmers than those reached by on-farm research activities alone.

Since the last decade, Guatemala has begun an effort to create a larger
impact in technology adoption by incorporating other technical institutions
into the work conducted by on-farm researchers (ICTA). The best alternative
was the agricultural extension institution (DIGESA), which has wide cover-
age and conducts activities through its agents at the community level. This
strategy has worked very well in terms of the methodological approach of
integrating both institutions, which overcame the philosophical and method-
ological conflicts with the mainstream approach of doing research and
extension, but the impact was still not what was expected. Isolated successful
cases in different parts of the country showed the potential of this joint
venture in terms of reaching larger numbers of farmers with new technology,
and this provided the higher authorities of the Agricultural Public Sector with
the necessary evidence to establish a new project to integrate these institu-
tions in the generation and transfer of agricultural technologies (Fumagalli
and Ortiz et al., 1985; Ortiz and Ruano et al., 1989).

Linking Research and
Extension and F armers

In the second half of 1986, a new technology generation and transfer
project for crop-livestock technology and seed production PROGETTAPS)
was established to strengthen the research and extension (R-E) system of
Guatemala (Ortiz, 1987). This project began activities in five regions (seven
departamentos) of the country, where small limited-resource farmers consti-
tute the largest part of the population, The overall goals were to increase
production and productivity of the existing farming systems, which mainly
produce staple food crops (basic grains).

Within this project, technology for crop production is generated and
validated by the Institute of Agricultural Science and Technology (ICTA) and
transferred by extension agents of the Directorate General of Agricultural
Services (DIGESA). PROGETTAPS has also developed a new model for
technology generation and transfer that has achieved outstanding results. The
design of this technological model and its implementation is based in the
Farming Systems Research and Extension (FSR/E) methodology, as there is
alinkage between on-farm researchers and extension agents who jointly plan,
conduct, and evaluate on-farm activities (farm trials, farmer-managed tests,
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and transfer plots) and promote active participation of farmers in technology
testing, adaptation, integration, and transfer activities that are conducted on
their own farms (Ortiz and Meneses, 1989).

Before this project, ICTA had developed a technological model with a strong

- emphasis on on-farm research. This was successful in developing appropriate

technologies relevant to farmers’ needs that integrate easily into their existing

- systems (Castillo and Judrez, 1985; Ortiz and Ruano et al., 1989). ICTA’s

technologies were well accepted and adopted, but this was limited to certain
regions and to small farmers with more favorable conditions (e.g., those
located in the south coast and valleys). There was still no impact among
limited-resource and resource-poor farmers located in densely populated
areas under less favorable conditions (mostly hillside farmers; Ortiz and
Ruano et al., 1989). By incorporating DIGESA, with its wide coverage, the
adoption rates could increase dramatically. These were some of the ideas on
which great expectations were based, but this could only be true if ICTA and
DIGESA could integrate their work within the new technological model.

The New Model for
Technology Transfer

In the design and execution of PROGETTAPS, the R-E authorities and
field teams adopted a new attitude by orienting their joint effort toward the
active participation of farmers in the different phases of the model rather
than toward educating them. That is, for technology production in food crops,
the extension effort to “educate” farmers in the use of new technologies was
replaced, for technology transfer purposes, by joint participation of farmers,
extension agents, and on-farm researchers in all the phases of the technology
innovation process (Ortiz, 1987). A brief discussion of the outstanding
features of the new transfer model follows (Ortiz, 1987):

(1) Developing a strong and wide interface between research and exten-
sion. Because this allows joint participation of both groups in the planning,
execution, and evaluation of R-E activities, extension agents have the oppor-
tunity to participate in on-farm research activities and get to know firsthand
the characteristics and management of the new technologies. In addition,
on-farm researchers also have the opportunity to get involved in extension
activities (transfer plots and transfer days) to get direct feedback from farmers
on the performance of new technology and bring technical-scientific support
to this effort (see Figure 13.1).

“
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(2) Directly involving farmers throughout all phases of the technology
innovation process (TIP). This means active participation rather than
education. This is probably the feature that has been most stressed in guiding
the design and execution of the R-E work plan. In addition to participating
in field trials and transfer plots, and being the main speakers on transfer days,

_farmers have been incorporated in the decision on what the annual R-E work
plans will be. This is done through a methodology using Consultative Groups

(Grupos de Consulta; Ortiz, 1988), which is a systematic procedure to obtain

information from the rural population, thus promoting more participation

from them in making decisions as to which R-E activities are relevant to their
needs and problems.
(3) Rural leaders participating to generate a “multiplier effect” in
technology transfer. Rural leaders have been recruited and hired by the
Ministry of Agriculture to work part-time as Representantes Agricolas
(RAs), representing the institutions of the Agricultural Public Sector (APS)
and serving as links between the rural committees and the APS. They have
been formally selected by their communities to work as RAs based on their
ability as farmers, their leadership quality, and their willingness to serve their
communities, where they are well known and respected. In their work in
support of PROGETTAPS, they have been a key element in the transfer
process, conducting some of the transfer plots, maintaining farm records, and
conducting transfer activities with groups of farmers that they have formed.
They also have brought information to better guide the research programs by
~identifying new technologies for transfer and have helped in establishing a
seed distribution system. Their participation has been a success in terms of
the wider dissemination of new technology and increasing adoption rates.
This success is based on (1) their ability to get the message across in clear
and appropriate language, (2) a well-established credibility within their commu-
nities and groups, and (3) a great sense of responsibility in doing their work
because they realize it contributes to community development.

(4) Emphasizing the transfer and promotion of new technologies. The
purpose of this is to reach larger groups of farmers and increase the adoption
rates. This wider scope is possible in this project, because, for staple food
crops, the technologies selected for a transfer model involve only a few
technological options, replacing the complicated technological packages and
the intensive one-to-one relationship (extension agent-farmer) used in the
previous technical assistance approach.

The decision to shift to a strong emphasis on transfer and promotion
activities is based on thf fact that the technology transfer approach allows an
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easier working strategy with the groups organized around the RAs, thus
generating a large “multiplier effect” with wide coverage and dissemination.

(5) Facilitating adoption of new technologies. For a sharper increase in the
adoption rates, DIGESA has begun to facilitate use of new technologies by
developing, within and among small limited-resource farmers, a nonconven-
tional seed production and distribution system for the improved varieties that
have reached the transfer phase (Ortiz, 1989). This decision originated from the
fact that new, improved food crop materials were being adapted well to farmers’
circumstances; the seed was demanded by large groups of limited-resource
farmers in the areas where PROGETTAPS was conducting R-E activities; and
no seed industry existed to cover those demands. Here, the extension agents work
closely with the farmers who have been chosen as seed producers based on their
ability as farmers and their slightly better economic status, which allows them
to invest a litfle more than what they must put into their subsistence crop. Through
barter and monetary transactions, the better quality seed that they produce is
reaching large numbers of farmers (Ortiz, 1989).

A Modular System for
Technology Transfer

Within this new project, ICTA and DIGESA are jointly responsible for the
organization and operative methodology of a Modular System for Technology
Transfer (MSTT). There is one of these in each of the five regions covered by
the project, and its activities are coordinated by one representative from ICTA
and one from DIGESA. In the case of ICTA, it is the leader of the Technology.
Testing and Transfer Team (on-farm researchers), and in the case of DIGESA,
it is a university graduate with experience in extension. The MSTT has a total of
four on-farm researchers (university graduates in agronomy), and to each one of
these is assigned from a minimum of three to a maximum of seven extension
agents (agronomists at the high school level), depending on the number of
extension agencies within the area covered by the researcher. Each one of the
extension teams is assigned an average of 10 to 15 RAs, and each one of these
has at least one group of 20 farmers organized. :

Technology generation and technology testing (validation) are ICTA’
sponsibility, but the extension agents get involved, beginning with diagnosis
(sondeo), further in the farm trials (generation), and more intensively in the
farmer-managed tests (validation). Here the extension agents get in contact with
new technology as it develops, patticipate in the evaluation of its performance, and
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enthusiastically make it their own through their knowledge of how it per-
forms and how it is managed. Then, in the next stage (technology transfer),
DIGESA’s extension agents and RAs conduct the transfer plots with ICTA’s
on-farm researchers also participating to get direct feedback from farmers,
extension agents, and RAs and to technically and scientifically support those

activities (transfer plots and transfer days),

Technological Impact on Food Production

In the three-year effort beginning in the second half of 1986, the work of 72
agricultural extension teams, backed up by technical support of 20 on-farm
researchers in 7 of the 22 departamentos of the country, has resulted in an

- estimated 80,000 limited-resource farmers adopting those new technologies

selected for transfer. (These technologies were selected after it was estab-
lished that they were relevant and adapted well to those farmers’ circum-
stances.) There are an estimated 800,000 total family farms in Guatemala. In
1989, due to the success achieved, the new model was extended to 8 more
departamentos to make a total of 15 (68% of the country) using the new
approach, while the conduct of these on-farm activities has involved 149
extension teams and 40 on-farm researchers,

The established project goals for number of farmers adopting new tech-
nology in four years were reached and surpassed in just three years, with
close to 200% of the expected number. This integrated R-E effort has taken
place in regions that predominantly have subsistence agriculture systems

* (small family farms), where, until the arrival of the new approach, very little

or 1o impact had been achieved in productivity. ICTA had Technology
’I"e.stmg Teams working in these regions previously and evaluated and iden-
tified relevant technologies (mostly improved varieties) for those systems.

~However, the number of on-farm activities was very limited, and this re-

stricted dissemination of the new technologies.
I.t i.s estimated that, because of the adopted technologies (mostly new
varieties), the 1989 harvest in those areas will show an increase of 16,200

. metric tons of food (basic grains and potatoes) due to an increase in

productivity. In terms of food security, this increase is enough to satisfy the

- annual food requirements of alittle more than 26,000 additional typical rural

famﬂie?s.'By extending the new transfer model to the eight new geographical
areas, it is expected that, in the 1990 harvest, food production increase will

L
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Table 13.1 Activities of the Research and Extension Integrated Effort in
Guatemala: PROGETTAPS, 1986-1988

Number of Each Type of Activity by Year

Total for
Type of Activity 1986 1987 1988  1986-1988%  1989°
1. Farm trials 193 99 242 534 422
2. Farmer-managed tests 274 724 248 1,246 368
3. Transfer plots 506 2,876 2,547 5,929 4,630
4. Seed plots — 11 719 730 1,722
5. Communal gardens — — 445 445 898
(vegetables)
6. Transfer days® 23 122 678 823 1,241
7. Fatmers’ tours® 11 76 275 362 415
8. Agricultural encounters® 13 63 267 343 342
9. Farm records’ 367 4,580 2,735 7,315 12,500

a. From 1986 to 1988, only 7 depar tamentos were covered by PROGETTAPS. There are 21 departamentos B

where DIGESA has activities, out of a total of 22 in the country.
b. In 1989, PROGETTAPS activities were extended to a total of 15 departamentos, as shown in Figure 134

c. Transfer day is a field day to show the new technology performance. Here, R-E work is shown to large
visiting groups by agricultural representatives (RAs) and by farmers conducting farmer-managed tests and
transfer plots.

d. Farmers’ tours consist of groups of farmers moving through the region with the extension teams to see .

new technologies being performed in different environments,

e. The agricultural encounter consists of groups of farmers being invited to discuss a problem or outstand-
ing performance of a new technology in the field, with the R-E team (or pr‘oblem analysis in the field).

£ The farm record is a data gathering process on a daily basis to track production management and costs

be almost three times the 1989 increase (45,000 metric tons) on the basis of
the higher productivity produced by the adoption of the new technologies.
This increase in production only calls for a small increase in cost and does not -
require credit because it is mostly associated with more labor required for -
harvest, which is usually already available on these family farms. The total -
amounts resulting from the diverse R-E activities conducted from 1986 to 1989 are:

shown in Table 13.1 (Ortiz and Meneses, 1989).
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In Support of the New Model.:
Key Strategies and Mechanisms

Designing the new project with its innovative research-extension integra-
tion was relatively easy when compared with implementing it. Some strate-
gies were adopted and mechanisms identified to support the implementation

. and consolidation of the new transfer model.

(1) Researchers and extension agents learning to understand the new

model was the first and possibly most important activity in support of

PROGETTAPS. This was done through a training program focused on
introducing the extension agents to, and strengthening the knowledge of the

on-farm researchers of, the conceptualization and working methodologies of

the Farming Systems Research and Extension (FSR/E) methodology and the
characteristics, stages, and role for each institution in the new technology
transfer model. In a series of short, intensive courses, these people were also
trained in the methodology used, the characterization of rural population
living and production systems, the methodology for the analysis and inter-
pretation of on-farm research and transfer activities, and the methodology
used to define recommendation and diffusion domains.

All this training proved to be more beneficial to the extension agents, who
did not have previous experience in those topics, and it allowed them finally to
understand the process through which each technology had passed before being
selected for transfer, thus establishing credibility for the process and for the
technologies selected. In addition, a better understanding of the new model, and
their contribution within its implementation, was grasped, and the extension
agents were able to begin an all-out effort in the technology transfer. Through
this training, the R-E teams began to work, sharing the same philosophy and
methodology, and realized that they shared the same objectives. This estab-
lished the foundation for successful collaboration.

(2) The transfer plot was designed as the physical field unit to replace the
demonstration plot and to be the center for technology diffusion. Its most
significant characteristic is that it is conducted by a cooperating farmer who
invests in the new technology, and it is he himself and the RAs who conduct the
transfer activities as the main advocates for the new technology. This is a farmer-
managed plot that provides the opportunity of multiplying the number of field units
that function as dissemination centers of new technology.

(3) An organizational framework was established within the extension insti-
tution to support the new project and its transfer model. This promoted key
changes in the institutional structure and organization to facilitate project activ-
ities. The functions and role of the regional coordinators for PROGETTAPS
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within DIGESA were defined to ensure them enough freedom to work with
ICTA and to make decisions on how the budget would be used. It was
determined how these regional coordinators would be technically responsible
and how they would support the extension teams and also what type of
relationship would exist with the different levels in the chain of command
within the region (regional director, subregional leaders, and supervisors).
And it was also clearly defined that extension agents would dedicate most of
their time and effort to transfer activities.

(4) Since 1987, PROGETTAPS has sought to involve farmers more and
more in the R-E activities. It has been stressed that technology transfer, to be
dynamic, requires participation rather than education. Farmer participation
is needed for the design and execution of the R-E work plans. In addition to
farmers participating in field trials, farmer-managed tests, and transfer plots,
they have been the main speakers for the new technology on transfer days
and have been invited to participate in the planning of R-E activities for the
next cycle. This has been done through the Consultative Groups in a system-
atic procedure to obtain feedback from the rural population on an R-E

proposal for a work plan. This activity promotes more farmer participation 'V

because they are able to realize the importance of determining what R-E
activities are relevant to their needs and problems.

The Consultative Groups consist of the RAs assigned to one extension
team and at least one member from each of the groups formed by the RAs.

This makes a total of around 30 persons from the community to whom the .

R-E team presents its tentative work plan for the coming season. The group
gives its approval or makes suggestions to change or modify the plan in
terms of including things important to them that might have been left out...

Summary

The involvement of the national agricultural extension institution
(DIGESA) to support on-farm research conducted by ICTA has achieved a
massive dissemination of new technologies. It has also provided the Agricul-
tural Public Sector of Guatemala with the necessary evidence to establish, in
two-thirds of the country, an integrated R-E effort to reach higher production
levels for food crops as a direct result of higher adoption rates of new
technology. A new technology transfer model, where research and extension
interface, has been established, and it has gained in effectiveness by incor-
porating rural leaders (RAs) and the groups of farmers they have organized |

as active participants in all the phases of the technology innovation process. .
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Participatory Action Research in Togo

An Inquiry into Maize Storage Systems

RICHARD MACLURE
MICHAEL BASSEY

In much of the Third World, participatory action research (PAR) has emerged

as part of the search to render development assistance more responsive to the o

needs and opinions of local people. Although conventional research is
generally characterized by ahigh degree of doctrinaire professionalism, with

the prescribed standards of design, rigor, and disengaged “objectivity” .
unique to each scientific discipline, PAR is defined by an approach that aims
to democratize science, to engage the subjects of research as active partici-
pants in what is often an interdisciplinary enterprise. When the participants .
include groups of people with little or no formal education, and with experi-*
ences and perceptions vastly different from those of the professional scien-

tists, the implications for research and development are far reaching.

Three particular attributes distinguish PAR from established research
strategies. First, PAR postulates shared ownership of the research enterprise.
By involving community groups in most or all aspects of the research process, :
PAR functions as a partnership, with decision making and control shared -

among all those having a stake in the outcome of research (Ashby, 1984;

Blackie, 1984). Second, PAR is a method of community-based learning:.
Through collaborative investigation or experimentation, accompanied by

reflective dialogue, participating groups ideally can leamn to critically analyze

their own particular situations and problems and so be able to devise solutions .
(Grossi et al,, 1983; Korten, 1983). Likewise, PAR enables professional

190
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researchers to gain insights that allow for reformulation of research questions
and more realistic interpretations of data. Through research, therefore, the
roles of educator and learner become interchangeable (Ashby, 1984). And,
third, PAR aims to stimulate community-initiated action. By instilling among
participants a sense of immediacy and personal identification with the
discovery enterprise, PAR ideally induces them to apply what they have

_learned.

By reaching beyond the formal orthodoxies of established scientific
disciplines, PAR undoubtedly offers an opportunity in the developing world
to enhance the appropriateness of much so-called applied research. Yet,
precisely because it compels researchers to move away from the certainties
of positivist inquiry into the less easily charted territory of community
development work, PAR is also subject to complexities and limitations that
can attenuate its value as an alternative approach to development assistance.
This is particularly true in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa, where research
environments have been seriously impaired by deteriorating infrastructure
and dwindling financial and material resources, and where the research

agendas of national scientists are now usually determined by government

ministries and the major aid agencies. In such circumstances, any indepen-
dent research project, let alone one oriented toward local participation and
action, is a difficult undertaking.

Nonetheless, given a fortuitous coalescence of dynamic personnel, as-

. sured sources of funding, and a supportive institutional climate, participatory

action research does remain a viable method of development assistance in
Africa. This has been demonstrated recently in Togo, where scientists at the
University of Benin have collaborated with peasant farmers in conducting a
research project aimed at improving traditional maize storage systems. By
incorporating into the research process the three attributes of shared owner-
ship, community-based learning, and an orientation toward community
action, this project has proven to be a useful formative experience for its
participants. In a region where PAR is still relatively novel, it has also led to
a greater understanding of the conditions that are essential for the successful
implementation of PAR in an African context.

This chapter presents a brief descriptive summary of the project—its
objectives, methodology, and results—as well as a number of observations
concerning both the benefits and the difficulties arising from the project’s

participatory action approach. The chapter concludes with a more general
~discussion about conditions that facilitate PAR in sub-Saharan Africa.
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The Maize Storage Project

Background and Initial Project Objectives1

Maize is one of the most important staple foodstuffs in the southern region - !

of Togo. About 90% of the country’s annual maize yield (approximately
140,000 metric tons) is produced by small-scale farmers. Once harvested,

maize is stored in traditional household silos, circular or rectangular struc-

tures constructed with wood poles, twining, and woven straw. In the months

succeeding harvest, a portion of the maize crop is sold in the open market,
The rest is consumed domestically. Unfortunately, it is during this 5
postproduction period that farmers suffer considerable losses of stored -
maize—anywhere from 20% to 60% of their total harvest each year. The
consequences of these losses can be de* stating. Not only do they lead to
shortfalls in food consumption, especiaiy during the rainy season when
farmers are cultivating the next year’s crop, but the anticipation of annual
storage loss invariably pushes farmers to sell their market portion of maize ‘

soon after harvest when prices are at their lowest. This results in pers1stent
undernutrition and low income.
For researchers in the Ecole Supérieure d’ Agronomie (ESA) at the Uni-

versity of Benin, a likely explanation for such losses appeared to lie in the =
continued use of traditional storage methods. A cursory survey conducted by
ESA in the early 1980s had shown that, regardless of variation in shape, size;"
and household locale, traditional silos offered minimal protection against the /| -
effects of humidity, insects, rodents, and crop mold. It appeared logical, '
therefore, that new models with a better conservation capacity should be -
devised and introduced to village farmers. Yet more in-depth research into
the characteristics and performance of traditional structures was needed .

before new models were developed.

Itwasto thisend thatin 1983 the researchers atESAapproached the International -
Development Research Centre (IDRC) with a request for funding. Their pro- f:f;
posed project consisted of four objectives: to examine traditional storage systems ¢

with a view to identifying particular features associated with crop losses, todevelop

modified silo facilities to help to reduce crop damage and loss, to test the
effectiveness of the improved facilities through on-farm field tests, and to dlssem- :

inate the results of the study.

As initially designed, the proposed Maize Storage Project was not partic-
ularly unique. Other studies in West and Central Africa had also examined
problems of cereal conservation and had developed and tested alternative
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grain storage methods. Yet, for program staff at IDRC’s office in Dakar,
virtually all such studies were highlighted by two fundamental weaknesses.
First, given the paucity of documentation concermning the characteristics and
performance of traditional storage methods in natural village settings, the
underlying assumption of previous research—that major changes in tradi-
tional storage methods were required to improve grain conservation—had

“pot been fully verified. And, second, despite the evidence of reliable testing

procedures and valid results, recommendations ensuing from earlier studies
had generally been ignored by farmers. From the IDRC perspective, neither
the validation of initial assumptions nor the implementation of final recom-
mendations could be realized without the active involvement of the users of
village grain storage systems in a related research project. Consequently,
while favoring the ESA proposal, IDRC program staff suggested that a
participatory action approach would likely enrich the process of inquiry and
facilitate the subsequent application of results. Although none of the ESA
researchers had had any familiarity with PAR, after some deliberation, they
readily accepted this advice. As it turned out, the adoption of a participatory
action approach had a salutary effect on the entire focus and direction of the

. research.

~ The Stages of Research®

The Maize Storage Project began in early 1984 and proceeded in three
stages.

Stage 1: Baseline Studies and the
Adjustment of Research Parameters

For field study purposes, the ESA research team selected 22 villages
across the four geographical zones of southern Togo After receiving the
permission of village leaders, the researchers began a baseline inquiry into
household production and storage systems. The aim of this first stage of
research was to validate initial assumptions concerning the inadequacy of
village silos. Once these were ascertained, the parameters of further investi-
gation were to be delineated.

Three methods of data collection were adopted. A six-month survey
centering on 44 household silos (2 per village) accumulated information on
the structural composition of silos, on their relative effectiveness in conserv-
ing grain, on the comparative duration of storage, and on corresponding
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levels of maize damage and loss. Although the silos continued to be managed i
by their owners in customary fashion, all stored maize was bought by the .
project at prices normally paid to farmers during periods of scarcity. The
researchers also arranged a series of structured interviews with 64 respon.
dents, among whom were all the owners of the monitored silos. Although
conducted as informal discussions, often intermittently over several days, the
focus of these purposive exchanges was on all aspects of maize production
and storage and on the factors affecting domestic grain conservation. A third =
data gathering technique involved anecdotal observations of the maize .
production and management practices of those households not participating » f;
in the more detailed silo survey. .
Following baseline fieldwork, the researchers spent a short interval at the
university analyzing their data. A seminar was then organized at the univer---
sity for purposes of presenting initial findings to the 44 farmers involved in: "
the survey (of whom 6 were women). Throughout the proceedings, which
were presided over by the ESA director, the visiting farmers were encouraged .
to respond openly and critically to baseline study findings and to share i in :
identifying those factors affecting grain storage that were to be the sub]ect
of more detailed investigation in the next project phase. i
Asaresultof these activities—measurements, observations, and most especially ‘
dialogue with village farmers—the design and focus of the research underwenta
notable shift by the end of the first project stage. Rather than centering all attention
on the relation between silo structures and maize damage and loss, the consensus ,
among researchers and farmers was to broaden the parameters of research. Inves- .
tigation in the second stage was to focus on the possible effects of a range of -
production- and storage-related practices. These included g

— planting and harvesting times

— comparative effects of planting hybrid seeds as opposed to local varieties
— use of chemical fertilizers in maize fields

— numbers of times fields are cultivated

— the relative maturity of maize at the time of harvest

— the effects of different substances used to preserve stored grain

The inclusion of these additional points of inquiry signaled a departure from
the original project objectives, for the assumption now was that factors other:k .
than traditional storage structures might also account for the problem of
maize loss, This enlargement of focus was a direct consequence of collabo- o
rative fieldwork and prolonged consultations with village farmers. e
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stage 2: Testing of Factors Affecting Maize Conservation
prior to and During Storage

The second stage of the project consisted of two levels of inquiry. At one
Jevel, extensive examinations of prestorage and storage factors were under-
taken in the same selected villages by the university researchers and peasant
farmers. This time, only one household granary per village was appropriated
for the purpose. To facilitate mutual understanding of what was now a formal
collaborative enterprise, and to ensure that it was maintained, contractual
agreements were made with each household head. As in the previous stage,
each of the 22 participating households was paid the highest estimated
seasonal value of one fully stocked maize silo. The farmers thereupon agreed
to manage the selected silos in the same way as they did their other grana-
ries—stocking similar varieties of grain and using traditional preservatives

* and insect controls. For their part, researchers had complete monitoring

access to the granaries and their contents. During a subsequent period of
approximately six months (slightly longer than the average storage season),
researchers visited each village once every 14 days to collect samples of
stored maize for further analysis at ESA, to speak with farmers about their
ongoing storage management procedures, and to carry out a battery of field
measurements (related to temperature and humidity, mold formations, and
levels of insect and rodent infestation).

The second level of inquiry during this stage of the project consisted of
the construction and testing of 52 silos on ESA’s experimental farm, Each
unit was modeled after one of four standard traditional village structures.’
These were then stored with assorted varieties of maize and treated with
different quantities and combinations of preservative substances. In addition -
to seeking to ascertain the optimum conservation capacities of traditional
silos, an additional purpose of these tests was to assess what structural
improvements could be made.

Following these two concurrent levels of testing and analysis, a second
seminar was held at the university. This was a grander affair than its
predecessor, for, in addition to the presence of ESA personnel and two repre-
sentatives from each of the village sites, others in attendance included the

‘university rector, members of the other university faculties, and the staff of

two government extension services.® Proceedings were recorded by print
journalists and radio and television crews. As in the previous seminar, the

findings of the second research stage were presented and discussed. The

meeting concluded with a consensus to field test several proposed alterations
In maize production and storage systems.
4
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Stage 3: Field Testing of Recommended
Production and Storage Alterations

During the final year of the project, comparative tests of alternative produc- ,
tion and storage methods were conducted in 16 of the original 22 stl}dy vﬂlz'zlges. :
One household in each village participated in this stage of the inquiry, again on
the basis of mutually determined contractual agreements. Follov‘ving from the
second-stage findings, each household cultivated a portion of its 'fleld.s in one of
four ways (using either local maize grown with or without chemical fertilizer or

planting one of two hybrid varieties with fertilizer). The harvested experimental -,

crop was then divided into two equal parts. One part was stored in a traditional,’ ’
silo and was subjected to the same treatment as the rest of the farmer’s crop. The
second part was stored in a modified traditional structgre modeled after a
prototype developed at ESA the year before. For comparative Rurposes, recom- -
mended preservative procedures were applied to grain stored in the. new silos.
During the following months, participant farmers and research ass1star}ts con- -
ducted regular monitoring and measurement, while further tests on drymg and :
temperature fluctuations in the interiors of traditional silos were continued at

ESA’s experimental farm. Both types of activities were filmed by national

television crews. ‘
At the end of the third project stage, five public seminars were organized
in different localities of the southern region. These were attended by Tepre- -
sentatives of neighboring communities and by local government qfﬁcmls,'
extension agents, and journalists. At each meeting, after presenting oral

summaries of their research, the scientists and participant farmers concluded -
by expounding two sets of recommendations. The first centered on structural

alterations of traditional granaries. These included

__ the construction of conical as opposed to uniformly level platforms in areas .
where the stability of silos is a problem

— the use of cords or creepers, spaced at regular intervals, to reinforce the v

circumference of silo structures

— the fabrication of conical straw roofing o

(
|
(

— the insertion of plastic coverings below the roofing and about the circumference " |

of each structure for purposes of reducing air circulation (on condition that the
grain is sufficiently dry)

The second set of recommendations centered on production and storage s

procedures. The most notable included

— row planting of hybrid maize or local maize using fertilizer
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— early harvesting to avoid insect infestation in the fields (except in humid
mountainous regions where a later harvest is recommended due to problems
related to mold formation)

— suggestions as to silo placement and differential storage heights

— the use of macerated neem leaves for interior binding, of ash to protect against
insects and rodents, and of smoke to reduce the incidence of mold

— the sorting of maize, and elimination of spoiled cobs, before storage

— general avoidance of chemical insecticides in view of the risks of toxicity and
peasants’ lack of familiarity with their use

— the planting of rodent traps and the assurance of tidy surface areas surrounding
household silos

Except for the suggested use of plastic coverings, what is immediately
striking about the recommendations advanced in the final project seminars
is that they were founded on evidence of the most effective existing local
practices This represented a major departure from earlier studies, for the end
result of the Maize Storage Project was that very litsle new was being
proposed. Instead, having worked together, the ESA researchers and partic-
ipant farmers were able to recommend a particular set of procedures that, for
the most part, were rooted in the accumulated knowledge and experience of
the local populace. When combined systematically, these methods could
substantially reduce prevailing levels of maize damage and loss.

Although the final regional seminars served to publicize the methodology
and findings of the Maize Storage Project, it became clear that subsequent
community-based action—that is, the widespread adoption of project recom-
mendations—was anything but certain. For improved practices to be widely
disseminated and accepted by farming households at large, more time and
resources would be needed.

Project Follow-Up

At the time of writing, the project has moved into a second round of
activities, again supported by IDRC. The specific purpose of this follow-up
phase is to disseminate the results and recommendations of the first phase
and simultaneously to assess the effectiveness and impact of the dissemina-
tion process. Although the ongoing collaborative relationship between ESA
researchers and representative village farmers has been retained, the dissem-
ination phase now directly involves a team from the national television
service as well as staff from government and nongovernment extension
agencies.7 On a broader dimension, the project has become an integral part
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of a regional PAR network that focuses on specific issues of postproduction
agronomy in West Africa. Developed and sponsored by IDRC, the network
serves as a means of extending collaborative interdisciplinary linkages
among farming systems researchers and small farm households.

Benefits and Difficulties of the
Maize Storage Participatory Method

Apart from having produced useful technical results, the Maize Storage
Project proved to be an invaluable learning exercise for all those involved.
While its participatory approach lent a penetrating dimension to the re-
search, there emerged too a recognition that participatory practices were not
devoid of problems.

The Farmers’ Perspective

In marked contrast to the all too common disinterest of village farmers
toward agricultural research (Chambers, 1986), the involvement of farmers
in the Maize Storage Project, from reformulating the parameters of inquiry
to initially disseminating project results, had a remarkably salutary effect on

their attitudes to farm research. Knowing that the university scientists wanted =

to hear and act upon their views, and that their collective input would help
to direct the exeicise, participant farmers proved to be highly cooperative.
They complied with the terms of their contractual agreements, a crucial factor
for ensuring the reliability of field measurements, and they readily divulged
information about production and prestorage practices that otherwise would

have been difficult for researchers to obtain. Their confidence reinforced, -

participant farmers also offered critical opinions about the comparative

feasibility of alternative production methods and modified silo structures.
That such a high level of commitment was achieved was fortunate, for

participant farmers were required to spend extensive periods of time erecting

new model granaries, learning and carrying out basic monitoring procedures, -~ "

and attending project-related meetings. Ordinarily, while agricultural activity
slackens during the dry season, peasant farmers use this period to catry out

important social obligations and other income-earning activities. Time is not f\;
a luxury and, for many of them, the days consigned to the participatory -

research exercise meant a calculated relinquishment of some personal and
more profitable concerns. While they bore allocations of time to the project

with no complaint, it was notable that those who did participate generally
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had larger Jandholdings than most of their neighbors. A concem must be,
therefore, that although the research-cum-learning process of PAR has un-
doubted attractions for small farmers, the personal opportunity costs for
many—particularly the poorest—may prohibit their genuine involvement in
village research.

The Researchers’ Perspective

The Maize Storage Project was originally proposed by an entomologist
(who became the team leader) and an engineering physicist. Following
IDRC’s suggestion to revise research methodology, the team expanded to
include an agricultural engineer, an agronomist, a rural sociologist, and two
extension workers. As noted earlier, none of the team had had previous
training or experience in participatory, interdisciplinary research. The Maize
Storage Project was thus very much a “learning by doing” experience for the
researchers, just as it was for the farmers.

In positive terms, although the active participation of farmers in the
research project deviated from the norms of conventional research at the
University of Benin, and was thus viewed at the outset with some skepticism,

. the general attitude of the researchers toward the participatory approach

improved once it became apparent that farmers had, in fact, much to contrib-
ute. This was exemplified by the enlargement of the parameters of research
at the end of the first stage, a direct outcome of early collaboration. Not only
were the opinions of farmers instrumental in altering the perceptions of the
university researchers, the modification of the research design to suit farmers’
preferences undoubtedly averted much wasted time and effort, Likewise, in
approaching the problem of maize storage and loss from an interdisciplinary
systems perspective, the researchers were better able to appreciate the myriad
factors affecting maize conservation in household silos and to recognize that
village-level problems are often not amenable to investigative methods that
require key variables to be held constant, By ensuring ongoing dialogue and
critical feedback from farmers, and by attempting to integrate aspects of
entomology, agricultural engineering, and social science into the overall
inquiry, the university researchers widened the scope of their own learning.

As with farmers, however, the participatory process proved to be more
time-consuming than the researchers had initially anticipated, Given the
almost total absence of telecommunication systems in the rural areas, and
with no reduction in their teaching and other university duties, team mem-
b‘ers were obliged to devote numerous weekends traveling to and from village
sites to monitor fieldwork and to meet with farmers. An estimated 16,000
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kilometers were covered by university personnel each year, often on poor
roads. Such arduous travel entailed regular maintenance and frequent pur-
chases of vehicle and moped parts. Considerable time too had to be devoted
to other administrative issues: the drafting and signing of contracts with each
participating household; the coordination of travel and meetings; the provi-
sion of hybrid grain, fertilizers, and other matériel t0o community sites;
assistance with the construction of prototype silos in the selected villages;
and arrangements for farmers’ attendance at project seminars. Occasionally,

the need to respect the domestic contingencies of individual farmers and

other formal community activities caused delays and the necessary resched-
uling of activities. Because projected deadlines were frequently related to
other professional activities, these delays added to the stress of the university
tean.

One possible way of alleviating the work load of the core group of

researchers might have been to invite the participation of additional univer-
sity staff. The idea was rejected, however, because, in addition to adding to
the project’s administrative overhead, it was felt that the inclusion of less
sensitive, less committed personnel might undermine what was so crucial to
the project—the retention of farmers’ trust and confidence. Far better, it was
decided, in view of the rigors of accommodating both village-level and
interdisciplinary teamwork, a small group of dedicated individuals should
remain as the professional core.

Institutional Linkages and Dissemination Channels

A common criticism of PAR is that it is case specific, at best benefiting
those immediately involved in the process but having little impact beyond
the restricted bounds of those groups and communities that are the focus of

each study. In the case of the Maize Storage Project, there is no doubt that

its impact among regional communities has so far been marginal. Given its
context and initial time frame, this was to be expected. Anticipating these
limitations, however, the ESA researchers took advantage of the Togolese

government’s outspoken concern for the improvement of agricultural pro- - - ‘

duction and food security by arranging for media coverage of the project.

This involvement of the popular press, while falling short of galvanizing .

communities to action, has proven beneficial for other reasons. As in many -

developing countries, the media in Togo are largely funded and controiled
by the state. Consequently, the interest of print journalists and television

crews in the Maize Storage Project served not only as a useful means of
disseminating the research findings and promoting a participatory approach
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among other researchers and extension agents but it also signaled a measure
of government interest and support. The legitimacy of the project, particu-
larly its emphasis on farmers’ participation in the research process, was thus
enhanced—as was the public profile of the project leaders. This has not been
lost on members of Togo’s scientific community, many of whom are also
financially sustained by the state.

As noted, the current second phase of the project includes the preparation
of audiovisual materials by state television. The inclusion of this key com-
munication institution, from invited observer to full participant, is a useful
step in publicizing PAR and signals ways in which popular media in Africa
can contribute to applied research.

The involvement of extension agencies has likewise contributed to a
heightened understanding of certain technical factors underlying low farmer
income and food loss. Also enhanced has been the credibility of university-
based research as a potentially useful resource for rural development pur-
poses. All too often, and with some justification, development organiza-
tions—government and nongovernment alike—have looked askance at
university research as being far removed from the issues of daily rural life.
The Maize Storage Project, however, by moving beyond the conventional
boundaries of most agricultural research in Africa, has enabled researchers
and extension agents to breach the walls of their dual perspectives. The link
between research and community development work has enhanced mutual
appreciation of the complexities of fostering community-level change and of
the value of collecting and analyzing scientific data.

Conditions for the Facilitation of
PAR in Sub-Saharan Africa

As one instance of participatory action research conducted in one selected
region, it would be presumptuous to regard the Maize Storage Project in Togo
as a prototype for PAR in sub-Saharan Africa. Neither the enormous hetero-
geneity of the continent nor the singular nature of each participatory exercise
can allow for such a claim. Nonetheless, in line with other studies—particularly
those that have examined rural nonformal education in African communities—

the experiences of the Maize Storage Project do suggest a number of conditions

that facilitate PAR and may even be necessary for its successful implementation
inrural Africa.
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The Researcher as Ethnographer and
Community Development Worker

In an ideal world, PAR would always be initiated by groups for whom the -

research is meant to benefit. Rarely is this the case, however, and, in much
of sub-Saharan Africa, it is simply not possible. Having limited or no access
to formal education of any kind, the great majority of the rural populace

remains illiterate. Although possessing complex bodies of informally learned '
skills and practices, village people generally have a limited capacity to

evaluate techniques that are most often derived from acquired beliefs and
immediate observations (Brokensha and Wemer, 1980; Fernandez, 1986).
A major thrust of development assistance programs, of course, has been

to alter many village practices through the introduction of new technologies -
and methods. Yet the history of such efforts has been characterized by an -

almost total lack of genuine consultation with village farmers. Customarily, -
professional researchers develop a technology in controlled circumstances -

according to their own perceptions of a specific need. Once the technology
is satisfactorily tested, it is handed over to extension agents, who become

responsible for introducing it to farmers and promoting its widespread =
adaptation. Time and again, however, having had no responsibility in the

development of new technologies and processes, village farmers have borne
the brunt of unanticipated problems and negative effects. Invariably, they

have become impervious—even resistant to—externally introduced change

(Chambers, 1986).

A further hindrance to PAR derives from the cultural ambiguity of

participation (Cao Tri, 1986). From a Western perspective, participation

involves the open exchange of arguments and ideas, it sanctions the right to =
question, and it legitimates the prerogative to be different, to conduct exper- -
iments, and to make mistakes. In many rural regions of sub-Saharan Africa, .
however, direct questioning and open dialogue among different subgroups - -

are shunned, and, in subsistence economies, experimentation and mistakes

are often regarded as conveying unacceptable risk (Fernandez, 1986). Ifitis
not rooted in existing cultural mores, participation is likely to be a meaning- =~

less exercise—at least in a form that a professional researcher might expect

or hope for. In addition, where disadvantaged village people have been

manipulated by other more powerful social forces—a historically common

occurrence across the continent—intervention by outside researchers, even
those espousing principles of dialogue and participation, is likely to generate . .

suspicions or deep caution (Chambers, 1986).
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As it is, few professional researchers are aware of, let alone versed in,
PAR. Because of the increasingly specialized nature of scientific disciplines,
most professionals are trained to examine certain problems and use particular
methods within the relatively circumscribed epistemological frameworks of
their own disciplines. They tend to be specialists, concerned with explaining
and solving problems either in controlled laboratory environments or by

‘ysing replicable survey techniques. Their task invariably culminates in

written reports and conference presentations, which in form and content
adhere to the prevailing standards of their respective disciplines. In this way,
researchers further develop their specialist skills and concomitantly advance
their scientific careers. For such specialists, collaboration with illiterate and
semiliterate peasant farmers, coupled with the adoption of a multidisciplinary
systems approach to research, is usually beyond the realms of their own past
training and experience. Yet the nature of village-level problems in sub-
Saharan Africa, encompassing as they do a range of economic, political,
sociocultural, and ecological factors, often necessitates just such a broad
perspective (Bassey, 1989).

For professional researchers, therefore, participatory action research in
rural African communities poses an enormous challenge. To draw commu-
nities and groups into the novel exercise of PAR, and for project-related
learning and participation to be sustained, professional researchers must
strive to assume some of the skills normally related to ethnography and
community development work. They must be able not only to identify those
individuals with whom collaborative work will be most effective but to
determine as well the forms of relationships that can simultaneously accom-
modate prevailing sociocultural norms and the objectives of participatory
involvement in applied research. They must be as well versed in communi-

“cation and teaching skills as they are in the techniques of scientific inquiry,

able to transmit information clearly and simply, and to encourage participants

. torespond critically. As catalysts of anovel exercise, professional researchers

must also know when to accede to the suggestions of villagers where these
are feasible and appropriate—and, if they are not, to explain what they see
are the attendant difficuities and shortcomings, and then negotiate alterna-
tives. In short, professional researchers must be able to establish relations
with village people wherein both sides interact by learning and teaching
together on an equal footing (Ashby, 1984; Cao Tri, 1986).

Ethnographic and community development skills are, of course, not easily
acquired; neither should it be assumed that those proposing to carry out PAR
possess them. Indeed, techniques for working with community groups, and
coping with sociocultusal distances that may separate professional research-
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ers from non-professional participants, are ones that traditional scientific
training has up to now done little to provide most researchers. That in itself
is one of the major challenges of PAR in sub-Saharan Africa. Yet, as became
apparent in the Maize Storage Project, with some guidance and trial experi-
ence, such capacity is within reach of committed researchets.

The Need for Institutional Support

The Maize Storage Project has revealed the utility of PAR as 2 method of
learning and of incremental technical change in village communities. It has

also demonstrated the significance of support from predominant social and

political institutions. Indeed, retrospective observations of the project tend
to confirm a common, seemingly paradoxical finding of earlier studies;
namely, that in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa, overt assistance from
national institutions is a necessary condition for participatory community-
based change (Moulton, 1977; Easton, 1983). Intimations of contradiction
arise when community activities aiming at self-reliance are dependent on
nonvillage institutional support. Yet the phenomenon of rural dependency in
Africa has deep historical roots.

During the last 100 years, the lives of peasant people have been profoundly -

affected by the emergence of centrist political economies, managed first by

colonial powers and later by national elites.” Generations of African peasants

have had to comply with the dictates of urban-based authorities while .
opportunities for formulating and asserting a collective voice have been -
exceedingly rare. Institutional structures and processes—including those of '
national education systems—have thus led to widespread popular percep-

tions regarding associations of knowledge and power (the latter serving to
legitimate the former) and of change as a process that is necessarily initiated

and sustained “from above.” Such perceptions are not only deeply ingrained -
among village people, they are quite rational responses to the current realities .
of Africa’s political and economic landscape. In a world where ecological

and socioeconomic transformation is largely effected by the vicissitudes of

transnational forces, villagers are clearly aware of their inability to fully
determine their own destinies or to prosper solely by relying on their own -

innate and learned capacities (Maclure, 1988).

For those who intervene from outside for purposes of augmenting rural o
social welfare, it is, therefore, illusory to expect villagers to respond t0
short-lived prescriptions for technical and behavioral change or to heed -
cursory blandishments about the need for greater community self-reliance. |

Individual projects aiming to enhance village participation cannot by them- .
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selves achieve more than transitory success. Only through linkages with other
regional or national political, financial, and administrative institutions can
the potential of participatory interventions be fully realized.

It is this notion of linkages, and what Bock and Papagiannis (1983, p. 344)
have indicated is the dependence of participatory models of community

_ development on “charismatic leadership,” that became manifest in the Maize

Storage Project. The ESA director’s support for the project, the attendance
of the university rector at the second seminar, the involvement of state media
and other rural development organizations, and the financial and technical
input from a major research funding agency all helped to sanction the
project’s participatory approach and to legitimize the contribution of farmers
to applied research, As the Maize Storage Project would seem to indicate, for
the ends of PAR to be achieved in a rural African context, the participation
of villagers must be reinforced by tangible ongoing support from external
national and international institutions—in short, by structural conditions that
render community-based participation a meaningful exercise.

Flexible and Accommodating Sources of Funding

In view of the severe financial constraints confronting African states,
international donor agencies now fund most research undertaken in sub-
Saharan Africa. The yardsticks by which conventional research projects are
normally selected for funding (and for which agency personnel are usually
trained to adjudicate) are the general relevance of topics, the clarity of project
objectives, the rigor of design and methodology, and the expertise of the
researchers. For PAR, however, selection criteria are not so clear-cut. Al-
though the tenets of clarity and rigor should be retained, standards used to
assess conventional research proposals are not likely to illuminate all the
relative merits of prospective PAR projects.

In this regard, the role of IDRC in supporting the Maize Storage Project
is instructive. In addition to ensuring the necessary funding, IDRC pro-
gram staff provided key input on issues of research design and method-
ology. In effect, by promoting the adoption of a participatory approach,
they were arguing for a more direct iterative connection between science
and community development. For IDRC and other donor agencies, this view
of science has far-reaching ramifications. If funding agencies are to sub-
stantially increase support for initiatives that involve local people as partic-
ipants in the research process, rather than simply as beneficiaries of end
results, then new criteria for project selection are required. In ali such cases,
donor agencies must estimate the needs and capacities of prospective
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nonprofessional participants as much as the qualifications and intentions of
professional researchers. To this end, critical reviews of project proposals
labeled participatory or action research should heed the following:

— who the participants are and how they have been (or are to be) engaged

— how specific research questions have been identified

— how the framework and methodology of inquiry have been (or will be)
designed

— how participation is to be operationalized

— the extent of researchers’ commitment to the improved well being of partici-
pating communities

Modifications in monitoring procedures are likewise essential. Funding
agencies are bureaucracies that operate according to stipulated time frames,
annual budgets, and stringent accounting procedures. It follows that they tend
to treat conventional research projects as discrete activities subject to similar
regulatory standards. Yet PAR does not fit readily into the discrete project
mold. Its attendant aspects of shared ownership and community-based learn-
ing and action make it difficult to separate its inevitable “project” status from
extensive ongoing social processes. Attempts to monitor and assess PAR in
a limited time frame through standard financial and technical reporting are
thus almost always inadequate.

In light of the example of the Maize Storage Project in Togo, for which
IDRC moved beyond the established pattern of bankrolling and periodic
monitoring, agencies must be prepared to actively assist in the development

of PAR proposals, to devote resources to field training, and to provide

judicious support for recommended actions emerging from research findings.
Sufficient resources and time should be allotted so that professional research-
ers and prospective participants can establish structures and methods of
collaboration and ensure that systems of genuinely shared control are in
place. In brief, as funding agencies increasingly espouse rhetoric about
including disadvantaged (and thus less formally educated) people as full-
fledged participants in the development process, and if research is indeed to
extend beyond its proverbial ivory tower and policy-level confines, then
agencies must adopt approaches more suitable to the complexities of com-
munity participation—as opposed to insisting that modes of participation suit
the agencies’ existing policies.

Such areorientation of funding agency procedures is not without risk. The
prospect of concrete results emanating from PAR is usually less certain than

.
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with conventional research. Returns on research investment may be less
quantifiable. In addition, there remains the persistent hazard of exacerbating -
the dependent linkages that are too often characteristic of African develop-
ment assistance. While encouraging and responding favorably to the emer-
gence of participatory action research as a potentially effective means of
addressing community problems, agencies should avoid “shopping around”
for PAR projects in order to fulfill their own mandates. It is a fine line to
tread, of course, for as the example of IDRC’s role in supporting the Maize
Storage Project has demonstrated, there is considerable merit in fostering
participatory action research approaches where these are appropriate. But,
in regions that have long been besieged by innovations of all kinds, PAR
should be advanced with prudence. Increasingly, the dynamic for exploring
and adopting PAR should emanate from indigenous research communities,
not from the donor agencies.

Finally, while assessments of the processes and results of PAR projects
must remain an essential function of funding agencies, project appraisals
should include more qualitative factors than are typically used in conven-
tional evaluations. In addition to the customary assessments of methodolog-
ical reliability and the validity of research findings, agencies must also
consider the extent to which shared ownership, learning, and action—the
fundamental objectives of PAR—are achieved. This ultimately requires more
subjective, even participatory, methods of monitoring and the acquisition of
reports that refer as much to the facets of participation as they do to research
methods and results.

Notes

1. Information on the project background and design is drawn from IDRC (1983).

2. Financed by the Canadian government, IDRC supports development-related research in
developing countries. The Maize Storage Project was submitted to IDRC’s Post-Production
Systems Programme at the centre’s West African regional office in Dakar. Staff in the program
are experienced agricultural researchers in their own right. Given their positions in an interna-
tional agency, they are able to have an overview not only of ongoing agricultural research in
West Aftica but of current research trends in other parts of the world.

3. More detailed information on the research is provided by Kpakote et al. (1988) and Smith
(1989)

4. In Togo, these zones are designated as the Maritimes, the Plains, the Plateau area, and the
Mountain region.

5. Traditional granaries of southern Togo can be classified into four types. Two are circular
structures, framed by four poles and enclosed by careful emplacement of bound maize cobs.

Y
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They differ only in the elevation of the base from the ground. A third type, also circular, has
woven straw matting as material for the walled enclosure. The fourth type is a rectangular crib
usually constructed of bamboo stalks.

6. I'Institut de Recherches Agronomiques Tropicales and le Service de la Protection des
Végétaux.

7. Personnel from CUSO (a Canadian NGO) and INADES-Formation (a regional extension
training service) are currently pursuing a similar participatory approach, monitoring, and testing
various aspects of maize production and storage systems with farmers.

8. Similar research networks in the social and health sciences have also emerged in West
Africa -

9.1t can be argued that, in 1ecent years, as the African continent has become overwhelmed
by social and economic crises, state institutions now largely serve as conduits for the policies
of bilateral and muitilateral aid agencies. Yet this does not alter the long-standing pattern of
structural disparity that has so marked recent African history.
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The Role of the
Social Scientist in
Participatory Action Research |

SERGIO RUANO

This chapter presents my interpretation of the role of social scientists within ‘"
agricultural research programs. It is based on 16 years of experience that
began in Central America and on what I have learned from many friends,
colleagues, and farmers. i
I had the privilege of becoming an active participant in one of the first. .
national teams organized to develop what later became known as farming ;-
systems research (FSR). That occurred in 1974, within the Instituto de
Ciencia y Tecnologfa Agricolas ICTA) in Guatemala. The early days of this .
learning process were for me full of enthusiasm and devoid of knowledge;
but this void began to be filled by experienced professionals such as Peter
Hildebrand, Carlos Reiche, Amalia Corisco, Bruno Busto Brol (teammates),‘t -
Astolfo Fumagalli, and many farmers of the southeast of my country.
Social scientist participation within agricultural research is increasing at
a rapid pace, not just in field research but also at other levels like planning, :
evaluation, policy-making, and institutional analysis. The pioneer discipline .
was agricultural economics, which has developed a well-known and 1e-
spected set of methodologies. Here I will be referring to the role ‘of'non'-kff; :
economist social scientists, especially anthropologists and rural sociologists, ' -
whose involvement came later.
I will focus on what I believe the role of the above social scientists should

~

be, within an agricultural research institution using a system perspective with
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2 paxticipator.y approach. I will be referring to a social scientist who, as a part
ofa tejam, will be carrying out applied work to help and support biological
scientists to generate, adapt, validate, and transfer technology that is more
meaningful, more useful, and more adoptable by farmers.

_A Brief Background

,j&gricyltural economics (AE) first gained general recognition within
social science research (Ruttan, 1978). AE products are normally concrete
and tangible. In terms of research results, one of the AE contriButions has
been the quantifying of production functions for already generated technol-
ogies. Currently, it participates within a much more corﬁplex framework. AE
analyzes different aspects of economic activity, integrating all the production
factors under different circumstances from the beginning or even before the
biological process starts. AE methods and techniques are now being applied
throughout the entire agricultural research process so that even results and
field-level impact are evaluated. AE has been the least controversial of the social
science disciplines and the most widely accepted by biological scientists.

Fields such as anthropology and rural sociology have been introduced
very recently. As aresult, they have been less well defined, less understood
and less recognized by natural science-based people. Their products within’
agricultural research have been less concrete and less tangible, sometimes

_ with little or no applicability or usefulness for the biological programs.

‘In many cases, an agricultural economist has a strong background in

- biology, having graduated from an agriculture school and specializing in one

of t.he various related fields. On the other hand, most of the noneconomist
social scientists (SS) have never been in touch with either biological theory
or agricultural field experience. Their agricultural knowledge is just in terms
of agricultural products through their daily gastronomic experieﬁces athome.

Some Potential Contributions

The participatory action research approach has developed a widely ac-
cepted general methodology that follows sequential stages: (1) diagnosis, (2)
technology generation and/or adaptation, (3) technology testing, (4) technol-

:0gy validation, and (5) technology transfer or technology communication.

The f’ollowing are some specific tasks that a social scientist should perform
in this sequential framework.
L
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(1) In diagnosis, the team will identify production problems and con- . .
straints and will also know, define, and characterize the clients. The diagnosis
should be the main base for most of the work that follows. :

From this stage on, the SS should be the bridge between farmers and :
natural scientists. The SS should be able to interpret and understand both
parties’ conceptualizations of the world. Among other things, he or she would =
have the responsibility to lead the organization of the diagnostic study. That
means technical leadership in terms of methodology, monitoring, and eval-
uating the results. He or she would train the others for sampling, surveying, - ,
and communication techniques (to teach the others about local culture and
Janguage). Other key contributions would be developing ways of incorporat- ’

ing farmer participation; the definition of “recommendation domains™; and |’

the selection of collaborating farmers (to make sure that those farmers belong
to the recommendation domains defined for participation). An appropriate’ .
interpretation of social structure and social interrelationships is extremely
valuable, o
(2) In the second stage, when appropriate, applied research will be carried .
out, mainly at the laboratory and research station levels. Eventually, some :
researcher-managed research will be accomplished on some selected farms, -
Before field research is possible, potential solutions must be discussed -
with the farmers to ensure that those potential solutions fit with and make
sense in terms of farmers’ expectations and constraints. Methods to apply in
this encounter with farmers would also be the responsibility of the SS.
The organization of any field day at this stage and later on would be a‘
primary task of the SS. Other activities such as farmers’ participation in ",;“
germplasm selection should be organized, institutionalized, and recorded by
the SS. e
(3) The testing stage will generally be performed as on-farm adaptivef'jf
research. Some technologies need to be screened first through researcher- 2l
managed trials to pass on later under the farmer’s management. Simple -
experimental designs are used. -
Farmers’ understanding of what institutionalized research is all about, and.
what is occurring on their farms, is a key issue. To ensure farmers’ fuu"_”"::‘?
participation and to record farmers’ reactions to new technology are other
duties of the SS. LA
(4) Technology validation, if it is needed, is under the farmer’s manage-
ment, risk, and financing. Promising technology with a high probability of
being widely adopted is tried. There are no experimental designs at this stage.
Again, farmers’ participation must be kept up and their reactions in terms of
acceptance or rejection of the new technology should be recorded, evaluated;
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and re‘ported. Neighboring farmers’ reactions as well as the social or natural
diffusion and Iocal adaptation or modification of the new technology are also
crucial to document. '

%) Ex'perience has shown that the most effective transfer mechanisms are
the ones in which farmers have the main responsibility. Those carried out by
the farmers themselves, with only limited institutional backup, have provéd
to have higher probabilities of success. The SS would have the most
approp‘riate training to lead the development of those mechanisms and to
maintain an efficient feedback system.

My personal experience has been that most extension professionals
(ma{n‘ly general agronomists) do not have training in or understanding of the
participatory approach. Formal extension training under this paradigm is still
either very weak or nonexistent.

Some Potential and
Real Problems

The following personal assumptions do not include all noneconomist
social scientists but certainly do include many of us.

. Avery common mistake that blocks effective participation and contribu-
tion by social scientists working in agricultural research programs is that
many SS try to convert agricultural research programs into social science
research programs. Some SS try to make agricultural research something to
be regulated under social science methods and techniques. Worse still is a
type of research based on the particular ideology and theory held by the
anthropologist or sociologist. ‘ '

Although the final objective of agricultural research is social and eco-
nomic, this research is and will be a domain of the biology field. With or
without SS participation, agricultural research has existed and will continue
to exist. SS participation should be a means of support and cooperation to
make. agricultural research more appropriate to certain circumstances—
espeglally to those faced by most of the world’s poor farmers.

'It is pot possible to turn agricultural research into social science research:
neither is it possible to turn biological scientists into SS under the assumptioxi
that this is the only way to set an adequate strate gy for participatory research.

I hgve many times come into contact with colleagues who preéume to be
applying a participatory approach. However, rather than using a team effort,

‘these people are carrying out individual work using orthodox social science

ﬂ
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methods, which in turn does not create any interest on the part of the
biological scientists. In other words, there is a total divorce between the SS
and his or her work and the rest of the team. Normally, the SS excuses him-
or herself, saying that he or she prefers not to deal with such closed-minded
people (the biological scientists); they do not understand the importance of
social science variables, so it is more profitable to work alone and to prove
to the others that he or she is working on something worthwhile. Most of the
time this isolated work does not lead to any contribution to project objectives.

What seems to be the problem? Some years of shared experience and a
little meditating suggest that the main problem is the SS him- or herself, either
his or her personality, his or her training, or both. Usually this SS wants to

work within the project but makes no efforts to differentiate agricultural - 0f
research from a pure social science type of research. This SS may bringa .-
strong academic background to the team, and at times some field experience,

but be strongly biased toward very specialized disciplinary work. When he
or she joins the multidisciplinary team (where most of the scientists are

biology majors), then a negative minority reaction feeling takes place. From
the beginning, he or she overestimates the real value of his or her discipline -
but provides insufficient explanation of it. As aconsequence, communication .

is distorted.

The contribution of the social sciences does not generally offer tangible
products like a crop variety. Instead, it offers concepts, methods, techniques, =
points of view, and strategies, which can be useful and applicable to the
objectives of the project to the extent that they can be adapted under the L
conceptual and methodological framework of the biological sciences. The
project’s primary objectives are agricultural, therefore, the criteria, the ap-:
proach, and the general methodology should remain under natural science’

leadership in spite of its socioeconomic goals.

The above situation sooner or later ends up being very complicated. On
the one hand, biologists do not highly value socioeconomic criteria; more-
over, usually they overlook them. On the other hand, the SS does not
understand a natural science-based discipline and does not try to understand

at least some of its main principles. Due to the nature of the project (agricul-.

tural), it is the SS who is supposed to look for better ways of communication
with the biologists, not necessarily the other way around. To accomplish this;

the SS must understand some general aspects of the natural science-based,
disciplines, methods, and techniques being applied within the project. More-,

over, the SS must also understand some information regarding the nature and
implications of the main biological variables.

SERGIO RUANO 215

Experience has shown me that it is not sensible for the SS to promote the
advar.nte'lges of his or her field until he or she has learned vital information
pertaining to the agricultural part of the project. He or she should come into
the team very cautiously. (We have to remember that the SS is the stranger
to the‘group.) Then he or she should take some time to analyze project
objejctxves, the institutional framework, the social and cultural working
env}ronrflent., and the background (especially previous experiences with
social scientists in the project). After this process, the SS may be in a position
to move toward training others in various social science tasks. If the SS’s
background does not include some biological knowledge related to the
pro_j'ect', then ‘he or she must immediately start a kind of self-training program
beginning with some general topics that are directly related to the project,
(The'natur.al science-based people can be of great heilp,‘) The main objeétivé
of this self-training would be to understand general principles of the most
Ieleyant natural science-based disciplines of the project.

‘If the first part of the project is a diagnostic study, it would be a mistake
to implement an orthodox social science methodology and even worse to
mgke .the analysis based on social science techniques and jargon. This type
of agricultural and socioeconomic study, as the basis of the broject normally
needs the collection of firsthand information, and the most irﬁpor’;ant infor-
mants are the farmers themselves. If the SS is an anthropologist, he or she
could be very useful in improving communication between the te;m and the
fural Popglation. He or she would be better trained in communication and
%ntervwv&'/mg techniques. The anthropologist could also be of great value in
interpreting farmers’ views of their world and then translating it to teammates

- using the biologist’s perspective. However, to do this, the SS would need
- some knowledge of agricultural production.

If the SS is a rural sociologist, then one contribution could be in survey

planning (structure and organization of the questionnaire, coding, and so on).
: "Hvowtaver, Fhe ones that know best which biological variables to include are
the biologists themselves. Both sociologists and anthropologists could also

be very important in helping others to understand the social, cultural, and

“economic structure of the rural population. They also have more formal

training in analysis (according to different criteria) to better define and

-communicate to others about the relationship among different types of

farming systems and the social strata and the rationality of those systems.
To define what could be the main contributions of an SS is not a simple

}t?:k’ e.specially when their biologist counterparts do not have a clear idea
~about it. When the SS role remains unclear and no extra efforts are made to

5
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better define it, the SS disciplinary perspective takes over and the SS is
isolated. A considerable amount of information is available, but most of it
with little or no application and utility for biologists involved in the project.
Then a pile of papers becomes part of a library’s resources to be eventually
looked at by a student.

Afinal comment is necessary regarding political ideology. Thereis a much
stronger normative orientation in the social science than in natural science
based disciplines. In othex words, an SS has a stronger commitment to social
reform. This situation has been a primary source of tension that seems almost
unresolvable. First of all, in the social sciences, there are many more theories
focused on a single phenomenon. There is a simple explanation for that:
Natural science-based disciplines can be experimented on relatively easily,
so many of their laws have become universal. On the other hand, in the social
sciences, an understanding of a social, economic, or cultural phenomenon
depends on many different factors, some of them depending on strongly
biased personal interpretation.

Many times I have worked with an SS who takes an inflexible ideological
position, for example, regarding project objectives. Here he or she argues for
working completely according to the “manual,” under unrealistic situations.
The project then becomes seriously affected by the resulting conflict.

In several Latin American countries, an agricultural project is often part

of a national development plan. It would be crucial to understand that that

project under that framework is contributing something or will be able to
make a contribution as part of a larger system. In other words, the project by
jtself would not change, overnight, a problematic rural situation that has

lasted for hundreds of years. As part of the project, technological problems

can be solved in a short time. It would be expected that those partial solutions

could have direct or/and indirect positive effects on other problems in the gfy :
long run, which in turn will affect rural well-being. In other words, the hope -
seems to be to make quantitative changes first in order to be able to make

qualitative ones later on.

When the above analysis is not very clear, we social scientists are in great
danger of becoming isolated and frustrated, and no participation takes place -

at all. The main tasks that were expected to be performed by the SS are not

accomplished or are carried outin a defective manner. As a result, instead of

having a much more integral approach, the project runs a risk of taking on a

traditional approach, focused on just biological and agronomic variables and - i

without farmers’ participation.
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Some Conclusions

An SS who becomes involved in participatory action research must be
very clear about the strengths, weaknesses, and constraints of the project. If
he or she can do that, but does not have any background in biology; tt‘lat
knowledge should be obtained at least at the basic level. One way' 1:7hat 1

- personally have used is to become involved in all the research tasks that the

natural science-based people carry out as part of the project and also become
involvefl with neighboring farmers in their daily fanhing duties. In other
words, in-service training is necessary in order to comprehend the agricul-
tural process. It can be complemented with some selected readings.

The in-service training should include the entire agricultural process and
all the steps related to agricultural research, from planning to analysis. It does
not mean that the SS must become an experimental design .expert but
cgt_amly he or she should know what it is about. This type of traini;lg is
fhfﬁcul.t, and perhaps some would consider it useless for an SS. My opinion
is that 1§ is the only way to really become a team member and contribute to
the prg]ect. On one hand, the SS should understand the language and
dynamics of the agricultural process from the farmers’ perspective, and, on
the o?her hand, it is also necessary to understand language and meth;ds f;om
the p%ologists’ perspective. If the SS is willing to learn, then he or she is in a
position to make important contributions.
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Social Scientists in
International Agricultural Research

Ensuring Relevance and
Contributing to the Knowledge Base

DOUGLAS E. HORTON

The first social scientist—economist Michael Twomey—joined the Inter- .

national Potato Center, known in Spanish as the Centro Internacional de la-

Papa (CIP), in late 1973. Soon afterhe arrived, he requested transportation to the - ‘

Peruvian highlands to plant a potato trial on the farm of a peasant family. He saw

this as a logical way to begin learning about Andean potato farming, production ,‘ B
problems, and possible avenues for technological change. ‘ L
CIP’s director of research, a mycologist by training, denied the request for.-

three reasons: First, economists should concentrate on economics and lea\{e -
experimental work to biologists, who have the required training and experi- -

ence. Second, research should be done on the experiment station, where nonex- L ’
petimental variables can be controlled, not on farms. Third, extensionttype f
on-farm work was beyond CIP’s mandate and should be left to Peru’s Nauonzjll o
Potato Program, Undaunted by the veto, CIP’s young economist arranged for his :

own transportation to the highlands and planted the trial anyway.

So began on-farm research at CIP: as a focal point for clashing perspgciﬁ\/‘es "'
about agricultural research and development (R & D) and about the r"ole of social o
scientists in CIP (Rhoades et al., 1986). Gradually, a fruitful dialogue was..:

established between social and biological scientists, which contributed to the

center’s understanding of farmers’ needs and to its responsiveness to them.”" o
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However, as CIP’s programs and social scientists’ activities evolved, per-
spectives have clashed again and again. This constructive conflict has helped
CIPdevelop more effective strategies to understand and respond to the needs
of people in developing countries. It has also led to greater understanding of
the role of social scientists in international agricultural research.

Much of the work of CIP’s social scientists over the years fits the broad

_ definition of participatory action research (PAR). Social scientists have

worked to improve CIP’s organizational performance, the quality of work
life, and the center’s responsiveness to client needs. They have contributed
also to applied social science in a broader sense,

The work has been participatory in several respects. Social scientists have
participated on interdisciplinary teams working on technical problems, like
pest management and seed storage. They have also worked with biological
scientists on teams charged with carrying out socioeconomic studies, like
impact assessments. In both instances, attempts have been made to enlist the
participation of CIP’s clients—researchers and farmers from developing
countries——in the applied research process.

The work has also been action oriented. CIP is an applied research center.
CIP’s programs are aimed at solving problems limiting potato and sweet
potato production and use in developing countries, and the center’s social
science work forms part of this effort. Neither the problems nor their solutions
are obvious. Hence social scientists work with their biologist colleagues to
determine which problems the center should emphasize. (This is often
referred to as “needs assessment.”) Another important area of applied inter-
disciplinary research is the development of effective strategies for carrying
out research and disseminating results. (This is often referred to as “research
on research.”)

Much of the action takes place in the field. Approximately half the center’s
1esources go to regional programs that work directly with national crop
involvement efforts. CIP’s social scientists work as full partners in this task.

In most discussions of PAR, it is assumed that the professional researcher
is a specialist in organizational behavior who comes from outside the orga-
nization in question. This chapter presents a case in which “the researchers”
are members of an agricultural research organization. Two examples illus-
trate the work of CIP social scientists.

The first example is drawn from on-farm research in the Mantaro Valley
of Peru’s central highlands. This was the first time at CIP, and one of the first
anywhere, that social and biological scientists formed interdisciplinary teams
and carried out research with farmers on farmers’ fields. Whereas an original
goal was to improve r?ethods to “transfer” improved technology to small
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farmers, we found that there was little appropriate technology to transfer. We
also learned that Andean farmers were active researchers and developers in
their right and that we could learn a great deal from them.

The Mantaro Valley project provided the motivation and the legitimacy

for many researchers at CIP headquarters and especially in regional and
national programs to begin working with farmers. It also resulted in the -

development of a new approach to agricultural research and development,
called the farmer-back-to-farmer model. This approach has been extensively

applied not only by CIP but by R & D programs throughout the world. The -

result has been to improve the effectiveness of R & D by focusing it on

important problems of farmers and ensuring that solutions fit their own =

conditions.

The second example illustrates a rapidly different activity: the assessment -

of CIP’s achievements and impact. Here, social scientists participated with
biologists in evaluation terms that evaluated the center’s work. Although the

assessment could be faulted for “external objectivity,” it sensitized staff members .

to the importance of achieving practical goals. It helped build a consensus within

CIP on the relative performance of programs. It also provided valuable informa- "

tion for increasing public awareness of the value of CIP’s work.

To set the stage for this chapter’s two examples, we begin with a brief .

description of the conventional paradigm of agricultural R & D.

The Transfer of Technology Model

The dominant paradigm for agricultural R & D—at both the national and

Nt

the international levels—has long been the transfer of technology model” i

(Chambers and Ghildyal, 1985; Rhoades and Booth, 1982; Lionberger, 1986).

In this model, universities and research institutes are seen as the principal sources

of new ideas and technologies, which are later transferred by extension
agencies to passive farmer-adopters. This approach often results from |

attempts to apply some features of the U.S. land grant colleges in developing -

countries, where the setting and needs are radically different.

The core of the model is a one-way flow of improved technologies from -
researchers through extension to farmers. The numerous graphic represen-

tations of the model highlight the downward or outward flow of technologies

from centers of excellence to passive beneficiaries or clients—from rich coun- ‘

tries to poor ones or from basic researchers to applied research institutes, to. -
extension agencies, and finally on to farmers (Figure 16.1), following with basic, -
registered, and certified seed, and ending up with farmers’ common seed. -
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Figure 16.1. Variants of the Transfer of Technology Model
SOURCE: Reprinted with permission from the Quarterly Journal of International Agriculture

(vol 28, no. 3/4, December 1989).

Belief in the efficacy of technology transfer was one of the ideological
comesrstones of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Re-
sear“ch (CGIAR). For example, a special issue of Scientific American (1976)
dedicated to food and agriculture stated:

By conservative estimates, presently demonstrated agricultural technology, if ap-
plied to all land now in ctiltivation could support a world population of 45 billion. . . .




Ii, -

s

222 International Agricultural Research

The transfer of modern agricultural technology from developed to under- : !
developed countries is gathering perceptible momentum. s §
|
!

Many of the founders of CGIAR believed in the strategy of basing a group
of competent scientists in a developing country, providing them with excellent ;
facilities, and isolating them from political pressures for several years. Under
these conditions, they were expected to develop valuable new technologies = (
that could then be transferred to national programs and to farmers throughout !
the developing world. |

This paraphrasing of conventional wisdom around 1970 was provided by )
R. L. Sawyer, CIP’s founding director general, who was establishing the ';
center at the time. Sawyer took quite a different approach and implemented . :
many strategies at CIP to ensure that staff were exposed to real-life situations |
in developing countries. s %

At CIP, as at virtually all agricultural research centers in the early 1970s ]
(and at many today), biological scientists generally assumed that they under- - \
stood the problems of crop production and the ideal solutions for developing - (
countries. In their view, economists and other social scientists had a second-
ary role (if any) to play in the R & D process. It was to facilitate the transfer = \
of improved technology by helping determine optimal input levels andby ‘
training farmers and convincing them to follow recommendations. T 1

In the 1970s, on-farm research came to be seen as a useful intermediate -
step between experiment station research and extension that could help: i
validate improved technologies, establish “appropriate” input levels, and
develop packages of recommended practice for extension to farmers. As in. i
the case of feedback, the precise meanings-of validate, appropriate, and
package were unclear, as were the most appropriate methods for carrying out ‘

on-farm research.

Example 1: On-Farm Research

In early 1975, Michael Twomey became frustrated and resigned from CIP.
Before doing so, he had secured funding from the Tnter-American Devel-
opment Bank and from the Rockefeller Foundation to hire two young
social scientists with ample field experience: 1 joined the staff in June
1975; Robert Werge, an anthropologist, arrived in September. Werge had
a background in tropical 2 griculture and anthropology from the University.
of Florida, he had served in the Peace Corps in Ethiopia, and he had don
extensive fieldwork on agricultural systems in the Dominican Republ
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He was the first anthropologist posted with an international agricultural
research center under a new postdoctoral fellowship program of the Rock
fel‘ler‘ Foundation. I had studied agricultural economics at the Univers(i)C e;
Tllinois and economic development at Cornell, where I met and studied 31?11
W. E Whyt.e.. Whyte encouraged me to do the research for my Ph.D
d1ssertat10n_1n Peru, and, between 1970 and 1974, I spent three year?; liv: .

~ther;e. studymg agricultural organization and the land reform ;;rocess ll\jllg
pos1t10p was included in a special project for research and training in A d i
countries funded by the Inter-American Development Bank M
‘When Werge and I came to CIP, we went through a period of culture shock
that was no less traumatic than anything we had experienced previously. Wi

- were both expected to have quick answers to “socioeconomic” questiZQS'GI:
was asked tl}e optimal price of improved seed potatoes; Werge was aské:d
how to convince farmers to use the new seed. Not only (iid we not have the
answers, our .p'revious experience living and working with small farmers
made us suspicious of people who thought they had the answers. Werge and
I felt, as Twomey before us, that any worthwhile improvements 1n techr%olo
nee‘ded t‘o be based on a solid understanding of farmers’ current practices gz
their ragqqale for the practices. We needed to get to the field. -

Our initial opportunity to begin in-depth fieldwork was provided by a special
grant from the Social Science Division of the International Develof)melg)t Re-

" search Centre (IDRC) of Canada. When we learned that IDRC was supporting

igterdiscfiplinary, on-farm research on constraints to rice yields at the Inte
tional Rice Research (IRRI) in Asia, we quickly developed and sent a pro E)I:;
to support op—farm research in the Mantaro Valley of highland Peru TI;IC P ant
fror'n‘ a prestigious donor organization provided not only the resour;:es bué?th
legitimacy for CIP to begin interdisciplinary on-farm research. )

The Mantaro Valley Project

The Mantaro Valley Project had three main goals (Horton, 1984):

g . - ‘ L
; o sensitize CIP and national program scientists to the value of on-farmresearch

— to develop and field test procedures for on-farm research with potatoes

— to train national program personnel in the use of on-farm research techniques

CIP’s social science unit took the lead in this first experience with on-farm

’v;e;egrch, t?ut biological scientists were involved from the outset. Three
:;‘Se :tl(;/ely mdependent on-farm research teams were formed that corre-
ponded to three of CIP’s major research thrusts. One focused on seed quality.
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one on seed storage, and the third on the broader area of agronomic problems,

In each case, a social scientist teamed up with a biological scientist who was

an expert in the technical area.
The project included a sequence of interdisciplinary research activities
similar to those found in many other FSR projects, in how-to-do-it manuals, and

in other international centers’ approaches. These activities included a review of L

the literature on Andean agriculture, a baseline survey of agro-ecology and land
use, single- and multiple-visit surveys, and on-farm trials designed to test the
agro-economic performance of “improved” technological packages composed
of recommended seed, fertilizers, and insect control measures.

At the outset, agricultural researchers generally assumed that a large stock
of appropriate technology was available off the shelf. The main functions of
on-farm research were believed to be testing, validation, and refinement of

technologies prior to diffusion to farmers through the extension service. It .

was also assumed that a valid project goal was to develop a universally

applicable, logical sequence of FSR steps. As we progressed through the

planned sequence of activities, we gradually realized that these two assump-
tions were false.

Concerning the stock of technology, results of the on-farm trials and
subsequent evaluations of farmer adoption revealed that, in fact, little tech-
nology was available “off the shelf,” ready for transfer, Three critical prob-
lems were encountered with the technological packages. The first was that
results of the on-farm trials varied greatly among sites, and, on average, the

technological packages performed poorly. Prior to the trials, we had expected -

the recommended package of practices to outyield farmers’ technology by
100% or more. But, on average, it increased yields only by about 50%.
Results of the package trials also varied dramatically from farm to farm,

indicating that farmers needed different packages in different places, nota

single package. Efforts to establish valid “recommendation domains” for the

technological packages were fruitless in this ecologically diverse mountain- -

ous environment.

The second problem with the technological package was that what was. -

originally considered to be the most important component—improved seed
potatoes—turned out to be a failure. When the project began, researchers
believed that poor quality seed potatoes, caused by viral infection, were the
principal constraint to Andean farmers’ potato yields. They also thought that

use of improved seed would greatly increase farmers’ yields and economic -

returns. To our surprise, on-farm trials indicated that use of improved seed,
in fact, reduced farmers’ returns in many cases. Not only was “improved”
seed more costly than common seed, its quality was highly variable and often

s :
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rather poor. Additionally, farmers’ common seed was often of much higher
quality than previously assumed. This was because the Andean farmers were
acutely‘ aware of the importance of seed quality, and they employed many
strategies to ol?tain and maintain quality seed potato stocks. Belief in the
inhefen't superiority of modern science was so strong that most potato
specialists, even those born in the Andes, had not considered this possibility.

As one of CIP’s directors pointed out, :

You simply cannot say that those farmers’ seed potatoes are as good as our
[ " 99 . -« .
improved” seed potatoes. It is a contradiction in terms!

The third problem was that farmers would not adopt complex combina-
tions of unknown practices. Rather, they experimented with, adapted, and
incorporated individual elements into their farming systems one at a time.
Surveys conducted two years after the on-farm trials revealed that farmers
had changed many of their practices but that none had adopted the complete
packages tested on their farms, Most farmers who were using new practices
had modified and adapted them to fit their specific needs and resources.

A striking illustration is provided by farmer adoption and adaptation of
diffused-light seed storage (DLS) principles. DLS involves storing seed
pot?toes in the light to retard sprout growth, to reduce storage losses, and to
maintain seed vigor for a longer storage period. Prototype storage structures

were tested on a number of farms. The farmers involved showed greatinterest -

in the experime‘nts. but did not copy the model structures. Instead, they began
tq apply tpc principle of DLS in a wide variety of innovative ways. Hence
farmers did not adopt the technology as a tangible entity or precise recom-

- mendation. They perceived and applied the principles behind the prototype

structures. Rather than building elaborate new storage structures, farmers
generally remodeled storage areas in their houses or outbuildings (Rhoades
1984; IDRC, 1986). Concerning the proposed methods for on-farm research,
we ‘leafned that there were no universally applicable formulas. Soon after,
begu}mng the project, in keeping with one of its major objectives (and with
the rigid three-year project timetable), we began traininé researchers and
extensionists from national potato programs. Simultaneously, in 1978, CIP
began to implement on-farm research in regional programs around the world.
It. soon became apparent that different research institutions have radically
filfferent human, physical, and financial resources as well as different goalé

Tnterests, needs, institutional histories, and arrangements. For this reason, i;
is no more appropriate to recommend a single set of research methods to

&
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different institutions than it is to recommend a single package of agronomic :
practices to different farmers.

The predetermined sequence of steps that we included in our funding '

|

proposal to IDRC, which provided our funding, proved to be unrealistic when - I
it came to implementation. In a project proposal, clarity of goals, foresight, . |
and rigorous deductive reasoning are prized. However, in the day-to-day o
business of agricultural R & D, flexibility, corner-cutting, and responsiveness !
to changing conditions are the hallmarks of success. For this reason, R & D }
organizations, like farmers, need relevant principles, flexible problem-solving |
approaches, and useful tools—not complex, rigid methodologies. o : Q
s {

{

(

|

|

l

The Farmer-Back-to-Farmer Model

Our experiences in the Mantaro Valley led to a reexamination of the basic |
transfer of technology model. Based on the storage work, CIP’s postharvest -
team—composed of two anthropologists (Werge and Robert Rhoades), a. :
plant pathologist (Robert Booth), and a physiologist (Roy Shaw)—formulated |
an alternative approach, which became known as the farmer-back-to- |
farmer model (Rhoades and Booth, 1982). This model of applied agricul-
tural R & D focuses on the identification and solution of farmers’ problems
and requires interdisciplinary teamwork and consultations with farmersinall
phases of a continuous research/diffusion process. L

The model consists of four stages linked in a circular fashion (Figure 16.2). -
The model stresses careful diagnosis of problems, but it does not imposea -
rigid sequence of steps. Work may begin at any point on the circle, and stages
may be skipped.

The decision to work on a particular problem (Activity 1) is crucial for.

the success of R & D. Initially, this may require that social and biological
scientists make independent observations and studies. Subsequently, through -
a process of interdisciplinary dialogue and interaction with farmers, often .
marked by conflict, the different diagnoses are brought togethér to arrive at
a common definition of the problem. During this phase, team members begin
research (Activity 2) to develop potential solutions to the problem. Armed
with one or more potential solutions, the team proceeds to testing and:
adaptation (Activity 3). In cooperation with farmers, potential solutions are
compared with existing farming practices. In some cases, it may be desirable.
to move to farm-level testing and adaptation with little or no on-station
research. In other cases, it may be necessary to repeat the research, testing,
and adaptation sequence several times before reaching what appears to be
promising solution.

" adapted

. farmer’s
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Basic disciplinary research

Solution

better research

to

problem

Farmer’s

Basic disciplinary Applied disciplinary

Applied disciplinary research
about farmer's
problem

-

-

research Common
about farmer’s definition
problem of
farmer’s
problem

Potential solution
to farmer’s problem

Activities

Goals

1 Diagnosis of farmer’s problem
2 Interdisciplinary team research to solve
farmer’s problem

‘3 On-farm testing and adaptation

4 Farmer evaluation

Common definition of problem by farmers
and scientists

Identify and develop a potential solution to
the problem

Better adapt the proposed solution to
farmer’s conditions

Understanding farmer acceptance or rejec-
tion of solution

Figure 16.2. Farmer-Back-to-Farmer
SOURCE: Adapted from Rhoadss and Booth (1982)
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Farmers, of course, make the final evaluation (Activity 4) and either use or :
discard the new ideas. If the ideas are rejected, further research may indicate
why, allowing researchers to improve future efforts. If the ideas are acceptedand -
used by farmers, scientists may benefit from monitoring farmers’ modifications . :

of prototype technologies, because these may suggest improvements that could /.

make demonstrations more effective in other locations. Impact assessments, .
which indicate how new technologies were developed and the extent and
consequences of technological change, can provide useful information for i
justifying continued funding for agricultural R & D. They can also provide 5
the organizational learning that is essential for improving future programs.
Encouraged by the early successes in improving seed storage, many CIP
scientists and their colleagues in national programs embraced the farmer- -
back-to-farmer approach and began on-farm research. At headquarters, sev-- -
eral interdisciplinary research projects were formulated to address problems. .
related to seed multiplication and distribution, pest management, and con-
sumer potato storage and processing. On-farm research also quickly became
an important component of CIP’s regional and national programs, which had"f;;{:,
short-term development goals and offered many opportunities for researchers 7
to interact with extension agents, development workers, and farmers. '
Not all the on-farm work has led to successful development and dissem-
ination of better production methods. In some cases, like the attempt tov,,yf
develop low-cost potato processing methods for Andean farmers, what
originally looked like promising avenues later turned out to be blind alleys.
However, on-farm research has helped researchers to focus on important:
problems and develop practical solutions. i
An important shortcoming of the on-farm work in many regional and :
national programs has been the lack of participation of a behavioral scientist:
When an agronomist carries out a trial on a farm, he tends to concentrate on -
the trial—design, care, and the analysis of its results—and may never discuss
the trial with the farmer. When an economist participates, he may organizea:.
survey and do an economic analysis of the trial’s results, but he may also
show little interest in the farmer’s view of the trial. A behavioral scientistcan. i
bring something quite different to the enterprise. By observing farmers and’
talking to them, he can often judge farmers’ interest and their likely use 'of\'.u
new practices better than his economist or agronomist colleagues, who use
more “scientific” methods. A behavioral scientist is also more likely than
“hard scientist” to enlist the active participation of farmers in on-farm
research. The active participation of farmers is a key ingredient, and, withou
it, on-farm research adds little to the R & D process except for additional -
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testing sites that may be more representative of farmers’ conditions than most
experiment stations.

Example 2: Impact Assessment

This case illustrates how social scientists participated in the evaluation of
CIP’s strategies, achievements, and impact. This work was done in 1984 and in
1989. On both occasions, the initial stimulus was external, but the impact
assessment process became internalized. Management and scientists represent-
ing all branches of the center participated in the evaluations. Results included
both products of use to CIP as an institution (reports and organizational learning)
and contributions to the broader understanding of impact assessment.

The 1984 Study

In 1983, CGIAR initiated a study of its impact. Baseline documents on
t}}e cpnceptual fram'ework and methodology of the study were prepared and
distributed to the director general (DG) of each center. The reaction of the

CIP’s DG was that the study was being based on an inappropriate, conven-

tional production economics framework, which would inevitably focus on
yield improvements with rice and wheat in Asia. The proposed approach—
couched in terms of supply shifts and the econometric estimation of producer
and consumer surplus—could not possibly document progress made in many
areas with many crops because of the lack of statistical data. Moreover, it
ignored the impact of international centers on the capacities and programs,of
the national centers. Sawyer decided that CIP should quickly carry out its

-own impact study to ensure that our story was adequately told.

. T"he.center ’s guiding values and strategies place a strong emphasis on
institutional development in the Third World. For this reason, in CIP’s impact
study, we found it useful to distinguish between two broad types of technol-
ogy——Production tgc'hnology and R & D technology—and the two corre-
?f[(::i:::gl %}g;s of impact—production impact and institutional impact
Production technology refers broadly to all methods that farmers, market
agepts, and consumers use to cultivate, harvest, store, process, handle, and
utilize crops and their derived products. R & D technology, in contrast r;,fer's
to the organizational strategies, approaches, and methods that research,ers and
development workers use in their work. Examples of R & D technology are
methods for genetic engineering, strategic planning, and on-farm research.
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Production impact refers to the physical, social, and econom_ic effects
produced by farmers’ use of new cultural methods. Institutional zmpa'ct, in
contrast, refers to the effects of new R & D technology on the capacity of
research and development programs to generate and disseminate new pro-
duction technology. Whereas previous impact studies focused on production
impact, the assessment of an international center’s programs needed to pay
close attention to institutional impact. This was the course taken at CIR

Responsibility for preparing the study was given to an interdisciplinary
team rather than a team of economists. Scientists and policymakers from
developing countries were actively involved in the study. Rather th.an.focus-
ing on econometric estimation of the production impact of new varieties, the
CIP study describes and illustrates various types of impact as \yc?ll as the
institutional strategies used to achieve them. Recognizing the significance of
collaboration and multiple causation, the study made no attempt to a‘ttribute
specific, farm-level impacts to CIP. The study describes the strategies em-

ployed in program planning and review, interdisciplinary team research,

institutional linkages, and training. It then reviews the center’s research.

program and its results to date. Seven case studies illustrate how problems -

of potato production and use have been solved and how diverse types of
institutional and yroduction impacts have been achieved.

While I, as head of the Social Science Department, coordinated the study, ;

taxonomists, breeders, pathologists, entomologists, nematologists, physiol-
ogists, seed specialists, research managers, policymakers, communication

experts, economists, sociologists, and anthropologists were all actively in-

volved. Major sections of the final report were drafted by biological scien-

tists. Three of the seven illustrative cases were prepared by biologists, two -
of whom were national program scientists. Two other cases were prepared

by an anthropologist, and two were written by economists. ' .
Involvement of scientists and policymakers from developing countries

helped focus the study on those problems and accomplishments that CIP’s.

clients considered to be the most impozrtant. Individuals from Africa, Asia-,

and Latin America, as well as Burope and North America, provided frank and-
critical appraisals of the center’s programs, accomplishments, and shortcom-

ings. A selection of their comments is presented in the study report. o
Assessments of institutional impacts required information on CIP’s inter-

action with national programs and the resulting effect on national R & D

capacities. Three distinct approaches were used to obtain and synthesize the
needed information. Initially, country-level information was recorded by
CIP’s regional scientists in a brief questionnaire requiring simple yes/no
answers. The information obtained covered such topics as frequency of CIP

|
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contacts (correspondence and visits) with each national program, participa-
tion in various types of training and seminars, distribution of research reports,
collaborative research projects and/or research contracts in each country, and
use of CIP-related technologies in national R & D programs and on farms.

This country-level information was complemented with more precise,
quantitative data gleaned from the center’s files on training and collaborative
research efforts and their impacts on production and institutional capacity.

The third approach involved preparation of seven case studies that illustrated
both strategies and impacts. The cases emphasize the reciprocal nature and
mutual benefits of CIP’s relations with country programs. A case drawn from
Vietnam illustrates how CIP has learned from a national program’s innovations
and has incorporated this knowledge into its own research and training programs
to the benefit of other countries, Two cases present economic analyses of the
costs and benefits of potato improvement programs.

CIP’s impact study met its initial objectives and served some additional
purposes as well. In the December 1984 meeting of CGIAR, the study report
(CIP, 1984) was frequently referred to as a model for impact assessment. The
distinction between production impact and institutional impact is now com-
mon in CGIAR, and greater efforts are being made to assess institutional
impact (Anderson et al., 1988).

After completion of the initial study, a research project on impact assess-
ment was formalized in CIP’s food systems unit with a twofold putpose: to
assess CIP’s impact on a continuing basis and to improve impact assessment
methodologies. A survey conducted in 1986 and 1988 documented the views
of national potato program leaders on CIP’s impact. A few additional case
studies were also done. However, with the “institutional pressure” off, little
progress was made either in development of new impact assessment methods
or in making impact assessment an ongoing process at CIP,

The 1989 Study

The second concerted effort to assess CIP’s impact occurred in 1989.
Again, the stimulus came from outside the center. CGIAR organizes periodic
external reviews of centers to assure its members that the centers they support
carry out their operations effectively and in line with declared policies. Every
five years, a center’s programs and management are reviewed by external
panels specially contracted by CGIAR.

For an external review, a center is requested to provide an analysis of its

.main achievements, impacts, and constraints during the previous five years.

&
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In preparation for CIP’s most recent external 1eview,

in 1989, the Social

. . he
Science Department coordinated preparation of an 1mpact ;tfldy,(?:ag)o; e
i i e the report, systematic polling
short time available to prepare : O
: in- tudies were out of the question.

rogram leaders and in-depth case st ‘ . ' had

Ir)xo fltemative but to base our analysis on information already at hand or thal
uld be quickly generated in house. i |

« We re?'iewed CIP’s programmatic units—each tthst? reglonal' program,
training, and information unit—based on five sources of information:

— a questjonnaire survey on impact that had been filled out by National Potato g
Program leaders in 1986

__ the 1984 questionnaire survey on impact
regional staff members . |

— quantitative indicators of achievements and impact that could b‘;ei gI?EnZi rflrom
files at headquarters, primarily on training and on germplasm stril u .

survey on impact to be developed and distributed

that had been filled out by CIP

— results of anew questionnaire
to CIP’s regional staff . .

i t, and

— responses to a list of five open-ended questions on achievements, 1mpac i

constraints

The five open-ended questions were deceptively simple: Whatfl.xave bezr;
our program’s principal achievements with potatoes over the last 1ve:) y;a;; t .
}\I?Vhat have been your principal achievements with sweet potatoes: a

PR o
have been the main impacts or practical benefits of your work with potatoes?

What have been the main impacts with sweet potatoes? What have been the -

, . . 9
principal constraints to your programs ach}evem‘e‘:.nts an§ 1mpz}ct -
To allow the responses to be analyzed with an “idea p¥ocess‘1ng P gf L
(“MaxThink”) people were asked to answer each questg;\ 1\:/lth a hsteo wr;c;
' achi i ts. or constraints. Each respons
more than ten achievements, 1mpacts, ' g
i i tents. For example, achievemen :
coded, depending upon its COn ' npl vt M
. { aimine. and dissemination of inform: .

three groups: research, ttam,mg, , o
i ither “i » or “external.” The coded response :
straints were either “intemal” or "eX ‘ ! .
sorted with MaxThink, following the report outg’lne, antci Izrmggei)’l:;l :;llnts
i ini taff concerning the center’s & :
material—the opinions of CIP s ' chiever :
impacts, and constraints, organized by theme—was invaluable in drafting th

dy report. ' .  ,
Stugn “fmpact study team” was set up to analyze the information generated

i iled fr dto
through the various questionnaires and that compiled fro'm the. files e;rimr
write the study report. The team consisted of an entomologist, a tissue CULH
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specialist, a geneticist, two economists, the head of training, an editor, a
management specialist, and a secretary. Team members were selected to
ensure representation of CIP’s major program units. Experience, personal
integrity, analytical skills, and writing abilities were also criteria.

Whereas I was formally the team leader, I often served as facilitator. Team
members decided that the only way to meet our deadline was to work out of
CIP for a week. So, on a Friday in September, we moved to a hotel in Lima.

The team’s first task was to revicw and finalize the outline for the report.
In this regard, an important decision was taken: to abandon the mechanical
approach of reviewing the achievements, impacts, and constraints of each of
CIP’s operational units. Instead, we decided to prepare a story with a central
theme that would illustrate the integration of CIP’s work, its global reach, its
collaborative aspects, and its contributions to institution building as well as
to potato production in developing countries.

We decided to write about the spread of potatoes to the tropics. Following
the logic of science, we began with germplasm collection and screening,
continued with the breeding, pest management, seed production and agron-
omy, and finished up with a chapter on CIP’s contributions to institutional

development. The team assigned individual responsibilities for writing sec-
tions of the report. (This change in outline made it necessary to resort the
responses to the five open-ended questions with MaxThink.)

On Sunday afternoon, we met to exchange comments and to discuss our
progress. At this time, two more important decisions were made. At the
suggestion of the editor, we reversed the planned sequence of chapters and
put the “impact punch line” first. Hence the final version of the report begins
with institutional development and works backward to the more basic scien-
tific topics like breeding and germplasm collection and maintenance. The
second decision was to illustrate the global and collaborative aspects of CIP’s
work with color maps. To accomplish this, we enlisted the support of a
computer graphics specialist.

On Monday and Tuesday, team members revised and documented their

" sections and prepared statistical material needed for the report. On Wednes-
. day, a draft was presented to CIP’s directors. The reaction was unexpectedly
* positive. Not only did they like the direction the report was taking, they

wanted the team to include a section on how impact assessment could be
incorporated into CIP’s routine management processes.

On Thursday, team members revised their sections once again, and, that
night, the entire report was retyped and duplicated so that it could be reviewed

by all team members on the eighth, and final, day they met. We expected to

Y
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meet only briefly on Friday to make a few editorial changc?s, but we found
that many sections still needed much work. The tcj,xt and figures neede'd‘to
be checked, and the entire report needed to be edited to ensure read.ablhty
and internal consistency. That evening Ileft Lima for a month-long trip (that
had been delayed several times), and another t'eam m'er.nber assurped the
Jeadership role to ensure that the needed writing, editing, graphics, and
inting were completed.
pm’lI‘t;lr;gimpact stuI:iy team produced an informative and readable repprt
(CIP, 1989) in a remarkably short period of time. It servefi QIP well during
the external reviews as a source of information and mmgh.t on center
programs and accomplishments. The report served as a focal point for many
discussions with members of the review panels as well as among CIP staff.
It is now being produced as a center publication. (The ques‘tlonnaue re'sults
and staff members’ responses to the five open-ended questions on achieve-
ments, impacts, and constraints, organized by theme and type of response,
were also given to the review panels and were greatly appreciated by Fhem.)
Perhaps the most imporfant effect of the impact study was to raise the
awareness of study team members, of management, and of others at CIP that'
a continuous impact assessment process is needed. Before the study, each of
us had some information and ideas about the value of CIP’s work, but tl?ere
was no consensus. Moreover, impact information seemed‘ to have little
relevance for our work. The impact study began to change this.
As one study team member—a microbiologist—stated

Before this week, I considered everything beyond the molecule to be pure
bureaucracy, and I wanted no part of it. But now I see thie light! I’ve learned more

about CIP this week than in the last five years, and I'm glad I did. If everybody

had a chance to do this, CIP would be a better place for it.

The assessment process led to a decision that a more systematic mecha.nismh :
for measuring impact must be developed and implemented. An international -

planning conference on impact assessment was planned for 1990. It is to

involve CIP’s clients as well as experts in impact assessment in creating -

mechanisms for CIP to collect impact information more systematically, on

a routine, cost-effective basis, and to ensure that results will be used in
priority setting, monitoring, and evaluation. Additionally, resul.ts shoul.d
serve to motivate staff by allowing them to clearly see where their work:is.

producing results.

i
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Conclusions

The two examples of PAR drawn from CIP experience might appear at
the outset to have little in common. But they have many similarities that have
important implications for applied research programs. In both examples, the
PAR process began as a result of an external stimulus. In the Mantaro Valley,
the external stimulus came from young social scientists who brought a
different point of view to CIP—a skepticism of the inherent superiority of
improved technology. They also had external support: IDRC, the Rockefeller
Foundation, and the Inter-American Development Bank. In the impact as-
sessment, the external stimulus was provided by CGIAR-wide efforts to
improve monitoring, evaluating, and assessing impact.

In each case, CIP management responded creatively and supported exper-
imentation with PAR. CIP was the first international agricultural research
center to embrace anthropology as a “legitimate” scientific discipline and to
involve farmers systematically in the R & D process. It was also the first
international center to invite representatives of national programs—CIP’s
direct clients—to participate in program planning and review.

Researchers from different disciplines made unique contributions to PAR.
In the on-farm research, biological scientists served as specialists on the
potato plant, and their interests focused on learning about plant-environment
relationships. Economists brought a concern, and methods, for learning about
farmer management. Anthropologists, in contrast, brought a special concern
for learning from farmers and methods for doing so. In CIP’s work on impact
assessment, biological scientists contributed essential knowledge related to
their specialties, economists contributed an evaluation framework, and an-
thropologists once again introduced “the users’ perspective,” asking, “What
have we learned from farmers and from national programs?”” Communicators
and management specialists also played important roles by focusing the

‘review process on important management issues and by facilitating team-

work.,

- Whereas in each case the initial goal was to tackle a specific problem—to
facilitate “technology transfer” or to prepare for an external review—the
results had broad implications for CIP’s operations and contributed to the
broader understanding of the agricultural R & D process. Experiences with
on-farm research resulted in a new paradigm for agricultural R & D. Carrying
out the impact study led to new concepts and approaches and also generated
commitment from management and staff to make impact assessment a
permanent feature of CIP’s ongoing activities.

s
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Conclusions

WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE

Reflecting on the implications of the cases and analyses presented in this
book, let us see what we can learn that may help us to improve both research
and practice.

Researchers should abandon the fruitless quest for sustainable generaliza-
tions on the global relationship between participation and productivity. It
does not make sense to assume that any form of participation under any
conditions and in any situation, skillfully or clumsily practiced, will lead to
gains in productivity. Whatever global correlations researchers find or fail to
find will not influence the rapidly growing number of practitioners who are
convinced that participation “works” when it is developed skillfully. If we
researchers want to help practitioners in this field, we should focus on
systematic observation and analysis of projects intended to be participatory,
under various conditions, and with favorable or unfavorable results. With that
strategy, we may be able to identify the factors, in various types of situations
and with varying structures and processes of participation, that are conducive
to the development of participatory projects that are not only satisfying to
participants but also lead to improved task performance.

For both researchers and practitioners, it is important to recognize the
distinction between project success and diffusion of similar projects. We
often encounter projects that are successful by any standard of measurement
and yet do not lead to diffusion within the organization where they occur—
nor do they diffuse to other organizations. We need to discover not only what
works in a given situation but also what processes of organizational learing
enable people to apply the lessons derived from one situation to other cases.

%
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Researchers can contribute to this organizational learning through study-
ing the diffusion process and comparing cases of rapid diffusion with cases
of slow or blocked diffusion. For example, in Strategies for Learning (Cole,
1989), Robert Cole shows that the continuing popularity of quality circles in
Japan has been powerfully supported by major industrial companies, whose
managements take turns in conducting high-visibility meetings in which
teams of workers report their successes in improving quality and productiv-
ity, along with explaining how they achieved such results. In contrast, in the
United States, top management people have not actively supported worker
participation in their own organizations and have made no efforts to diffuse
worker participation beyond their own firms. As Cole has pointed out in his
chaptet, in the United States, consultants have taken control of the diffusion
process, competing with each other as they try to sell their individual
approaches.

In general, in both industry and agricuiture, the record suggests that
practitioners learn more from each other than from researchers. However,
even here researchers can support the organizatjonal learning processes by
helping to organize human networks that stimulate and facilitate this learning
process. For example, the Work in America Institute continues to support

such networks through identifying companies and unions that have been

successfully carrying out major sociotechnical systems changes. The institute
then arranges for site visits, including some observation of operations and

considerable and wide-ranging discussion with the key management and -

union people involved in the change programs. In Cornell’s Programs for
Employment and Workplace Systems, the network we have organized par-
ticularly for New York firms and unions has yielded such a strong interest as
to encourage us to further develop this means of communication among

practitioners and between practitioners and researchers. Many other univer-

sities are developing programs along similar lines.

In the last half century, an extraordinary human and interinstitutional

network has developed in international agriculture to stimulate organiza-
tional learning through the flow of information and ideas. The system of
internationally funded agricultural research centers originated in 1941 with
the creation of CIMMYT, supported by the Rockefeller Foundation and the

Mexican government. In 1959, the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations joined -

with the government of the Philippines to establish the International Rice

Research Institute. The spectacular success of these first centers in breeding -
new high-yielding varieties of wheat and rice spurred intense interest around
the world in the creation of new international centers for other crops and for -

other problems of agricultural research and development.
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Because international interest in agricultural researc | far
beyond the ability of the two foundations to meet the perccl:i\lfl:c(l1 :;I:izn::r(liufali
broader bqse of financial support was clearly required. In 1971 ’CGIACR
(Consultative Group on International Agricultﬁral Research) was es,tabli hed
under the joint sponsorship of the World Bank, the U.N. Develo Iileflt
Programme (UNDP), and the UN. Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAQ).. World Bank provides the CGIAR chairman and secretariat. FAO
prov1de§ a separate Technical Secretariat, composed of eminent agric;ﬂtural
and social scientists to advise CGIAR and international centers on research
nfaedg, opport@ities, and priorities. Although CGIAR is influential in coor-
dinating Z.md' stimulating financial support within the system, it does not grant
f}lnds to individual centers. Each center seeks its own suppZ)rt from fblida—
t1op§ and governments engaged in supporting foreign aid programs. At this
wntu?g,'this international network includes 13 research centers .

Wltl%m this system, there is a very active flow of informati(nm and ideas
among iternational centers and between those centers and national agricul-
tural research agencies. The system has not only expanded over the vears, it
has als'o proven its ability to generate its own organizational learhing ,in
reshaping structures and programs to meet changing perceptions of nef;ds
For' example', the system was originally established in terms of a top-down.
Qes1gn: The international center would develop new crop varieties and new
farrpmg methods and pass on materials and information to national programs
which would accept what the experts had determined was good for theg}rn As,
research and experience demonstrated the weakness of this strategy .the
syste'm dg:veloped new approaches and a new center, ISNAR (Internafi,onal
Serv.lce for National Agricultural Research) to help national programs adapt
anq implement some of the fruits of international research and to irnpm\lr)e
their own research and development capacities. Since its founding in 1980
ISNAR has concentrated particularly on stimulating and guiding nationai
programs whose leaders are seeking to develop more participatory strategies
of research and development. The focus of its most recent publicétions is on
what ISNAR calls OFCOR (on-farm client-oriented research), which appears
to be participatory action research under another label. ’ PP

The‘networks provided by this still-evolving international system support
and guide an extraordinary flow of information and ideas thfough co]i’llzer—
f:nces, workshops, training courses, and publications. What is being learned
iﬁeo:/eo ]I;;zzll.t of the world tends to spread rapidly through this network all over

. Apphed sc?cial research in industry or agriculture is necessarily interdis-
ciplinary. In industry, it.should involve the integration of information and
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ideas from the social sciences with information and ideas from engineering,
accounting, and management sciences. In agriculture, it should involve
integration of social science information and ideas with information and
ideas from the plant, soil, and animal sciences and agricultural engineering.
Social scientists are generally the ones who take the initiative in attempting
to achieve such integration, and yet we begin as strangers on turf controlled
by technical specialists.

How can we overcome this handicap and gain the technical information
and ideas required for project success? The conventional answer to that
question involves using the technical specialists as passive informants. We
try to be nice to them to gain their goodwill so that we can pump them for
the technical information and ideas we need.

One lesson of this book is that the conventional answer is a poor answer.
Treating technical specialists as passive informants exposes us to the risks of
misunderstanding or oversimplifying what they are telling us and deprives
us of the ideas that they could contribute if they shared ownership in the
project.

This book suggests that participatory action research offers a more effec-
tive strategy for the interdisciplinary applied research projects. Our authors
tell us that the social scientist should not seek to establish such a partnership
the moment he or she enters the field. In industry or agricuiture, the technical
specialists will generally have little understanding of what the social scientist
might contribute, and they will react against the newcomer who claims
powers they lack. Those social scientists most successful in establishing such
interdisciplinary partnerships view themselvesinitially as participant observ-
ers, showing respect for the work of practitioners and technical specialists,
and seeking to learn from them. As the social scientist gains an understanding
of the organizational culture and work systems, he or she will find ways of

contributing that are appreciated by the technical specialists. This will pave -

the way for establishing the full partnerships represented by PAR. The Ruano
chapter develops this theme, and the Horton chapter guides us through a case
in which social scientists began work as outsiders and, in the course of years,
gained the position of full partnership with technical specialists.

Effective participatory systems depend upon commitment rather than -
coercion. To be sure, approval and encouragement from the top are essential,

but systems that most fully utilize the information and ideas of the members
cannot be preprogrammed or tightly controlled. They depend upon voluntary

cooperation among members striving to contribute to the organization’s
mission. For those in superior power positions, the best way to gain the .
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gommitrnent of other members involves taking an interest in their informa-
tion and ideas and trying to utilize those contributions in problem solving
For building effective participatory systems, whether in industry, agricui-
pure, or research projects, the requirements for leadership are quité different
from t‘hose traditionally expected of a leader in a hierarchically designed
organ‘lzaFion. The leader should be able to project a vision of the
orgamzatlon’s mission, with broad potential appeal to members, and then
guide and facilitate the changes necessary to advance toward that’vision.

' In participatory action research, this means that the researcher must be
willing to relinquish the unilateral control that the professional researcher
has traditionally maintained over the research process, That does not mean
that t'hf: professional researcher must accept every idea put forward by key
pra}ctltloner collaborators. It does mean that the researcher must rely.upoh
rational c.iiscourse and powers of persuasion in planning and implerﬁenting
PAR projects that meet the needs and interests of both research professionals
and our collaborating practitioners.
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