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I 
Participatory Evaluntion and 
Research: Main Concepts and Issues1 

Rojcsh Tw1do11 

From :he J;,~~ 1n lhL· l'J1(h ,~hen 1h,: l'n1,:r,11~ vf B,,inbay first 
intrnduco:d ;1 pc,,1-gr;i-lu.,k ,,,ur,c m ,,,Li.,1,,~,, 1,, vur Jays, 
thcrL· h.i•, hcL·n :, ::- ad11::I ch,,n!c!c 1,1 p·,•fc:s\lv11al1•ution of the 
s,Kial ~l1..:nLC\ \\'11h pr1,ft:•"11111;,l!,;1t1,111 .-:1mc ~re,·1al1,ation and 
its a1.·cep1a111.·e ;ha ~,ic111.c 1h.11 L·;1n be 1.ons1d.:rcd objedive by 
creating a J1~t.1111.c b·:tv.ccn the rescar..:hcr and the 'object' of 
,tudy i.e., the pc,,pk stud1eJ--:id1 rs in thc so..:ial scHi::g. 

What i, f,,rg,111L'n in tlm 1.·bss11.·:1I mode 0f research is that 
this ny for objcd1,1t~ i, a rcsult of the post-renaissancc 
developments in the West, the e""lu 1 i,H1.ir, thinking 0f the late 
nineteenth ,111d '.he rati,lfl.d1,1 ,clw,1ls ,if the early twentieth 
centuries, when °111<1.Jern•st' tlwu!,!hl con,iJ,:rcd the "''rl,J as 
Lhaos. The wurkofthc ,0,i,d s.:11.·111i-.i v.:i, 1<1 crc:ite ,,rder out of 
this 'chaos' by re:n;,in111g nu1s1dc th<' ~~~tcm and taking an 
observer stanc,·. His w,irk was ll' anahsc the behaviour of man 
and unJerstanJ the ,~ ,1e111 111 a 'sL1en1ifi,:' w:i:. 

Looking at the \\OrlJ ;is ,hao, k,1 lu11h,·r to the moJcl 
of mJn whcr.: subs1,tl·11.-e a11d \urv1\ ~1 were h~ p<>thcsiscd as 

1Th,s par-er has hllrrnwcJ C\lema-cly from ,,,o 01hcr p;ipc:rs c,( the: 
,ame author, the f11u prc~rn1cJ :\l ,he Adult [du,.1111.>n Rcsear..:h Scminu 
held al Kun11alv, Swc,kn. June 25-27, 191'> :1nd the ,c:cond prr1rn1.:d .11 

the Pan,,,'."'Jl<>ry Rc,c.Hch Mc,1101< hdJ in Ne·., Delhi, India, F.:hr, .. tty 

1-9, 1979. 
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,...._.,.,.;, 
the prime driYing forces. In order further to gain some 
cootrol oycr the chaos 1t was necessary lo generate a cons-
11uc1 of social order demanding cornpliance. 2 

The classical resear1.h approach in social se11ings has, tnercforc, 
implic1tl) borrowed the method of inquiry used in the natural 
5eicoces. This has led to a d1s1or1cd emphasis on 'objectivity' 
and researcher-object ddferen1ia1ion. This approach in social 
uttings hu placed primac) on deYcluping research designs (both 
io the laboratory and 1n the field) that attempt to m~intain the 
w:~ration between the researcher and indiYiduals in the social 
,y1tem under study. Such an empham will seem misdirected if 
we cum1ne the three distinctiYe characteristics of inquiry in 
social s.etungs 

(i) Social rcs.earch means a study of indiYiduals, groups and 
organisations m a social setting; 

(ii) The researcher shares his essential humanity with the 
individuals in the social selling under study; 

(11i) The \/cry act of inquiry tends to have some impact bn 

I.he social ,ystem under uudy. 
One c:.\D clearly notice the differcn~s that emanate from these 

di"-inctivc characteristics of social research and inquiry in the 
natural .cicnces. To that extent, it is doubtful if social research 
ca.ti utiliw: a methodology that is implicitly based on the assump­
li<HU of natural s.cicnce inquiry. 

Aootbcr major influence of natural sciences on social inquiry 
ia in terms of the acceptable purpose of research. In the natural 
acicncea it is ,olely aimed at increased undcrstandin~ of, and 
lu.owled&e about, natural phenomena. The utilisation of this 
new knowledge has been the tuk of tbc technologist. Social 
ieieocc rcsurchen have as,igned similar roles to tbem,;clves. 
Social change based on the enhanced understanding of the social 
aystcm aod phtnomena is not seen as an integral part of their 
role. In the absence of rnc1al technologists, the utilisation of 
new know~d~e bu been neglected. 

Th~ Hi..s1orical Co111u 1 
One mav uk why social technologists haYc not 'arrived' in spite 

'Slab.&nt& Bancr;te, 'Partic,p,\lory Ruuzch: E1h1c or Logic,' in Ra,icah 
TLl'.!4on (ed.), /'entciJ><JIOry .&ua,dt 111 Asia (Canberra, Centre for Conti• 
ow.oa E.di.icali.on-Au.mall&.O Na1io0&l Un,vcnity, 1980), p. 26. 
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of tbis'.__,.;..lrt at 'objectivity'. The reasons should probably be 
found in the historical context in which the social sciences grew. 
The i;earch for objectivity that finds its best example in Dur­
kheim is the result of the interaction of the early twentieth 
century social thinkers with the natural scientists. Their pre­
occupation was to show that sociology and anthropology were 
sciences i.e., objective like the natural sciences.> They had thus 
to be shown as studying an object that was outside man. 
Durkheim declared that the object of study was a social fact 
which is external to man 'every way of acting which is general 
through a given society, while at the same time cxistin& in its 
own right independent of its individual manifestations.'• 

If Durkheim's pre-occupation was to show that sociology was 
different from psychology and philosophy, Weber had to &how 
ita psychological linkages which were essentially individualiatic. 

The main intellectual influences in which Weber's work is 
steeped arc as predominantly German as those which sh~ped 
Durkheim's writings arc French. Moreover, Durkheim's 
early studies arc rather abstract and philosophical in charac­
ter ... Weber's first works on the other hand, are detailed 
historical studies, and it was from within the context of 
specific problems brought to light primarily by the German 
historical school that Weber wen~ on to expand the r•~se 
of bis writings to embrace questions of a general theoretical 
nature.• 

Moreover, in all the classics including Marx, an cvolutioniatic 
trend is clear. Jo the nineteenth and early twentieth ccnturiea 
thia was also a colonial contcxt since it made a distinction be­
tween 'primitive' and 'advanced' .societies-the former belonging 
to the colonies and the latta to the colonising countries. 
Though Indian so.:iologists gave it a 'national' interpretation by 
making the anthropologists study the 'primitive' tribca of India 

: David Watah, 0 Soc1olo&Y and tbc Social World,' in Paul Filmer. Nn, 
Dirtc1io11J 111 Sociological Th~ory (London: Collier-Macmillan Publllherl, 
1972), pp. 16-18. 

• Eroilc Durkheim, 77,, R11/,s of Soclofo1ica/ .i.{,ilrod (New York: The 

Free Pren, 196'4), p. 13. 
• An1hony G1dJcn1. Cupltall1m a11d Mod,r11 Social T1i,ory-A11 Anoly,l,1 

of,,., Wrltin11 of MtJrx, Dwr/clr,im a11d Ma1' W,b,r (London: Carnbrid11 
Uoi..,.nuy Pru•, Reprint llt74), P?, 119-120. 
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.inJ th..: ,,,,:,,illgi,1s ,tt..J) 1ng lnd1.1·, ',1J\Jnc1:J' ,u..:1et1es, 6 the 
O11g1n.1I 1111cnt1on of the coloni;il1,1 tr>1ng to under,tand his 
o...,n ,,>1:1cl) b) g0in!,! back t0 the origin cf 'primitive c1·,ilisa-
11ons·, 0r tr:.in,: to l,.no..., more ;ibout the colonies 1n order to 
helter COlitrol them, has t,) he borne in mind. 

It 1s in t!.is context of e\olut1on1sm and its colonial past that 
the pre,c,it shoulJ he c:-.JmincJ T'm 1s cspcc1ally important 
1f one bc.,r, 1n minJ that in sp11e of thirty years of independence, 
,rnr intellcctu:ils :,re. bv anJ l.irge, dependent for their st'\tus 
... nJ :iccep1:incc on their l1ni.., 111th the West. 

From among the member, of the second general1<in and of 
the th1rJ ;:!Cner,11,on (,f ,oc10!0gists) some went to the 
Un11cJ S1:110 :inJ so111<· to Uri1:11r. after indepenJencc ... ,\11 
these person, for111cJ :, c::.1c~<11~ and did int1uence sociological 
1r:iJ111on in ln,!1:1, h) in1roJuc:ing the new trends. For 
~c::1Ji.:m1c po,111O11 ... forrign Jegrce, or even a stay abro:.iJ 
wJtillJUI any Jc~rcc. w:i~ cc>ns,dercd more acceptable by the 
uni1ersi1,c, :.ind the:, filled un m:rny positions in the u111vcr 
sit:, dcpJrtmcnh. 1111> 11,·, .. trend was rei1;forced by tnc 
\1S1! of the f,ire1g11er, to lr1<.J1a, ;i!'ain .1 very large numher 
frum tht:: Unite,! 'it,.llc, ;ir,J J snialler nt:mbcr from Br,1:1111. 1 

C/assirnl M,·th,,d()/, 1;; J' 

This meth1JJ0lli,•y w.is .. 10re and more quantitative in character 
and a,sum,·J th,· urmer,.,;rl) ofsociJI principle,. In other word5, 
me1hu,i11log1c:, d..:-.·l,,rcd 1:1 th1.: Wc~t under a totally different 
s,,.:iJI. cultur;d, c..:0nomic ;ind pulrt1cal ,i:u.11ior, wcr..: abrnlut­
iscJ a,1J trJn,f.:rr,J to lrld1.1 a:1d utl,er 1 h1rJ WorlJ countries. 
These m,th0Jolog1:, th.it tol)k the pnn1.:1rk, uf nJturJI sciences 
for ~rantcJ. d,J not rnJkc :.illo-.,J11cc fur the J1<,!1nLti,c nature 
,,f ,O~1:.il so.:n..:i.: 111quir) If"'' ;1,,urnc tll.11 11 ,, 1mrussibk to 
c0r,tr,)l J\l thc J1,ur i,iu, 1111..:rl"i.:ri.:nli.:, 111 ,,,~1JI r,·,cJrch (anJ 
this t) Jn 111crrJ,in;;l:- J0ub1ful J,,umrt1onJ. then 1t might 
b: J,ti.,ull t11 tJl,; Jt:-, ut 'rcr,rouuc1l,i\11y· anJ consequent 
~..-11..:r.d,J.,11,,11. \, c ,-i,1) Jc,c\ .. p J r.11 l1JI unJ..-r,tandrng of J 
social ph~n,imcnon .1.1,: tl,1, ,er 1,,.1,ly l•m1t, \JUI Jb1hty to 
genc:r:il,sc Thc:r,·fur,·, .1 m,,J<.H ... r~u11ll:11, :igarn,l the uttlisJlion of 

•IP. Dc~;i,, ·Cr:fr of !>,>.111l,,b) in lnd,a-An Au1ub1oc~~ph1c.1l Pas­
pect,vc,' £,,>io-n,c ,i,,i/ Pul,t,,ul II NA,y. 16 (n 8 i cb,uary 14, 1~81) 

pp ~-4':'-248. 
' J111J p. ~~6 
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i..rwwkdge genrrated by social research is it, lack of applica-
1,t11ty 111 part1ud.1r sc:tt1ngs. As the d1rect.)r of the Amul 
cooper,ttive s;i1d recently, 

Tcchrrn,ratic • ar11rnachc~ to improve productivity in our 
vdLlges ,·;1111'•'1 put the t,inls of improved productivity into 
the hanJ, u!" 0111 ruor, 1 ural rrajority. Thus, increasingly, 
in our se:trch fur a key to rural development, we leave aside 
the convc1111unal econorni,ts anJ technocrats anJ we turn to 
the s1,ciolngists. Then we encounter a paradox: the profes­
sional \OCiologist i\ very goou at describing a social struc­
ture, .1t mcJ~urin~ attitudes to change, at diagnosing male/ 
female roles and so ,,n ... Hut all these sociological excrdses 
do not seem to he of much help, when it comes to putting 
sonic equ;il1ty i11to the power structure, or modernising 
attitudes It' ch ·n1:e, <1r freeing womc:i from the bondage of 
traJition;d r·.le 1, ,huut men's :llld women's roles. 8 

To th:it ex.tent, those ir,terestcJ in social d1ange in a parri 
rnlar ,etting need to mPve away from this type of professional-
1~m ;ind initiate !heir own research process in that setting. It 
1, because cla,,1cal social research has neglected the issue of 
\.hangc of so.:i;il systems except as o:,e mure subject of study. 
It has not only bren indifferent to thi'> issue but also actively 
runished those who attempted to combine the two purposes of 
unJerstanding anJ change by labelling their efforts 'unscientific'. 

Another argument against researchers' involvement in social 
,hangc i~ pemi,ed on the misconception that research is value­
r"rce. Since all ..:hange, especially soci .. d change, is based on a 
110rmJtivi: vi31on 0f the 'desired' anJ since the researcher's ta~k is 
lu be objective and value-free 111 pursuit of his inquiry, how can 
.inc expect him to combine the process of inqu:ry with the 
process of ,·hangc') 

The undi:rlying fallacy in thi, argument is the naive assump­
l1on tt:at inquiry is valu.c-free. Neither social research, nor even 
111qu1ry in the natur;1i-,cie11ce, i, value-free. The researcher not 
only belie\e~ tha1 the n:itural phcnomena are orderly and there­
f.1r1: on be r<.:)c.irchcJ. but he also adopts a framework in order 

•v. Kur,cn, l'ri,,luC11111, .,,,J Ru,,,/ Drvl.'!11pml!nl-Som1 Economk, 
Tahn1,·u/ ,1n,/ S,,c, .. ' C,,ni,,/,.,,,11,1111 t N.:w Delhi. Na11onal Productivity 
Cuuncol. 2211d l uund.111011 ll.i)· l.n1urc. I ,hru.iry 1980) 
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t.o colkct obs.ervations. These frameworks are as much normative 
u thoic held by social researchers. 

Moreover, the myths of value-free inquiry and the non­
normative role of the researcher have led to the dehumanising 
a.nd c.atutrophic utilisation of knowledge. The overwhelming 
obaeuion of rc1earcbea with 'objectivity' and 'neutrality' has 
reauJted in the development of nuclear missiles, biological poisons 
and psychological brainwashing. Other studies have shown how 
lhe atanda.rda of professionalism in the social sciences set by 
foreigneu, have in fact Jed to a colonial control of institutions and 
knowledge.~ 

Finally, there is an ethical i~~ .. e that has been largely neglected 
in clauical !.Ocial reM:arch. The practice of classical ·socia I 
re~arch resulted in complete and exclusive control of the process 
and outcome of res.carch by professional researchers. The 
res.carcher develops knowledge based on data collected from 
individual•, groups and organisations in a social setting. Those 
indi,·iduals, groups and organisations do not have any control 
over the knowledge generated from the da•a obtained from them. 
They arc only the 'objects' of research. 

And lbc res.c:archer is neither accountable to them nor respon­
sible for the use of know ledge thus generated. A researcher can 
do th.at in the natural sciences without any ethical considerations 
bec.1use the aubject-matter is natural phenomena. Can we follow 
the '4lme argument for inquiry in social phenomena? 

Partklpatory Res.earth 

In the light of the above frustrations with classical research, it 
may be valuable to anal,,se the issue of control a little more in 
depth. In various types of re:;earch approaches, what is chosen 
and who choo$es? Figure I can give us some iJea. (~t:e next page) 

As figure I shows, classical research emphasises professional 
control over the generation, utilisation and elaboration of 
knowledge-hence the need for new approacnes. Participatory 
re~arch and evaluation maintain that the· actors in the situation 
arc no! merely objects of someone else's study but arc actively 

•Z&tarwl•h Cnovwdtn.r,, 'Research-A Method of Col9oi.aation,' io 
R.&.)Clb T•Ddoo, op cit., pp. 16-lS. .. 
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fl&we I: Control o~u Knowledre•Gtntrarlon and Elabora/lon Proceu 

Classical Research 

Professional 
Researcher 
I "-

✓ '. 
Social Actor, 
Selling (ObjeclS) 

Participatory Rutardi 

Acton 
(Subject1) 

.,JI "' 
✓ 'Ii 

Social Rnc.an::bcr 
Selling 

i~Ouenc1ng the process of knowledge-generation and elaboration. 
1 o that extent, the participatory approach is an effort to check 
the pre~ent trends of (a) professionalisation and centralisation of 
knowledge in its generation and utilisation since it can be used 
'.'> manipulate the actors of a social selling without their havin& 
any «.:ontrul over 11; (b) the neglect of the actors in the situation 
not only a, sources of knowledge but also as its legitimate owners. 

h this an cthi..:al issue or ideological confusion? Probably it 
1s a (omb1nat1on of both. Whatever be the case, it is obvious 
that if the adors in the soL·ial setting become the owners of 
knov.lc:Jgc the> generate, the pro..:ess of this elaboration can 
llself bc,omc an import.int ,tep in awarene,s-building and social 
Lhange among the oppre~scd. 

If we hro1Jly cla,sify rc,earch types into the three cate­
goric, shuwn in figure II (see next page), then it is easy to 
understand how participatory research approach differs in some 
very fundamental ways. Academic re~earch is what most pro­
fes,10nal researchers arc engaged in and what most research 
in~titutcs 1ewarJ and eucourage. Policy/evaluation research has 
become incrcasing1y popular over the last two decades. An 
adrnini,trator, policy-maker or government agency commissions 
a rc,carch study in order to satisfy some of the administrative 
needs. Thi~ llicnt is, by anJ large, outside the problem or area 
he ~ants re~carched by a profcs)iu11al researcher. 

P,uticipalory rc~car1:h has been sci against these rwo types on 
the three kc) ~!cps in a research .act: choi..:e of the problem, 
d~oice of the methodology and choice of the outcome. Figure II 
b1ghli,h1s, somewhat dramatically, this issue of control in 
researd1. Academic rucar1:h has emphasise(, unilateral control 
by the professional researcher on all steps of a rucarch act. 
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-~ 
anJ 1h..: ~,,,,.,l1>gi,1s !.tl.Jying lnd1a·s '.1d,·anccd' su.;ieties,6 the 
orii;an;.I inlcnlaon of the colon1alts1 tr;1ng to under~tand his 
o...,n ~0~1ct1 b; going back to the origin cf 'primitive ci',ilisa­

t1ons·. 0r ir:, 10~ to know more about the colonies in order lo 
belier control them, h:is t,) he borne in mind. 

It 1!> in t~is conrcxt of e\olut1onism and 11s colonial past that 
1he pre)e,1t should be e:..jm1neJ T'lis is especially important 
1f one be.1rs in minJ that in spire of thirty years of independence, 
uur intellectuals are. by a11J !Jrge, dependent for their Sl'\tus 
... nJ ~cccpt:ince on their link, ,,11h the West. 

From among the member, of the second genera1ion and of 
1he th,rJ gener.111on (vf -,oc1ol0gists) some went 10 the 
Un,tcJ Stale, anJ s0m.: to Britain after indepenJencc ... ,\ll 
1he;e persun, formed :a c::..tc~or~ and did influence sociological 
tr:1J111un an ln,h:1, b) mtroJucing the new trends. For 
;,.,:,1.km1c p0~1t1O!1., foreign Jegree, or even a stay abroaJ 
wunc>ut any 1.Jc6n:c. w:.is c0ns1dercd more acc_eptable b)'. the 
una,ersit,cs :rnJ the~ fllkd ur many po)ttioni 1n the un1vcr­
s11, dcp..Jrlint:nls. Tl,i, n..:\" rrcnd was reidorced by tnc 
\1!.11 of the fu1e1gner, lu ln...i1a, arain .1 very large numb..:/ 
from the: Unite,! 'iljle) a11J :.i sm..iller nt.:mber from Britain. 

Cla.uicul M1·1h,,do/,,:;J' 
This mcthl)Jolui;')' w.is .. wre and more quantitative in character 
and a~sum..:J 1hc uni\er,,1:11, of social principles. In other words, 
me1hu,lulog1c:, d.:,L·l"pcd in the West under a totally different 
s,xi..JI. cultur;d, c..:onomic ..inJ pul,tical )i:u.rno,, wt'rc absolut­

iscJ :>.,1J tr.:.in>fcm:J 10 lriJ1..1 a:1J other Th1rJ World countries. 
Thesi:: mc1h0Jolog1.:s th.it toL1k tht' prin.:1ple, of natural sciences 
for grantcJ. d,J not in::i~c allowance fur th..: Jistin<.:tive nature 
,,f so..:,al sci..:n,..: ,nquir,. If ~e as,umc tl1.1l 11 is impossibl..: to 
c:or,tr,11 ..Jll thc ,pur1<>U> 1111..::rkrcncc, 111 ,,1..:1..11 r,·~carch (anJ 
tnis t> .in 111crr-;;,in.;ly Jvubtful a~sumptionJ, tha.:n it might 
b:· 1.1.11,Ltiit 1u t..;lk .ib, ut 'rcpr0Juc1bil1ty' and consequent 
Pci,cr.d,,jt1,,11. \\ c , .. ,1, Jc\cl,ip a pa1 ti.ii unJer~tanding of a 

~ocial phcn,im,non ;1.1,l 1l,1s ser1,11nly linuts 0u1 ability to 
genc:r:il,se Thc:rdurc, .1 m,1Jur . .rbuma.:n, against the u11lisa1ion of 

•JP. Oc~,1,, ·Cr:f1 of S"'"'I••.:> ,n lnd,a-An Autobioc,:1phic.l P,rs• 
pcC\,ve.' Ern~ornic .i,,tl p.,/,t,rul ll°reiuy, 16 (n. 8 f~b.-uary 14, 1981). 

pp 24'7-2411, 
1 /!Jui. p. :~6 
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k nowkdgc ge;~;a,ed by social research is its lack of applica­
bili1y 111 part1i:ubr sdtin~s. As the direct:>r of the Amul 
cooperntive saiJ recently, 

Tcchnonatic • approaches to improve productivity in our 
vilbges l·;,11p,,1 put !he tools l)f unproved productivity into 
the hanJ, or our poor, 1 ural ll'ajority. Thus, increasingly, 
in our searl·h for a key In rural development, we leave aside 
the convc1111onal econorni,ts anJ technocrats anJ we turn to 
the s1,ciologists. Then we encounter a paradox: the profes• 
sional sociologist i, very good at describing a social struc­
ture, al mcjsuring attitudes to change, at diagnosing male/ 
female roles and so ,in ... Hut all these sociological excrdses 
do not seem 10 he of much help, when it comes to putting 
some equ;tl1ly i11to the power structure, or modernising 
altitudes tl' di•nge, or freeing womc:1 from the bondage of 
traditional i.Jc ,.., ,tHlut men's :ind women's roles.• 

To that c111c111, those ir,lerestcJ in social d1ange in a par1i 
c1llar selling neeJ to move away from this type of professional­
i~m anJ initiate their own research process in that setting. It 
1, bei:ause clas~ical social research has neglected the issue of 
change of so.:ial systems except as o:,e more subject of study. _ 
It has not only been indifferent to thio; issue but also actively -
punished those who allempted to combine the two purposes of 
understanding and change by labelling their efforts 'unscientific'. 

Another argument against researchers' involvement in social 
d1angc is rrcmiscd on the misconception that research is value­
frce. Since all change, espcci.dly sol·ial change, is based on a 
normative vision of the 'desircJ' anJ since the researcher's task is 
to be objective and value-free in pursuit of his inquiry, how can 
.inc expect him to. combine the process of inqu:ry with the 
1)focess of l·hange? 

The underlying fallacy in this argument is the naive assump­
tion that inquiry is value-free. Neither social research. nor even 
111 quiry in the natmai scie11..:es i~ value-free. The researcher not 
,inly believe~ that the natural phenomena are orderly and there­
f.,rc on be rc~cardicJ, but he also adopts a framework in order 

•v Kur,cn /'r,1,/urtn 111 ,,.,J Ru,,,/ Dr.tl<Jpmtnl -S01111 &onomi,c, 
Tuhn.i.-ul ,in,/ 's,,n,,' C.•nii.lrr,ui,111, t N,w Delhi. Na11onal Producli'vil)' 
Council. 22nd I u11nJ.1t1un I ).1)· l.,~lllfC. r~nru.iry 1980) 



20 
\,_.,, 

PAJ.TlCIPATO.llY RESfAM.CH AND EVALUATION 

to coUect ob~rvations. These frameworks arc as much normative 
u those held by SC)('ial researchers. 

Moreover, the myths of value-free inquiry and the non­
normati-.e role of the researcher have led to the dehumanising 
a.nd catutropbic utilisation of knowledge. The overwhelming 
obsewon of re1earchcrs with 'objectivity' and 'neutrality' has 
rcau.ltcd in the development of nuclear missiles, biological poisons 
and psychological brainwashing. Other studies have shown how 
the atandarda of professionalism in the social sciences set by 
forcigncu, have in fact Jed to a colonial control of institutions and 
knowledge.' 

Finally, there is an ethical issue that has been largely neglrcted 
in clauical ~al re5tarch. The practice of classical ·social 
research resulted in complete and exclusive control of the process 
and outcome of rc5.tarch by professional researchers. The 
rcs.carcbcr develops knowledge based on data collected from 
individual•, groups and organisations in a liOCial setting. Those 
indi,·iduals, groups and organisations do not have any control 
o-ver the knowledge generated from the da!a ob1aincd from them. 
They arc only the 'objects' of research. 

And the rckarchcr is neither accountable to them nor rcspon­
"iblc for the use of lmowlcdgc thus generated. A researcher can 
do that in the natural sciences without any cthicai considerations 
because the aubjcct-matter is natural phenomena. Can we follow 
the same argument for inquiry in social phenomena? 

Putklpatory Rt1Carcb 

In the light of the above frustrations with classical research, it 
may be valuable to analyse the issue of control a little _more in 
depth. In various types of research approaches, what is chosen 
and who choo$CS? Figure I can give us some idea. (~ee next page) 

As Figure I shows, classical research emphasises professional 
control over the generation, utilisation and elaboration of 
lrnowledge-hence the need for new approacnes. Participatory 
rc~arch and evaluation maintain that the actors in the situation 
uc not merely objects of someone else's study but arc actively 

•Z&bNll&h Chowdtrury, 'Research-A Method or ColQoiaation,' in 
R&~ T1.Ddoo, op cit., pp. 16-2S. 

MAIN CON( .S AND ISSUES 
\._,.,/' ll 

Fiawe l: Control o~u Knowled1e•Generatlun and Eloboratlon Pr«cll 

Cl,usical Restarch 

Professional 
Researcher 
/ ' 

✓ "' Social 
Selling 

Ac1ora 
(Objects) 

PJrtil:ipator y ReJeardt 

Actora 
(Sub,iecta) 

.,,, ' 
✓ 'lo 

Social Rcacarcber 
Sc1tin1 

influencing the process of knowledge-generation and elaboration. 
To that extent, the participatory approach is an effort to check 
the present trends of (a) professionalisation and centralisation of 
knowledge in its generation and utilisation since it can be used 
~•> manipulate the actors of a so..:ial selling without their havina 
any con1rul over 11; (b) the neglect of the actors in the situation 
not only a, ~our1.:c:s of knowledge bur also as its legitimate owners. 

Is this an ethi..:al issue or ideological confusion? Probably it 
is a. l·ombinat1on of both. Whatever be the case, it is obvious 
that 1f the adors in the sul·ial setting become the owners of 
kno.,.,leJge lhC) gc11eralc, the pro1.:ess of this elaboration can 
11sclf bc~omc an import.int ,tep in "warene~s-building and social 
lhange among the opprc~scd. 

If we hro:1dly cia,sify rc~earch types into the three cate­
goric, shown in figure II (see next page), then it is easy to 
undcrs1and how participatory research approach differs in some 
very fundamental ways. Academic research is what most pro­
fcs"onal researchers arc engaged in and what most research 
imtilutes 1cward and encourage. Policy/evaluation research has 
become incrcasing,y popular over the last two decades. Ao 
admini\trator, policy-maker or government agency commissions 
a re,ear..:h study in order lo sathfy some of the administrative 
needs. This dient is, by and large, outside the problem or area 
he wants rc~earchcd by a profe))ional researcher. 

Piirticipatory resean:h has been !>Cl against these two types on 
the three ke) \!Cps in a research act: cho1.:e of the problem, 
,·hoicc of the methodology and choice of the outcome. Figure II 
b1ghh~h1s, somewhat drama1ically, this inue of control in 
rcseard1. Academic research has emphasise~ unilareral control 
by tbe prof c~sional rcsean.:ber on all steps of a re1earch act. 
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MAIN CU:O.ClPl SAND ISSUES 2) 

Panicipatory res1:;1rch and evaluation is an approach where 
this control i~ jointly shared by the resear~her and the actors in 
the problem ~ituation. While the former gives an ab)oh,tc 
value to ti11: minority of theorizers in a society, the latter begins 
with tru~t in the knowledge which the common man poss~sses. 
What has been ~:iid by ~ome authors about the sociolog) of 
knowled~·e can equally well be applied to participatory re~arch: 

Thcoretic:I\ thought, 'idea~· Wclta11sclr.111u11ge11 ar~ nol 1hut 
imrorta~l in societ~. Although C\cry society contains thc;c 
phenomena, they :ue on:y n:1rt of the sum of what p:i~~cs 
fo1' 'knowledge'. Only :t \Cry limited group of peoph: i11 any 
society engage:; 1n theorizing, in the bu:;incss ·of 'Hkas' and 
the construction of Wdta11schuu11gc,1. But ewryone in society 
particip;1tes in its 'knO\·:ledgc' in one way or ;:ino1hcr. Put 
differently, or.ly a few arc Cllll~crucd with the theorct1~al 
interpretation of ti1e WlHld, but CHT~ body live) 1n a world of 
some sort...To exaggerate the impnrtancc of theor~tical 
thou~ht in society and hi~tory is a n;1tu1al f.1il1ng of theoriz· 
ers. It is then all the more nc..:essary to l·urrcct this intcl· 
lectu;ilistic misapprehension. 1 he ih<.:l>rct1cal fl1rmulatio11s of 
reality. "'het her t l:cy be scie11t 11i~· llr ph1lnsl1'.1hical or cv,:n 
mythological, llo not cxh:1ust wh.1t is 'rc.1I' fur th..: members 
of :i society. !n oth1:r worJs, curnmomense 'k110\\lcd!_!c' 
rather than 'ideas' must be the c..:ntral focu~ for the sociology 
of knowlcJge. It is prec1:;l!ly this 'knowleJgc' that constitut..:s 
the fabric of meanings y,ithout which no society could 
CXl~t. 1

'' 

Th(• Mai11 hst1<'S 

Before goin~ into the d..:tJils of some (if the 1rnplicatio11, of this 
fun<lame111al empl1:1sis in p:irlicipatory res~arch ~,nd cv.iluation, 
it mi~ht be ,,·,,r1hwhale to cn1111h:ratl.' wh;1t a p:irti~ipatmy :tp• 

proach might entail concretel:,. First of all, in its broad a1Hl loo~ 
meaning, it ha~ been an ongoing process in India. As mentioned 
111 the ab,Jvc quo:ation, the l;1bcl may be given by lh~orcticians, 
b11t ih prac:11:,: 1s quite common in groups engaged in th..: process 
of r~-;1wakc111111.\ tlic weakest 11cctions of our socic1y. A.,, cxampk~ 
of such ctfP1 ls one may m..:11tion the organis:11ion of tinJlcss 
labourers i11 Dhulaa dis.tm:t of Mahara)htra that has used a :oiniilar 

"Pel er L n,r!l.:r .1n,I 1 horn11 t.uckm.11111, Tht ~"t/11I C,11111, 11,·ti,m of 
Rt'nl••.v . ,I T""'"~ 111 ti,, S,,,111/,,~, ,,f J.11,11, !. la (LonJun: r..:n!>u:11 Buol.a, 
R<·prinl 1117 J). 1'1' 26-27 
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mc1h0Jolllg_1 in 1Jcn11f) 1ng thi.: rccorJ, .,f p,upk whuse 1u11d 

\\;1s dlc:g.:111) :li1c·n1:i1cJ from the 11. 11 Another well-known case 
i~ the Ch,pko rr-.o,emcnt in Ultar Pr:1Je~h \,here, JS J rc'ult of 
the people":; retlectiun on the c.:iusc, of tl.c 1970 tlo:;JS, defores­
t;1tion c;useJ by some 1ndi.;striJli· t,, the furcst Jcpartment's 
refusal tu kt the locJI pcor use the Ash trees fur their needs 
:rnJ the [)<!rm1s,ivn they granteJ to commercial contractors and 
inJustraliu,, the pcopk org:rn1,cJ 1hc11rn.:lves into a resistance 
group. t\ commun11) furcstr) ,chem.: ba,cJ on the right of the 
loc;il people to the fo1cst proJuce ;inJ the maintenance of its 
en,,ronment v.as born out of 11. 1: 

The rele,ance of 1h1s char;ineristic of;; particip;itory approach 
1s not mercl) to rei.ognise that, whilt the l:i.bel is new, the 
;,pproach h:.is e>.1>teJ o,cr the years, but also to accept the 
fact th;it v.hile !Jb..:11,ng of '-oncepts is an activity of pro­
feH1onal re,ear..:hers, urJrnary people somchuw do not see their 
:.ipproaches in s1mi1Jr com:eptual frameworh. Participatory 
re><:arch is, therefore. a new approa-:h for professionals and a 
pragmatic one for those 1n the field. 

Thi!. po~es significant questions for the development of a 
participator,' metho,j For example, do we have a single, well­
defined and well-articulated approach'l Are we clear that th-: 
r,rnge repre1.enled by those: engaged in participatory research and 
e,aluation (from profcs,ional researchers located in universities 
to !>Cm1-l1terate l,eld workers in the village) necessarily implies 
tensions which need to be aJJresseJ in an inclusive manner? 

We Jo not as )Ct ha,c clear-cut answers to all these questions 
but c..in onl) think of tentatl\C steps. hgure Ill is an attempt 
to chart the step~ of an 'iJcal' pJrt1c1pator) approach. 

One major clement n11,sing in this '1Jeal' model is the 
ideolog1cal/normat1\C stance. To the extent that participatory 
approach i~ an aucmpt 10 bre..ik awJ) from unidirectional control 
of the profc:.,1onal rc~c;irchcr, 1t has to be consi~tcnt in ib 
definition of 'actor, ·n the problem situation'. Therefore, partici­
patory approach is sulel,' in response to and for the fulfdme_11t 
of the needs of the less po.,..trful, weaker segments of a soctal 
:.~tting and is part of a process of their gro....,th into consciousness. 

""The Story or Shramllc San1a1han' Howj(n. 1 June, 1978), pp. 24-28. 
"Gopa Jo,hi, 'Aiforhlilioo of Dcforuted H1mal,yas,' How, 4 {n. 4, 

. 19il) pp 11-14. 
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At all stage~ of 1 .. ei• libe•at1-:in, the oppressed must see 
themselves as men engaged ,n the cnto!ogical ar.d historical 
vocation of becoming more fully human. Reflection and 
action become impaative when one docs not erroneously 
attempt 10 create a dichot0my between the content of huma­
nity and its historical form~. I he insistence that the oppressed 
engage in reflection on their concrete situation is not a call 
to armchair revolution. On thr, cor.trary. reflection-true 
reflection-leads to action. On the other hand, when the 
situation calls for action, tbat a,tion will cans11tutc ao authen­
tic praxis only if it& consequences become the object of 
critical reflection. u 

Fiicure Ill: Steps 111 an • ld~.:il :'u,, iclpator')I R~uorch Approach 

REQUEST i--J:int ~~~~~- 1- s: .. ~-il~◊-::-
from the ment bctwceo rc1ponsible 

actor■ in the .., rncarchn and ..,j for reuarch 
problem actora in the I cycle 
ailuuiou IIIU&llOC 

... 

Development 
of 

Cbao11e-plao1 

Sharing w11h 
+ actora in tho 

problem 
ailu.tioo 

+-

Joiol d,ta 
aoaly1i1 +-

lmple":,,°tatioo_l 

Chao11e-plan1 I 
Q:oaolidatioo 

of 
Lcaroio1 

·-------< 

Joi111 dni~ 
of research 

+ 

Joint data 
,olle1:lioo 

Some commeots related to Figure Ill arc needed here: 
(i) The initial request in an ideal participatory process may 

come from the powerful actors in the situation. But in reality, 
this may oot be 10. The rcqueat may come from aomcooe power­
ful withio the situation, or outside it. Yet, the rcac:arcber can 
trao,form it into a participatory prouu by followiog 1omc later 
at.cpa, provided his ideological stance i1 explicit. 

11Paulo fr.ire, P•diJtoty of th• Oppr,un (London: PcDl\,Wl Boou. 
llcpr I.DI 19'0), p. 41. 
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{ ii) Various steps outlined in Figure l ll appear to be onc-ahot, 
fixed ones. In reality, a participatory pro..:css has to be cyclical 
and itcrati\e. For eumple, joint agreement may need to be 
worked and re-worked many times, o•,er the entire cycle. 

(iii) As prescmcd here, various steps in the participatory 
procesr. assume the involvement of an out.ide researcher. In 
reality, groups of actor:. in a particular setting may go through 
the entire process without ar,y assistance from the outsider. In 
fact, e!fccti,e participat0ry process must have the increascd 
capacity of the actor, in the ,ituatioo to inquire into and change 
tlleir s1tuat1on as a valued cutcome. To that extent, an outside 
researcher wiU become redundant soon. 14 

(iv) A) presented in figure lll, the participatory process may 
appear identical to Action Research. However, there are two 
s1gni~nt ,uys in which participatory research is different. 
Firn, the ideological stance and emphasis on making the 
ruearcher'a value-premises expli..:it are generally not mentioned 
in the action research approach. Second, action research can be, 
and is being, undertaken without the participation and control 
of the acton in the situation. In essenc~, then, action research 
becomes another method in the exclusive control of the pro· 
fessiooal researcher. 

The Par11e1p"n1s 
A r:latcJ charaderistic that deserves mention here is the range 
of people and their divene motivations to enter into the partici­
p;.itory prol.'ess. We can sec the participants at two levels i.e. 
pLOfess1onals and the common man, especially the oppressed. 

At tile professional level, in the Indian context, there are al 

l.:ast three sets of people and motivation,. One set co,nprisc, 
those who have been trained professionally iu the empiricist 
para~1gm of traditional so.:ial scienle rc~ear..:h. They have moved 
intu partkipatory rcsearl.'h due to fru~trauon with the existing 
fvrnh of rcsearlo.'h. For this set, the reality has remained 
u111oucheJ anJ unchang.:d despite tremendou, development in 
rcS<arlo.'h 1.:~hnulogy. They nut11o.'e 1ha1 Jcspite the increased volume 

1·h•r 11;.•rc on 11 5ec, 'The A.:11v1u'1 Credo' (Eacupll Crum the Report 
. , ,,.~ \\ ,•r~11, --r vn ·The Train11111 .111J Muhodolo11y or Tr:\tnina for 
,, , 1,, ;·,, ,- ircJ b) i-;..irnl., lJh111111 anJ VJ ,nl Pal1h1.k:ir L~luhn11 Rao), 
1.-;, , .. 'J 1, 1 .. ·'I, 2J (n ~. Occ.:mb.:r 11,.-.u,. pp. 24'1·2H 
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cf printeJ m:iter,:il. the life of ordinary people bas remained 
unch:inged. \1or~o\er. the institutiooal,sation of research in the 
un1,ers1t1es and other sui:h institutes has leCI to a monopolistic 
control O\er, rese:ir1.h, on the one hand, and a distance of research 
from ordinar) peop:e on the other. For this set of researchers, 
such irrele,ani:e of social science research is intolerable in the 
con1e,t of a puor ,0,1..:l) like ours. 

For the sei:onJ set, mutivatioil 1s related to the need to 
re<lirel't the procn~es of de,c-!q::mcr,t 1n the country. The failure 
c,f existing progr,.11nmes anJ models of development is being well 
established. These are the a1.1i,ists and field workers who have 
expericn~ed frustration and anger O\er the m1sd1rc-:tion of our 
developniental strategics. For them, participat0ry rescan.his a 
rossiblc alternati,c to pru·,ide momenturr, to de1.entralised alter­
nati,e moJcls of J l\tl,,11,,rnt- de,elopmcnt cf the people with 
their .ict1\e rart1L1p..itior,. lhc: .i1c engafcd III localt'..Cd experi­
ments in a part1,ipatory p1 OLC'S to try out these alternative 
models of de, clopment. 

[Ju1.at1on .i5 il mean\ of so,ial 1r,.,11sforn1<1t1on 1s the under­
lying mcwvaticJn c,f the th1rJ set. For this set ofreoplc, research 
is a learning and eduL;1t1c 1 n.il c.-;rer1enLC and therefo~e should 
be attempted 1n a ma111,u tnat fa"ilitates sodetal levei <.:hange. 
Unlcs~ re:;ear1.h contributes 1e; learning and unless that learning 
is widespread enough to inllude those who arc part of that sct­
trng, it is a meaningless adivity. To that extent, part1cir 
research has been found to be a relevant approach to educat,uil 
and learning. 

At the level of the opprcs,cd seltions, the partidpanls are 
predominantly rural. The \izc of the rural population in India 
and in other Asian countries, as well as the complexities or 
developmental dynamiLs, have LOntr1butcd to the ovcr•\·helming 
rural context of participator, research in this country, or for that 
matter, in the ThirJ WorlJ a. a whole. The be~t examples or 
this prole~s arc, 1n fac.:t, from rural ;Jtrca,. As examples we may 
mention the Joint lrrig.atiun S> stem an-,ong tribals in Southern 
Raja,1h;1n, Gr"'" V,k"s 1n the GanJam district of Orissa or 
Bhumi Srna in the Thane district of Maharashtra. 

This rural conte11t ha\ contr1bulcd lo a much bctte1 under­
standing of the procc\sl'., 11\\olvcd th;111 woulJ have been possible 
in an urb.ar, profrs~io11.tl .,tmo,ph..:rc. Moreover, InJian activists 
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and re>Carcbers have bce::i .'ble to learn from similar experiments 
in other countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America and have 
been able to c,)otribute to learning in these continents. In that 
stose, it is considerably different from similar experiments in 
Europe aod l\onh America and can at best compliment them 
r.ince they are, by and large, urban in character. 

!.GME IMPLICATIOl'-S 

It should be clear from ¼hat bas been said above that the 
participatory approach is not value-neutral but is ideologically 
committed to the ....,eakest sections. It has a necessary relation­
ship with social lransforrr.ation and action while classical social 
~ieocc research has conspicuously avoided any active involve­
ment. ll is 1Lis cloce linkage between social action and its 
political impl1c.;.1ions tnat has scared many professional research­
ers from adopting a par1icipa1ory approach. These professionals 
work on the assumption 1ha1 resear.:h should be valuc-nculral. 

Howe-.er, one can question the -.alidiry of su1.h an a~surnp-
1ion.Tbough scholars may consider thc:mselves objective, the 
system ...., ithin ...., hich they work cannot be politically neutral. 
Research in ~ocial setlings has always been political and t>ilher 
maintains, explains or justifies the status qiw or provides data 
to tho>C who want to question, examine or tramform it. More­
over, studies have shown that many apparently Charitable 
Foundations ~uch as F;::,: . Carnegie anJ Rockefeller have in 
fact ~en used as tools of American foreign policy though the 
~holars concerned may not have been aware of it. The decision­
mak.ing process, the nature of funding and ti.le type of institutions 
they b.clped to build up all indicate a definite policy. 15 What 
ha1 been ,aid about the above foundations can be said also 
about many national institutions and the funding policies of 
many other countries. 

On the other hand, part1cipa1ory research and evaluation 
c.annot be com1Jered merely ooc more mode of community 
dcvdopment. Ir. the lndlJn .;snt~;,.t ;rnJ in the Third World as 

i.>Ro~l F. Arno~c. • Found.t,ona anJ 1hc Transfer uf Koowlcdic -
lmpl1,C,1.l1on1 for 10011,' Social Arnun, 3l (n 2 Ap11l•Juoc, 1981), pp. 

144-173. 
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a whole, the participatory approach is inueasingly becoming 
synonymous with the processes of liberation of people. The 
involvement of poor, marginal farmers and landless agricultural 
labourers in the twin processes of participatory evaluation and 
social action have resulted in enhancing their self-confidence and 
ability to take collective initiatives in their common interest. 

While it is different from the classical community development 
approach, participatory evaluation can contribute towards the 
liberation of people only if it is associated with some form of 
participatory social a-:.-tion. The challenge to researchers as well 
as activists is 'are we prepared to accept this as an operational 
definition of the parti-:ipatory approach?' The researcher who 
ac1:cpts thi~ definition has to commit himself to an approach that 
is closely linked with nct:on. One cannot demarcate separate identi­
ties of participatory research and community development with· 
out asserting the eleml'nts of p:1rtlcipatory social action. 

To the el\tent that particlpatory research is inv.uiably associated 
with some form of social action, it has very clear political implica­
tions. To use the partkipatory appro.ich in idcntifyiog land aliena­
tion with the organisntion of landless ll ibal labourers is to link 
inquiry with the politic.ii dynamics of the setting. To join with the 
farmers to engage in the soci:11 ,rna1ysis of their existing situation 
i~ Lo raise political pressures abou·t the existing structure. To 
develop an ;.iltcrnativc hl·alth carr. system which favours the rural 
poor is to enter into direct conllict with those whose interests 
arc challenged. lt is ~o because the process of social control is a 

political pro..:css. 

D11Tcrcnccs in the ability to make rules and apply them to 
other people arc essentially power differentials (either legal 
or extra-legal). Those groups whose i;ocial position givca 
tbem weapons and power are best able to enforce their rules. 
Distinctions of agc, sex, ethnicity and class arc all related to 
dilTcrcn-:e~ in power, which accounts for differences in the 
degree to which groups su distinguished can make rules for 
ot hcrs. 1b 

Tile participator) approad1, thcrciorc, by its commitment to 
the underpri-.ilegeJ as well as to ~ocial action, caters into a 

"Howard S. Decker, Ou1JIJtr1- Studlts 111 tht Sodo/011 of l)fflOIICI 
(New York: The Pree Prcu, 197)), pp. 17•18. 
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political arena where questions of method and validity become 
nplis1ic. It is btcaus'! the rural Indian, for that matter the 

in and Third World context, is primarily unorganised. Tile 
.. nderprivileged, whether landless labourers or urban slum­
... ~ellers or women, are primarily unorganised. In a large 
measure, their state of poverty, exploitation and helplessness 
are related to this non-organisation. 

To initiate a participatory process with such underprivileged 
groups means to initiate the process of organisation-building. 
Unleu this process leads to genuine organisation, one cannot 
thin le of a genuine participatory approach. In fact, in the abaence 
of an organisation, the participatory research efforts can become 
tools of unilateral manipulation by an outsider. To that extent, 
initiating participatory research efforts with unorganised groups 
requirea an initial effor.t in developing a rudimentary form of 
their organisation. 

If there is this initial effort, many instances have shown that 
the participatory research effort itself contributes to the building 
of an oraanisation of the people with whom this proccu ii 
started . .By the sheer process of attempting to bring a group of 
small marginal farmers to analyse their own situation, tempora.~ 
organi~tions of farmers de..-eloped in the tribal areas of Southern 
Rajastban. In other words, this poses some questions about the 
methodology of the participatory approach. To the extent that 
Indian and Third World societies are unorganised in comparison 
with more developed countries of the West, any participatory 
research effort in the poor nations bas to be simultaneously 
an effort at building organisations. This is not necessarily the 
situation in the rich countries. 

Dntlopmenl o_f Kno,dedgz 
Another question that arises from the above discussion is: how 
to develop authemic, valid knowledge? The participatory proc.eas 
tends to lay emphasis on authenticity as opposed to validity. 
The con~pt of validity as defined by the classical research 
paradigm is inappropriate for se\leral reasons. Fir)t of all, know­
ledge about a social setting i:; not equivalent to information 
obtained from it. The meaning attach1:d to that information is 
more important. Any repre~ntation of social reality is contin­
acnt upon such meanings that acton attach to their reality. 
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Secondly, the impact of historical contingency on knowledge 
derived from social settings is too critical to apply to univenal 
construcls of validity. Existing criteria of validity are con~rned 
with the generalisability of the outcome of research. 

Participatory research, on the contrary, is potentially an 
at1empt to generalise a process of resrarch, instead of its out• 
come. To that extenl. the criteria of validity need to focus on 
the external generalisability and internal consisteJ\CY of the 
research process itself. What can be some initial elements. of 
such a concept of v:-ilidity? One can enumerate the following 
among many other possibilities: 

(i) Relel'a11cc: Histor.~·al, temporal and spatial. 
(ii) Researcher culibra1iu11: Sensitivity of the researcher; 

emphasis on the calibration anu reliability of the researcher as 
opposed to an instrument or a method. . . . 

(iii) Com-ergence: Emphasis un consensus of issues, mult1ph• 
city of methods anu congruence bc:t\\cen processes and out~omc. 

(i\l) /nclu~ion: Context, a,:tors and researcher. Emphasis on 
looking at the rescarl·h approach as a social proc~ss and mana~­
int1 the confluence between the aspects of the setting, actors an 
the setting and the researcher. 

How can we build an ahern.1tivc concept of validity based on 
the stance that pani..:ipatory research and evaluation cmphasi-se 
generalisability of 1hc research process itself? This is one ques­
tion th;1t still needs to be studied, because though many groups 
in the field are involved in· the participatory pr<Kess, not 
,ufficient work h..1s been dor.e at the macro-le\'CI. . 

Morco..,er, if the generalisability of the research process II 
emphasised in the p;.irticipatory approach, what is the outcome 
of research itself? lt 1:an be at different levels: 

(i) Immediate social al'lion and change is one such outcome. 
The actors in the rescar..:h process engage in a common effort 
to transform their ~11uation since they become aware of the 
causes of the present state and their own potential to be agents 
of chun&e, . . . . 

{ii) Increased lrnowleujle about the parlli:ular soc,al setting II 

another outcome. Unhkc in the classical system where the OUl• 

aide rescar1.:hcr has the monopoly of knowledge, in the.pancipat• 
ory approach it is available both with the researcher and the 
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acton of the iocial s.etting. This enables the actors to begin a 
new decision-making pro~·ess based on this knowledg,. 

(iii} lncrea)Cd capadty among the actors in th( si tuati0n to 
inquire into and change their ~ituation is another important 
outcome. This is the result of the new self-confidence they gain 
as a result of the initial common s~arch for knowledge and 
combined e{Tort at action. Persons who were till then considered 
incapable of being anythini; more than serv:rnts and imple­
menters of the orders of the powerful (and at the: research le.,.el, 
objects of an outsider's. study), arc now considered capable of 
analysing and understanding their own reality. This leads to a new 
~elf-image and increased potential to \l"arn and act. 1' This is the 
educational aspect of the participatory approach where the 
actors io the situation learn how to learn; deutcro-leaming 
occurs in the process. 

lf these arc tt.: potential outcomes 0f :1 partidpatory appro;,d1, 
what happens lo enhancement of knowledge? Viewed frorr- a 
clauical researcher's point of v:ew, there may not be increascJ 
knowledge since in this S) stem the end-produd i~ .i professional 
report. But the participatory ap!)roa1:h lt:ads to a different kind 
of end-product, though a macro-research type of report r..eed 
not be excluded. The main outcome of the participatory 
approach is increased knowledge about the soda! ~cning that 
is available both with the researcher and actors in the situation. 
Is this not enhancement of knowledge, or, is sui.h enhancement 
exclusively the task of the professional researcher? 

CO?-;CLUSIOt,; 

This paper has tried to study the frustrations e.\perienced by 
profe"ional rcsearchea from various points of view. There are 
the ideological issues of the use made of the knowledge gener­
ated, the ethical issues of using the actors as objects of stu<.!y 
and lca..,ing the control of knowledge in the hands of the pro• 
fe5'icaals, and the political issues of th: use that is made of 
this knowledge by those who fund the research programme. It 

u J.M. Horc4cro, Rwra/ Dtvtlopm1111 and Social Chan,, An Ex~ri,rvnt 
111 No1t-For1R.JI £.,du(ation (New D,;lbi: Manohar Book Service, 1977), 
pp. ll-lS. 
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is the realisation that the present professional approach to 
re&earch is in fact a reproduction of our unjust society in which 
a few decision-makers control the rest of the population that 
has led many to move away from the classical methods and 
experiment with alternative approaches. 

Many others have shied away from participatory research 
since they consider it a political process. lf the researcher really 
wants to fir.d an alternative to the present system which has not 
led to any social change in spite of increase in printed material, 
he makes his ideological stand explicit. If we gel involved in 
research efforts that assist the less powerful and the weak, the 
so-called research process becomes a political one. 

However, those who shy away from the particiratory 
approach because of i•s political implications do not ~~cm to 
realise that research in social ~ettings. has always been pohucal. ll 
either maintains, explains or ju~tifics the s1a111s quo or quHtioos 
it, though the researcher may not take an active part in chang• 
ing it. We may not be aware of the political as~cts _of _our 
research efforts be(ause we nevi:r helieveJ that our inquiry-was 
normative or we never made our ideological stance explicit. 

A transition to the participat0ry approach requires some basic 
attitudes on the part 0f the: researcher. If the rel">earcher or the 
activist, as the case may be, practises participation in hi~ ~wn 
work, it is much more likely that he will be able to fac1htate 
participation of 1he people in various re!">ea_rch_ efforts. O~ the 
other hand it is doubtful how an authoritarian personality of 
the research

1

er can encourage a participatory app1 oach with the 
underprivileged. 

In other words, the values of 1he researchers have to be in 
congruence with the values of the participatory approach. He 
has to believe in the basic ~trer .. ihs of the people and has to 
cherish dcmo.:ratic values in the proper sense of the term. ~be 
behavioural skills requirtd to encourage and suslain part1c1pa• 
lion of people must be possessed by the researchers. These 
behavioural "kills become critical 1n the contut of the focus o~ 
the underprivileged seclions of our population._ Si?ce ~ ~oau• 
nant characteristic of the underpri-. ileget.l is their tnabah~~ to 
and fear of participa11on, greater effort is required lo facalitale 
the participauun of such sections. 
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These are some of the challenges of participatory research and 
evaluation in our country. By their very nature they arc macro­
cballcng~~- Bui we need to deal with them both at the macro 
and mic:o-levcl through a combination of rc;scar.;h and action 
aimed at cmpowerinl!l the marginalised sections of our society. 
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