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articipatory action research has an

extensive history in many fields of social

practice. Our aim in this chapter is to
develop the view of participatory action research
that has shaped our own theory and practice dur-
ing recens years. We begin with a short overview
of the evelution of our own thinking and the infle-
ence of several generations of action research, In
our chapter on“Participatory Action Rescarch” for
the second edition of this Handbook, we identified
several key approaches to aclion research, the
sites and settings where they zre most frequently
used, several criticisins that have beer advanced
for each, and key sources to explore them
{Kemmmis & McTaggart, 2000}, The aporoaches
identified were a somewhat eclectic mux—partic-
ipatory research, classroom action research,
action learning, action science, soft systems
apptoaches, and industrial action research, We
sumunarize those approaches again here but do
not welterate our views of tiem in this chapter, We
acknowledge the nfluence of vach approach on

the ficld and as stimulus to reflection on our own
‘deas and practices,

For our curreni purposes, we procecd to
develop a comprehensive view of social practice
and reflect on aspects of our own work that we
term “myths, misinterpretations, and misiakes”
to move toward reconceptualizing research iself
as a social practice. Thinking abour research ay
2 social practice Jeads us to an exploration of
Habermay's notion of the public sphere as a way
of extending the theory and practice of action
research. We hope that this argument shows more
clearly how participatory aclion research ditfers
from other forms of social inguity, nlegrating
more clearly its political and methodological
intentions. We anticipate that this argament will
provide direction for a new gencration of partici-
patory action research, and we trust that it will
strengthen the theory and practice of participa-
tory action rescarch in the many JGelds and set-
{ings that draw on s Intellecmally and morally
rich traditions, ideas, and challenges.
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™  Tnr Favny oF AcTion Research

social psvchologist Kurr Lewin. It first found
expression in the work of the Tavistock Institute
of Human Relations in the Urited Kingdom
{Rapzport, 1970), where Lewin had visited in 1933
and 1936 and had maintained contact for many
years. Lewin’s {1946, 1952} own earliest publica-
tiens on action research related to community
action programs in the United States during the
(940s. Huwever, it is worth noting that Alirichter
and Gstettner (1997} argued that there wore eatlier,
maore “actionist” approaches to action ressarch in
community development practiced by H. G,
Moreno, for cxample, working with prostitutes in
Yiennaat the turn of the 20th century. Nevertheless,
it was Lewin's work and repulation that gave impe-
tus to the acion research movements in many dif-
ferent disciplines. Stephén Covey iritated action
research inecucation n the United States soon after
Lewin's work was published (Corey, 1949, 1953).
However, efforts to reinterpret and justify activn
research (n erms of the prevailing positivistic ide-
ology in the United States led to a temporary
decline inits developrent there {Kemmis, 1981).
A second generation of action research, bulld-
ing on a British tradition of action research in
orgamzational development championed by
researchers at the Tavistock Institute (Rapaport,
19707, began in Britain with the Ford Teaching
Projectdirected y John Elfiott and Clem Adelman
(Elliott & Adelman, 1973). Recognition in
Australiz of the “practical” character of the British
intiative led to calls for more explicitly “critical”
and “emancipaiory” action research (Carr &
Kemmis, 1986). The critical impulse in Australian
action research was paralleled by similar advoca-
cies in Burope {Brock-Utne, 1980). These advoca-
cies and efforts for their realization were called
the third generation of action research, A fourth
generazion of action research emerged in the con-
nection between critical emancipatory action
research and participatory action researck that
had developed in the context of social movements
in the developing worle, champlioned by people
such as Paulo Freire, Orlande Fals Boeda, Rajesh

Tandon, Anisur Rahman, and Marja-Liisa Swantz
as well as by North American and British workers
in adeh education and literacy, community devel-
opiment, and developmen: studies such as Budd
Hzll, Myles Horton, Robert Chambers, and Jubn
Gaventz. Two key themes were {a) the develop-
ment of theuretical arguments for more “actionist”
approaches to action rescarch and (b) the need for
pacticipatory action researchers to make links
with broad social movements,

Participatory Research

Participatory research is an alter native philoso-
phy of sacial research {and social life [vivéncial)
often associated with social tansformation in
the Third World. It has roots in liberation thenlogy
and nec-Ma: xist approaches 1o cormmunity devel-
apment (&g, in Latio America] but also has rather
liberal origing In neman rights activism {og. in
Asia). Taree particular attributes are often used o
distinguish participatory research from conven-
iional rescarch: shared ownership of research
orojects, community-based analysis of social
problems, and an orieatation teward commuanity
action, Gven its commitment to social, economic,
and political development responsive to the nceds
and opiions of ordinary people, proponents of
participatory research have highlighted the politics
of curventional social research, arguing that orthe-
dox social science, despite its claim o value neu-
trality, normally serves the ideclogical function of
justifving the position and interests of the wealthy
and powerful {Fals Jorda & Rahman, 1991,
Forester, Pitt, & Welsh, 1993; Freire, 1982,
Greenwood & Levin, 2000, 2001; Hall, Gillerte, &
Tandon, 1982; Horton, Kehl, & Kohl, 199(;
MeGuire, 1987, McTaggart. 1997, Oliveira & Darcy,
1975; Park, Bredon-Miller, Hall, & Jackson, 1993}

Critical Action Resezrch

Critical action research expresses a commmibiment
to bring together broad sccial analysis—the self-
reflective collective self-study of practice, the way in
which language is used, organization and power in
& local situation, and action 1o improve things.
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Critizal action research is strongly represented in
the literatures of educational action research, and
there it emerges from dissatisfactions with class-
roam action research that typically does not take &
broad view of the role of the relationship between
education and social change, It has a strong com-
mitment to participation as well as to the social
anmalyses in the critical social science tradition that
reveal the disempowerment and injustice created in
industrialized societies. Dring recent fimes, criti-
cal action research hax also attempred to take
account of disadvantage attributable 1o gender and
cthnicity as well as to social class, its initial point of
reference {Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Fay, 1987; Henry,
1901 Kemmls, 1991 Marizs, E*égiifi“ii%‘?éiiiﬁ&f@ &
White, 1992; McTaggart, 19912, 1951h, 1997; Zuber-
Skerritt, 1996).

Classroom Action Research

Classzoom action research typically involves
the use of qualitative Interpretive modes of
inquiry and data collection by teachers {ofien
with help from acadermces) with a view to teachers
making judgments about how to improve their
own practices. The practice of classtoom action
research has a long tradition but has swung inand
out o favor, principally becanse the theoretical
work that justified © lagzed behind the progres-
sive educational movements that breathed life
o it at certain historical moments {(Mc'laggars
1991a; Noftke, 1990, 1997). Primacy is given 10
teachers’ self-understandings and judgments. The
emphasis is “practical,” that is, on the inerpreta-
1ions that teachers and students are making and
acting on in the situztion. In other words, dass-
ropm action research is not just practical idealis-
tically, in a utopian way, or just about how
Ererpretations might be different"in theory”sitis
also practical in Aristotle’s sense of practical rea-
soning about how to act rightly and properly in a
situation with which one is confronted. If univer-
sity researchers are involved, their role is & service
role to the teachers. Such university researchers
are often advocates for “teachers knowledge™ and
may disavow or seck o diminish the relevance
of more theoretical discourses such as critica

theory (Dadds, 1995 Elliont, 1976-1977; Sagon
1992 Stenhouse, 1975; Weiner, 1989).

Action Learning

Action learning has its origins in the work
of advocate Heg Revans, who saw traditional
approaches to management inquiry as unhelpful in
solving the problems of organizations. Revans’
early work with colliery managers atiempting to
improve workplace safety marks a significant turn-
ing point for the roie of professors, engaging them
directly in management problems in organizations.

The fundamental idea of action learning 5 ©
bring people together to learn from each other’s
experiences. There 13 emphasis on studying ones
own situation, clarifying what the organization is
trying to achieve, and working to remove obsta-
cles. Key aspirations are organizational efficacy
and efficier.cv, although acvocates of action learn-
ing affirm the moral purpose anc content of their
own work and of the managers they seek 1o
engage ‘n the process (Clark, 1972; Pedler, 1991
devans, 1980, 1982}

Action Science

Action science emphasizes the study of prac-
tice in orgarizational settings as a source of new
understandings and improved practice. The field
of action science systematically builds the rela-
tionship between academic organizational psy-
chology and practical problems as they are
experienced in orgamizations. It idervifies two
aspexts of professional knowledge: {a) the formal
knowledge that all comperenr members of the
profession are thought to share and into which
professionals are incucted during their initial
trainirg and (b} the professional krowledge of
interpretation and emactment, A distinction is
also made between the professionals “espoused
theory” and “theories 1n use;”and “gaps” between
these are used as points of reference for change. A
key factor in analyzing these gaps between theory
and praciice is helping the professional to unmask
the “cover-ups” that are put in place, especially
wnen parlicipants are ‘eeling anxious or threat-
ened. The approach aspires to the development of
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the “redlective practitioner’ {Argyris, 1980,
Argyris & hehiin, 1974, 1978; Argyris, Putnam, &
McLaln Smith, 1985; Reason. 1988 Schin, 1943,
1987, 1991

Soft Systems Approaches

Sof: systems approaches have their origins o
organizations that use so-called “hard systems” of
engincering, especially %or industrial production,
Soft systems methodology is the human “systems”
analogy for systems engineering that has devel-
oped as the scienve of product and information
How, It is defined as oppositional to positivistic
science with its emphasis on hypothesis testing,
The rescarcher (typicaly an cutside consultant)
assumes a role as discussion partner or trainer ina
rcal problem situztion. The researcher works with
participants to gonerate sorme (systerns) models of
the situetion and uses the models 1o question the
situasion and o suggest a revised course of action
{Checkland, 1981; Checkland & Scholes, 1990,
Davies & Ledington, 1991; Flood & Jacksun, 1991;
Jackson, 1991; Kolb, 1984,

Industrial Action Research

Industrial action research has an extended
his:ary, dating back to the post-lLewinian Influ-
entce n organizational psychology and organiza-
tional developrient in the Tavistock Institute of
Hurian Relations in Britiin and the Research
Center for Group Dynamics in the United States,
It is typically consultant driven, with very strong
advocacies for collaboration between social scien-
tists and members of different levels of the orga-
nization. The work 15 often couched in the
language of workplace democratization, bur more
recent explorations have aspired more explicitiy
to the democratization of the research act iself,
following the theoryand practice of the participa-
tery research movement, Especially in #ts more
recent manitestations, industrial action reseach
s differenciated from action science and its
emphasis on cognition taking a preferred focus
ou reflection and the need for broader organiza-
tional and social change. Some advocacies have

used critical theory as a resource to cxpress
sspiratives for more participatory forms of work
ard evaluetion, but more typically the style is
somewhat humanistic and individualistic rather
than critical, Emphases on social systems in orga-
nizations, such as improving organizational effec-
tivencss and employee reladons, are common.
Also, the Lewinian aspiration to [earn from trying
to bring about change Is a strong theme {Bravette,
1996; Elden, 1983; Hmery & Thorsrud, (976
Ernery, Thorsrud, & Trist, 1969; Foster, 1972;
Levin, 1985; Pasmore & Friedlander, 1982;
Sandkull, 1980 Torbert, 1991; Warmington, 1980;
Whyte, (949, 1991),

B Tur Emercence or CumicaL

Uniil the late 1990s, the hallimazk of the action
research field was eclecticism. Although the
Lewinian idea was often used as a first point of
legitimation, quite different rationales and prac-
tices had emerged in different disciplines. The
sequestering of much fiteratore under discipli-
nary rubrics meant that there was little dizlogue
between greups of different oractitioners and
advocates. Increascs in visibility and popularity of
the approaches rapidly changed this. There were
large increases In scale and attendance at the
world congresses on participatory action research
as well as burgeoning intorest at international
sociological conferences. Action research reemer-
ged as an influential approach in the United States
{Greenwood & Levin, 2000, 2001, New associa-
tiors between rescarchers and a vast literature of
critique of modernity and its insinuation of capi-
talist, neocapitalist, ard postcapitalist state and
social systems into sucial lile created both she
impetus for and the possibility of dialogue. The
historical and geographical distzibution of action
rescarch approaches around the world and their
inrerrelationships were better understond.
Critical participatery action research emerged
es part of this dialogue, It ainzed to provide a
frame of reference for comprehersion and cri-
tigque of itself and its predecessers and to offer a
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way of working thar addressed rampant ‘ndividu-
alism, disenchkaniment, and the dominance of
instrumental reason—the key features of the
“maiaise of modernity” {(laylor, 1991). Critical
participatory action rescarch, as we 10w under-
stand it, also creates a way of reinterpreting our
own views of action research as they develop
practically, theoretically, and pecagogically over
time {e.g., Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Kemnmis &
M¢laggart, 19884, 1988b, 2000, McTaggart, 1991a),
Before we revisit some of the mytis, misinterpre-
tations, and mistakes associzted with our work
over throe decades, we present 3 summary of
what we have regarded as the key features of par-
ticipatory action research. We da this to identity
some key principles as markers of progress, but
we then ok back at our own experience to
develop what might potentially be seen as the
ratisnale for a new generation of critical partici-
patory action research,

Key Features of
Participatory Action Rescarch

Although the process of participatory action
research is only poorly described in terms of a
mechanical sequence of steps, it is generally
thoughn to involve a spira: of self-reflective cycles
of the following

Planring a change

Acting and obrervimg the process and conse-
quences of (e change

Reflecting on these provesses and consequences
Replanning

Acting and observing ogain

Reflecting agaln. andsoon .,

Figure 23.1 presents this spiral of self-reflec-
tion in diagrammaric form. I reality, the process
might not be as neat as this spira ot self-
contaired cveles of planning, acting and obsery-
ing, and reflecting suggests. Tae stages overlap,
and initial plans quickly become obsolete in the
light of learning from experience. In rezlity, the
pracess is likely to be more fuid, open, and
responsive. The criterion of success 1s not whether
sarticipants have followed thesteps faithfuly but

rather whether they have a strong and autheniic
senge of development and evolution in their prac-
rices, their understandings of their practices, and
the sitiarions in which they practice.

Bach of the steps vuthined in the spiral of self-
reflection is best undertaken collaboratively
by coparticipants in the participatory action
research process, Nat all theorisls of action
research place this emphasis on collaboration;
they argue that action research is frequently a
solitary process of systematic self-reflection. We
concede that it is often so; nevertheless, we hold
that participatory action research is best concep-
tualized n collaborative terms. Participstory
action resex:ch s ftself a soclal—and edweat'onal—
process, The “subjects” “of participatory action
research undertake their research as a social prac-
tice. Moreover, the "object” of participatory action
research is social; participatory action research
is dirccted toward studyiag, reframing, and
recomstructing social practices, If practices ave con-
stituted in sociu! interaction between people, chang-
ing practives is « social process. To he sure, one
person miay change so that others are pbliged t©
react or respond differently to that individuals
changed behavior, but the willing and committed
involvenent of those whose interactions consti-
tule the practice s necessary,in the end, to secure
and legitimate the chznge. Participatory action
research offors an opporturity to create forums in
which people can join one another as copartich
pants in the struggle o remake the practices In
which they interact—rtorums in which rationality
and demecracy can be pursued together without
an artificial separation ultimately hostile to both.
In his book Berween Facts and Norms, Jurgen
Habermas described this process in terms of
“opening communicative space” {Habermas,
1996}, a theme to which we return later,

At its best, then, participatery action researcn is
a social process of collaberative learning realized by
groups of people whe join together in changing the
practices through which they interact in 2 shared
social world in which, for better or worse, we liwe
with the consequences of oneanother’s actions,

it should zlso be stressed that participatory
action resezrch involves the investigation of



364 m HANDBOOK OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH—CHAPTER 23

N .
\g,,%

e CT 8 OBSERVE

BFigure 231, The Aciion Research Spiral

actial practices and not abstract practices. It
ivolves learning about the real, material, con-
crete, and particular practices of particular
people in particular places. Altheugh, of course,
it is nov possible to suspend the ineviralbie
abstraction that occurs whenever we use lan-
guage fo name, describe, interpret, and evaluate
things, participatory action research ditfers from
ather forms of research in being more obstinate
about its focus on changing particular practi-
tioners' particular practices, Participatory action
researchers may be interested in practices in
general or in the abstract, but their principal
concern is in changing practices in “the here

and now” In our view, participatory action
researchers do not need to apologize for sceing
their work as mundane and mired in history; on
the contrary, by doing so, they may avoid some of
the philosophical and practical dangers of the
idealism that suggests that a more abstract view
of practice might make it possible ‘o transcend
or rise above history and to avoid the delusions
of the view that it is possible to find a safe haver
ir. abstract propositions that construe but do not
themselves constitute practice. Participatory
action research is a learning process whose
fruits are the real and material changes in the
following:
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® Wha people do

w How people interact with the world and with
others

& What people wean and what they value

® The discourses i1 which people understand and
interpret their world

Through participatory action research, people
can come o understand that—and how—their
social and educational practices are located
in, and are the product of, particular maicrial,
social, and historical circumstances that produced
them and by which they are reproduced in every-
day socizl interaction in a particular setting. By
understanding their practices as the product of
particular circumstances, participatory action
researchers become alert to clues about how it
may be possible to transform the practices they
are producing and reproducing through their car-
rent ways of working, If their current practices are
the product of one particular set of intentions,
conditions, and circumstances, other {or trans-
formed) practices may be produced and repro-
duced under other {or transformed} intentions,
conditions, and circumstances,

Focusing on practices i a concrete and
specitic way makes them accessible for reflection,
discussion, ar.d reconstruction as products of past
circumstances that are capable of being modifed
in and f{or present and feture circuristances,
While recognizing that the real space-time
realization of every practice is trausient and
evanestent, and that it can be conceprualized only
in the inevitably abstract {but comfertingly
imprecise} terms that language provides, partici-
patory action researchers aim to understand their
own particular practices as they emerge in their
own particular citcurnstances without reducing
them to the ghostly status of the general, the
abstzact, or the ideai—or, perhaps one should say,
the unreal,

If participatory action research is urdersteod
i1 such terms, then through thewr investigations,
varticipatory action researchers may want to
becorne especially sensitive wu the wayvs in which
their particular practices are soctal practices of
material, symbolic, and secial

= communication,
® provugtion, and
® social organization,

which shape and are shaped by social structures in

w the culturalisyrmbalic realm,
m the econemic realm, and
® the seciopolitical realm,

which shape and are shaped by the social media of

® angudge/discourses,
= work, and
= powLr

which largely shape, but also can be shaped by,
participants’ knowledye expressed in their

w ynderstandings,
w skills, and
movaloes,

which. in turn, shape ard are shaped by therr
social practices of material, symbolic, and social

® communication,
® production, and

W socia) organization, 2nd se on.

These relz:ionships are represented diagrammat-
ically in Figure 23.2.

Participatory action researchers might con-
sider, for example, how their acts of communi-
cation, production, and sodial organization are
intertwined and interrelated in the real and par-
ticular practices that connect thers w others in
the reel situations in which they find themselves
{e.g, communities, neighborhoods, families,
schools, hospitals, other workplaces). They con-
sider how, by cullaboratively changing the ways in
which they participate with others in these prac-
tices, they can change the practices themselves,
their undersiandings of these practives, and the
situations in which they live and work.

For meny people, the image of the spiral of
cveles of self-reflection {planning, acting and
observing, reflecting, replanning, etc.) has become
the dominant feature of action research as an
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Figure 13.2.  Recursive Relatiorships of Social Mediation That Action Research Aims to Transform

approach. In our vicw, participatory action
research has seven other key features that are at
Ieast as mportant as the self-reflecrive spiral.

1, Participarory action wesearch is q sociad process.
Participatory action research deliberately explores
the refationship between the veaims of the individual

and the social. 1 recognizes that “no individua-
tion is possible without socialization, and no
socizlization is possible without Indhviduation”
{Haberrmas, 29925, p. 20), and that the processes
of individuation and socialization continue to
shape individuals and secial relationships in ai
of the settings ir which we find ourselves,
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Participatory action research is a process followed
inresearch in settings such as those of education
and community development, when people—
individually and collectively—try to understund
how they are formed ard reformed as individuals,
and in relation to one another in a variety of set-
tings, for example, when teachers work together
{or with students) to improve processes of teach-
ing and learning in the cassroom.

2. Porticipatory action research is pariicipatory
Participatory action research engages people in
examining Deir knowledge (understandings, skills,
and values} and interpretive categories (the ways
inwhich they inzerpret themselves and their action
in the social and material world). It is a process in
which all individuals in a group try 1o get a handle
on the ways in which their knowledge shapes their
sense of identity and agency and to reflect eritically
on how their current knowledge frames and con-
straing their action. It is also participatory i1 the
sense that people can only do action research “or”
themselves. either individually or collectively It is
rot research done "o others,

% Participatory action research 55 practical and
coffaborarive. Participatory actior: research engages
pecple in examining the social practices that link
them with others in social interaction. It is a
process in which people explore their practices of
communication, production, and social organiza-
tion and try to expiore how to improve their inter-
actions by changing the acts that constitute them,
that i3, to reduce the extent to which participants
gxperience these interactions {and their longer-
tertn consequiences) as irrational, unproductive {or
mefficient), unjust, and/or unsatistying {alienat-
ingl. Participatury researchers aim to work
together i reconstructing their social interactions
by reconstructing the acts that constizute them.

4. Participatory action research is emancipatory.
Participatory action research aims to help people
recover, and relsase themselves from, the con-
straints of irrational, unproductive, unjust, and
unsatisfying social siructures that Imit their sell-
developrent and sel-determination. B is & process

in which peaple explore e ways i which their
practices arc.shaped and constrained by wider
social {cultural, economic, and political) struc-
tures and consider whether they can intervene lo
release themselyes (rom these constraints—or, it
they cannot, how best 10 work within and around
them to minimize the extent to which they com-
tribuse to irrationality, lack of productivity (inefii-
ciencyl, injustice, and dissatisfactions {alienation}
as people whose work and lives cortribuie to the
structuring of a shared sucial life,

5. Participatory action resegrch is eritical.
Participatory action research aims to help people
recover, and release themselves from, the con-
straints embedded in the social media through
which thev interact—1their langnage {discourses),
their modes of work, and the social relativnships
of power [in which they experience affiliation and
difference, inclusion and exclusion—relation-
ships in which, grammatically speaking, they
interact with athers in the third, second, or first
person), It is a process in which people deliber-
ately st out 1o contes: and roconstitnte irrationa,
unproductive {or inefficient), uniust, andfor
unsatisfying {alienating} ways of interpreting
and describing their world {e.g., language, dis-
courses), wavs of working (work), and wavs of
relating to others (power ],

6. Participatory action research &5 reflexive {eg,
recursive, dialecticnl), Participetory action research
aims to help peoole to investigate reality I order
io change it (Fals Borda, 1979) and {we might
add) to change reality in order to investigate it. In
particular, it i3 a deliberate process through which
people aim to transform thelr practices through a
spiral of cycles of critical and seli-critical action
and reflection. As Figure 23.2 {presented carlier}
aims to show, it is a deliberate social process
designed to help collaborating groups of people to
transform their world so as'to learn more about
the nature of the recursive re.ationships among
the following:

® Their (individual and social) proctices Cthe work)
» Their knowledge of thelr practives {the workers)
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B The social structures that shape and constrain
their praciices (the wurkplace)

B The social media in which their practices are
expressed (the discourses in which their work is
represented and misrepresented)

In our view, this is what theorizing practice means.
Participaiory action research does not, however,
take an armchalr view of theorizing rather, it
is a process of learning, with others, by deing—
changing the ways in which we interact in a
shared social world,

7. Farticipatory action research atms 1o transform
both theory and practice. Participatory action
research does not regard either theory or practice
as preeminent in the relationship between theory
and practice; rather, it aims to articulate and
develop each in relation to the other through crit-
ical reasoning about both theory and practice and
their consequences. 1 does not aim to develop
forms of theory that can stand adove and beyond
practice, as if practice could be coatrolled and
determined without regard to the perticulars of
the practical situations that confront practition-
ers in their ardinary lives and work. Nor does it
alm to develop forms of practice that might be
regerded as self-justifying, as if practice could be
judged in the absence of theoretical frameworks
that give them thelr value and significance and
that provide substantive criteria for exploring the
extent to which practices and their consequences
turn cut te be irrational, unjust, alienating, or
unsatistying for the people involved in and
affected by them. Thus, participatory action
research involves “reaching sut” from the specifics
of particalar situations, as understood by the
people within them, to explore the potential af
different perspectives, theories, and discourses
that might help to illuminate particular practices
and practical settings as a basis for developing
critical insights and ideas about how things might
be trensformed, Equally, it involves “reaching in”
from the standpoints provided by different
perspectives, theories, and discourses to explure
the exient to which they provide practitioners
themselves with a critical grasp of the problems
and issues they actually confront in specific local

situations. Thus, participatory actinn research
aims to transform both practitioners’ theories and
practices and the theories and practices of others
whose perspectives and practices may help 1w
shape the conditions of life znd work in particclar
local settings. In this way, participatory action
research alms to connect the local and the global
and to live out the slogan that the personal is
political.

These seven features sumnarize some of the
principal features of participatory action research
as we see it [7is a particular partisan view. There
are writers 021 action research who prefer to move
immediately from a general description of the
action research process (especually the self-
reflective spiral) to questions of methodology and
research technigue——a discussion of the ways
and means of collecting data in different social
and eduzatioral settings. This s a somewhat
methadelogically driven view of action research;
it suggests that research methods are what makes
actior: research “research” This is aot o argue
that participatory action researchers should not
ae capable of conducting sound research; rather,
it is to emphasize that sound research must
respect much more than the canons of method,

B MyTHS, MISINIERPRETATIONS,
ann Misrakss s Crimicar
ParTicieatory Acrion RESEaRCH

The crivical view of participatory action rescaren
that we developed over the more than two decaces
since 1981 emerged in a practice that involvec
some successes; however, from the perspective
of our current understandings, it also engendered
some failures, Sometimes we, as well as some of
our colleagues, mythologized or overstated the
power of activn research as an agent of ndividual
and social change. Sometimes we misinterpreted
our vwn experience and the ways in which sub-
swantive and methodological Literatures might be
usefill pedagogically. Sumetimes others misinter-
preted our views, occasionally even despite our
stout disavowal. The repeated reference to the
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action research spiral as “the method of action
research” continues to frustrate us. We also made
some mistakes. These mivths, misinterpretations,
anc mistakes cdustered arcund four key fock:

B Exuggerated assumptions about how empewer-
men! might be ackieved through action
research

® Confusions about the role of those helping
others to learn how to cenduct action research,
tae problem of facilitation, and the flusion of
neutrality

wm The falsity of a supposed reseasch—activism
chuation, with research seen as dispassionate,
informed, and retional and with activism seen
as passionate, intwitive, and wesklv theorized

® Understatement of the role of the collecrive and
how it might be conceptualized in condueting
the research and in formulating action in the
“oroject” and In its engagemen: with the “public

sphere” In all facets of Institvtional and sodial
life

We present these reflections on our practices
herc and return to them later from a ditferent
theoretical perspective.

Empowerment

In our carliest work en action research, we
argued that self-reflection. on efforts to bring
about change that was disciplined by group plan-
ning and reflection of cbservations would give
participants a greater sense of control of their
work. Sometimes we overstated our daims; we
were victims of our own enthusiasm and persua-
sion, This was not always unconscions. We faced
the dilemma of the advocate; ther is, rhetoric can
help lead to changes in reality. Gur aspirations
wete often picked up by others, and the result left
action reseasch advocates valnerable to charges of
hyperbole or naiveté in real settings where indi-
vidual and collective change often proved to be
extrernely difficult o eifect,

It is true that an increased understanding
of social situations ‘hrough action marterially
changes indivicual power, authorty, and control
over peaple’s work. However, it is equaily true that

stch change is often technical and constrained,
invoking concepts such as “efficiency” Authentic
change, and the empowerment that crives it ané
derives trom it, requires political sustenance by
some kind of collertive, too easily construed as an
“action group” that defined iiself by oppusition o,
and distinctiveness from, a wider social vz public
realm., Nevertheless, it was s mistake not
emphasize sufficiently that power comes from
collective commitment and a methodology that
invites the democralization of the objectification
of experience and the disciplining of subjectivity,
Aquestion rernains as o whether this was 2r ade-
quate conceptualization of “empowerment the
way in which to achieve it, or indeed who or what
emtpowerment was for.

The Role of the
Facilitator of Action Research

We were troubied by the concept of “acilita-
tion” as early as 1981 at <he Australian National
Seminar on Action Research {(Brown, Henry,
Henry, & McTaggart, 1588). Too often the facilita-
tor lapsed into the role of “process consultant”
with pretensions or aspirations to expertise about
a “mezhod” of action research, a role quite incon-
sistent with the commitment to participate in the
personial and social changes in practice that had
brought participants together. Despite efforts to
contain the concept then, and 1o disavow its util-
ity and cuthioe its dangers later, itwas 2 mistake 1o
perpetuate the use of a term thet aireagy carried
connotations of neutrality. Although the role of
university researchers in action researcy is
alwzys somewhat problematic and an important
obiect of critique, conceprualizing facilitation as a
neutral or merely cchnical activity denies the
sacial responsibility of the facilitator in making or
assisting social change (McTaggart, 2002). The
eraphasis on techniques of facilitation also aver-
played she ‘mportance of academic rescarchers
and implicitly differentiared the work of theoreti-
cians and practitioners, academics and workers,
and community developers amd peasant workers,
Preoccupation with neutrality sustained the
positivistic myth of the researcher as detached
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secretary te the universe and focused attention on
tie social practices (and rescarch practices) of
“the other” This in turn helped to make action
research ook like research for amateurs.

University professors often play an active role
in action resezrci. In the education field, for
example, they are often leacher ecucators as well
as researchers. Teacher education is just ene “sub-
practice” of eduration as a sccial practice and, of
coursy, [x not practiced exclusively by university
professars, In education, there are also curricy-
lym practices, policy and administration prac-
tices, anc research and evaluation practices,
There 15 also a variety of student learning prac-
tices and community and parent participation
practices that help to constitute ~he practice of
education. Similarly, in sction rescarch for come-
munity ceveiopment in some parts of the world,
outside rescarchershave often been indispensadle
advocates and anfmatenrs of change and not just
technical advisers. It is clear to us that some of
these animatears have beer heroes in social
transtormation, and we must acknowledge that
many have lost their lives because of their work
with Cispossessed and disempowered people and
communities, stroggling with them for justice
and democracy against repressive social and
economic conditions.

Anart from fiese moral and political reazons
against sceing facilitation as a merely technical
ro’e, there are reasons of epistenology. Emphasiy
on facilitation as o neutral role blinds one 1o the
manifoidaess of practice, that is, 1o the constitu-
tinn of practice through the knowlcdge of indi-
viduals and a range of extraindividual features,
incuding its social, discursive, rmoral, and politi-
cal aspects as well as its historica] formation such
as the way in which it is shaped and reskaped in
traditions of practice (Kemmis, 2004). Secing
facilitation in nevtral terms also biinds one to the
way in which practice is constituted as 2 “multiple
reality” that is perceived differently by different
participants in and observers of practice {eg.,
professionzls, clients, clients' lamilies and friznds,
interested observers). Thus, sceing the rele of
facilitatinn as a neutral rele obscures key aspects
of practices and impedes critique of the way in

which practices may sustain and daily reconstitute
socal realities whose character and consequen-
cex can be unjust, irrational, unproductive, and
unsatisfzetory for some of the people involved in
or affceted by then,

This leads us w the nub of a problem. What 15
the snared conceprual space that allows the iniri-
cation of these subpractices of broad social prac-
tices, such as education, health, agriculture, and
transportation, to become the object of critigue
and the subject of ephancement? To understand
how these subpractices are constitutive of Hved
soctal realities requires what Freire called comsci-
ertization, that is, the development of an infor-
med critical perspective on social life among
ordinary people or, to put it another way, the
development of a critical theory of social life by
the prople who participate in it

The Rescarch—Activism Dualisim

We find significant understatement of the role
of theory and theory building in the hiteratare of
action reseazch. The causes of this are complex,
On the one hand, they include the difficulties
associated with group members introducing the-
oretical concepts end experience of similar cases
that are teo difficult or confronting for other
participants {McTaggart & Garbutcheon-Singh,
1986). On the other hznd, they incluce the diffi-
culties of ignoring or oversimplifying pertirent
thesretica. resources without which participants
may be obliged to construe their owr: problems or
concerns a8 if in 2 vacuum, isolating them fram
useful intellectual and discursive resources and
sometimes leaving them vulnerable to charges of
mere navel gazing, This is compounded by thinking
it terms of a theary-acton {thinking-activism}
dualism. Thinking about unsatistactory condi-
tions is less confronting than actuvally changing
them, and some take refuge v the view that
political action is somchow less rational than
thinking or talking about change, We reject this
cualism; on the contrary, our experience suggests
that there should be buth more theory and more
action in action research. Political activism should
be theoretically infurmed just ike any other social
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practice. Although actiorn research is often
incremental ir: the sense that it encourages growth
and development in participants’ expertise, sup-
port, con:mitment, confidence, knowledge of the
situazion, and understanding of what is prodent
{ie.,changed thinking]}, it also encourages growth
and development in participants’ capacity for
action, including direct and substantial collective
action that is well justified by the demands of local
conditions. circumstances, and consequences.

The Role of the Collective

Tne idea of the action research group is fypi-
cally credited to Lewin immediately after World
War 1, although it may be that Moreno pioneered
the practice a gengrstion garlier {Altrichter &
Gstettner, 1997, It was Lewin who argued the
potency of “group commitment” in bringing
apoui changes in social practices. In more recent
views of action research, the “collective” is seen a3
suppaorting theee important functions. Fiest, ot is
seen as an expression of the democratization of
scientific practice. Instead of deferring to the pro-
nouncements of professional experts, a local soi-
enfific community is established to use principles
of scientific inquiry to enhance and create richer
local understandings. We have referred to this
process as the “objectification of experience” Two
further voles of the collective are expressed in the
idea of the “disciplining of subjectivity) where
subjectivity refers to an affective aspect, the eme-
tional reactions of participants, and an aspect of
political agency (n the affective aspect of subjec-
tivity, the action research process creates oppor-
tunities for feelings 1o be made accessible and
explored. At the same time, it creates opportuni-
ties for the way in which people feel about their
situations (o be exarnined for deeper causes and
meanings and for perticipants to differentiate
serious and abiding concerns from transient or
peripheral reactions to immediate difficulties.
Again, this work is not simply the preserve of the
scientific or professional specialist group thera-
pist or facilitator; or: the contrary, in participatory
action research, it must be part of a social process
of transformation {of selves as well as situations)

that is comprehensible to participants, Participants
play a supportive role, but the collective has a dis-
ciplining function, welping fo clarify thinking and
providing a context where affect as well as cogri-
tive questions can be justified, People come to
realize that some feelings are superticial, misdi-
rected, unfalr, and overreactions. Other feelings
are focused, strengthened, and nurtered as they
are revealed, articulazed, thought through, and
reflected on. This is introspective in part, but its
aisn is refined action,

Political agency is a corolary of heightened
uncerstanding and motivation. As affect becomes
mehilized and orgarized, and as experience is
more clearly objectified and understood, both
knowledge and feeling become articulated and
disciplined by the collective towara prudent
action. Individual action is increasingly informed
anc. planned with the support and wisdom of
athers directly participating in related action ina
situation., The collective provides critical support
for the development of personal political agency
and critical mass for a commitment 10 change.
Through these interaciions, new torms of practi-
cal comsciousness emerge. [n other words, both
the action and research aspects of action research
reguive participation as well as the disciplining
effect of a collective,

The extension of action research collectives to
include “critical friends.” to huild alliances with
breader social movements, and to extend mem-
bership across institutional hierarchies has been
a way of enhancirg the anderstanding and politi-
cal efficacy of individuals and groups, However,
the problem of how to create the conditions of
learning for participants persists. People not only
are heraimed in by material institational condi-
tions, they frequently are trapped in institutional
discourses that chansel, deter, or muffle crivique.
How do we create {or re-create} new possibilities
for what Fzls Borda {1988 called vivéncia,
through the reviralization of the public sphere, and
alse promote decolonization of ffeworlds that
have become saturated with the bureaucratic dis-
courses, routinized practices, and institutional-
ized forms of social relationships characteristic of
social systems that see the world only through the
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prism of organization and not the human and
humane living of social lives? This is an issue that
we have now come to interpret through the notion
of public discourse in public spheres and the idea
of research as a social practice.

B Parrcieatory Acrion RESEARCH

ln our chapter on participatory action research for
the second edition of this Handbook, we outlined
five traditions in the study of practics. Ve argued
that research on practice is itseif a practice 2nd the:
fae practice of research on practice has historic-
ally taken, and continues to take, different furms,
Differen® practitioners of research on practice see
it more from the perspective of the imdividual
andfor the social and more from an “objective”
perspective andior a “subjective” perspective, They
use different research methods and techniques
that reflect these epistercological and ontological
choices, that is. cheices zbout what it means (o
kriow a practice {the epistemalogice! choice) and
about what 2 practice fs and thus how it manifests
[iself in reality (the ontological choice). If research
on practice Is methedologically defined. however,
researchers may obscure, even from themselves,
the epistemological and ontological choices that
underpin their choices of methods, As ways of
“seeing” practice, research methods both illuminate
and ohscure what the research and the reszarcher
car st A Ludwig Wittgenstein noticed, this may
involve a “conjuring trick” that obscures the very
thing we hoped to see:

How does the philosophical problem about mental
procesées and states and about behaviourisin arise?
Tae [t step 18 e one [at altogether escapes
netice, We la k of processes and states and feave their
nature undecided. Sometime perhaps wo shal know
more ahont them—we think, But thal is Just what
comumits us fo 2 particulacway of looking at the mat-
ter. bor we have ¢ definite concept of what it means
to Jearn o know 2 process betten (The decisive move-
ment in the conjuring frick bus been made, and it
was thevery one that we thought guite innocent. ) And
now the analogy which was to make us understand

cur thougsts {alls 1o pieces. So we have 1o deny the
pel uncomprehended process in the yet unexplored
mediwr. And now it locks as if we had demied men-
tal processes, And naturaly we don’t wanf 10 deny
them. { Witrgenstein, 1958, p. 103}

We conclude, therefore, that it i risky 1o proceed
iradiscussion of research on practice principally
fromt vesearch methods and techniques—risky
because the methods we choese may inadver-
tendly have “tommitted us 0 a particular way of
seeing the matter”

In our chapter in the second edition of this
Handbock, we depicted the relationships among
five. brnud traditions in the study of practive,
Table 23,1 summarizes these traditions.

We argued that these different approaches to
the study of practice involved differest Kinds of
relationships between the researcher and 1he
researched. Fssentiaily, we argued that“objective”
approaches tended to see practice from the per-
spective of an outsider in the third person; that
“subjective” approaches tended to ses practice
from the perspective of an insider n the second
person; and that the reflexive dialectical perspec-
tive of critical sacial science tended to see prac-
tice {rom the perspective of the ins'der group,
whose members Interconnected activities con-
stitute and reconstitute inelr own social prac-
tices, in the first person {vlural), This last
perspective on practice i§ the one tzken by
participant-researchers in participatory action
research.

In terms of these five aspects of practice and
the five traditions in the study of practice, it
seems to us thal a methadologically driven view
of participatory action research finds itself mired
‘n the assumptions about practice to which one
or another of the different traditions of research
an practice is commitied, Depending on which of
these seis of presuppositions it edoots, it may finc
itself uriable 1o approach {the study of) practice
in a sufficiently rich and multifaceted way, that is,
in tevms that recognize different aspects of prac-
tice and do justice to its social, historical, and
discursive construction.

If participatory action research is to explore
practice in terms of each of the five aspects
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Table 23.1.  Relationships Among Different Traditions in the Study of Practice
Both: Reflexive—dialectival
- wiew of mdividuat-social
Perspective The Individual The Sacia! relations and connections
Olijective (1) Practice as indivicual (25 Practice as social
behavion scen in o interaction {e.g., ritual,
of performances, events, | syslem-structuregy;
and effects: Behaviorist Structure-functionalist
and most cagniivist and social systems
approacnes In psychelogy | approaches
Subjective {3) Practice as ‘rientional | (4] Practice 2 socially
action, shayed by structured, shaped by
meaning and vahies: discourses, tradition:
Psychological verstenen Interpretive, aesthetic-
(empathetic Historical versiehen
understanding) and most | {encpathetic
constructivist approaches | understending) and
poststructuralist
approaches !
Roth: {31 Practice as socially and
Reflexive - dialectical historically constitured and
view ol subiective— as reconstituied by human
abjective relations agency and social action
and connections Critical methods; dialectical
analysis (multiple methods)
3

nutlined in our chaper in the second edition of
this Handbook, it will need to consider how
gifferent traditions in the study of practice, and
different research methods and techniques, can
provide sudtiple resources for the task. It must
also avoid acceptivg the asswmptions and -
tions of particular metheds and techniques, For
example, the participatory action researcher may
legitimately eschew the narrew empiricism of
those approaches that atiempt o construe prac-
tice entirely “objectively, as if i were possible 1o
exclude consideration of participants’ subjeciive
intentions, meanings, values, and interpretive cat-
egories from an understanding of practice or as
if it were possible to exclude consideration of the
‘rameworks of language, discourse, and rradition
by which people in different groups construe their
practices, It does not follow {ronvihis that quantita-
tive avoroaches are never relevant in participatory

action rescarch; on the contrary, they may be—
but without the constraints of empiricism and
objectivism that mary guantitative researchers
put on these methods and techniques. Indecd,
when quantitative researchers use questionnaires
to convert participants views inte nunerice!
data, they tacitly concede that practice cannot be
understood without taking participens® views
into account. Participatory researchers will ditfer
from one-sidedly quantitative researchers i the
ways in which they collect and use such data
because participatory action tesearchers will
regard them as crude approxmations of the ways
in which participants understand themselves and
not {(as empiricistic, objectivistic, quantitative
researchers may assert) as more rigorous (2.2,
valid, reliable) because they are scaled.

On the other hand, the participatory action
researcher wili differ from the ope-sidedly
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gualitative approach that asserts that action can be
uniderstood only from a qualitative perspective, for
exanple, through close clinical or phenomenslogi-
cal analysis of an individual’s views or close analy-
sis of the discourses and traditions that shape the
way in which a particuiar practice is understond by
participants, The participatory action researcher
will also want to explore how changing “ebjective”
circumstances {e.g,, performances, events, effects,
patterns of interaction, rules, roles, system func-
tioning} shape and are shaped by the “subjective”
conditinns of participants’ perspectives,

In our view, questions of research methods
shaulc not be regarded as unimportant, but {in
contrast with the methodologically driven view)
we would want to assert that what makes partici-
patory action research “research” is not the
machinery of research techniques but rather an
abiding concern with the relationships between
social and educational theory and practice. In
our view, before questions about what kinds of
research methods are anpropriate can be decided,
it is necessary (o decide what kinds of things
“practice” and “thecry” are, for only then can we
decide what kinds of data or evidence might be
velevant in describing practice and what kinds of
analyses might be relevant in interpreting and
evaluating people’s real practices in the real situa-
tions in which they work, On this view of partici-
patory action research, a central question is how
practices are to se understood “in the field) as &t
were, so that they become available for more sys-
temnatic theorizing, Having arrived at a general
view of what it means to understand (theorize)
practice in the Zeld, it hecomes possible to work
out what «inds of evidence, and hence what kinds
of research methods and techniques, might be
appropriate for advancing our understanding of
practice at any particular Xime,

The theoretical scheme depicted in Figure 23.2
takes a view of what theorizing a practive might
be like—lucating practice within frameworks
of participants” knowledge, in relation to social
structures, and in terms of social media. By adop-
ting a more encompassing view of practice like
the one outlined in Table 23.1, we may be able to

understand and theorize it more richly, and
in mere complex ways, so that powerful social
dynamics {€.g., the tensions and interconnections
between system and lifeworld [Habermas 1984,
1987b]} can be construed and reconstituted
through a critical socia! practice such as partici-
petory action research.

The participants it participatory acton
research understand practice from both its indi-
vidual and its social aspects and understand it
both ebjectively and subjectively. They view prac-
tice as constructed and reconstructed istorically
both in terms of the discourses ir. which practices
are described and understoed and in terms of
socialy and histerically constructed actions and
their conseguences. Morcover, they view practice
as constituted and reconstituted n Auman and
social action that projects a living past through
the lived present into a future where the people
involved and affected will live with the conse-
quences of actions taken.

This view of practice as profected through
history by action applies not only to the “first-
level” practices that are the obect and subject of
participants’ interests (e.g.. the practices of eco-
nomic life in a village aiming st community devel-
opment} dut also to the practice of research iiself,
Participants in participatory action research
uncerstand their research practices as meta-
practices that help to construct and reconstructthe
first-level practices they are investigating For
example, participants in a participatory action
research project on practices of community devel-
opment (the first-level practices) understand their
research practices as ameong the meta-practices
that shape their practices of community develop-
ment. Practices of management, administration,
and social integratien are also meta-practices
shaping their practices of community develop-
ment, However, unlike those other meta practices,
the meta-practice of participatory action research
is deliberately and systematically reflexive. It is
both cutwarcly directed and inwardly {aelf}
directed. It aims to change community develop-
ment practitioners, comumunity cevelopmert
practices, 2 the practice situations of community
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development threugh practices of research that
are also malleable and developmenal and that,
through collaborative processes of communica-
tion and learning, change the praciitioners, prac-
tices, and practice situations o the research. Like
other praciices, the practices of participatery
action resvarch sre projected through history by
action. They are meta-practices that aim to trans-
form the world so that other first-level transfor-
mations becotne possible. that is, cransivrmations
in people’s ways of thinking and talking, wavs of
doing things, and ways of relating to one another,
This view of research practices as specifically
located in time (history) and social space has
implications that are explored later in this
chapter. In the process of pacticipatory action
research, the same people are involved in two par-
allel, reflexively related sets of practices. On the
one hand, they are the practitioners of commu-
nity developrment (to use our earlier exarple) on
the other hand, they are the practitioners of the
meta-practice of participatory action resezrch,
They are boih practitioners and researchers in, say,
commuity development, the development of
pricnary health care, or school-community rela-
tions. They understand their research as “engaged
research” {Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992} through
which they, as researchers, aim 1w framsfore: prac-
tices of community devcopment, primary health
care, or school-community refations, But they
also nnderstand their research practices as con-
structed and oper: 1o reconstruction. They do not
regard the research process as the application of
fised and preformed research rechniques to the
particuiar “applied” problem with which they are
concerned, On the contrary, they regard their
research praciices as a matter of borrowing, con-
structing, and reconstructing research methods
and techniques to throw light on the nature,
processes, and consequences of the pariicular
object they are studying {whether community
development practives, primary health care prac-
tices, or practices of school-community relations),
And this means that participatory action researchers
are embarked on a process of transforming them-
selves as researchers, transforming their research

practices, and transforming the practice sentings of
their rescarch,

Irt our chapter in the second cdition of this
Handfook, we also argued Tor a view of rescarch
that we termed “symposivm research) that s,
research drawing on the multiple disciplinary
perspectives of different traditions in social science
theorizing and mudtiple research methods thar k-
minate different zspects of practices. We believe
that :his approach will increasingly come te charac-
terize participatory action research inquiries, That
15, we expect that as participatory action research
becomes maore sophisticated in its scope 2nd inten-
tions, it will draw on transdisciplinary “heuretical
resoeirces (€8, relevant psychological and sociolog-
ical theories} and multiple research methods and
techniques that will allow participant-researchers
0 gain insight inwo the formation ard ranstorma-
tion of their practices in context. For example, we
e¥pect to see more participatory action research
using research techriques characteristic of all tive
of the traditions depicted in 1able 23.1, These meth-
ods and techniques are presented i Table 23.2,

In the current edition of the Handbook, we
argue that the nature of the sodal relationships
irmolved in participatory action research-—and the
proper politics of participatory action research—
can be more deariy understood from the perspec-
tive of Habermass (1984, 1987a) theory of com-
smuntcative action and, in particular, his later
commeniary on the nature of the public sphere, a5
outlined in Between Facts and Norms (Habermas,
19496, chap. 8).

B Tuee Poumcs oF ParTicirarory
AcTion Resranc: COMMUNICATIVE
ACTION AND THE PURTIC SPHERE

Lzt his book Theory of Communicative Acrion, and
especially the second volume, Habermas (1984,
1987h) described communicative action as what
people do when they engage in communication of
a particular—and widespread—kind, with three
sarticalar features, It is communication in which
people consciously and deliberately aim
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Table 23.2. Me:bods and Technigues Characteristic of Different Approaches to the Studv of Prictice
Both: Reflextve-dinlecticai
view of mdividial-socia!

Perspecitve The tndividual The Soctad rebiitions and conpections
Uhjective 11 Practice a5 individual | {27 Practice as social

behavior: Quantitatve and | and systems behavion

corrclational-experimental | Quantitative and

methods; psychometric correlational - experimental

and observational methods; observational

fechniques, tests, and lecmigues, sodiomeirics.

interzction schedules systems amalysis, and

sacial ecology

Subjecrive (3) Pracice ns intentional | {4) Practce as socially

action: Qualitative ard struceured, shaped by

interpritive methods; duscnurses ang iradition:

clinical analysis, wlerview, | Qualitative, Interpretive,

gquestionnaire, diarics, and historical methods;

jouraals, self-report, and  discourse analysis and

irlrospection Ld;}s‘:umem analysis
RBaoth; (5] Practice as socially and

Refloxive-dialectical
view of subjective-
obicctive relatians
andd conpections

historically constitoted and
as reconstituted Dy human
agency wd social action:
Critical methods; dialectical
analysis {multiple methods)

1. toreach intersubjecrive agreemiont as a basis for

o

mutul understanding sc as to

3. reach an anfuorced consensus aboiit what tode In
the particular practical situation in which they
find themselves.

Communicative action is the kind of action
that people take when they interrupt what they
are doing {Kemmis, 1998) o asx lour particuiar
kinds of questions (the four validity claims}:

® ‘whether their understandings of what they are
doing muske sexse to them and to others {are
comprenctsthip)

m Whetherthese understandings are rree {ln L0e
sense of being arcusiste in accordance with what
elsc Is known)

w Whether these understandings are sincerely
et nnd stated (authentic)

w Whether these understandings are movafly right
and appropriafe unde- the circamsances in
which they find themselves

{nn Between Facts and Norms, Habermzs (1995
acded a fourth feature to the vriginal list of three
features of communicative action, He noticed
something obvious that previously had been
averlooked, namely that communicative action
also opens commmunicative space between praple,
He gave this fourth feature of communicatve
action special artemtion because he Considered
that opening pace for communicalive action pro-
duces two particular and simultaneous effects.
First, it builds sofidarity between the people who
open their understandings to one another In this
kind of communication. Second, it underwrites
the understandings and decisions tha: people reach
with fegitimacy, Ina world where communicatiors
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are frequently cynicai, and where peaple feel
alienated from public decisiors and even from the
political processes of their world, legitimacy is
hard-won, More important for cur purposes here,
however, Habermas’ argument is that legifomacy &5
guaranteed only through communicative action, that
is, when people are free to choose—authentically
and for themselves, individoally and in the con-
text of mutual parlicipation—-to decide for them-
selves the following

w What s comprebensinle to then (whether in fact
they understand what others are sayving}

® Whatis troe in the lpght of their own koowledge
{both their individual knowledge and the
shared knowledge represented tn the discourse
used by members)

® What participan:s themselves regard as sincerely
and trwthiully stated {individually ard in terms
of their jeint commitment to understanding)

B What participants thesselves regard as morally
=ight and appropriate in terms of therr individ-
ual ad mutaa! judgrment sbout what it is right,
vroper, and pradent to do under the circum-
stances in which they find themselves

What s projected here is not an ideal against
which actue]l communications and utterances
are to be judged; rather, it is something that
Habermas believes we normally take for granted
about utterances——unless they are deliberately
distorted or challenged. In ordinary speech, we
may or may not regard any particular uiterance
as suspect on the grounds of any or all of the four
validity claims; whether any particular utterance
will be regarded as suspect or needing closer c:it-
ical exemination will depend on “who s saying
what about what to whom in what context” On
the other hand, when we move into the mode of
commumicntive action, we acknowledge ar the
putset that we must strive for intersubjective
agreement, mutual understanding, and unforced
consensus about what te do in this particular sit-
uation because we alreadv xnow that one or all
four of the validity claims must be regarded as
problematic——by ws here and now, for our situa-
tign, and in relation to what to do in practice
about the matier at hand. That is, the validity

claims do not function merely as procedural iceals
for critiquing speech; they also function as bases
for, or underpinrings of, the substantive claims
we need to explore o reach mutua. agreerment,
understanding, and consensus about what o do
in the particular concrete situation in which a
particnlar group of people in a shared socially,
discursively, and Eistorically structured specific
comrnunicative space are deliberating together.

Wnat we notice here, to reiterate, is that the
process of recovering and critiquing validity
claims is not merely an abstract ideal or principle
but also an invocation of critique and crivical self-
awareness in concrefe and practical decision mak-
ing. In a situation where we are geruinely acting
collaboratively with others, and where practical
reason is genuinely called for, we are obliged, as it
were, to “retreat” to a meta-level of eritique—com-
nunicative action—because it is not self-eviden:
what should be done. Perhaps we simply do not
comprehend wher is heing talked about or we are
not sure that we understand it correctly, Perhaps
we are unsure of the truth or accuracy of the facts
on which our decisions might De based. Perhaps
we fear that deliberate deception or accidental
self-deceprion may iead us astray. Perhaps we are
not sure what it is morally right and appropriate to
do in this practical situation in which our actions
will, as always, be judged by their historical conse-
quences {and their differential consequences for
different people and groupsh In any of these cases,
we need 10 consicer how to approach the practical
decision befiore us, and we must gather our shared
understandings to do so, In such cases, we inter-
rupt what we are doing to move into the mode of
communicative aclion, ln some such cases, we
may also move info the sower, more concretely
practical, and more concretely critical mode of
participatory action research, aiming deliberately
and collaboratively te investigate the world in
order w0 transform it, as Fals Borda observed, and
to transtorm the world in order to investigate It
We take a problematic view of onr own action in
history and use oar action in history as a “probe”
with which 1o iovestigate reflexively our own
action and its place a8 cause and effect in the
unfoléing history of cur world,
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Participatory Action
Research and Communicative Space

In sur view, participatory action researolt opens
communicative space betweer. participants. The
process of participatory action research is one of
mutual inquiry aimed at reaching intersubiective
agreemnent, mutual understanding of a situation,
unforced consensus about what to do, and a sense
that what people achieve together will be legitfmaic
not only for themselves but alse for every reason-
able persen (a universal claim), Participatory
action research aims to creale circumstances in
which people can search tngether collaboratively
tor more comprehensible, true, authentic, and
morallv right and appropriate ways of tnder-
standing and acting in the world, It aims to create
circumstances in which coffabarative social action
i history 15 not justified by appeal w0 amtority
fand still less tn coerclve forcel; rather, as
Habermas put it it is justified hy the force of
vetter argurment.

To make these points is to notice three things
about the social relations engendered through
the process of action research, First, it I8 fo notice
thal certain relationships are appropriate in the
reseecht element of the term “participatory action
escarch” It 45 to aotice that the secial practice of
this kind of research is a practice directed deliber-
abely toward discovering, investigating, and attaining
irlersubjective agreement, murual understanding,
and unforced consensus ahout what to do. It is
aimed at testing, developing. and retesting zgree-
ments, undersiandings, and decisions against the
criteria of mutual comprehensibility, truth, truth-
fulness (e, sincerity, awhenticity), and moral
rightness and appropriateness. In our view, par-
ticipalary action research projects comununicative
action inie the field of action and the making of
fistory It does so in a deliberately critical and
reflexive ways that 18, it elms to change both our
unfolding history and oursclves s makers of our
unfolding history As Science, participatory action
research is nol to be understood as the kind of
science that gathers knowledge as a precursor to
and resource for controlling the unfolding of
events {the technical knowledge-constilutive

interest charactoristic of positivistic sogial
science |Habermas, 1972]). Nor is it to be under-
s:ood as the kind of science directed toward edu-
cating the person 1o be o wiser and more prudent
actor inas yet unspecified situations and circum:
stances (the practical knowledge-constitutive
intercst characteristic of hermeneuatics and
interpretive soclal scicnce [Haberras, 1972]).
Participatory action rescarch is to be nnderstood
as a collaborative practice of eritique, performed
i znd through a collzburative practice of research
that alims to change the researchers themselves 3
well as the social world they Inhadit (the emanci-
patory knowledge—constitutive interest charac-
teristic of critical socia’ science [Cary & Kennnis,
14980; Habermas, 197210

Second. jtis to notice that similar relationships
are appropriate in the acrion element ef participa-
oy gction research, It {s 1o notice that the dedi-
stons on which action is based must fiest hawe
withstood the tests of the research clement and
riust then withstand the tests of wisdom and
prudence—tha people are willing to, and indecd
can, seasonably live with the consequences of the
decisions they make, and the actions they fake,
and the actions that fellow from these decisions.
Thisis to notice that participatory action reésearch
penerates not only a collaborative sense of agency
but alsu a collaborative sense of tae legitimacy of
the decisions people make, and the actions they
take. together.

Third, 1t is to notice that partigpatory action
rescarch involves relationships of partfcipation o5
a contral and defining festure and notas a kind of
inscrumental or contingent valee tacked on to the
term. In many views of action research, including
some of vur earliest advocacies for it, the idea of
“participation” was thought to refer to an action
research group whose members had reached an
agreement 1o research and act together on some
shared topic er problem. This view caused us fo
think in terms of Vinsiders” and “outsiders™ to the
group and to the action research process. Such 2
view carries resonances of discussions of the role
of the avant-garde in making the vevolution, It
suggests that the actier. research group constitutes
itselt ugainst vstanlished zuthorities or ways of
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working, as if it were the role of the group w show
how things can and should be done better despite
the constraints and exigencies uf taken-for-granted
ways of doing things.

The idea of participation as centras to partici-
patory action research is oot so easily enclosed
and encapsulated, The notion of inciusion evoked
in participatory action research should not, in our
view, be regarded as static or {fixed. Partic patory
action research should, in principle, crewe <ir-
cumstances in whica all of those involved in and
affected by the processes of research ard action
{allof those izvolved in thought and action as well
as theory and practice} sbout the topic have a
right to speak and act in pransforming things
for the better. Tt 18 10 say thet, in the case of,
for example, a participatory action research pro-
iect about education, it is not only teachers whe
have the task of improving the social practices
of schooling but alse students anc many others
{e.g., parents, school communities, employers of
graduates). It is 1o say that, in projects concerned
with community development, not only lohby
groups of concerned citizens but also local gov-
ernment agencies and many others will nave a
share ir the consequences of actions taken and,
thus, & right 1o be heard in the termation of
programs of action.

n reality; of course, not all involved and
affected people will participate i any perticular
participatory aciion research project. Seme may
resist involverens, some might not be interested
because their commitmenss arg elsewhere, and
sore might not have the means to join and con-
tribute to the project as it unfolds, The point is
that a partivipatory action research project that
aims to transform existing wayvs of understand-
ing, existing social practices, and existing siua-
tions must alse transform other oeeple and
agencies who might not “naturally” be partic-
pants in the processes of duing the research and
taking action. fn principie, participatory action
research issues an invitation (o previously of natu-
rally uninvolved people. 25 well as a self-constituted
actim rescarch group, to participate in a common
process of communicative action jor iransformation.
Vot alt will aceept the invitation, but it is Incumbent

on those who do participate 1o take into account
those others’ understandings, perspectives, and
interests—aeven if the decision is to oppase them in
the service of a broeder public interest,

Participatory Actien Research and
the Critique of the “Social Macro-Subject”

As these comments suggest, participatory
action research does not—or necd not—valorize
a particular group as the carrier of legitimate
political action. [n his critique of the “social
macra-subject” in The Phipsophical Discourse
of Modernity and Between Fucts and Norms,
Habermas {19873, 1996) argued that politica
theory has frequently been lec astray by the netion
that a stale or an vrganization can be autonomous
and sell-regulating in sny clear sense. The cir-
cumstances of late modernity are such, he argued,
that it is steplistic and mistaken to imagine that
the machinery of government or management is
unified and capable of seifiregulation in any
simple sense of “self” Governmenis and the
machinery of government, and magagements and
the machinery of contemporary organizations,
are nowadays so complex, muitifaceted, and
{often} internally contradictory as “systems” that
they do not operzte in any autonomous way, let
alone in any way that could be reparded as seli-
regulating in relation to the publics they aim (o
govern o7 manage. They are not unified systems
but rather complex sets of subsystemns Laving
transactions of various kinds with one another
ecopomically (in the sicering medium of money})
and administratively (in the steering medium of
power). Between Facts and Norws is a critigue of
contemporary theories of law and government
that are based on concrere, historically outmoded
notions of governmentality that presume asingle,
more or less unitied body politic that is reguated
by law and & constitution. Such theorics presume
that governments can cncapsulate and impose
order o1 & sacial bady as a unified whole across
many dimensions of secial, pelitical, cultural, and
individual life or lives, Many of those who inhabit
the competing subsystems of contemporary
government and management in fact acknowledge
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shat no such simple steering is possible; on the
contrary, steering lakes place—1o the extent that
it can happen at all—hrough an [ndeterminate
array of cstablished practices, structures, systems
of irfiuence, bargaining, and coercive powers.

Tne same Is truc of perticipatory action
research groups. When they conveive of them-
seives as closed and self-regulating, they may lose
contact with social reality. In fact, participatory
action research groups are internally diverse, they
generally have no unified “center” or core from
which their power and anthority can emanate,
and they frequently have little capacity to achieve
their own ends if they must contend with the will
of other powers and orders. Moreover, participsa-
tory action research groups connect and interact
with various kinds of external people, groups, and
agencies. In terms of thought and action, and of
theary and practice, theyarise and act out of, and
back inte, the wider social reality that they aim to
transforim.

The most morally, practically, and politically
compelling view of participatory action research
is one that sees participatory action research as
a practice through which people can create ner-
works of cummunication, that is, sites for the prac-
tice of commrunicative action. [t offers the prospect
of opening communicative space in public spheres
of the kind that Habermas described. Based on
such a view, participatory action research aims to
engender practical critiques of existing states of
aftairs, the development of critical perspectives,
and the shared formation of emancipatory com-
mitments, that is, commitments o overcome dis-
torted ways of understanding the world, distorted
practices, and distorted sucial arrangements and
situations. {By “distortec” here, we mean under-
standings, practices, and situations whose conse-
quences are ursatisfying, ineffective, or urjust for
some or all of those invelved and affected }

Communicative Action
and Exploratory Action

Participatory action research creates a com-
municative space in which communicative action
is fostered among participants and in which

problems and issues can be frematized for critical
exploration aimed at evercoming felt dissatisfac-
tions {Fay, 1987}, irrationality, and injustice. &
also fosters a kind of plavfulness” about action—
what to do. At its best, it creates ppporturities for
participants to adept a thoughtful but aighly
expiorazory view of what to do, knowing that their
practice can and will be “corrected” in the light of
what they learn from their careful ohservation of
the processes and consequences of their action as
it unfolds. This seems to us to involve a 2ew kind
of understanding of the notion of communicative
action, It is not just “reflection” or “reflective prac-
tice” {e.g., as advocated by Schon, 1983, 1987,
1991) but also action taken with the principal
purpose of learning from experience by careful
chservation of its prucesses and consequences, It
15 deliberately designed as an exploration of ways
of doing things in this particular situation at this
particular historical moment. It s designed to be
exploratory action,

Participatory action research is scientibic and
reflective in the sense in which John Dewey
described “scientific method " Writing in Democracy
and Fducation, Dewey (1916) described the
essentials of reflection—and sclentific method—
as ‘ollows;

They are, first, -hat the pupi. bas a genuine situation

of experience——that thers be a continuous activity

in whict: he is interested Zor its cwn sake; secondly,
thet @ genuine problem develop within this situa-
tion as a stimulus o thought tivl that he possess
the information and make the observations needed
to deal with i3 fourth, that suggested solutions
secyr 20 him which he shall be responsible for
developing in an orderly way; ffth, thet he shall
have the opportunity and occasion to test his weas
by application, to make their meaning clear, and to
discover for himself their validizy. (p. 192)

For Dewey, experience and intefligent action
were linked in a oycle. Education, ke science was
to alm not just at filling the minds of stucents but
also at helping them to take their place in a demo-
cratic soclety ceaselessly reconstructing and
transforming the warld through action. Intelligem
action was diways experimental and exploratory,
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conducted with an eye to learning and as an
opportunity to learn from unfolding experience,

In our view, participatory action research is an
elaboration of this idea, It is exploratory action that
parallels end builds on the notion of communica-
tive gction, It does more than conduct 1ts reflection
in the rear-view mirres, as it were, looking back-
ward at what bas happened to learn from it It also
generates and conducts action in an exploratory
and experimental manner, with actions them-
selves standing as practical hypotheses or specu-
lutions to be tested as their consequences emerge
and unfold.

B ConsTrruTing PUBLIC SPHERFS rOR
Covmunicarive AcTioN THROUGH
Parriciparory AcTion RESEARCH

Bavnes (1995}, writing on Habermas anc. democ-
racy, quoted Habermas on the public sphere:

[Deliberative politics] s bound 1o the demanding
communicative presupoositions of political arenas
thar do ot coincide with the institutionalized will-
formation in parliamentary bodics but extend
eqqually 1o the political pablic sphere and o its cul-
tural centext and social basis. A deliberative prac-
tice of sell-determinztion can develop orly in the
inderplay Betweer, on the ore hand, the parlamen-
tary will-formation Instrtutioralized in legal proce-
dures and programumed 1o reach decisions and. on
the other, political epinion-building in informal
circles of paliticel comymunication, {p, 3163

Bavoes (1995) described Habermas's concep-
tualization of the “strong publics” of parliamen-
tarv and legal subsystems and the “weak publics”
of the “public sphere ranging from private associ-
ations to the mass media located ineivil society’
... |which] assume responsibility for identifying
and interpreting social problems” (pp. 216-217).
Baynes added that, in this connection, Habermas
“also describes the task of an opinion-forming
public sphere a5 that of laying siege to the for-
mally organized pelitical system by encireling 1
with reasons without, however. attempting to
overthrow or replace it (p. 217).

k1 practice, this has been the kind of task thar
mary action researchers, and especially partici-
patory action researchers, have set fur them-
selves—surronnding established institutions,
laws, policies, and administrative arrangements
{e.g.governmer: depariments) with reasons thay,
on the one hand, respond 1o comemporary crises
or problems experienced “in the field” {in civil
society} and, on the other, provide 2 rationale for
changing current structures, policies, practices,
procedures, or other arrangements that are
implicit in cavsing or maintaining these crises or
problems. In response to crises or problems expe-
rienced m particular places, participatory action
resedrciers are frequently involved in community
development projects and iniliatives of various
kinds, including comimunity education, comniu-
nity economic development, raising political con-
sciousness, and respording to “green” issues. In
one sense, they see themselves as oppositional,
that is, as protesting current structures snd func-
tions of economic and administrative systems, In
another sense, although sometimes they are con-
frontational in their tactics, they frequently aim
not to overthrow established authority or struc-
tures but rather to get them to fransform their
ways of working so that problems and crises can
be overcome. As Baynes observed, their aim is to
besiege authoritics with reasons and not 1o
destroy them. We might alse say, however, that
some of the reasons that participatory action
researchers crploy are the fruits of their practical
experience in maxing change. They create con-
crete contradictions between established or cur-
rent ways of doing things, on the one hard, and
alternative ways that are developed through their
investigations. They read and contrast the nature
and consequences of existing ways of doing
things with these alternative ways, aiming to show
that irrationalities, in‘ustices, and dissatisfactions
associated with the former can be overcome i
practice by the latter.

As we indicated earlier, the approach that par-
ticipatory action researchers take lo identified
problems or crises is Io conduct research; as a basis
‘or informing themselves and others about the
sroblems or crises and to explore ways in which
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the problamg or crises might be overcome. Their
stock in rade s communicative action both inter-
nally, by epening dislogue within the group of
researcher-parlicipants, and externaily, by opening
dialogue with the powers-that-be ahout the nature
of the problems or crises that pasticipants experi-
ence in their vwn lives and about ways of changing
social structures and practices fo ease o overcome
these problems or crises, Sometines advocates of
participatory action research (inciuding ourselves)
have misstated the nature of this oppositional
role—secing themselves as simply opposed to
establishcd authorities rather than as opposed to
particular strucrires or establishec practices. We
recognize that in our own earlier advocacies, the
language of “emancipation” was always ambigu-
ous, permitting or encouraging the idea that the
ernancipation we sought was from the struciores
and systems of the state itself rather than, or as
much as, emancipation trom the real objects of
cur critique—se.-deception, ideology, irrativnal-
ity, and/or injustice {as our more judictous for-
mlations described it),

Habermas's critique of the social macro-
subject suggests that our formyulation of the action
group a¢ a kind of avant-garde was always foo
wooden and rigid, It encouraged the notion that
there were “insiders” and "outsiders” and that the
insiders could be not only self-regulating and
relatively autonorous but alse effective in con-
fromiting & more or less unitary, selt-regulating, and
autonomaous State or existing avthoziry. Thavis, it
seemed fo presume an integrated {uncontlicted)
“rore” and an integrated (unconflicied) political
obitct to be changed as a consequence of the
investigations undertzken by the action group,
Inn reality, we saw action groups characterized by
contradictions, contests, and conflicts within that
were Interacting with contradictory, contested,
and conflict-ridden social structures without.
Alllances shilted and chasged both inside action
groups and in the relations of members with stroc-
tures and authorities in the wider social cortext of
which they were & part. Indeed, many participatory
action research projects came into exisience
beciiuse established structures and authorities
wanted to expiore possioilities for change in

existing ways of doing things, even though the new
ways would be ina contradiciory relationship wich
the usual ways of operating,

This way of understanding participetory action
research groups is more open-textured ard fluid
than our earlier advocacies suggested, In those
advocacies, we imagined activn groups as more
tightly knotted, better integrated, and more “solid”
than the way in which we see them now. Now we
recognize the more open znd fluid connections
between “members” of action groups and betweer
members and others in the wider social context in
which their investigations take place,

Public Spheres

11 Between Facls and Norms, Habermas {1996,
ciiap. 8} outlined the kinds of corditions under
which people can engage in communicativeaction
1 the contexts of sucial action and social move-
ments. He set out to describe the nature of what he
called public spheres. (Note that he did not refer
solely to “the public sphere]” which s an abstrac-
tion; rather. he referred 1o “public spheres.” which
are concrete and practical contexts for com
munication.) The public spheres that Habermes
had in niind are pof the kinds of communicative
spaces of most of our secial 2nd polivical commu-
nication, Communication in very many palitical
contexts {especially in the sense of reaipofitik) is
frequently distorted and disfigured by interest-
based bargaining, that 18, by people speaking
and acting in ways that are guided by their own
{self-) interests (even i they are shared political
interests) in the service of their own [shared)
szrticular goals and ends. We return (0 this in
our discussion of participatory action research
ard communicative space later,

From Habermass (1996, chap. 8) discussion
in Beoween Faces and Novms, we idemtified 10 key
features of public spheres as he defined them
In what follows, drawing on other recent work
{Kemmis, 2004; Kemmis & Brennan Kemmis.
2003}, we describic each of these features and then
briefly indicate how criticar participatory action
research projects might exemplify each feature.
From Kemmis and Brennan Kemmis (2003), we
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also present comments indicating how rwo kinds
of secizl action projects displayed some of the
characteristics of public discourses in public
spheres, that is, how participatory action reszarch
work can create more open and fluid relationships
than can the ciosed and somewhat mechanical
notions somelimes associated with action
research groups and methodelogically driven
characterizations of their work. To use this illus-
tration, it is necessary to give a brief introduction
to these examples, The first is an example of a
participatory activn research project in Yirrkala,
Australia, duing the late 1980s and 1990s, The
second Is en example of a large educational con-
gress held in the Argentine Republic in 2003,

Exampie 10 The Yirrkala Ganma Education
Profect. Durirg the late 1980s and 1990s, n the far
north of Australia in the community of Yirrkala,
North East Arnhem Land, Northern Territory, the
Yolngu indigenous people wanted to change their
schools.” They wanted 1o make their schools
more appropriate for Yolngu children. Mandawuy
Yunupirgu, then deputy prircipal at the school
and fater lead singer o the pop group Yothu Yindi,
wrote about the problem this way:

Yolngu children have difficulties i learning areas
of Balanda [white mans’ knowledge, This s not
because Yolngu cannot think, it is becatse the cur-
“iculum in the schools Is not relevant for Yolngu
children, and often these curriculur: dacuments
are developed by Balanda whe are ethnocentric in
treir values. The way that Balanda people have
izstitutionalised thei- way of living is through
maintaizing the social reproduction process where
children are sent to school and they are taught to do
things in a particular way. Often the things that they
learn favour [the interests of | the rich and power-
ful, because wher they leave school {and w o
work| the control af the workforce is in the hands of
the middle class and the upper class.

An appropriate curricalum for Yologu is one
that is located in the Anoriginal world which can
enable the chiidren to Cross.over into the Halanda
world. [It allows] for identification of bits of
Balanda knowledge that are consisient with the
Yolngu way of lezrning, (Yunupingy, 1991, p, 162)

The Yolngu teachers, together with other
teachers and with the help of their community,
began a jourrey of participatory action research.
Working together, they changed the white mans
world of schooling, Of course, somertimes there
were conflicts and disagreements, but they
worked through em ia the Yolngu way—toward
consensus. They had help but no money w con-
duct the'r research,

Their research was not research about schocls
and schooling in general; rather, their participa-
tory action research was about how schooling was
done in their schools. As Yonupinga (1991 put it,

So here is & fundamental difference compared with
traditional research about Yologu education We
start with Yoingu knowledge and work out what
comes from Yolngu minds as of central importance,
nut the other way |a_round. (pp. 102-103)

Throughout the process, the teachers were
guided by their own collaborative research into
their problems and practices. They gathered
stories from the old people, They gathered infor-
mation about how the school worked and did not
work for them. They made changes and watched
what happened. They thought carefully about the
consequences 07 the changes they made, anc then
they made still further changes on the basis of the
evidence they had athered.

Through their shared journey of participatory
action research, the school and the community
discovered how to limit the culturally corrosive
etfects 0 the white man’s way of schooling, and
thev learned to respect beth Yologu ways ard the
white man’s weys, At first, the teachers called the
new form of schooling "both ways education”
Later, drawing on a sacred story from their own
tradition, they called it "Ganma education”

Writing about his hopes for the Ganma rescarch
hat the community conducred to develop
*he ideas and practices of Ganma education,
Yunupingu {1991) observed,

I am hoping the Ganma research will become
critical educationsl research, that it will empower
Yologu. that it will emphasize emancipatory
aspects, and tha it will take 2 side—jus: as the
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Balanda research; has always taken a side but never
revested this, abways caiming (o be neuwal and
shiective. My alm m Canma i3 1o help, (o change, to
shift the balance of power

Ganma research is alse eritical in the processes
we Use. O eritical comumuanity of action researchers
warking together, reflecting, sharing, and thinking
includes impociant ¥olngu elders, the Sulngu actior
group [teaciwrs in the schaol’, Balanda teachers,
and 2 Balanda researcher 1o help with the process.
Of course, she is invelved wo; she cares about our
prablems, fand] she has a stake o finding solu-
tiang—rthis oo is different from the traditional role
of a researcher {p. 103} . ..

1tis. [ moust stress, important w locate Ganma in
our broader development plazs . . . in the overall
cansext ol Aboriginalisation 2ad control o which
Ganma st fit {30 104]

Together, the teachers and the community
found new ways in which to think about schouls
and schuoling, that is, new ways in which to think
about the work of teaching and lcarning and about
their community and its future, Their collabora-
tive participatory action rescarch changed not
only the schoal bat also the people themselves.

We pive a little more information about the
communicative relationships established in the
project as we describe 10 features of public
spheres as discussed by Habermas,

Example 2: The Cérdoba Educational Congress,
In Cctober 2003, serme 8,000 teachers gathered
in Cérdoba. Argentina, for the Congreso Inter-
nacional de Educacion (Congreso V Nacional y 1T
Internacional]” We want 1o show that the con-
gress opened a shared communicative space to
expiore the natere, conditions, and possibilitics
for change in the socia! realities of education in
Latin America. When participants opened this
communicative space, they created vpen-cyed
anc. open-minded social relationships in which
participants were jointly commirted to gaining a
critical and self-critical grasp on their sodial real-
ities and the possibilities &7 changing the educa-
tional practices of their schools and universities
and for overcoming the injustice, inequity, irra-
tionality, and suffering endemic in the societies in
which they live, Although we are not claiming thas

the case perfectly realizes the deal type of the
public sphere, it:seems to us that the participants
i the Cardoba conpress created the king of social
arena that is appropriately described as a public
sphere. Moreover, the congress 1y also to be uncer-
stooc as one of many key moments in a broad
social and edugationa: movement at which partic
tpaits reported on particular projects of differ-
ent kinds {many of them participatory action
resesrch projects), seeing these particular pro-
jects as contributions to the historical, social, and
solitical process of transforming education in
various countries in South America.

‘The 10 features of public spheres we men-
tioned earlier are as follows:

1. Public spheres are constituied g5 actual ner-
works of Commnnication amony actual partic
pants. We should net think of public spheres as
entitely abstract, that is, as if there were fust one
public sphere. In reality, there are many public
5ph£‘fcr$>

Understood in this way, participatory action
research groups and projects might be seen as
epen-textured networks established for commu-
nication and explozation of social problems or
issues and as having relationships with other net-
works and organizations in which members also
participate.

The Yirrkala Ganme project invelved a partic-
ular group of people in end aronnd the schools
ard comamunity at that time, It was 4 somewhat
flald group thaswas fucused on a group of indige-
nous teachers at the school together with commu-
nity elders and other communily members—
parents and others—and students at the schools.
It also involved nonindigenous teachers and core-
searchers who acted as critical triends to the
project, The network of actua. communications
amang these people constituted the project as &
public sphere.

The Cdrdoba cangress brought together some
8,000 teachers, sludents, education officials, and
mvited experts in various fields. Tor the 3 days
of the comgress, they constitited an overlapping
set of petwerks of communication that could
be regarded as a large but highly interconnected



Femmis & Mclaggart: Participatory Action Besearch @ 585

and thematized set of conversatons about
contemporary educational conditions and educa
tional practices in latin America. They were
exploring the question of how currert educational
practices and imstitutions continued to cortribute
ro gad reproduce inequitable social relations in
those coumtries and how transtormed educational
practices and Institutions might contribute fo
trapstorming those inequitable social conditions.

2. Public spheres are self-constifuted. They are
formed by people who get together ~oluntarily.
They are also relatively autonomous; that is, they
are outside formal systems such as the adminis-
trative systems of the state, They are also ouiside
the formal systems of influence that mediate
between civil society and the state such as the
organizations that represent particular interests

(e.g. a farmers’ lobby). They are composed of

people who want to explore particular problems
or issues, that is, around particular themes
for discossion. Communicative spaces or com-
munication networks organized as part of the
communicative apparstus of the economic or
administrative subsysterns of government or
business would not normally qualicy as public
spheres,

Participatory action research groups come into
existence around themes or topics thal partici-
pants want to investigate, and they make 2 shaved
commitment to collaborating in action and
research in the interests of transformation, They
constitule themselves as a gronp or project for the
purpose of mutual critical inquiry aimed at prac-
tical wansformatior of existing ways of coing
things {practicesfwork), existing understandings
{which guide them as prac-itioners/workers}, and
existing situations {practice settings/workplaces),

The Yirrkala Canma project was formed by
people who wanted to get together to work on
changing the schools in their community. They
participated voluntarily. They were relatively
autonomons in the sense that their acivities were
based in the schools but were not “owned” by the
schocls, and their activities were based in the
commmnity but wee not “owned” by any commu-
nity organization, The project was held together

by a common commitment to communication
and exploration of the possibilities for changing
the schoals to enact the Gamma (both ways)
vision of Yolngu schooling for Yolngu students
and communities.

People aticnded the Cérdoba congress volun-
tarily. Despite the nsual complex arrangements for
people to fund thetr attendance and sponsarship
of students ard others who could not afford e
attend {approximately 800 of the 8,000 attendees
teccived scholarships to subsidize their atten-
dancey, the congress remained autonomous of
particular schools. education systems, and states.
The administrative apparatus of the congress was
not “owned” by anv organization or state, although
its core administrative staff members were based
at the Dr. Algjandro Carbé Normal Schoal. The
congress was coordinated by a committee of edu-
cators based in Cérdoba and was advised dy ar
academic committer composed of people from
many significant Argentinean education organiza-
tions {e.g., the Provincial Teachers’ Union, univer-
sities, the Natlonal Academy of Scienees based in
Céndoba). Arguably, however, the structuring of
the congress as a selt-finaning econemic enter-
prise (us distinct from its connection with a
broader sucial and educational movement) jeop-
ardized tne extent 1o which it might properly be
described as a public sphere,

3. Public spheres frequently come into exis-
tence in response to legitimation dgfictis (hat is,
they frequently come into existence because poten
tial participants do not feel that existing laws, poli-
cies, practices, or situations are legitimate. In such
cases, participants do not feel that they would nec-
essarily have come 1o the decision to do things the
ways they are now being done. Their communi-
cation is aimed at exploring ways in which to
overcome These legitimation deficity by finding
alternative ways of dotng things “hat will attract
their informed consent and commitment.

Participatory action research groups and pro-
jects frequentlv come into existence hecavse
existing ways of working are regarded as lacking
leghtimacy In the sense that they do net {or oo
longer) command respect or because they cannot
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be reparded as authentic for participants, either
individually or collectively.

The Yirrkala Ganma project came info exis-
tence because of prolonged ard profound dissatis-
faciion with the nature and consequences of the
white man’s way of schooling for Yolngu students,
including the sense that current ways of deing
schooling were culturally corrosive for Yolngu
students and communities. As indicated earlier,
Yolzgu teachers and community members wanted
to find zlternative ways of schooling that would be
more inclusive, engaging, and ecabling for Yolngu
students and that would help to develop the com-
munity under Yolngu control,

The people attending the Cdrdoba congress
generally shared the view that current forms of
education in Latin America serve the interests of
a kind of society that does not meet the needs
of most cltizens, that is, that current forms of
schooling are not legitimate in terms of the inter-
ests of the majority of students and their families.
They waated to explore alternative ways of doing
educatinn that right better serve the interests
of the people of Latin America (hence the theme
for the congress, “Education; A Commitment With
the Nation™).

4, Public spheres are constituted for comp-
nicative action and for public discourse. Useally
they involve face-to-face communication, but
they could be constituted in other ways (e.g., via
c-mail, via the World Wide Web). Public discourse
in public spheres has a simiar orientation to
communicative actior in that it is oriented toward
intersubjective agreement, mutual understand-
ing, and unforced consensus about what to do,
Thus, communicative spaces organized for essen-
tially instrumental or functional purposes—to
commard, to influence, to exercise controfl over
things—would not ordinarily qualify as public
spheres.

Participatory action research projects and
groups constitude themselves for conmunication
ariented “oward infersubjective agreement,
mutual understanding, and untorced consensus
about what to do. They create communication
networks aimied at achievirg communicative

action and al projeciing comunuatcative action
into practical inguiries aimed at transformation
of social practices, practitioners’ understandings
of their practices, and the situations and circum-
stances mn which they practice.

The Yierkala Ganma project was created with
the principal aim of creating a shared commu-
nicative space in which people conld think, talk,
and act together openly and with a commimen
to making a difference in the way in which school-
ing was enacted in their community. Communi-
cations i, the project were mostly face-to-face,
but there was also much written communicatior
as people worked ou various ideas and subproj-
ects within the overall framework of the Ganma
project, They spent many hours in reaching inter-
subjective agreement o the ideas tat framed
their thinking abouteducation, in reaching murual
understanding about the conveptual framework in
which their current sitnation was to be under-
stond anc about the Ganma conceptual frame-
work that would help to guide their thinking as
they developed new forms of schooling, and in
determining ways in which te move forward
based on unforced consensus abont how 10 pro-
ceed, Although it might appear that they had an
instrumental approach and a clear goal in
mind—the development of an improved form of
schooling—it should be emphasized that their
task was nut merely instrumental. It was not
instrumental becausg they had no clear idea at the

eginning about what form this new kind of
schooling would take; both thelr goal and the
mieans to achieve it needed to be oritically devel-
oped through their communicative action and
public discourse,

In the Cordoba congress, people came togetner
1o explore ways of conceptualizing a reconstructed
view of schooling and education for Latin America
at tals eritical rooment in the history of many of
its nations. The point of the congress was to shae
ideas shout how the current situztion should be
understood and how it was formed and to con-
sider ideas, issues, obstacies, and possible ways in
which to move forward toward forms of education
and schooling that might, on the one hard, over-
core some of the problems of the pastand, on the
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ather, help to shape forms of education and
schooling that would be more appropriate to the
changed world ef the oresent and future.
Participants at the congress presented and debated
tdeas; they explored social, cultural, political, edu-
cational, and economic problems and issues; they
considered the achievements of programs and
approzches that offered alterrative “solutions” to
these problems and issues; and they aimed 1o
reach critically informed views about how educa-
tion and schooling might be wransformed to over-
come the problems and address the issues they
identified in the scnse that they aimec to reach
practical Cecisions about what saighi be done in
their own settings when participants -eturned
home from the congress.

5. Public spheres aim to be inchusive. To the
gxtent thal communication among participants
is exciusive, doubt may arise as to whether a
sphere is in tact 2 “public” sphere. Public spheres
are attermpis o create communicative spaces that
include not oniy the perties most cbviously
interested in and aftected by decisions but also
peaple and groups peripheral to {or routinely
excluded from) discussions in relation to the
topics arcund which they form. Thus, essentially
private or privileged groups, organizations,
and communicative networks do wor qualify as
public spheres,

Participatory action research projects and
groups aim to incude not only practitioners (e g,
teachers, community development workers) but
alse others involved in and affecied by their prac-
tices {e.g., students, families, chients),

The Yirrkala Ganma project aimed 1o include
as many of the people who were (anc are)
iwolved in and affected by schooling in the com-
mnity as was possible. It reached out From the
school to involve the community and community
elders, it included nonindigenous teachers as well
as indigenous teachers, and it invelved shudents
and their families as well as teachers In the
school, It was not exclusive in the sense that its
assertion of Yelngu control exchuded Balanda
{nonindigerous) people; still, it invited Balanda
weachers, advisers, and others to join the common

commitment of Yolngu people v their search for
improved forms of education and scheoling that
would meet the needs and aspirations of Yolngu
people and their communities more geovinely,

The Cdérdoba congress aimed to be broadly
inclusive. It was a congress that was described by
its coordinator, Maria Nieves Diaz Carballo, as “by
teachers for teachers™; nevertheless, it included
many others invorved in and atfected by educa-
tion and scaooling in Latin America—sindents,
education officials, invited experts, represenia-
tives of 2 range of governmemt and nongovern-
men: organizations, and others, [t aimed 1o
include all of these different Kinds of people as
friends and contributors 10 & common cause—
creating new forms ef education and schooling
hetter suited to the needs of the present and
future in Latin America and the world.

6. As part af their inclusive character, public
spheres fend to involve communication in ondi-
nary fanguage. In public spheres, people delibey-
ately seck to brezk down the barmers and
hierarchies fermed by the use of specialist dis-
courses anc the modes of address characteristic
of bureaucracies that presume a ranking of the
importance of speakers and what they say in
terms of their positional authorizy {or lack
thereot). Public spheres also tend to have only
the weekest of distinctions between insiders and
outsiders (they have relatively permeable bound-
aries and changing “memberships”) and between
peaple who zre relatively disinterested and those
whose {self- yinterests are significantly affected by
the topics under discussion. Thus, the commu-
aicative apparatuses of many government and
business organizations, and of organizations that
zely on the specialist expertise of some partici-
parts for their operations, do net ordinarily qual-
ify as public spheres.

While drewing on the resources and discourses
of theory and policy in tkeir investigations, partic-
‘patory action researchers aim to achieve mutual
comprehension and create discourse communities
that allow 2.1 participants to have a voice and play
a par: in reaching consensus about what 10 de. By
necessty, they use language that all can use rather
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than relving on the specialis: discourses of socia:
science that might exclode some from the shared
task of understanding and transforming shared
everyday lives and a shared lifeworld.

in the Yirrkala Gannwa project, much of the
communicatior. about the project not enly was in
ordinary _anguage hut was alse conducted in the
larguage of the community, that s, Yolngu-matha
This not only was a deliberate shift from the lan-
guage in which Balanda schooling was usually
discussed in the community {English and some
specialist educational discourse! but also was a
shift to engage and use the conceptoal frameworis
o e cormmunity and Yolngu culture. On the other
hand, the modes of address of the Yolngu culture
require sespect for ¢lders and specialist forms
of language for “inside” matters (secret/sacred.
for the mitiated) versus “outside” matters {secular,
for the uninttiated}, so mary discussions of the
Garma conceptual framework requived partici-
panis to respect these distinctions and the levels of
initiation of speakers and hearers.

At the Cordoba congress, meany speakers used
soeciglist ¢ducationa. {and cther) discourses to
discuss their work or ideas, but much of the dis-
cussion took place in language that was deliber-
stely intended 1o be inclusive and engagivg for
participants, that is, to share iceas and open up
participants for cebate without assuming that
hearers were fluent in specialist discourses for
understanding either the seciopelitical context
of cducation in Latin America or the technical
aspects of contemporary ecucation in Latin
American countries, More particularly, the lan-
guages used at the congress, including transla-
tions fram English and Poruguese, were inclusive
Secause they were directed specifically toward
fostering the shared commitment of participants
about the need for chiange and the obstacles and
possibiiities ahead if participants wanted 1o join
the shared project of reconstructing education in
Argentina and elsewhese, Specialist discourses
were used to deal with specific topics (e.g., in phi-
losophy, in social theory, w curriculum), but the
conversations about those “opics soon shifted
register to ensure that deas were accessible to
any interested participants.

7. Public spheres oresuppose commumicative
frezdom. In public spheres. participants are fres to
accupy {or ol occupy) the particular discursive
roles of speaker, listener, and observer, and they
are free to withdraw from the communicative
space of the discussion, Participation and non-
participation are voluntary, Thus, communicative
spaces and networks generally characterized by
obiigations or duties 1o lead, follow, direct, obey,
remain silent, or remain outside the group could
si0f be characterized as public spheres,

Participatory action research projects and
groups constitute themselves to “open commu-
nicative space” amaong participants. They consti-
tute themselves to give participants the right and
opportunity to speak and be heard, to lister, or to
walx away from the project o group. Concrary to
some of our earlier views, they are not closed and
self-referential groups in which participants are
{or can be} bound to seme "party Jine” in the
sense of a “rorrect” way of seeing things, Moreover,
they constitute themselves deliberately for critical
and seff-eritical conversation and decision mak-
ing that aims to open up existing ways of saving
and seeing things, that is, to play with the rele-
tionships between the aciual and the possible.

in the Yirrkala Ganma project, participants
were free to occupy the diffierent roles of speaker,
listener, and observer or to withdraw from discus-
sions. In any particuler discussion, some may have
eccupied one or another of these roles to a greate
extent, but over the life of the praject, people gen-
erally occupied the range of theSe mnles ar one
timie or enother. As indicated carlier, some people
cominued to oceupy privileged positions as
speakers {e.g., on maiters of inside knowledge).
but they alse occupied roles as listeners in many
other situations, responding with their specialist
knowledge whenever and wherever it was appro-
priate ta do 50, In gereral, nowever, the prolonged
discussions and debates ahout giving form 1 the
idea of the Ganma (both ways) curriculum was
corducted in ways that enabled participants to
gather a shared sense of what it was and could be
and how 1t might be rea.ized in practice, The dis-
cussions were consistently open and critical i the
sense that all participants wanted te reach shared
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understandings and agreements about the
limitations of Balanda education for Yolngu
children and communities and about the possi-
bilities for realizing a different and improved
forra of education for Yolngu chidren and cheir
COMIMUDIY.

The Cdrdoba congress engendered conditions
of communicative freedom. Although the con-
gress program and timetable privileged particu-
lar participants as speakers at particular times,
the vast conversation of the congress, within and
outside its formal sessions and in both formal and
informal communication, presupposed the free-
dom of participants to speak in, Bisten Lo, ohserve,
and withdraw from particalar discussions.
Conversations were open and cnitical, inviiing
participants to explore ideas and possibilities for
cherge together

8. The communicative networks of public
spheres generate commmmmicative power; thatls, the
positions and viewpoints developed through dis-
cussion will command the respect of participants
s0t by virtee of obligatior. but rather by the power
of mutval understapding anc consensus, Thus,
communication in public spheres creates legiti-
cucy in the strongest sense, that is, the sharec
belief among participants that they freely and
suthentically consent @ the decisions they reach,
Thus, systems of command or influgnce, where
decisions are formed on the basis of obedience or
self-interests, would nef ordinarily qualify as
pubiic spheres.

Participatory zctivn resgarch projects and
groups allow participants to develop voderstanc-
ings of, reasons for, and shared commitment to
transformed ways of doing things. They encourage
exploration and investigation of social practices,
understandings, and situations. By the very act of
doing so, they generate more authertic under-
stendirgs among participants and a shared sense
of the iegitimacy of the decisions they make.

Over the life of the Yirrkala Ganma project,
and in the continuing work arising from it, partic-
‘pants developed the strongest sense that the new
way of thinking about education anc schooling
thar they were developing was timely, appropriate,

true to teir circumstances, and generative for
Yolngu children and their community. They were
clearly conscious that their shared viewpoint, as
well as their conceptual framework, contrasted
markedly with taken-for-granted assumptions
and presuppositions about schooling in Australia,
rcluding many taken-for-granted (Balandz) ideas
abont indigerous education. The communicative
sower developed through the project sustained
participacts in thelr commitment to these new
ways of schuvoling despite the occasional resis-
ances thev experienced when the Northern
Territory ecucation authorities found that comrmu-
nity proposals were counter w0, 07 exceptions to,
usual ways of operating in the sysrem. (It &2 a trib-
ute to many ponindigenous people in the Northern
Territory who worked with Yirrkala Community
Schools and the assoclated Homelands Centre
Schouls taat they generally took a constructive
and supportive view of the communitys pro-
posals even wher the proposals fell outside
establisned practice. The nbvious and deep com-
mitmert of the Yolngu teachers and communiry
1o the tasks of the project, the support of credible
externd coresearciiers, and the long-term nature
of the project encouraged many ronindigensus
systerm stafl members to give the project "tne
benefit oF s doubt™ as an educational project
that had the possibility to succeec In indigenous
education where many previous proposals and
plans developed by nonindigenous people had
failed.)

The Cdrdoba congress was infused by a grow-
ing sense of shared conviction and shared com-
mitment about the need and possibilities for
vhange in educatior in Argentina and elsewhere
i Latin America, On the other hand, the impetus
and momentum of the developing sensc of shared
conviction may have heen moze fragile and tran-
sitory becasse the congress was fust a few days
lang (aithough building on the momertum from
previeus congresses and other work that pe ticipants
wee doing toward the same transformative ends}.
Seen against the broader sweep of education and
educational change in education in Latin Avpenica,
however, it is clear that the congress was drawing
on, refreshing, and redirecting long-standing
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reserves of critical educational progressivism in
the hearts, minds, and work of many people who
attendled.

The shared conviction that new ways of work-
ingin education are necessary gencrated z power-
ful and nearly tangible sense of sefidarity among
participants in the congress—a powerful and
lasting shared commitment to pursuirg the direc-
tions suggested by the discussions and debates
in which they had participated. It also generated
an ecduring sense of the fegitimacy of decisions
made by participants in the light of shared explo-
ration of their situations, shared deliberation, and
shared decision making,

9, Public spheres do not affect social systems
{e.g, governmert, administration} directly; their
impact on systems is indirect, In public spheres,
participants zim to change the climate of debate,
the ways in which things are theught abour and
how situations are understood, They sl to gener
ate a sense that alterpative ways of doing things are
possible and feasible and to show that some
of these zternative ways actually work or that the
new ways do indeed resolve problems, overcome
dissatisfactions, or address issues. Groups orga-
nized primarily to pursue the particular interests of
particuiar groups by direct intervention with gov-
ernment or administrative svstems would not ordi-
narily quatify as public spheres. Simiarly, groups
organized in ways that usually serve the par:icular
interests of particular groups, even though this
may happen in a concealed or “accidental” way (as
frequently happens with news media}, do not ondi-
narily qualify as public spheres.

Participatory action research proiects and
groups rarely have the power to legisiate or com-
pel change, even amorng their own membéers. It is
only by the force of better argument, transmitted
to authorities who must decide for Ciemselves
what to do, that they influence existing structures
and procedures. They frequently establish them-
selves, and zre permitted to establish them-
selves, at the margins of those structores and
procedures, that is, in spaces constituted for
exploration znd investigétion and for tryirg
out alternative ways of doing things. They are

frequently listened to because they have heen
deliberately allowed to explore this marginal
space, with the tacit understanding that what
they learn may be of benefit to others and
to existing systems and structures, Although they
may understand themselves as oppesitional or
even “ontlaw” (in a metaphorical sense), they are
frequently acting with the kuoowledge and
encouragement of institutional authorities who
recognize that changes might be needed,

As already indicated, the Yirkala Ganma
project was based in the schools but was not an
afficial project of the school system or education
svstem, and it was based in the community
but was not an efficial project of any community
organization, The scheuls and the Northern
Terrilory ecucation system, as weil as varicus
comnunity organizations, knew of the existence
of the project and were generally supportive. The
work of the project was net an improvement ar
development project undertaken by any of these
organizations, nor did the project “speak” directly
to these organizations from within the functions
and aperations of the systems as systems. On the
contrary, the project aimed to change the way in
which these systems and organizations tiought
about and organized education in the comranity,
In particular, it aimed to change the conceptual
frameworks and discourses in which Yolngu
education was understood and the activities that
constituted il In a sense, the transformations pro-
duced by the project were initially “tolerated” by
these systems and nrganizations as exceptions tu
usual ways of operating. Over time, througn the
indirect influence of showing that aiternative
ways of doing things could work, the sysiems
began to accept them-—even though the alterna-
tive ways were at odds with prectice elsewhere,
The project changed the climate of discussion and
the nature of the discourse about what constitutes
good education for Yolngu chiidren and commu-
nities. Because similar experiments were going on
elsewherr around Austra.ia {e.g., with the invove-
mient of s1aff members trom Deakin University,
the University of Melbourpe, and Batchelor
College), there was a sense within education
systems that the rew experiment should be
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permitted 10 proceed in the hope (Increasingly
tulfilled} that the new wayvs of working might
prove to be more effective in indigencus schools
in indigenous communities where education had
frequently preduced less satisfactory outcomes
than in nonindigenous schouls and for non-
indigenous students and communities. In a vari-
ety of small but significans ways, education
systems began to accept the discourses of “both
ways” education {reaiized differercly in different
slaces) and 1o encounrage different practices of
“both ways” education in indigenous communi-
ties and schools with large enrollments of indige-
nous siudents.

The Cérdoba congress operated outside the
functional frameworks of education and state
systerms and aimed to change the wavs in which
education and schooling were undersiood and
practiced indirectly rather than directly. No state
agency sponsor comtrolled the congress; as
indicated earlier, it is a congress created and
maintained by its organizers “by teachers for
teachers.” On the other hand, state officials {e.g.,
the mmister of education for <he Province of
Cérdoba |Amelia Lopez], the Argentinean federal
minister of education  [Daniel  Filmus!)
addressed the congress and encouraged partia-
pants in their efforts to think freshly aboul the
educational problems and issues being con-
fronted in schools and in Argentinz. The size,
success, and generativity of previous congresses
was well known (E1e 2003 congress was the fifth
mational congress and third international com-
gress held in Cérdoba), and it 13 reasonable to
assume that representatives of the state would
want 1o endorse the congress even if some of the
ideas and practices being debated and developed
by participants were at the periphery of, or gven
contary 1o, staze initiatives in education and
schooling. Of course it is also true thet many of
the ideas and practices discussed o) the congress,
such as those concerned with social justice in
education, were generally in the splti of state ini-
tiatives, although most congress participants
appeared to take an actively sng constructively
critical view of the forms and consequences of
contemporary state initiatives in schooling,

10. Public spheres frequently arise in practice
throngh, ur in relation to, Ure communication net-
works associated with sorial movements, that s,
where Voluntary groupings of participants arise
in response to a legitimation deficit or a shared
sense that a social probleny has arisen and needs
to be addressed. Nevertheless, the public spheres
created by some organizations (e.g. Amnesty
International] can be lang-standing and well
organized and can involve notions of (paid) mem-
bership and shared objectives. On the other hand,
many organizations (e.g,, political parties, private
interest groups) do sof ordinarily qualify as
public spheres for reasons already outlined
in relation to other items on this list and also
because they are part of the social order rather
than social movements.

Participatory action research groups and pro-
jects often arise in relation to broad social move-
ments such as the women's mmovement, the green
movement, peace movements, the cvil rights
movement, and other movements for socizl trans-
formation. They frequently arise to explore alter-
native ways of doing thirgs in settings where the
impact of those movements is otherwise urclear
or unceriain {e.z. n the conduct of teaching and
lzarning in schools, in the conduct of social wel-
tare by family and social welfare agencies, in the
conduct of catchment management by groups of
landholders ). Thev draw on the resowrces of those
soctal movements and feed back inte the broader
movements, both in terms of the general political
potency of the movements and in terms of under-
standing how the objectives and methods of those
movements play out in the particular kinds of sit-
vations and setlings (e.g., village life, schooling,
welfare practice; being investigated,

As some of the statements of Yunupingu
{1991} quoted earlier suggest, the Yirrkala Ganma
profect was an expression of several importam
comtemporary indigerous social movements in
Australia, particularly the land rights movement,
“he movemnent for Aboriginal self-determinacion
and control, and (for Australians generally) the
movement for reconciliation between indigenous
and nonindigencus Australians. Arguably, some
of the ideas developed in the Ganma project have
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had a far wider currency than might have been
expected, for example, through the songs and
music of Yonupingu's pop group, Yothu Yindi,
which have rescluely and consistently advocated
mutual recognition and respect between indige-
nous and nonindigerous Austraiians and have edu-
ceted and encouraged nonindigenous Australians
to uncerstand and respect indigenous people,
knowledge, communities, and cultures. The
Ganma project was a manifestabor of these
indigenous rights movements at the local level
and in the particular setting of schools and was
alse a powerful intellectusl contribution 1o shap-
ing the wider movements. O the one hand, the
project named and cxplained wavs in which
schooling was culturally corrosive for indigenbus
peoples; on the other hand, it showed that it was
nassible to create and give rational justifications
of alternative, cuiturally supportive ways of doing
schooling and education for indigenous people
and in indigepous communities.

I the Cordoba congress, these was a strong
sense of connection to a broad social movement
for change in Lakin American education and suci-
eties. Endemic corruption, ill-comsidered eco-
nomic adventures, antidemocratic practices, the
denial of huroan rights, and entrenched social
inequity in 2 mumber of Latin American countries
were opposed and critigued by many progressive
people, including many teachers and educatien
professionals, and there was (and is) a hunger for
alternative forms of education that might prevent
the tragic inheritance of previous rezimes (eg.,
escalating nativnal debt, fiscal ¢rises, impoverish-
ment, the collapse of services) from being passed
on o rsing generations of stadents and citizens,
The negative/critica, and positive/constructive
aspects of the education movement represented
in and by the congress are connected fo a wider
social mavement for change, but they are also a
particular and speaific source of inteilectual, cul-
tural, social, political, and economic ideas and
practices that make a distinctive contribution to
the shape and dynamics of the wider movement.
The congress iself is now something of 2 rallying
point for progressive and oritical teachers and
education professionals, but it remains deter-
minedly and politely independent of the state and

commercial sponsors that might seek to exercise
control over or through it, s organizers are con-
vinced that their best chance o change the
climate of thinking about education and society is
ta rerair independent of the state machinery of
sacial order and te strive enly for an indirect rele
in change by having a diffuse role in changing
things “bv the force of detter argument” rather
than siriving 1o create change through the admin-
istrative power available through the machinery
of the state or {worse} through any kind of ccer-
cive force, The congress also expressed, not only
in its written materials bul also i its climate and
culture, & profound sense of passion, hope, anc
jov; participants clearly regard it a8 an opportue
nity 1o celebrate possibiliies and achievements in
creating new forms of education aimed at making
{a:d speaking and writing into existence) a better
future,

These 10 features of public spheres describe a
space for social inferaction in which people sirive
for intersubjective agreement, mutual under-
standing, and unforced consensus about what o
do and in which legitimacy arises. These are the
conditions ander which participants regarc deci-
sions, perspectives, and points of view reached
in upen discussivn as compelling for—and even
binding on——themselves. Such conditions are
very different from many other forms of com-
municalion, for example, the kind of functicnal
comnunication characteristic of social sysrems
{which aims to achieve particular ends by the
qost efficient means) and most inferest-based
bargaining {which aims to maximize or optimize
selt-interests rether than to make the best and
riost appropriate decision for 2l concerned),

These conditivns are enes under which practi-
cal reasoning and exploratory action by 4 com-
munity of practice are possible—theorizing,
research, and collective action aimed at changing
practices, understandings of practices, and the
settings and situations in which practice occurs,
They are conditions under which a loose affilia-
tion of people can gather to address a common
theme based on contemporary problems o
issues, aiming to inform themselves about the
core practical question of “what is to be done?”in
relasion to the formation and transformation of
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practice, practitioners, and the settings in which
practice occurs & particular times and in partic-
ular places.

As already suggestea, such commumties of
practice sometimes come jnto existence when
advocacy groups believe that problems or issues
arise in relation W a program, policy, or practice
and that change is needed. An example would
be the kind of collaboration that occurs when 2
group of mental health service clients moeet with
mental health service providers and professionals
te cxplere ways in which to improve mental health
service delivery at a particular site. Another exam-
ple would be the projeet wark of groups of
teachers and students who conducr participatory
action rescarch investigations into problems and
wssues 0 schooling. Another would be the kind
of citizens’ action campaign that sometimes
emerges in relation to issues of community well-
heing and development or environmental or
public heaith issues. This approach to the trans-
fermation of practice understands that changing
practices is net just a matier of changing the ideas
ef practitioners alone; it also is 8 matier of chang-
ing the sacial, culiural, discursive, and material
conditions under which the practice accurs,
including charging the ideas and actions of those
who are the clients of professional practices and
the ideas and actions of the wider community
involved in and aftected by the practice. This
approach to changing practice, through tostering
punlic discourse in public spheres, is also the
anproach to evaluation advocated by Niemi and
Kemmis {19991 under the rubric of “tommunica-
tive evaluation” {sec also Ryan, 2003},

B Myris, MISINTERPRETATIONS,
AND MisTakES REVISIT=D

In the light of the Habermasian notions of system
and fifewortd {explored in our chapier in the sec-
ond edition of this Handbock), the eritique of the
social mucto-subject, and the notionyof public spheres
developed in Herween Facts gnd Norms, we can
throw new light on the myths, misinterpretations,
and mistakes about critical participatory action
rescarch identified carlier in this chapter. The

fullowing comments present & necessarily Drief
summary of some of the ways in which our
anderstandings of these topics have evolved
during recent years.

Empowerment

In the light of the Habermasian theary of
systemy and liteworld, we came to understand
the notion of empowerment neither solely in fife-
warld terms {in torms of the lifewerld processes
of cultural, social, and personal reproduction and
transformation and their cficcts) nor selely in
svsieins terms {in terms of changing systems
structares or functivning or through effects
produced by the steering media of money and
administrative power of organizations and insti-
tutions). Exploring practices, our understardings
of them, and the scttings in which we worked
from both lifeworld and system perspectives gave
us richer critical insight into how processes of
social formation and transformation ocour in the
contexts of particular projects, Incroasingly, we
came to understand empowerment not onlv as a
lifeworld process of cultural, social, and persenal
developrment and transformation but alsa a5
implying that protagonists experienced them-
selves as working both in and against system
structures and functions to produce effects
intended o be read in changed systems structures
and functioning. From this sterecoscopic view.
system structures and functions are ret only
sources of corstraint but alse sources of possibil-
ity, and lifeworld processes of cultural, sodial, and
personal reproduction and transformation ang
not only sources of possibility but alse sources of
constraint on change. Thus, in real-world settings
inevitably consrructed by both, the notien of
empowcrment plays across the conceptual boun-
dary between lteworld and system, and it now
seems likely that one would say that ermpower-
ment had vecurred only when transformations
were evident in both lifewerld and system aspects
of a situation,

In the light of Habermas’s critique of the social
macro-subject, we moreasingly recognized that the
netion of empowerment is ot e be understud
solely in terms of dlosed organizations achieving



554 m HANDBOOK OF QUALITATIVE RESFARCE—CHADTLER 23

self-regu'ation {bw analogy with the sovereignty
of states} as a process of achieving autonomy and
self-determination, whether at the level of mdi-
vicual selves or at the level of some collective
{understood as 1 macro-"self™}. It turng cut that
acither individual actors nor states can be entirely
and conerently autoromous and sef-regulating,
Their parts do not form unified and coherent
wholes bot rather must he understood in terms of
notions such as difference, contradiction, and
condlict as muth as unity, coherence, and inde-
pendence. In the face of internal and external dif-
ferentiation, periaps ideas such as dialogue,
interdependence and complementarity are the
positives for which one might hooe, Despite its
rhetorica: power and its apparent political neces-
sity, the concept of empowerment does not in
reality produce autonorious and independent
seli-regulation; rather, it produces only a capacity
for individuals, groups, and states 1o interac
more coberently with une anotier in the ceaseless
processes of social reprocuction and ransfor-
mation. AT its best, it rames a process 11 which
peaple, proups, and states engage one another
more authentically and with greater recognition
and respect ‘or difference m making decisions
that they will regard as legitinate because they
have participated in them openly and freely, mere
venuinely committed o mutual understanding,
intersubjoctive agreement, and consensus about
what to do.

[n the light of Habermas’s commentary on the
public sphere, the basis for empowérment is not
1o be ungerstoed in terms of activism justified by
‘deological position teking: rather, the basis for
empowerment is the communicative power Cevel-
cped in public spheres throngh communicative
action and public discourse, On this view, the aim
of empowerment is rational and st decisions
and actions that will De regarded as legitimate by
tnose involved and affecied.

The Role of the Facilitator

In the light of the Habermasian theory ol
system and lifeworle, we cae o understand tha:
facilitation is not s be understood solely in

systemn terms as a specialized role with specialized
functions, nor 1 it 1o be undersiood solely in e
world terms as a process of promating the repro-
duction and ‘ransformation of cultures, soclal
relationships, end 1dentities. Instead, it is 1o De
understeod as a process 1o be critically explored
{rom both perspectives, The question of fzcilita-
tion usually arises when there is an asymmetrical
relationship of knowledge or power between 2
person expecting or expected o do “facilitarion”
and people expecting or expected 1o be “facli-
tated” in the process of deing a projett. R is naive
to believe that such asymmetries will disappear;
sometimes help ix neeced. At the same time, i
must be recognized that fiose asymmetries can
be troublesome and that there is little solace in the
idea that they can be made “safe” because the
facilitator aims'to be “neutral” On the other hand,
it is nalve to believe that the person who is asked
for heip, or 10 be g facilitator, will be an entirely
“equal” coparticipant along with ethers, as if the
difference were invisible, Indeed, the facilitazer
can be a coparticipant, but one with some special
expertise that may be heiptul to the group in s
endeavors. The theory of system and lfeworld
alows us to sce the doubleness of the role in
terms of a specialist roie and functions in critical
tersion with processes of cultural, social, and
personal reproduction and transformation that
aspire w0 achieving self-expression, self-realization,
and self-deteriiination (recognizing that the
individual or collective sel? in each case is not 2
urified, coherent, atonomous, responsible, and
independent whole entirely capable of self-regu-
lation}. The stersoscopic view afforded by the
theory of system and lifeworld provides concep-
tual resources for critical enactment and evalua-
tion of the role of the facilitator in practice.

In the light of Habermas’s critique of the social
macro-subject, we no longer understand the
peaple involved in collaborative participatory
action research projecis as a dosed group with »
fixed membersnip; rather, we understand them as
an open aad inclusive network in which the facil-
ilator can be a coatributing coparticipan:, albeit
with particular knowledge or expertise thar can be
of help to the group. Moreover, at differert times,
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different participmiis in some groups can and do
take the facilitator role in relation to different
parts of the action being underfaken and in
relation 1 the participatery action research
PrOCESS,

[n the light of Habermas’s commentary on the
public sphete, the facilitator should not be under-
stood as an external agent oftering technical guid-
ance 1w members of an action group but rather
shoule be understood ag someone aiming to
establish or support a collaborative enterprise in
which people can enpage in exploratory action
as participants in a public sphere constituted for
communicative action and public discourse in
response to legitimation deficits.

The Research~Action Dualism

In tae light of the Habermasian theory of
system and ifeworld, action in participatory
action research should not be understood as
separated from research in 2 technical division
of labor mirrored in = social division of labor
between participants and researchers. Instead,
research and action converge v communicative
action aimed at pracrical and critical decisions
about what to do in the extended torm of explo-
ratory aciion, that is, practices of action and
tesearch jointly projected through history by
action. Equaly, however, we do not understand
the research and action elements of participatory
action research as the “natural” realization of the
lifeworld processes of culiurdl; social, and per-
soral reproduction and transformation. In partic-
ipatory action research, systems categories of
structure, Tunciions, goals, roles, and rules are rel-
evant when 2 group works en a “project” {imply-
g some measure of rational-purposive or
strategic action). Here again, participarory action
research crosses and recrosses the conceptual
beoandaries between system and lifeworld aspects
of the life of the project, and the stereoscopic view
afforded by the theory of system and lifeworld
offers critical resources for exploring and evaluat-
g the exient 1o which the project might become
neching but a rational-purposive project and
the extent to which it risks cissolving inte the

Hieworld processes of the group condecring it
Both the research element and the actlon clement
of the project have systemn and lifeworld aspects,
and both elements are candidates for critica] explo-
ration and evaluation from the perspectives of
system and lifeworld. Indeed, we might now con-
clude that it i5 the commitment to conducting this
critique, it relation to the action, the research, end
the relationship between them, that is the hall-
mark of critical participatory action research,

in the light of Habermass coridgue of the
social macro-subject, research and action are fo
be undersiood not in terms of steering functions
for au individual or for a desed group {e.g, 1o
steer the group by exercising administrative
power) but rather as mutually constitutive
processes thal create affiliations and collabora-
tive action among people involved in and affected
by particular kincs of decisions and actions.

(n the light of Labermas’s commentary on
the public sphere, research and action are io be
umderstood not assepacwe fimctions but rather es
different moments in a unified process o struggle
characteristic of social movements—struggles
zgainst irrationality, injustice, and umsatisfying
secial conditions and ways of ife (s unification of
rescarch for action that recalls the insight that all
social movements are also educational move-
ments). In the light of Habermagks {1996, chan. 8)
description of the public sphere in Berween Facts
and Norms, we now conclude that the impulse to
undertake participatory action research is an
impulse to subject praclice—social action-—to
deliberate and continuing critique by making
action deliberately exploratory and arvanging
things so that it will be possible to learn from
what happens and to make the process of learning
a eollective process to be pursued through public
discourse in a public sphere constituted for that
purpose,

The Role of the Collective

In the light of the Habermasian theory of
system and lifeworld, the collective s gat 1o be
understood gither salely in systems terms, as an
organization or nstitution, or sololy in lifeworld
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terms, as a social group constituted in face-to-face
social relationships, Instead, it must be critically
explored from Jboth perspectives and as consti-
tuted by processes associated with each {on the
systemns sider steering media; on the lifeworld
side: cubtural reproduction acd transformation,
social reproduction and transformation, and the
furmatien and transformation of individuoal
identities and capabilities).

in the light of Habermass critique of the
soctal macro-subject, the collective should be
understood not as a closed group with fixed
membership—a coherent, unified, autonomous,
independent, and self-regularing whole—bur
rather as internally diverse, differentiated, and
sumetimes nconsistent and contradictory. Nor
does a participatory action research group stand
in the position of an avant-garde in relation to
other people and groups in the setting in which
the research occurs, but it retains its connections
with those others, just as it retains responsibility
for the consequences of ifs actions as they are
experienced in those wider communities in which
they take place,

Iy the hight of Habermas’s commentary on the
public sphere, the collective formed by a partici-
patary action rescarch project should be under-
stood not as a closed and exclusive group
constituted to perform the particular organiva-
tional roles and functions associated with a pro-
ject but rather as an open and inclusive space
constituted w0 create corditions of communica-
thve freedom and, thus, to create communicalive
action and pubiic discourse aimed at addressing
problems end issucs of irrationality, injustice, und
dissatisfaction experienced by particular groups
at particular times, In our view, some of the most
interesting participatory action research projects
are these directly connected with wider social
movements {e.g.. green issues; issues of peace,
race, or gender], but it should not go unnoticed
that many participatory action reseanch projects
constitute themselves o ways that are very like
social movements in relation 1o local issues,
although often with wider ramifications, for
example, by addressing issues abount the effects of
hyperrationalization of practices in local settings

that frequently have much more widespread
relevance, For example, around the world there
are hundzeds—probably thousands—of different
kinds of action research projects being conducted
by teachers to explore the potential and Imitations
of various inmovative forms of teaching and learn-
ing that address the alienating effects of state reg-
ulation of curriculum, teaching, and assessment
at every level of schooling The multiplication of
such projects suggests that there is a soclal move
ment urder way aimed a1 recovering or evitaliz-
ing education in the face of the very widespread
colonization of the lifeworld of teaching and
learning by the imperatives of increasingly mus-
cular and intrusive administrative systoms regu-
lating and controlling the processes of schooling.
These projects in cducation are paralleled by
similar action rescarch projects in welfare,
health, community development, and other
ficlds, Taken iogether, despite their differences,
they make an elpquent statement of refusal and
recunsiruerion in the face of a version of corpo-
rate and public administration hat places the
imperative of institutional control above the
moral and substantive imperatives and virtues
traditicnally associated with the pracrice of <hese

professions.

B ReiMaGINING CRITICAL
ParTic zarory ACTION RESEARCH

The view of eritical participatoryaction research we
have advanced in this chapter is somewhat diferent
from the view of it that we held in the pest. Two
decades ago, our primary zim was o envisage and
enact a well-justified form of research o be
conducted by feachers and other professional prac-
titioners into their own practices, their understand-
ings of their practices, and the situations in which
they practiced. Despite our critique of established
ways of thinking about social and educational
research, certain remnant elernents of conventional
nerceptions of research continued 1o survive in the
forms of research we advocated, for example, ideas
about theory, knowledge, and the centrality of the
researcher in the advancement of knowledge.
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Two decades age, we noped for advances in
theory through action research that would some-
how be similar to the kinds of theory convention-
ally produced or extended in the social and
educational research of tha: time. We expected
that practitioners would also develop and extend
their own theories of education, but we were per-
haps less clear about what the nature and form
of those theories would be, We had admired
Lawrence Stenhouse’s definition of rescarch as
“systematic enquiry made public” (Stenhouse,
1975} but had given less thunght to how those
theories might emerge In a Hierature of practi-
tioner research. Now we have a clearer icea that
sametimes the theories that motivate, guide, and
inform practitioners’ action are frequently in the
form of collective understondings that elude easy
codification in the forns convertionally used n
learned journats and books. They accumulate 'n
conversations, archives of evidence, and the
shared knowledge of conmmnmities of practice.

Two decades ago. although we had regarded
"knowledge” as & problematic category and had

distinguished between the private knowledge of
individuals and the collective knowlédge of

research fields and traditions, we probably valued
the knowledge outcomes of research over the
practical outcomes of participant research—the
effects of participant research in changing social
and educational practices, understandings of
those practices, and e situations and settings of
practice. Now we have a clearer idea that ke out-
comes of participatory action reseacch are wriiten
in historigs—the histories of practitioners, com-
munities, the people with whom they interact,
and {again) communities of practice. And we see
that the sutcomes of participatory action research
are Lo De read in terms of histosical consequences
for participants and others involved and affected
by the action people have taken, judged not only
against the criterion of truth but alsuv 2gainst the
criteriz. of wisdon and prudence, that is, whether
people were hetter off in terms of the cunse-
quences they cxperienced, We can ask whether
their understandings of their situations are less
frrational {or ideologically skewed} than before,
whether their action is less unproductive and

unsatisfying for those involved, or whether the
sucia, relations between people in the situation
are less inequitable or unjust than before, The
nroduct of participatory action research is not
just knowledge but alse different histories than
might have existed if participants had not inter-
vened to transform their practices, understand-
ings, and situations and, thus, trarsformed the
histories that otherwise seemed likely 1o come
into being. We look for the products of participa-
tory action research in eolfective action and the
making and remaking of collective histories,

Two decades ago, we were excited by participa-
tory research that connected with sodal move-
ments and made changes in particular kinds of
professional practices {e.g., nursing, ecucation,
community development, welfare), but we were
less awzre than we are now that this kind of
engageruent with social movements is a two-way
street. Social moverients can be expressed and
realized in the settings of professional pracice
{e.g., the powerful connections made hetween the
womer's moverent and health or education or
between green issues and education or commu-
aity development), bur social movemerts also
take strength and directien from participatory
studies that explore and critically investigate
issues in the particular contexts of different kinds
of social practices. Social movements set agendas
around the broad themes that are their focus, but
studies of particular practices and local settings
also show how differently those bread themes
must be understood in terms of issues identified
in in-depth local investigations. Now we have &
clearer understanding not only that participatory
action rescarch expresses the spirit of its time In
terms of giving life to social movernents in local
settings of 1 relation fo particular themes {ag.,
gender, indigenpus rights) but also that local
investigations into Tocally felt dissatisfactions,
disquiets, or concerns alse open up themes of
broader interest, sometimes linking to existing
social mevements but also bringing into existence
rew movemerts for transformation in profes-
sional fields and in the civil life of communities.
Now, in judging the long-term success of partici-
patory action research prejects, we are more likely
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to ask about the extent to which ~hey have fed
collective capacities for transformation locally and
n the widening sphere of social life locally,
regionally, nationally, and even internationally,
as a8 happened in the bistory of participatory
action research as it has contributed to the devel-
opmert of peopie’s coltective commmunicative power,

Moat particularly, two decades ago we val-
urized the researcher. According to conventional
views of research, rescarchers were the people at
the center of the research act—heroes in the quiet
adventures of building knowledge and theory. We
encouraged participant research that would make
“ordinary” practitioners lecal heroes of knowl-
edge building and theory building and collabora-
tive research that would make heroic teams of
researching praciitioners who produced new
understandings in their corimunities and com-
munities of practice. Increasingly, in those Gays,
we saw rescarch “vellectives” as key activist
groups that would make and change Listory
We continue to advocate this view of participatory
researcn as making  history by making
exploratury changes, Now, however, cur critiques
of the research-action dualism, and our changing
views of the facilitator and the research collective,
encourgge us to belleve that eritical participatory
action research needs animatenrs but that it also
thrives in public spheres in which people can take
a variety of roles as researchers, questioners,
interlocutors, and interested observers. And If we
“eject the heroic view of history as being “made”
by individuals—great men or great women—
then we must see the real transiurmations of
history as transformations made by ordinary
people working together in the light of emerging
themes, issues, and problems {(eg. via social
movements). We now see 2 central task of partic-
ipatory action rescarch as including widening
groups of people in the task of making their own
hisloty, often in e face of established ways of
deing things and often w overcome problems
caused by living with the consequences of the
histories others rmake for us—often the conse-
quences of new ways of doing things that were
intended o improve things but that turned out to
have unexpected, unanticipated, and untoward

consecuences for those whom the new weys were
intended to help, As we hope we have shown,
Habermas's description of public discourse in
public spheres gives us another way in which
w0 think about who can do “research” and what
sesearch might be like if it is conceptua’ized as
exploratory action aimed at nurturing and feed-
ing public discourse in public spheres, Now we are
less inclined to think in terms of heroes of knowd-
edge building or even of heroes of history mak-
ing: we are more inclined to think in terms of
peaple working together to develop a greater col-
lective capacity to change the circumstances of
their cwn lives in terms of colfective capacity
budlding.

Now, more so than Two decades agn, we are
excited by notions of collective understanding,
collective research, comrmunicative power, and
collective capacity. We are interested in describ-
ing and identifying conditions under which
peusle can investigate their own professional
fields or community circomstanees o develop
comrrunicative power and strengthen their col-
.ective capacity. In “projects” and movements
aimed at collective vapacity building, we see
people securing uew ways of working on the
hasis of collective commupment. We see them
achieving new ways of working and new wavs of
being that have legitimacy because their deci-
sions are made in conditicns like those we
described in the last section-—the conditions of
public discourse in public spheres. Now, more so
than two decadesago, we see participatory action
research as a process of sustained collecrive defib-
eration coupled with sustained collective investi-
gation of a topic, a problem, an issue, 4 concern,
ot a theme that allows people to explore possibil-
ities in action, judging them by their conse-
guences 1 history and moving with & measure
of tentativeness and prudence {in some cases
with great courage in the face of vielence and
coercion} but also with the support that comes
with sefidarity.

Thiz account of what we now value as out-
comes a:xl consequences of participatory action
research —well-justified and agreed-on cellective
action thar reduces the world’s stack of irrationality,
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injustice, inequity, dissatisfaction, and unproduc-

the kind of justification for much social and edu-
cational resezrch, Perhaps more modestly, trat
research makes few claims to changing history for
the better and promises enly improved knowl-
edge and theories that sy contribuze to dearer
anderstanding and improved policy and practice,
That s not necessarily the way @18 used, of
course; sometimes “scientific” theories or find-
ings are used to ustify social programs, policies,
and practices of breathtaking feolbardiness. Our
advocacy of critical participatory research is
intended partly as an aetidote to such feolhardi-
riess but also to lnsist, Inan age of hyperrational-
ity and the technolegization of everything, the:
people can still, gaps and riiscues notwithstand-
g, have a hape of knewing what they are doing
and doing what they think {s right and, more par-
ricularly, doing less of what they think will have
untoward consequences for themselves and
oters, Perhaps this is to teke (oo “activist” a view
of participatory action research and to give up
or. the copventional understanding that people
should wals for experts and theorists to teil them
what will work boste—what will be best for them,

In 1957, in the Journal of Educational Secielogy:
Harold Hodgxinson presented a critique of action
research that he regarded as “s symptom of the
times in which we live” (Hodgkinson, 1957,
p. 152}, Agairst Arthur Foshay, whont he quoted
as saying, “Cooperative action research is an
approach to makmg what we do consistent with
what we believe” (which we would argue fails 1o
acknowledge the power of action research to put
our ideas o the test and correct what we believel,
Hadgkinsen retorted,

This is simply not se. Actien research merely
tocuses astention on the doing and eliminates inost
of the necessity [or believing, We are living in a
“dolng” age, and action research allows people e
priviiege of “duing” something. This method could
easily become an end i tseln {p, 133)

Focgkinson {1957} believed that action
research would produce “eachers who spend much
of their time measuring and figuring, plaving

with what Dylan Thomas would call ‘easy hohby
gaines for little engincers™ {p. 153}, Tle held out
for the great scientific generalizations. based on
sound cmpirical and statistical methods that
wiuld provide a secure scientific hasis for what
teachers could or should do.

Those other approaches w rescarch have pro-
duced some justifications for improved ways of
working in education, social work, community
development, and other spheres of social action.
They will comtinue to do so. But they will abways
creaie a problem of putting the scientist as
“expert” inthe position of mediator, that is, med-
ating between the knowledgerand action and the
theory and practice of practitioners and ordinary
people. They will always create disjunctinns
between what scientific corimunities and pelicy-
makers believe 1o be prudent courses of action
and the courses of action that people would {and
will) choose for themselves, knowing the conse-
quences of their actions and practices for 1heé
people with whom they work, For two decades, we
have insisted. that pretitioners’ inierpretive caie-
gories {notjust dow they think abowt their work
but alse how they think abouat theiy world) mast
be tzken into account i deciding what, when,
whether, and how research should be conducted
into professivnal practice and community lile.
Critical participatory action rescarch is an exores-
sion of this impulse, 2nd it has proved. in hun-
dreds of studies, to be a means by which people
have transformed their worlds. Sometimes, per-
haps, things have morturaed out for the better, but
many times people have concluded that thelr par-
ticipatory action rescarch work has changed their
circumstances for the better and avoided unto-
ward consequences that they otherwise would
have had to endure. This has been trac in rebuild-
ing edicatien in South Africa, in literecy cam-
paigns in Nicaragua, in developments in nursing
practice in Australia, in improving classroom
teaching in the United Kingdom, in commurity
develupmgnt in The I’hi]fppi:lﬁs, in farms 0
Sri Lanka, In community governance in India,
ir improving water supplies 17 Bangladesh and in
husdreds of other settings around the world. These
are not “casy-nobby games for little ergineers) as
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Hodgkinson might have it, hur rather matters
of great human and social significance. These
people might not have changed the world, but
they have changed their worlds, Is that not the
same thing? They might not have changed every-
thing everywhere, but they have improved things
for particular people in particuiar places and in
many other places where their stories have tray-
eled. We do pot think that it is too immodest an
aspiration to judge participatory action research
in terms of historica! tonsctuences. Indeed, per-
haps we tudge too puch sooal and educational
science agzinst too low a bar, We are wsed to
expecting tou little help from i, and our expecta-
tions have been met, Under such circumstances,
we believe, people would be wise to conduct their
own research into their own practices and situa-
tions. Under such cireumsiances, there continues
0 be 2 need for critical participatory action
esearch.

B Notis
The quetation s from page 334 of the German

edition of Hadermas's (19924) Fakrizinlt und Gelrung
{Retween Factsand Nevmms )

2. Thigdescription 15 adapred from Kempus and
Brinpes Kemmis (20037

3. This descniption s adapted from Kemimis
{2004},
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