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Thie paper presentsg conceptual arguments to
dalineate the methodology of Participatory ressarch
appreach. After presenting an excellent analysis of thn
soclal and professional contexts of tha origin.nf FRA ,
the authors describe various points of view which are
broadly subsumed under PRA, The degree of researchar’s
pelitical activiem 1s seen as the main dimension on which

thase various polnts of view dAlffar,

There 13 a majﬁr fallacy in the arqument presented
by the authﬁrs that the wida range of political activism
Buppor ted under FPRA leads to naive idealism on the one hand
and methodelogical adshoclsm on the ether, First, let us be
claar that FRA is not an inventlon of the seventias, by a
group of dedicated soclal acilsnce researchers. What is new
is the label {"participatory research™), not the approach.
People engaged in mobilizing and organising the rural p&or
in India, and othar third worlad countries, for example,
through their very conceste actions, demonstrated all the
aspacta of FRA we have conceptualized recently, Many of them,
those engaged 1n4§iPRA today, do not know the labely and soma of

them even shy away from ft.

“econd, PRA can be locked at from two contrasting
starting points, It can be approached from the point of
view of the activist struggling in the field., For an activist,
PRA, by very definition, entails polltical activism in the
field. The other way of looking at PRA 1s our own familiar

professional researcher's point of view. For us Iagalarchery,




diresct political activism may appear to hurt the procass
of knowledge-generation, Moreovear, we have gur own
constraints of institutional membership, We may not be
“free®™ to commlit curselves to direct political action.

Ia 1t ppssible to reconcile thase two poilnts of view?.
And 1f yes, then PRA will necesxsarily hava the range of
political activism in its fold, as described by the authors.
If not, then FRA will become the future discipline of
academic professional researchers and join the handa of
action-research and participant-observation in the class=
rooms. Thils is an important issue which has implications

beyond the mathodology of FPRA,

T3 the extent that we define the origins of PRA in
the social and developmental context of the Third Werld
countries, we cannot argue for the separation of PRA from
the increasing demands of participatory social actlion.
Consequently, we cannot ignore the activists'! pointsof
visw. And, that implles that the major challenge for FRA
1a to accomodate and integrate these two points of view.
T111 that happens {and if it 1s possible and desirahlé},
PRA may have to continue reflecting the wide range of

political activism and choices of methadology.

The second aspect of thls paper which has méthﬂdalagical
lmplications, reltates to the issue of subjectivity. The authors
highlight the argument that PRA reflacts "open-ended inter—
subjectivity® and "eclectice" approach. They feel that this
eclectie orientation is embedded in the philocophy of pREgma=
tism. According tc the authors, such an orisntation leads to
methodological ad-hacism. In order to undarstand tha subjective

and aclectic aspecs of PRA, we have to examine the baslo




difference between classzical research approach (CRA)

and PRA, (ns of the hallmarks of classical research
approach 1s iIts clarity and precision in methodology.
Moreover, this met:odology of CRA 1y based on the

control of external, "spurious” influences and the subjecti-
vity of the researcher, This implies that CRA encourages
the thinking aspect of the ressarchery and, 1t attempts to
reduce the feelings of and actions by the ressarcher which

are bellieved to "congaminate™ the research.

This rigld delimitation of thinking as the only mode
of inquiry is the foundation of CRA. 1Its pxopenents have
advocated this methodology and ita teachers have presented
philoscophical justifications for thinking as the only valid
and legitlmate mode of knowing and inquiry. However, human
beings are somewhat differsnt from machines. They feel and
act, as well as think, As feeling, thinking and acting
indivlduals, they not only learn but als¢ contributa to
athers learning. 7To the extent that CRA is limlted to
thinking mode of inquiry, it truncates ths essential humanity
of the ressarcher and makes unreall«<tle demands on him/hef ag
a researcher, FRA, on the other hand, acceﬁts feelling and
acting as equally important modes of knowing as thinking.
The entire existentialist philosophy supports feeling ag a
valid mode of knowings and the theoretical underpinnings of
action-research provide the basiz for acting as a legitimate

modn of knowing.,

If we recognize that PRA 1s a holistlc approach to
inquiry and knowledge-generation, with feeling, thinking and

acting as lndependent and correlated modes of inquiry, we begiln

to understand the apparent edecticlsm and ad-hocism of the PRA,




To the extent that FRA opens up many morae modsa of
inquiry as opposed to the narrow, limited, uniemodal
approach of classical research, it is inevitable that
the methodological options thrown open by PRA wlll
appear to be "unruly", "anarchic" and ad-~hoc to those
of us who are schooled in the neat, well-defined and

pre-get methodology of CRA,

Moreover, the eclectic orientation of PRA 13 a
reflection of not only the wide range of mudui of fnquiry
as desgeribed above, but a2lso the variety of contexts,
researchers and lssues presently belng encompassed by PHA,
Different researchers with differeni previous experiences
are engaged in FRA in different setiings. This varlety is
so overwhelming to us used to % CRA that we almost label

it ad-hoe and apen-ended.

The third aspect of this paper which has attracted me
is the notion of 1dealism in PRA, The authors argue that PRA
impliez "value judgemants and moyal ilmperative"which reflects
the idealist component of PRA., Moreower, they maintain th&t
such idealism tende to overleook material causation, They
paper further describes how this idealism leads to "naive
posliting of participants”, whereby objectlve socio-economic
conditions as causes for problems and thelr soluticns are
ignored., I tend to agree with the authors Partly. It is
concelvable that the PRA can "degenarate® ilnto a subject’ re,
local znd supcrficlal analysis of the snclal reallty., 1t ia
pogeible that the ressarcher plagces entire semphasizgp on tha
sublective axperiences of the participants in daveloping

an understanding of reality. In my own field experlence,




I hava found that small, poor farmzr is unaware of the
systemie cfuses of his poverty and Impoverishment, If

1 agree with him blindly, the only pla&hibla explanation

for hi= noverty 1a his oun stupidigy, hgnorance and incompetanca,
However, this will we my nalvete as well 23 a distortion

of PRA, One salient methodological slement of PRA is the
jolnt analysils performed by the people as well as thae
researcher. The researcher developa his/her own analyals

of reality {and that includes objective systemic condltions)
just =s the people have their own subjective analyails of
reality, These two are then broucht into active interaction
whereby a jolnt analysk of reality develops, Withcut thias
Jolnt analysis, the methodology of PRA is incomplete, And
having engaged in this process of joint analysais, the
researcher can avold the pltfalls presented in this paper,
Moreover, it i1s this element of joint analysis in PRA that

brinzs out the key learning for the participants,

In sum, therefore, it 1s useful to underscora the
anarchic appearance of PRA, It appears anarchie because
it 15 a major ddparture from our present modes of conceptua-
lization of research process, It seems anarchic becauge 1t

1s pregnant with unmanageable variety., And it Just may be

anarchic because 1t is amblguous, unclear and incomprehensibla 4






