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Action　Research　im　Human－Environment　Studies

Chad　W’alker（伽細引’v8柳）．

　　　　Thi．s　paper　describes　’the　proeess　of　action　research　as　a　new　“pa．　rt．　icipatory　paradigm’”　of　social　research　and

discusses　how　its．principles　c鋤be　applied．to．　the　field．of　hu勉an－environme賑t　studies．，．　and　in　particular　the

8ub－field　of　com．munity．　studies．　The鍬st　sect：ion　defines　actiou　research　and　iロtroduces　a　typology　of　its　main

types　of　inquiry．　The・second　section　cQmpares　and　contrasts　the　panicipatory　paradigm　to　t．he　traditiQnal　paradigm

of　sQcial　science　re．searc．　h．　and　the　third　section　discusses　recent　attem．pts　’to　incorporate　the　cc　ncepts　of　the・　action

，resear．　ch　part／icipatory　paradigm　into　the　fie］　d　of　huniaT．）．　一environmental　s・tudies　and．　suggests　changes　tha．　t．　should．　be

n　ade　in．　our　thinking　if　we　are　to　truly　realize　・a　partic．　ipatory　paradigm　in　the　field．

Keyvvords： Acti・Qn　Research，　Community，　HUman－EnvirQnm．　ent　Studies，　Participatory　Paradigm

IJntroduction

　　　　The　broad．　field　known　as　human．environment　stUclies・

includes　a　wide　variety　of　academic　dis．　ciplines　and

perspectives・，　includi／ng　architecture，　environmenta1

．psychology，　sociology，　atithropology．　and　cqmmunity　stud．　．ies．．

Sorne　of　these　disciplines　’have　longtstanding　histories　and

traditions　of　research，　whiie　・others．　have・　no　such　traditions

and　thus’tend　to　borrow　and　emulate　other　disciplines　as　they

develop．　Fer　example，　it　is　not　uncommon　for　researchers

with　backgrounds　in　d．　esign，　architecture，　environmental

psycholo．　gy，　or　sociology　to．　contribure・　to　the　more　’recent

discipline　of　community　studies’　〈see　S，anoff，　1984　and　1990i

飴rdesign；．Wates＆Knevitt，1987，　for　architecture；A1ロnan

＆　Wandersman，　1987，　for　environmentaJ．　psychology　and

sociology；　a’　nd　see　below　for　further　discussion　on　commu．．nity

studie＄），　ln　such　cases，　it　naturally　／follows　that　the

established　methQds．　and　pτoced町es　fbr．the　researcher’s

respective　fi・eld　of　training　wi，11　b．　e　followed．　However，　from

rhe　perspective　of　such　recent　disciplines　like　community

studies，　are　tradit．ional　methods　aJ．　id　prQcedures　that　have

evolved　through　other　disciplines　truly　the　best　way　to　go

about　pranning　and　conducting　research？　This’paper　exam・ines

the　nature．　of　communjty　studies　as　a　unique　endeavQr　that

requires　both　participation　within　and　understanding　of　the

communities　involved　in　the　research　project　and　suggests　the

action　r．　esearch　paradigm　as　a　more　productive　and　successful

way　of　conducting　res．　earch　fQr　the　purpos．e　of　realizing　the

potential　for　long‘一term　change　in　communiti’es．

Basic　Definitions　of　Action　Research

　　　　There　is　’not　one　agreed　upon　definition　of　“action

駕se訂ch：ノ’The　te㎜was．originally　coined．in　English　by　social

p：sychologist　K順Lewin　（1946＞，　who　desc曲ed　it　as

proceedhlg．　h玉aspiral　of　steps，　each　of　which　is　composed　of

plann．iロ9，1》ct三ag，　observing，　and．evaluating．　the　result　of　the

action　perf6rmed．　Central　to．Lewiゴs　idea：is．　the：cyc1．ical

nature．of血e　resea』rch　process，　f（）r　he　recognized廿1at　reaI

social　situations　are．　complex　and　th．at　therefbre　it　is

impossible　to　anticipate　befbrehand　all　that　needs　to　be　done．

Thus，　the　cyc．1e　of　ac口on　andτeflection　was．included　to　allo．w

負）rchanges　in　p1．ans　fbr　actio：n　as．　group　members　leamed

from　the．ir　experiences．　lt．　was．K：urt　Lewin．曲。　brought．social

expe亘．Inents　Ito　a　n¢；w　Ievel　by　designing　them　to　achieve　a

speciflc　social　outcome，　aud　he　is．credited　as　tbe　originatQr　of

some　well－known　phr訊ses　in．the　action　research　field，　such　as

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　コ

The　be．st　way　to　u．nderstand　something．1s　to　tτy　to　change

it，”and“Nothing　is　as　pracUcal　as　a　good　theory．”

　　　　According　to　McTaggart　（1997），　who　prefers　the　’terrn

“participatory　action　research．　，”　the．　process　ef　action　research

begins　with　a．general　・idea　among　a　group　of　people　that　some

kind　of．　iinprovement　or　change　is　desirable，　Next，　in・order　to

decide　where　to　begin．　makin．　g　such　’improvements，　the　group

，identifies・　an　area　’where　the　．members　perceive　problems　of

mutual　concern．　The　group　then　decides　・to　work　together　on

that　“’thematic　concern．”　As　he　Summarizes，　“actiQn　re＄earch

，is　the　way　in　Which　groups　of　people　ca．　n　organ／ize　t．he

conditions　under　which　they　can　learn　from，their　own

experience　and　make　th．　．i＄．　experience　aecessible　to　others．”

　　　　Stat・ed　most　succinctly，　however，　the　two　words　rqfer’　’to

tl　e　com．　bination　of　th．　ee　elements：　research，，　actipn，　and

panicip．atien．　’That　i／s，　action　research　seeks　to　generate．
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knowledge　claims　for　the　express　purpose　of　raking　action　to

promote　social　change　and　social　analysis．　Further，　it　aims　tO

increase　the　ability　of　the　members　of　a　particular　community

or　organizatio皿to．control　their　own　dest血ies　and　to　k：eep

improving　their　capac．　ity　to　do　so　（Greenwood　＆　Levin．，

1998）．

Tbe　Major　Types　and　C血aracteris伽of　Ac伽皿ResearC血

　　　　Just　as　there　is　no／　singl・e　definition　of　action　research，

there　afe　also　a　number　of　types　of　action　research，　each

depending　largely　on　the　respective　assumptions　and

expectations　of　the　participants　regarding　the　re・search　project，

the　sogial　and　political　relationships　among　the　panicipants，

and　the　de，gree　of　collaborati，on　and　the　natufe　of　the

participation　・（Wortley，　2000）．　That　is，　the　power

．relationships　surrounding　the　panicipants　aire　what　determine

the　type　of，action　research．　Historically，　however，　theee　seem

to　be　three　major　types　of　action　research：　technical，　practical，

atid　empewering　（Grundy，　1982；　Masters．，　2000；．　Wortley，

2000）．　ln　．technical　action　research，　which　is　perhaps　the

oldest　form　of　action　research　popularized　by　Lewin　in　the

1940s，　the　goal　of　the　research　is　to　test　a　particular

intervention　based　on　a　pre－specified　theoretical　framework．

The　researcher・identifies　the　problem　a．　nd　works　with　a

practitioner　to　implement　the　intervention　（Masters，　2000）．　ln

practical　action　research，　the　reseaircher　and　practitiener　（or

practitioners）　work　together　from　the　beginning　to　identify

potential　problems，　their　possible　causes，　and　；he　appropriate

interve就ions．　The　goal　is　to　improve　actual　professional

practice・　through　the　cornbined　knowledge　of　the　participants

（Grundy，　1982）．　The　third　type，　or　empowering　action

research，　according　to　Grundy　（1987，　as　cited　in　Masters，

2000）1　“promotes　emancipatory　praxis　in　the　participating

practitioners；　that　is，　it　promotes　a　critical　consciousness

which　exhibi，ts　itself　in　political　as　well　as　practical　action　to

proipote　change．”　There　is　less　of　a　distinction　between

“researcher”　and　“垂窒≠モ狽奄狽奄盾獅?秩C”　and　all　participants　can　be

considered　“’co－researchers．”　Table　1　s／hows　how　these　three

types　cornpare　with　regard　to　research　r．elationships　一and

degrees　of　collaboration，　．

2．　Traditional　Social　Seienee　and　Action　Researeh

Traditional　Soeial　Scien¢e　Research　Paradigrn

　　　　For　most　of　the　twentieth　century　logical　positivi・sm　has

been　the　dominant　social　science　paradigm　（Patton，　1990）．

Indeed，　of　the　three　types　of　action　research　described　above，

technical　action　research　is　laJrgely　based　on　the　foundations

of　positivism．　This　paradigm　is　based　on　the　belief　that　in　the

world　there　exists　an　objective　reality，　and　it　is　the　duty　of　the

researcher，　through　testing　rival　hypotheses，　to　uncover　that

reality　through　inductive　logic，　Popper　has　influenced　this

paradigm　greatly　with　his　concept　of　falsifiability．

Falsifiability　refers　to　altering　the　positivist　way　of’　thinking

from　that　of　testing　the　verifiability　of　systems　to　one　where．

the　falsifiability　of　・systems　i＄　tested，　Or，　to　put　it　in　Popper’s

．words，“It　mus山e　possible　fbr　an　empirica重scientific　system

to　be　refuted　by　experience”　（Popper，　1959：　41）．

　　　　However，　in　recent　years　there　have　been　a　number　of

challenges　made　to　the　traditional　positivist　paradigm　by　more

recent　paradigms，　such　as　post－positivisrn，　critical　theory，　and

constructivism，　which　place　more　emphasis，　to　different

degrees，　on　the　more　subjective　or　relativist　qualities　of　social

interactions　and　resea．rch　activities　（Guba，　1990）．　These

perspectives　are　more　concerned　with　understanding　behavior

as　it　is　experienced　by　humans　（Patton，　1990）．　Thus，　the

scientist　is　required　to　become　more　active　and　personally

invelved　in　research．

Emancipatory　Aetion　Research　and　the　New
“Parteipatory　Paradigm”

　　　　On　the　surface，　it　would　seem　that　the　traditional　label　of

“applied　social　research”　would　also　apply　to　action　research

and　that　it　would　fall　neatly　into　one　of　the　paradigms　of

social　research　listed　above．　However，　that　is　not　the　case．　Te

term　a　partieular　type　of　research　as　“applied”　implies　that　it

is　conducted　separately　from　“ 垂浮窒?h　research．　ln　action

research，　however，　this　distinction　is　rejected　in　favor　of　・the

pursuit　of　“valid　knowledge”　（Greenwood　＆　Levin，　1998）　in

whatever　forms　it　may　’take，

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Table　1

Action　research　types，　their’　relationships，，　and　degrees　of　eoilaboration （adapted　from　Wortley，　2000）．

Research　Type ．Tec血llieaI Practical Emancipatory

Participant

Rθ1語傭ゆ5

Experimenter／Respondents

（Differentiated　Roles）

Practitioner／Collaborators

（Merged　Roles）

Co－researchersfCo－change

Agents　（Shared　Roles）
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　　　　Similarly，　it　would　also　appear　that　action　research

wQuld　fal，1　under　the　umbrella　of　what　is　popularly　called

“qualitative　research，”　but　action　research　does　not，　and

should　not，　consist　of　qualitative　methods　only．　Depending　on

the　group”s　goals　and　the　nature　of・the　research　project　itself，

action　reSearch　endeavors　may　include　surveys，　statistical

analyses，　interviews，　ethnographies，　or　any　other　method　or

technique　that　is・　deemed　appropriate　at　the　time．

　　　　Thus，　action　research　as　a　type　of　social　science　does　not

lend　itself　to　being　accurately，understood　in　term＄　of

traditional　categories　or　dichotomies　such　as　“ 垂浮窒?|applied，”

or．　“ 曹浮≠撃奄狽≠狽奄魔?|quan’ 狽奄狽≠狽奄魔?C”　or　even　in　terms　of　one　of　the

more　recent　research　paradigms　listed　above．　This　is　because

a　true　understanding　of　the　goals　of　action　research　requires

the　advancement　of　an　entirely　new　research　paradigm．　That

is，　in　order　to　truly　understand　the　goals　of　action　research　and

its　participatory　methodology，　one　rpust　frrst　understand　its

participatory　worldview．

　　　　This　participatory　worldvietiv，　or　paradigm，　takes

participatien　as　a　way　of　life　and　a　matter　of　principle．

According　to　Peter　Reaso”　one　of　the・　most　prominent

proponents　of　this　paradigm，　the　central　agenda　of　human

inquiry　may　be　stated　as：

an　approach　to　living　based　on　experience　and

engagement，　on　love　and　respect　for　’the　integrity　Qf

persons；　and　on　a　willingness　to　rise　above

presupposition，　to　look　and　to　look　agai．n，　to　risk

security　in　the　search　for　understanding　and　action　that

epen　possibilities　for　creative　living　（Reason，　1994：　9；

as　quoted　in　GreenwQod　＆　Levin，　1998：　203）．

　　　　This　paradigm　ef　action　research　centers．　on　solving

real－life　problems，，　and　the　focus　of　the　inquiry　is　determined

by　what　the　participants　themselves　consider　to　be　important．

Thus　it　rests　on　a　pragmatic　philosophy，　one　in　which　the

results　of　the　actions　are　evaluated　in　terms　of　the　workability

of　the　solurions　fried．　Wotkability　refers　to　whether　or　not　a

solution　resolves　the　mitial　problem　（Greenwood　and　Levin，

1998）．

　　　　Table　2　shows　how　the　participatory　research　paradigm

compare＄　and　contrasts　to　the　traditional　positivist　paradigm

regarding　a　number　of　key　issues　such　as　the　nature　of

knowledge，　how　knowledge　is　accumulated，　what，　makes

99

research　“ №盾盾пh　or　of　high　quality，　whether　values　are

included　or　excluded　from　the　research　process，　the　ethical

stance’ 盾?@research，．the　inq’ 浮堰@er’s　（researcher’s）　posture，

researcher　（participant）　training，　axiology　（value

judgments．　），　orientation　toward　action，　control　of　the　research

situation，　considerations　of　validity，　and　issues　of　voice　in　the

research　proces・s　and　its’　producL

3．　Realizing　the　Partieipatory　Paradigm　in　Human－

　　　Environment　Studies　’
　　　　in　the　broad　’field　of　social　science　research　known，　as

human－environment　studies，　the　participatory　action　research

paradigm　has　yet　to　be　adopted　in　any　large－scale　way，　though

there　have　been　attempts　to　introduce　its　concepts　into　a

number　of　smaller　su図isciplines（See　Churc㎞an，1987；

Ed．　elstein　＆　Wandersman，　！987；　Mynn，　et　al，，　1994；　Lykes

1993　and　1997；　Montero，　1994；　and　Chataway，　1997，　for

applications　in　community　studies；　See　Sommer，　1987，　and

Clark，　1972，　for　applied　behavior　science；　See　Foster，．1972，．

for　organizational　studies）．　For　example，　in’　the　field　of

environmental　psychology，　Sommer　（1977，　1987）　has　made

a　strong　case　for　Lewin’s　model　ef　action　research　as　being

appropriate　for　environmental　studies　contexts：　．

1　believe　we　ceuld　do　no　betrer　than　design　gradu，ate

prograrns　to　produce　Lewin’s．．．　brand　of　action

researcher－psychologists　who　undertake　research　on

important　social　proble皿s＿and　then　apply　their

findings　to　i・mprove　，social　institutions，　while

m．onito血g　and　documenting　the　process（Sommer，

1977：　201）．

　　　　Action　research　has　also　been　granted　its　own　・chapter　a＄

a　separate　approach　to　behavioral’research　in　a　recent　text

・・v・ri・g　th・vd・i・u・apP・・ach・・i曲・fi・ld（S・㎜・・＆

Sommer，　2001＞．

　　　　Moreover，　adtion　research　has　been　・sugge＄ted　as　a

valuable　approach　，in　the　fields　of　environmental　desl’gn．，and

envirormental　Programing．　Weisman　notes：

The・　action　research　model　can　contribute　a　sense　of

overall　dh・ection　and　guidance　regarding止e　selection

and　sequencing　of　ptogramming　operations．，．　an

action　reseatch　perspective　Would　serve　to　establish　a

key　role　f（）r　user　partic．ipation．　wi伽n　the

environmenta1　prograrnming　process　（Weisman，
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Table　2

Positivist　and　partictpatory　paradigms　cornpared　on　selected　issues

　　（adapted　from　Tables　6．4　and　65　of　1　incoin　＆　Gubeq　2eOl）．

Issue Positivist　Paradigm Participatory　Paradigm

Nainre　ofKnowledge Verified　hypotheses　established　as　facts　or　laws
Extended　epistemology：　primacy　of　practical

knowing；　critieal　subjectivity；　living　knowledge

Knowledge
accumulation

Accretion一　‘㌔uildhlg　blocks’，　add血g　to‘‘edifice

　　　　　　　　　　　of㎞．owledge；generalizations－amd　cau：se－e脆ct

linkages

ln　c・ommunities　of　inguiry

communities　of　practice

embedded　in

GOodness　or

9即露り’α漉r言α

Conventional　benclmarks　of　“rigor”：　internal　and

external　validity，　reliability，　and　objectivity

Congmence　of　experiential，　presentational，

propositi／onal，　and　practi・cal　knowing；　leads　to

action　to　transfo皿tho　world　in　the　service　of

huma目【1　flo1じ匡rishing　　・

Values・ Exchエded－in且ue鳳ce　denied Included・一formative

Ethics Extrinsic－tilt　toward　deception Iht血sic－pr・c。ss虹lt　t・ward・revelation

Inguirer　posture’

‘‘

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Dis血1terested　scientiSt　as　hlfb轍er　of　decisio且

makers，　polioy　makers，　Imd　change　ag㎝ts

Primary　voice　manifest　thrvugh　aware
self－reflecbive　acti・on；　secondary　vo・ices　’in

illuminating　theory，　narrative，　movement，　song，

dance，　and　other　presentational　forms

Training Tecmical　and　quantitative；　＄ubstantiv¢　theorie．　s

C’o－researchers　are　mitiated　into　the　inquiry

process　by　facilitator／researcher　and　learn

．through　active　engagement　in　the　process；

飴cilitat。伽searcher　requ廿es．　emo亘。且al

compete耳oe，　de血ocratic　pcrsonality　a且d　skills

Axiology
Propositional　knowing　about　the　world　is　an　end

in　itself，　is　in．　trinsically　valuable

Practical　knowing　about　how　te　flourish　with　a

balance　of　autonomy，　cooperation，　and　hierarchy

i皿acUlture　is　an㎝d血itself，　is　intrinsically

valuab．　le

Action

Not　the　responsibMty　of　the　researcher；　viewed
，as　“ ≠р魔盾モ≠モ凵h　or　subjectivity，　and　therefore　a

threat　to　validity　and　objectivity

intertwined　with　validity；　inquiry　often

incomplete　without　action　on　the　part　of

participants；　constrcEctivist　formulatien　maridates

trainir．　ig　in　political　action　if　panicipants　do　not

皿dersta1：1d　poli廿cal　systems

Control Resides　sole’ly　in　researcher Shared　to　varying　degrees

Extended

considerations

of　validity

（goodne∬cア惚切

Traditional　positivist　constucti／ons　of　validity；

rigor，　internal　validity，　external　validity，　See

reliability，　objectivity

‘‘

　　　　　ガ
ac廿on　above

レ「oice，　reflexi吻ls

ρo珈。虎川繍伽’
representations

Voicc　of曲e爬searcller，　principally；rcflexivity

may　be　considered　a　problem　in　objeetivity；

textual　representation　unproblematic　and

somewhat　formulaic

Voices　rnixed；　textual　representations　rarely

discussed，　but　proble．　matic；　reflexivity　relies　on

critical　subjectivity　and　sclf－awareness
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1983：　396－397）．

　　　　Thu・s，　from　the　perspective　of　environmental

prograrnming，　the　overall　sense　of　direction　and　sense　of　user

“ownership”’ @that　the　incorporation　of　action　research　allows

should　be　very　important　to　the　success　of　the　design　process．

　　　　In　his　wo永in　the蹴a　of　co㎜u面ty　deslgn，　S㎝o舳as

relied　heavily　on　the　p血ciples　of　action　research：

panicipation　becomes　a　central　component　of　the

research　approach　where　the　users　of　the　place　being

studied　become　active　participants　in　the　research．　The

users　are　involved　in　evaluating　the　research　results．

and　developing　recommendations　on　how　to　address

problems　that　have　been　identified．．．　This　approach

offers　・designers　who　are　cencerned　with　use．　r　need＄　a

new　set　of　tools．　These　social　science　tools　not　only

provide　rhe　des’igner　with　a　deeper　understanding　of

the　human　condition，　but　an　opportunity　for　engaging

in　an　effective　dialogue　with　people　who　use　the

environment，　since　more　casual　methods　typically

reveal　what　is　obvious　and　traditional　research

approaches　tend　to　generalize　people’s　requirements

（Sommer，　1990：　i），

　　　　Of　the　research　in　community　studies　to　receive　attention

in　the　env虻onment－behavior　field，　Churchman．（ユ9．87）has

examined　the　proactive　role　that　neighbors　can　take　in

revitalizing　neighborhoods　through　citizen　panicipation　and

citiZen　p町rtn．erships　with　goveτn］ments，　while　Edelstein　and

Wandersman　（1987）　have　used　a　frarnework　of　citizen

participation　in　community　organizations　to　explore　how

residents　join　forces　to　deal　with　environmental　toxic　waste．

　　　　In　order　for　actiofi　research　to　really　take　hold　in　any

branch　of　human－environment　studies，　however，　there　first

needs　to　be　a　clear　and　definite　explication　of　the　action

research　paradigm　as　a　truly　unique　and　independent　research

paradigm　that　does　not　fa11　under　any　other　previous

paradigm．　In　the　following　paragraphs，　the　traditional

concepts　of　“ №?獅≠撃奄嘯≠b奄撃奄狽凵C”　“knowledge，”　and　“researcher

skills”　are　reconsidered　in　light　of　this　new　action　research

paradigra．

From　Genera］izab血ty　to　Trans．ference

　　　　．1．n　place　of　the　・traditional　（positivistic） eoncept　of

generalizabil・ity，　in　which　useful　knowledge　gained　from

research　is　clefined　as　being　able　to　be　abstractly

“ge．　neralized”　to　all　other　similar　cases，　the　action　research

paradigm　strives　for　the　“transferability”　（Guba，　1990；

Lincoln　＆　Guba，　1985）　of　the　knowledge　gained　through　its

projects．　The　transfening　of　knowledge　from　one　context　to

another　requires　the　understanding　of　the　contextual　factors　of

the　situation　where　the　initial　inquiry　took　place．　actively

judging　the　new　context　where　the　knowledge　is　to　be

applied，　and　then　making　a　critical　assessrnent　of　whether　or

nos　the　two　contexts　have　enough　characteristic・s　in　cemmon

to　warrant　such　a　transferenc’e　of　knowledge．　ln　other　words，

the　act　of　transference　is　an　active　process　that　requires　the・

subjective　judgments　of　the　，people　involved．

Changing　the　Nature　of　Knowledge

　　　　Action　research　values　both　“local”　knowledge　and

“professional”　knowledge，　attempting　to　bridge　them　together

through　a　process　of　“co－generative”　research　（1998，

Greenwood　＆　Le．　vin）．　Local　knowledge　refers　to　the

knowledge　t／ltat　people　in　the　community　or　organ－ization

have，　while　professional　knowledge．．　refers　to　the　professional

social　research　knowledge　that　is　brought　to　the　research

situation　by　the　researchers．　Through　mutual　cooperation　and

constant　dialog　between　the　professional　researchers　and　the

local　pacticipants．，　project　members　can　gain　very　real，

practical，　and　specific　understandings　through　their　actions，　as

well　as　be　・able　to　reflect・upon　tho・se　action・s．　Even　though　this

type　of　knowledge　is　usually　different　from　the　typical　types

of　knowledge　used　to　develop　scientific　theories，　this

co－generative　property　of　the　action　research　proces・s　allows

for　the　creation　of　both　new　lecal　knowledge　and　new

sciel並ific　understandings．　Thus，　fbf　the　action　researdher，　the

most　“valid”　and　usefu1　knowledge　is　not　objective

knowledge　that　can　be　manipulated　and　synthesized　outside　of

local　contexts，　but　rather　the　context－bound　local　knowledge

that　often　has　a　complex　narrative　・structure．　Action　researc．．　h

strives　to　examine　the　extent　and　ways・　local　knowlc　dge．　ean

be　mobilized，　relied　on，　acted　on，　arid　interpreted，　and　to　learn

how　research　results　based　in　part　on　local　knowledge　can　be

．communicated　and　contextualized　effectively　beyond　local

situations　where　tt　was　generated．

Stanee　of　the　Researcher：　The　Friendly　Outsider

　　　　Action　resear℃heTs　believe　that曲。．se　who　face　social

problems　already　posses，s　much　of　the　information　as　well　as

the　analytical　skil’ls　necessary　to　solve　them．　Therefore　they

value　the　knowledge　of　10cal　peeple　mu．　ch　more　than　do
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conventional　researchers・　and　are　skeptical　about　the

overpowering　of　professional　knowledge　over　all　other　forms

of　knowing．　Action　researchers　also　believe　in　the　value　of

shared　decision．血aking　among　all　members　of　the　research

project，　and　they　believe　that　research　results　should　be　used

fustly　for　local　people　to　gain　increased　control　over　their

situations　and　secondly　for　the　1argeri　more　general　research

community．　For　these　reasons　action　researchers　must　have　an

attitude　of　openness　toward　the　future　and　be　able　to　consider

both　the　possible　and　the　actual　aspects　of　situations

（Green－wood　＆　Levin，　1998）．　Therefore　a　core　belief　in

acti・on　research　is’　that　there　are　always　more　possible　futures

than　appear　at　first　to　be　open，　and　that　other，　pQs・sibly　more

desirable，　futures　may　be　available．

　　　　Table　3　summarizes　10　characteristics　Qf　the　researcher

i・n　the　participatory　paradigm　and　contrasts　them　with　the

characteristics　normally　valued　in　the　conventional　social

scie．　nce　Fesearcher．　Because　of　their　orienta．　tion　toward

prQcesses，　action　researchers　are　more　concerned　with

figuring　out　“how”　something　is　occurring　than　wi・th

determining　“what”　is　happening　in　a　given　situatiQ．　n．　As　for

the　scientific　method，　action　researchers　must　also　strictly

adhere　to　its　principles　because　the　results　of　their　projects　are

by　nature　immediately　applied　to　local　・situations，　and

therefore　the　eost　of　not　being　successfu1，　or　“rtgorous，”　is

much　greater　than　in　conventional　research．

　　　　Regarding　the　role　of　the　researcher　in　a　project，　action

researchers　take　on　・the　position　of　C‘coach，”　working　with　the

other　co－researchers　and　providing　professional　knowledge　or

adyice　when　necessary．　Conventional　researchers，　on　the

other　hand，，are　expected　to　assume　the　role　of“boss，”　thereby

dictating　how　the　research　project　should　be．　carried　out　and

controlling　its　direction．　Accordingly，　the　basic　outlook　of　the

action　researcher　（coach）　is　one　of　optimism　and

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Table　3

Traits　and　skills　of　the　aetion　researcher　as．　“the　friendly　outs．　ider”　eompared

　　　　　　　　　　　　　wit血the　conventional　sO血1　scienee　researcher，

Action　Researcher Conventional　Social　Science　Researcher

1．Compctence＝唱Roo紀d　i皿㎞owing乃ow 1　Competence：　Rooted　in　knovving　what

2．　Use　of　Scientific　Method：　Extremely　important　because　of

　　IQcal　nature　of　results　and　their　subsequent　app／lication’

2．　Use　of　Scientific　Method：　A　necessary　staridard，　but　only

　　Ieads　to　universal　application　and　not　tied　to　local

　　situations／conditions

3．　Role　as　“coach”　of　research　prejoct 3，　Role　as　“boss”　of　reseaTch　proj・ect

4．　Basic　Outlook：　Optimism　and　self－confidence　with　regard　4．　Basi，c　Outlook：

　　to　researcher’spower　to　change’local　situation／condition　rational　control

“Unruly”　world　rnust　be　brought　under

5．　Must　be　risk　taker 5．　Must　avoid　risks　as　much　as　possible

6．Play血1　personality；makes　use

　　rescarch　activities

o・f　irot．　y　and　humor　in　6． Serious　personality；　values　obj　ectivity　and　self　is　not　to　be

reflected　in　research

7．　lncorpoTates　reflectien－in－action　＆　reflection－on－action

　　（Schon，　1983）

7．　DGesn’t　incorporate　active　refiection　into　research　process

8．Actively　seeks　out　local　knQwledge　as　elementS　Of山e

　　res・e．arch　process

8．　Does　not　incorporate　local　knowledge　in．　to　research　project

9．Brings　knowledge　a皿d　skillS　to　collaboratively　op’en　up　the　9．　Applies・previously　lea皿ed　techniques．　to　the　research

　　possibilities　fbr　self－ma皿aged　social　change　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　prqect

10．　Sooially　active　，ai．id　can　open　up　1ines　of　discussion　with
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　10．

　　both　local　and　professional　collaborators
Socially　passive；　abstract一　intellectualization　valued
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self－confidence　that　the　“tearn”　of　co－researchers　can　work

together　to　change　the　local　situation，　whi．）e　the　traditional

researcher　（boss）　is　more　concerned　with　controlling　what

w／ould　otherwise　b・e　an　unruly　situati’on．

local　oollaborators　and　to　value　abstra．　ct　i／ntellectualizations

rega　ding　the　re／seaTch　projecr．　Table　3　summarizes　these

traits　of　the　action．　researcher　a　d　comp…鵬s　them．　with　those

of　／the　conventional　social　science　worker．

　　　　Regardi．．ng　the　peTsonality　of　the　researcher，　in　contrast　to

the　serious　and　objective　conventional　soci・al　science

researcher　who・　tries　not　to　reflect　the　self　in　the　research

process　or　results，　action　researcher＄　are　more　likely　to

welcome　risk　and　know　how　to　make　u’se　Of　pers．　onality　traits

such　a　s　humor　and　irony　in　the　research　proces，s：

Humor　and　playfulness　have　an．　important　role　in

social　．change　processes．　Thi＄　is　because　action

researeh　projects　attempt　to　suspend　bu’si／ness　as　usual

and　try　to　produce　unlikely　but　positive　outcomes．．　ln

these　contexts，　the　powers　of　irony，　absurdity，　and

humor　are　considerable　precisely　because　they　cause

ordinary・　thought　to　stop　momentar．．　ily，　creating

juxtapositions　that　can　provoke　both　’amusement　and

openness　to　change　（Greenwood　＆　Levin，　1998：

107）．

　　　　Further，　with　regard　to　actively　incorporating　one’s・own

thoughts　and　feelings　into’　the　research　preceSs，　action

researcher＄　learn　to　“’refiect一’i．n－action，”　as　well　as　to　’“reflect－

Qn－actioni”’　as　・described　by　Donald　Schon　（．1983）．　That　is，

researchers　rea1．ize　　that　血ey　　constaロtly，　．．and　　Qften

autornatically，　reflect　on　their　past　experiences　and

u．　nderstandings　of　ev・ents．　that　happen　around　thern．，　and　they

leam　to　apply　those　understandings　to　the　curr．　ent　situation　as

well　as　future　si’tuation．s．　Thi．s　type　of　active　reflection．　i’＄．　not

generally　ack．　n．．．　ewledged　in　conventional　soeial　science

research．

　　　　Regarding　knowledge　and　skills，　as　discussed　above，

a¢tion　researchers　actively　seek　out　local　knoWledge　・・and　work

to　inco甲orate　Sロch　knowledge　with　the　professional　and　other

．㎞owledge　the　rescarchers．　have　brought　with血em　to血e

resear℃h　project．　ConventiQnal　social　science　researchers，　on

the　other　hand，　tend　to　avoid　using　local　k　owledge　a．nd　try　to

apPly　previously　Iea皿ed　techniques　tO　all　research　situations

regardless．　of　the　local　context　・or　conditioms．

　　　　Finally，　action　resear¢hers・　are　required　’to　be　socially

active　and　adept　at　opening　up　1in’es　of　dis．　cus／siefi　’with　both

local　and　profess・ienal　collaborators，　while　conventio．　nal　social

science　researchers　learn　to　minimize　social　interaction．s　with

Conclusion

Learning　Under　the　New　Partieipato．　ry　1　aradigm

　　　　In　order　for　the　participatory　paradigm　of　action　research

to　take　hold　in　the　field　of　huma．　n．　environment　studies　and　its．

sub－fields　snch　as　community　studies，　we　must　find　a　way　to

wean　Qu／rselves　away　frQm　the　positivist　worldview　and　start’

to　incorporate　a　participatory・　worldview．　This．　will　require

new　styles　of　training，　new　sets’　of　ru1／es，　and　new　procedures

for　th．・ose　wariting　to　conduct　re・search　in　a　more　・socially

meaningful　way，　For　example．，　a　new　understandjng　・of　what

constj　tu．　tes　“1　nowledge”　is　necessary，　This，　includes　leaming

to　appreeiate　a11　types　of　knowledge，　tal．．ing　into　account　it＄．

complexities　and　how　it　c，an　consist　of　many　different　types　of

knowi，ng．　We　must　realize’ho．　w　local　knowled．．　ge　can　be

mobilized，，　acted　on，　and　in．　terpreted　and　how　it　can　be

communicated　effecti／vely　beyond　the　local　situations　where　it

was　generated　（Greer　woed　＆　Levin，　1998）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，

　　　　Secpndly，，　we・　must　learn　to　be　rnore　social　m’　our

interactions　with　othe．　rs．　We．　must　nq　t　hide　behind　the　walls　of

the　univers／ity・，　but　rath’er　become　・an　active　paiticipant　in　the

c。㎜uniti。s．．餌．d　lives．　of．others　who　s．hare　si血1＝誕situ翻s

．with　us．．We．must　re∬ne　oロr　skills　of　initlating鋤d　facili訟ting

discus．sion　and　leam　how　to　better　incorporate　humor　and

irony　inte　’Qur　secial　interactions．

　　　　Third，　we　must　le・a；rn　to　appreoiate　the　history　behind

actions　・taken　and　communities　we　encounter　as　a　powerful

source．　・of　learning．　IThis．　requires　a　receptive　posture　and　a

stance　that　listens　to　the　“loc　al　history”　Of　a　＄．　ituation　and

incorporates　i’t　into　what　we　have　learned　previously　fro’m

・other　situations，

　　　　Fourth，　regarding，　our　conceptions　of　the　communities　of

which　we　become　members・　arid　conduct　re，search　projects，　it

is　important　to　leam．　th．　at　communities．　are　more　than　jus・t

geographical　locations　or　places　where　we・conduct　fie．　Idwork．

Indeed．　accord’ing　to　Kirkpatrick　（1986：　2），　one　model　of

communi’狽凵@consists　of　a　“mutuality　in．．　which　distinct　persons

find　fuifMment　in，　and　through　living・　for　each　other．”　This

model　stan．ds　in　deep．　cQntra＄t　to　the　more　common　model　of

independent　m．　embers　“ratiQnally　・contracting　with　each　other
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for　the　terms　of　their　enforced　relationship．”　ln　other　words，

researchers　need　to　ac㎞owledge，血e　power　of　mutual

relationships　and　the　possibilities　for　fulfillment　through

working　together　toward　a　common　goal．

A　New　Role　for　Universities

　　　　Realizing　this　new　participatory　paradigm　in　human－

environrnent　studies　will　require　significant　changes　in　the

way　universities　train　researchers．　All　too　・often　university

students　are　not　treated　as　original　and　independent　thinkers，

and　therefore　they　end　up　simply　imitating　their　professors　or

peers．　Thus　the　biggest　challenge　for　universities　should　be

how　to　“turn　away　from　conventional　lecturing　to　learning

situations　based　on　the　search　for　solutions　to　real－life，　open－

ended　problems”　（Greenwood　＆　Levin，　2001）．　Cenventional

social　science　has　continually　claimed　to　produce　valid

kuowledge　as　well　as　soci・al　imp／rovement＄，　but　only　a

participatory　paradigm　such　as　that　offred　by　action　research

．can　provide　such　results血real　tim．e，　fbr　the　immediate

application　to　our　communities．

Mロ1伽le　Expre闘ion5　fbr’．R。esearch　Proj耐and　Resロ1惚

　　　　・One　of　the　core　principles　of　the　，participatory　paradigm

is　its　respect　for　multiple　voices　and　reflexivity　throughout　the

research　process．　Research　in　this　paradigm　welcomes　a11　of

the　voices　o・f　the　co－researchers．　Re＄earch　participants　are

encouraged／　to　“speak　for　themselves”　in　whatever　forms　th．　ey

are　¢omfortable　with．　Of　course，　the　researcheTs　with　the

“professional　knowledge”　will　be　the　ones　to　write　up

academic　accounts　of　the　research　project，　but　thi’s　should　be

only　one　aspect　of　the　research　product．　All　members　should

work　to　express　their　various　forms　of　knowledge　in　as　many

creative　ways　as　possible．　This　type　of　work　is　ticd　directly　to

t．he　practices　of　reflexivity　and　narrativity　CFossen，　1994），

and　therefore　these　types　・of　skills　should　be　both　taught　and

encouraged　throughout　the　research　process．
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付 録

和文タイトル

　人間環境学におけるアクションリサーチ

チャド・ウォーカー（九州大学）

和文要約

　本稿は，社会科学における新しい「参画型パラダイム」

としての．アクション・リサーチのこれまでの軌跡を描い

ていく。そして，いかにその原理を人間環境学研究．や環

擁デザイン，さらにその一分野であるコミュニティ・ス

タディズに応用できるのかを検討するものである。具体

的に第一・部．では，アクション・リサーチに関する様々な

定義や．アプローチの類型を概観した。第二部では，参画．

型パラダイムと社会科学研究における従来．型パラダイム

との比較・対照を行った。そして，第三部では人間環境

学研究において，’参加型アクション・リサーチとい．う概

念の具体化を試みた先行研究について検討した。その上

でr，今後我々「研究者」が参画型パラダイムによる研究

を実現するために，どう社会問題や研究課題に向かい合

．い，どう他者と関わるべきかについて提案を行った。

キーワード　アクションリサーチ，コミュニティ，人間

　　　　　　環境学，参加型パラダイム


