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W hen dissatisfied practitioners seek 
to explain why important; innovative, 
transdisciplinary·developments such 

as feminism, grounded theory, cultural studies, 
social studies of science, naturalistic inquiry; and 
action researcH have difficulty gaining a .foothold 
and· then surviving in universjties, the analysis 
focuses on th'e organizational !Structures created 
byfl the disciplines and I their aggregations into 
centrifugal colleges (Messer-Davidow/ 2002) .' 
MQst critics accoUnt for the conservative behavior 
,9f··which they do not approve by referring to 
a~ademic "politics:: to the· maintenance of mini~ 
Ci[te}s and !disciplinary monopolies that control 

Publication, :promotion, research' funding, and 
I U \(;..# 

si~-!larJ processes .. •The 1 apparent 'cause is the 
poli~f~al· P~.~er !of the owners of the various dis­
cip'linanrJblinKers ·on oampuses. , 

': I 1 I *"" 

As "po~tical" .as this b~havior seems, ·it is obvi-
ous world'o/ide • th.~t ,the .relationship between what 
is done in universitie§,';"especiallyiwhat we do in · 
the social 'scientes~and what the rest of society 
(oil which we depend) wants is not being handled 

... 
I .I •1' .,; ,•rtj:,;· I . ; I ,.1" I·, 

I It • ~' I I •' .. ; ' J J , 

' . 
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.,1, o ' , T. .'\!fCIY t •, I ,. • ! '!', 1'1 , r I. 
with much political skill. In our opinion, universif}': 

11 f ,I fJ l'(" H 1 ,ft lj j.{(l I JJ •J I ) .1l 

relationships 
1 
to key external constituencies r e.g., 

I t , , r.- • f I qj ( j .f ' 0 ' . ~ IIJ, I t'i t f 

t~~ayers, p~?on~.fr111 st~~~- &~~eww~~l ful!-~~r~: L 
Private foundations, our surrounding commuru-

1 I J 1 
r 1)1 '1 'J ._ r , £ :; J f 1 r 'f 

ti~~1 . ~d ~H~lic 3f~1PI!Ya~~ ~~ct~r o~g~_.~t\P';IS~ , 
embodr,1 poNic~~~ 11(an~ ecRpomi~~~Y\},elf-
destructive behavior. 1 · 

'I' ~/' 1 f. .J h ' l ' 1 '11 I, ·~~ Jl:''ll 
A great number of university social scientists 

1, It "JI ·I 
write about each other and for each other, pur-
posely engaging as little as possible in public 
debates and in issues that are s,ocially salient. 
Of h . h . I I :! 1

1 I . I' I I fll ten, t e1r researc ts wntten up m 'a anguage 
and with•concepts that are incomprehensiBle to 
the people who~ ar~ the ':~llbjeot&" ,Q(r~_s.~!lrfp;and 
to those outside the university who might want 
to use the fmdings. •That phllo-soph~rsJ. m~the­
maticians, ·or ·musicologists' do ,this fits' r. theltl 
image as humanists conservingJahd1enhancing 
ideas aha productions of human valu'e,'•regatd'- · 
less of ·their I direct ' applicability.··l'lHlt ·sodal 
scient~sts do this as well, oespite theit·claims tori 
study ·and comprehend the-workings•of ~ociety; 
is more problematic. , ' 1 J'>'' 1'.1'~ l•,...n ll' lw ~~~~ 
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Put more bluntly, most social science disciplines 
have excused themselves from social engagement 
by defining doing"social science" as separate from 
the application of their insights. The remaining 
gestures toward social engagement are left mainly 
to the social science associations' mission state­
ments. The cost of this disengagement to the social 
sciences is visible in the sniail"'State·-and federal 

• ~ I ~· 
research allocations fo~ icatl~miG' ~cial 1 science 
research.1 

These observations raise the following ques­
tions: How can social scientists be at once so 
"political" on campu~an\1:;~- ·inipolitic irt felation 

nat~"' .~ 
to society at large? Why is~it that the knowledge 
created by social science research seldo.iJlJfads to 
solutions to major societal problems? Why -is it r 

that social disengagement is more typical than 
atypical for social scientists? This chap,t~·r i~ our 
effort to sort out these issues. We seek to account 
for the disconnection between the internal poli­
tics of professional practice and the external con­
stituencies of the conventional social sciences 
(e.g., sociology, anthropology, political science, 
and many branches of economics) in view of the 
f~ei~ti{tN~iliBs1e· eitediai 1cdnstituertcies provide 
tlie1ftrlliiHhl WAa i'nstitutionM support' n'eed~'d for 

.t:i':ll>nu~ l!"'.' f!: i .·w· ~ •. , . . ' . tlie survivltl of.tlle social sciences. We then pre-
·m.urnrmn ~:,.!,1!1: .. 1v ·•· ' . • •. . . 

s~nt an alternative approach to social science and 
attf8HJ~~~~fth, be.cau~d we believe that actiori 

-~~~ l v 11•·· i · • ', · I• 1 
research is ·rrey to the needed fundamental trans-
formation of the behaviors engaged in by social 
stfeNrT§t~','· 1' , •• n:l"•' 

11 !' t ~ f-:.;dltl f .. JC> , J 1 

Jl'~·!j 'll)tl,)~;'l. 

.'f."'·'L' I J.,!:)(J • I J I 

J! ,,~,,}y'JiiYJ~.i'tii;I~~SucH A , 

•1! ·,DrsGONNllC'I\ION BETWEEN THE SociAL 
';~r· SmENGEsl~>Soct.ETY AT ·LARGE? 

•JJ rv dl;:"l•:1 uur ,.#_~,.., 

There , i.s P.o ·JO-~e. ,right ,way to conceptualize and 
understand · the relat~qnship between social 
s~;knce .work at·.~ve~sities:.and society at large, 
and. different perspectives J >leadu to different 
insights.:,What we , offer is simply our view, 
based ,ort , the use of three elements: Marxism, 
the sociology of the professions, and historical/ 
developmental perspectives. .

1 

Marxist or Neo-Mar:xist Views 

These analytical frameworks stress the impact 
of the larger political economy on institutions and 
ideologies, including those of the academy (Silva 
& Slaughter, 1984; .S.hmgh~r & Leslie, 1997.J. From 
this perspective, the principal function of univer­
sities is the reproduction of soci~ class diff~rences 
thi h ch'• ~ . . ~ " li~ ~ d th ,•. f oug tea mg, researc / an e provision o 
ne~ generations ~ifh 'tcc~ss~ to key po;itions of 
power within the · class systeht~From a ·Marxist 
perspective, universities cohtaln a ~~mplextnix of 
elements .that involve both promoting and demot-

. ..; l" , I'- • 
ing the claims of aspirants to socia1 mobility. 

Universitie~ emphasize.resp.ectjor tlle past and 
t • ·l ~ V\ 
its structuring value~scheme~'whil.e sim~taneously 
engaging in research designed to change the human 
condition. Much of this research is externally 
funcled, placing univehities in 'a service relation­
ship to existing structures of power. Furthermore, 
most universities are both tax exempt and tax sub­
sidized, placing them in a relationship of subordi­
nation to the state and to the public. Despite this, 
it is quite typical for many of those employed in 
universities to forge~ that they are beneficiari~s of 
public subsidies. , ' 

As work organizations, universities are char­
acterized by strong hierarchical structures and 
a number of superimposed networks. They are 
divided into colleges; with further division of the , 
colleges into disciplinary departments and , the 
departments into subdisciplines, :with nationally 
and internationally netWorked .sets•;of relation­
ships linking individual research~rs to each other. 
Teaching .is strongly controlled bureaucratically, 
but the organization of research is more entrepre­
neurial and more determined by the researchers 
themselves. Despi~e the recrui~ment ,_of some 
senior faculty into administrative roles, universi­
ties increasingly are run by managers who often 
hav.e strongly ~ayloristic visions of work organi- · 
zation and who operate at a great distance from 
the site of value. production. ,, ; " 

, As in . feudalism, administrative power is 
wielded by enforcing comp.etitiveness . among 
the units. Academic management philosophies , 
and schemes generally mimic those of the private . 
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sector, but with a 'time delay measured in' years. As 
a resl!lt, most of the recent efforts to become more 
"businesslike~ ih ·universities involve the applica­
tion of management str.ategies already: tried and 
discarded by :the private sector (Birnbaum, 2000). 

• Ide'ologically, universities claim to ,serve the 
"public good'! by educating the .young 'for good 
jobs and .conducting research that is in society's 
interest or that directly creates value for society. 
Internal management ideologies stress cost­
effectiveness, encouragement of entrepreneurial 
activity in ~ university operations, competitiveness 
in student admissions and support services, and 
entrepreneutialism in attracting research money 
and alumni gifts. 

The.lfaylodstic and economistic ideologies of 
cost-effectiveness and market tests, increasingly 
used by university administrators and boards ·.of 
trustees to discipline campus activities, have to deal 
with the cripplirig inconvenience that ·there-are few 
true ~'mar~t :tests" for academic activity. As a result, 
administrative"impressions"·and beliefs often sub­
stitute1f9r market tests, and framing them in "mar­
ket"•language serves mainly to ol;>scure the·constant 
shifts of·power within the system, including shifts 
in the structures ·of patron~client relationships, 
changes in favoritisms, and the ongoing.consolida­
tion of administrative·power.:rhis situation is basi­
cally ·the sameJin most industrial societies, even if 
the university forms part of the public administra­
tive system; 'as 'it does in many European countries. 
'(··~t th'e level Of work organization, universities 
lrercharacterized by iritensely hierarchiCal rela­
tionships between senior and junior faculty; 

'betWeen~faculty and staff; )and ·among faculty, 
students,-·and staff .. The . same contradictions 

,. between public political expressions of prosocial 
values ana .privately competitive l(llld entrepre­
neurial b~gviors that characterize major corpo­
rations ?fid !political p?rties are visi~le within 

·university.. structures at all levels. The notion ·of· 
• egalitarillil -:collegiality, often used . to describe 
relation5!llps between {'disciplinary" peers: rarely 
is v.isible ......... ¥id~atises,.usu'ally when a disciplinary 
peer. grotip'·i ·iu'nqer. threat of. is trying •to wrest 
fe~o).IIces ttol)1?pthd.!such{.groups .. Most people 
involved iff the lW.orklligs of.urliyersities ~:.. facUlty, ' 

.1 ~Y 'dr lo '1f1'.• • ,., . 

students, administrators, and ·sfa:ff=:"-experience 
them as profoundly authoritarian workplaces. ,t 

,. 

Sociology of the i>rofessions,Views 
1 • 

Perhaps the most abundant literature on the 
issues discussed in this chapter is found in the 
many variants of·th~ sociology of the professions. 
These approaches range among Marxist, function­
alist, · and intepretivist strategies and resist easy 
summary (see Abbott, 1988; Brint, 1996;freidson, 
1986; Krause,· 1996). What they share is a more 
"internalist'•' perspective than is commonJy found 
in .the more .comprehensive Marxist/neo-Marxist 
framings of these issues: The sociology of the pro.: 
fessions focuses on the multiple structurings of 
professional ·1powerst· These structurings involve 
centrally the development •o.f' boundary mainte­
nance mechailisms;that serve .to include, exclude, 
certify, and aecertify. practitioners and groups of 
practitioners. This literature also emphasizes the 
development of internal-professional power struc­
tures that tset· agendas forfflork,"that define the 
"discipline" of which the profession is an·embodi­
ment, and that establish the genealogies of some 
of the most powerful subgroups of•practition­
ers and turn these partisan genealogies ,into a 
"history" of the profession (Madoo J.engermann 
& Niebrugge .. Brantley,_1998). · 

In • these approaches;. the self-interest of -the 
established academic practitioners lis centraL 
Essential to professionalism is that a strong 
boundar-y exist between what is inside and what 
is outside the profession. This is key to the devel­
opment of acaderhic professional :structures and 
also directly requires that groups of professional 
colleagues 1e'ngage in numerous transactions 
with superordinate systems of ·power in order to 
be :certified by them. To function, the academic 
professions must be accepted and accredited by 
those 'in power at universities, 'yet members of 
the profession owe principal allegiance to their 
professional peers, not to their universities. 

Within the university structure, disciplinary 
department chairs-no matter how important 
their discipline ffiiglit 1be-~r~ 'subordin~te -·to 
deans, provosts, and presidents. Thus, a department 

' ' I ~ I i: II 
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chair who might be a major player in the national 
and international disciplinary C!SSociatiqqs ill his , 
or her field is, on campus, a relatively low-level 
functionary. This situation often leads to a lflouble 

• . 11fl1' ');"'·1 !• 'tlJl!! ~·H)~ 
strategy. Amb1t1ous department Cliarrs ·;w~rk· •. on 
the ranking -of. their •• departments' 1 in11Yru:t_ous 
national schemes tin prdeq (l• at;qllir~andt!=Pntrol 
university r~so'urces::•Deapi1 p,tgY,.o~tSj 1and vice~ 1 
chancellors must .. p~y,tattef!@n o t;h~se rlplkings 
because declines .in ~pre. n'ankings. o,f the : units m 
their char.gel'ar~ p,¥,ttb~"~el,pse~~~"market test of 
their abilities•as!academid dlnihistrators. • , ............. v...,.. ·~ . • . 

t. i'Such, prof~~~j~naltst.!;aJ!!gi~~. :P.11ve some ,advan­
tages fot s.e~br,~clJ~~ici ;!l,dqiinistrators or public 
higher..f~<iu.~cmo.hlioffi.cjcp§:!?.epmse· they engmrage 
the f!i_cilltytcm9-.'tl).e~qep~ertts to compete mainly 
with.Je~~·wth~r~~lthj~ .wa}r,the disciplines "disci­
plineji:eadroth~tJ~dlp~rmit hjgher administrators 
to l~qav~t!ike~r~f~r§.~ 1in a .contest Glearly, organi, 
zatiQQ~tstrq~mte.dJhiS rway •ClFe generally passive ·in 
relap

1
QJ( 9 (sw.tr'}l ,'qw,eFla.IJP are relatively easy to 

con~Q!~jfi~s~.-:~~P.HS '·CO.ritrols ·are ·backed up by 
natiot!~ r.~g~~<;h~es that encourage further 
co~p,eyt!Y.,en~§~ ajl,!i, qy state and national funding 
s9h~m1s1f!:hatos~t • .,.e,J.tenhs of , the competition 
)Vi~'grgu.P.~ 'al,lQ!t;h:at piivilege,and punish profes-, 
siO,J!4l8rQ.!iR~'h~r_gjng.to ~adisciplinary criteria. 
{\ft~l;t!g!!.!lt§J.n~ ljf1iior:4colleagu~s . .are ,socialized 

ii).to. tP~e~e stfp.G.WF!~M!1foligh,teqtili,ed curricula, 
e~~~qgns~i4~9lggiq~l:ip.ressures, and .¢reats 
tdrt#,~!r;'a\JPI!Yi .te q~~tinu~ inrthe profes'sioh.• Ihein 
l!!t~ntioih issdriv.enninward and away from the' 
exter:n'altrelafiorisl'ot;;s·ocial ·roles/responsibilities 
of·theirprofes~io'ns'> ana certainly.away from issu­
ing.anyu.::hallehges'ltP~igher, authorities! 1 

I !T'1.. , l:!o ~ ul~U: f highl .. 
t.nuesestructtiteSI~O \course, are, y sensttlve 
th ' l : r···n ,• '• '' ~.. · hi hth to e' arger: managementscuemesmto w c ey. 

fit and to .the.latg~rfpolitical 1economy. As a result, 
there-are. quite draipatic a'fional differences in.the, 
composition tnliss~oriY~jinas raiiking .of , different 
professions;-tas .Elliottlr:kralise,Ifiis 1shown ( 1996), 
but pursuing this'ito'picilWould take us beyond the 

• I 

scope of this chaptem )of• , •' mt· ''O.:"'I 1 
• '" 

• • l ~...... ., ,. • _ -. ·r~,~·· I Ill' ~. • 

• • ,,, , ., , .11• ,,, . -,? i:l'tb ,r,· 1 • 

~lstor~c~~~velopm~Wi!, ,~f~w~. •il~lo,71 11 J•. 

Perhaps the best~developed literature on these 
topics comes from history. Scholars such as Mary 

Furner :~ (191li,), Ellen Messer-Davidow (2002), 
Dorothy, Ross' c(1991), and George , Stocking, ,Jr. 
(1968) havel ~otumented and analyzed 1the long­
rlm trlmsiti6ns 1n the social sciences and the 
humaiiitiel~~re~are also scores of s~lf-promoting 
alta. self-pta hiivelprbfessiomil associ~tion rusto-

' 
1 
~ies ·-~!.e/itlr~tolp.ciAl 't9r[e5~) !1We ignore.this latter 
set h'ere, ~alrlg;ti-feilEukeftil. as ethnographic doc­
uirlerits ~but irotilas!e~lk~tion~t of •. tlie processes 
involved: There~·is ~aeivantag~ ~ having a long 

time 1.pe~s~e~~e 1 ~~ca~;~~~g:~s~e~.~~ges in 
the ·dis(!lp~esroftennb~co~e '#harply:t~lstble 1only 

h . d 1. a· I •1 •• , l:t):!• 111•!.1 .d •• d w en vtewe as1tney1 ev.e op' .over<sevf~cul ec;a . esu 
The literature on the •.histo}¥flof~'blspcial 

sciences in the United States' ~utges'ts'bsb'me­
thing 'like1the following narrativetJt!ib~gui~iW1th 
th'e founding 76£ ·the J American 'Sociiil ;srlience. 

I . • . . • 

Associationlin 1865 as an association of-s:enior• 
ac'ademic:s t!whO' iwould study and. debate major 
issues· of p.tibli8 policy.and provisle .govermheilts 
arid corporate •leaders :Mth.,supposedly balanced 
advice. By the r1 880s~.-.th'i~:: l1pprgllchltbegan .,to 

I 

wane, and the v,arioush'ocial science ,disciplinary 
associations emerged; beginning with esonom.; 
ics. rThe link between the ;founding 9f these 
assoCiations ·and ther·emergence of 1disciplinary 
departments in PhD-:grantin'g institutions was .a 
sea change in the.trajectory,of the social lsciencesJ 
ail'd~resultediin rrlany o£ ~ec~trudures,that,eXist 
todaf.n• • ,, •' 1 

1 1 •' I ll•1 t>trHthti~·r~rlt1 5tfl 
~ The works•1of JM;p-y.,~uirleHt(i9Z5)w.Ra~~cia• 

M"i L .• . , d 'Jill- :to.r"•l!.•ll ""'m ltl auoo 1• engermannl'aiJ ,. •1.L.~leutugge-:oran ey 
.• ~ h .. I ... • P£t ....... 1 ! I 

( J998),' Ellen'Messer$ aV1do.w (2002')~ an'd Edward 
s~W-arld SheiiJi$ltuiJlkeri(4984~' amplify thiS larger. 
p~G~tire lhgtsh'OW.llfg1lio~~lli~%s'tittitiomilization •of 
the~Clisciplllies .andrthem professionalr associations 
Wcis·,aclii~vedlthro·ugh\hmhogernzing the intellec.-
1ual(aiid ,p6Uticiili i~gendas of each qeld, ejecting 
thefefo~e'Fsi'and~creating the· self-regulating and 
self.:regarding ·<ijsdplinacy ·structtires that are., so 
poweifulfuunivetsities1today. '• ~~ ( l•n 'ct:.J 

, These histories also showithaptheseroutc6me~ 
were huma~ 'products, were conteit~ <J.ep.endent, 
and wete'fought over for decades atialtiriib bespite 
difference.~ in ,the disciplines andti.h: t~g, the 
overall trajectory •from 4':advoccic:y rtgYdbjectivity''· 
(asiFurner [1975]. phrased •it~ s'eemsJ.tcf be,ove'rde­
termined. One of the sobering apparent lessons 
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oftHese hist~ries iis' that the prospect of rebuilding 
<i ,, 

a so1liilly connected or, less likely, •a •socially 
•reforinisf "age-nda ~in. the conventional social sci­
ences no 'onl.y . .faces negative otlds but also runs 
directly collh.ter •.to the course .of 120 years of 
disciplinary.lhistories. , 1 • ' . · 

fust How~t,his process of disciplinarization and 
domdtil!atlon•applies to the newer social sciences 
~e.g.tfpolicy,studies, management studies, organi-' 
;Zatiorial behavior) is not clear,·as there is little crit­
>iEalr:hi~torical work available. lmpressiori.istkally, 
Jt•s~ems to us .that these newer social .sciences ·are· 
b'egirtiiing to rrepeat the. process undergone in con­
Mmtion'a'l tsocial ·sciences; a process that• resulted 
.in~their 1current disciplinarization and separation 
from engagement in the everyday· world of social 
prattke:1 : 'I • 

~l·J!ihe ·consistent divergence between theory and 
practice.in ·all the social science fields is esp·ecially 
notable. How:this develops in a group of disci­
plines explicitly founded to inform social practice 
should puzzle ' everrone. Even the great' national 
differences •.that appear .in these trajectories 'aiJd 
their. otga:nizat·ional contexts do not ;·overcome 
ilie:global dynamics of.disciplinarization and the' 
segregation of theory from practice •in academic 
work. Whatever the causes' of these consistent 
.phenomena,• they•milst be both: powerful and 
global. ifhere ,.appear to be direct links among 
.disdplinarization, .the purging ·of reformersl!and 
.the splitting of theory and practice, .with theory 
.beeoming ~the focus of the academic social 
•sciences~1Having , better understandings of these 
dynamics obviously is crucial to the future ·of the 
SOCial.scienCeS. \I ' 1 ' I 

1 

iJI.;tifhe 1 above, highly selective, survey suggests 
a few things about this ·subject. There is ample 
reason to agree with Pierre IBourdieu's (1994) 
ohser:vation1 that academics resist being self­
•ieflective1•about their;•professiqnal practice .• As 
•iilfer~sting as the· materials we ·have cited are, 
¢hey:·,are •a very ismall window int9 ·:a -largely 
ti.xistudied world. We social·scientists.generally do' 
·npt apply our, own social .. science frameworks, to 
th~!s.tudy of our professional behaviorilnstead, we 
IPef-Wi_eo.urselves •to' inhabit positions and espouse 
idetilogies often in 1direct conflict· .with the very 
theories and methods we claim to have created 

(Bourdieu, 1994). For example, Greenwood has 
pointed out repeatedly that when threatened, 
anthropQlogists-who for generations • assid­
uously have ·deconstructed the notion of the 
homogeneity 1and stability• of notions like 
"tradition'' .-often refer to the "traditions"· of 
anthropology as an ideological prop to defend 
their professional interests.•. 

r It is also striking how little academics reflect 
upon 1-and tunderstand the idea that they are 
memberstof a larger 'Work organization in which 
relationships .botlJ, .to •colleagues and to manage­
ment have .important effects on their capjicity to 
do 1academk•·work. I'Social" ·scientists regularly 
conceptualize themselves as solo entrepreneurs, 
leavingt aside 1their professional · knowledge of 
social structures ·and power relations,· as lif these 
were, only.disguises-they wear while making their 
way into the 'fdiscipline?' ~ ' ' 

I j•/ ' f,· ~ ,J1J tl.!' ""~ ( , I 11 J J 
1 

1 J I • • 

)~.·~ ,I,Jf. ( l~ I tt'•,l 'I, ol 1 

11D · THE PourrcAL•EmNOMY 1WITHIN 1 

. 'TNSTITUTIONS10F HIGHER EDUCATION 
, ·- ,.J,\ •• 

WhateverJ else one concludf$ from· -the above, it 
shoUld be dear that what happens on' university 
campuses is not isolat~d from what happens in 
society! at ~large. The notion of•.the ,'tivorr . tower" 
notWithstanding, universities are both "m; and "of" 
their 'societiesjJbut it is important. 'to !understand 
that these .external forces · do• not apply across a 
smbOth, undifferentiated internal academic sur­
face. Universities show a high degree of internal 
differentiatioh,1and this differentiation1matters a 
great deal to our topic of university reform. 

' .:fhe int~rnal political economy of•uhiversities 
is .heterogeneous. In .the United ·'States and in 
other industrialized societies, one of. the strongly 
emergent features of university life is the highly 
entrepreneurial behavior in the 1sciences and in 
engineering. Driven by the·governmental and.pri­
vate sector markets and by explicit higher edu­
cation policy designs, these.fields have become 
expert in an~ structurally organized to capture, 
ma'nage, , and recapture the governmental and 
private. sector funds that keep their research 
operations going: ·A complex web of interpene­
trated interests links governments, businesses, 



48 111 HANDBOOK OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH-CHAPTER 2 

and university scientists and engineers in a 
collaborative activity in which senior scientists 
and engineers basically become entrepreneurs 
who manage large laboratories and research pro­
jects, with the assistance of large numbers of 
graduate assistants, lab technicians, and grants 
administrators. 

Social scientists, except those in the relatively 
rare environments of major contract research 
shops (such as the University of Michigan's Survey 
Research Center), are not so organized. Groups 
of economists, some psychologists, and some 
sociologists occasionally manage to mount multi­
person projects, found institutes, support some 
graduate students, and bring some resources into 
the university. In this regard, from a university 
budgetary point of view, they are scientist-like, 
with the virtue that their research does not require 
the large infrastructural investments typical of 
much scientific research. The activities of even 
the most successful economists, psychologists, 
and sociologists, however, appear minuscule 
financially when compared to the scale of what 
goes on in the natural sciences and engineering. 

Generally speaking, in political science, anthro­
pology, and the qualitative branches of sociology 
and psychology, the funding sources brought in for 
external research are derisory. As a consequence, 
from the point of view of a central financial officer 
at a university, large proportions of the budgets for 
the social sciences and the humanities in the U.S. 
context represent calls on the university's resources 
that are not matched by an external revenue 
source. Instead, the social sciences and humanities, 
focused as they are on issues of social critique, 
interdisciplinary research, gender, and positional­
ity, provide a kind of prestige to universities. They 
are part of the university "offering" that makes an 
institution seem appropriately academic, but their 
activities are maintained by cross-subsidies, justi­
fied in ideological rather than economic terms, and 
always in danger of being cut off. 

Because self-justification in terms of financial 
revenues in excess of costs is not possible, the 
social sciences generally focus on being highly 
ranked nationally among their competitor 
departments at other universities. That is, they 

substitute one kind of market test for another. 
These national rankings follow a variety of 
reputational and accountancy schemes and are 
the subject of both strong critique and constant 
attention in the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and, increasingly, elsewhere. 

Explaining how these ranking systems were 
generated and are maintained would take us 
beyond the scope of this chapter, but such an 
explanation must be provided. Suffice it to say 
that the disciplinary departments need to do well 
in national rankings in order to carry clout on 
campus, to recruit bright faculty, and to attract 
good undergraduate and graduate students. A 
great deal of energy goes into assessing, manag­
ing, and debating these rankings. 

These dynamics create a heterogeneous sur­
face within universities. The sciences, engineer­
ing, parts of economics, psychology (mainly 
laboratory work) and sociology (mainly quantita­
tive), the applied fields of management, and law 
all generate significant revenues. Most are either 
organized as profit centers or are understood to 
be self-financing and to be good investments. 
By contrast, the rest of the social sciences (includ­
ing all those practicing qualitative methods) 
and the humanities depend for their survival on 
redistributions from these "profitable" units and 
on subsidies from tuition, the general fund, 
alumni giving, and earnings on university invest­
ments. That is to say, a competitive, market-based 
research economy-in which the deans, individ­
ual entrepreneurial academics, and others seek to 
minimize costs and maximize earnings-coexists 
with a redistributive economy in which those who 
generate expenses without revenues are the net 
beneficiaries of the profits of others. 

Whatever else this means, it suggests that a 
university "economy" is a complex organization 
in which a variety of economic principles are at 
work and in which the relationships among the 
sciences, engineering, the social sciences, and the 
humanities are negotiated through the central 
administration. Counterintuitively, there currently 
exists no overall management model that explic­
itly conceptualizes these conditions or provides 
guidance about how to manage them effectively 
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for .• the.dongbing1cgrbwth of the organization. 
~ather, :given'the. hi~rarchical· structure of decision 
~aking ;desdtioed Iabove,. senior administrators 
are fa~~d: with iatteinpting to keep a 'complex 
sy'stf"fn aflciat~While ,not being able.to operate most 
(jp):tie.,.linits :in• anf economic" way. To put it more 
bhll!tly,\the.coriipleXity of university "econolllies", 
iS:.~1lch .th~t'neither faculty nor senior administra­
tQ"ri}h(\yeirelevant understandings to guide them 
in maJ9rlgtboices. No one can turn to well-argued 
visibhs ·about the principles that should be used 
wroperate a university, about how much entrepre­
neurial. activity is •compatible with university 
life,~ and 'about what happens when and if tuition 
revenues, .research .contracts;. patent ·income, and 
alumfli..gifts start oscillating wildly. Neither social 
demotratic nor neoliberal models· are adequate to 
thejtask. In the absen1=e •of intelligently structured 
models, simp1istic neoliberal fiscal fantasies take 
over, to•the detriment ofever:yone (Rhind, 2003). 

1This ·is the internal "political economy".of the 
contemporary research • univers~ty. Because its 
structures are neither widely ·understood nor 
carefully studied, I most university ·administrators 
and public authorities ·apply less differentiated, 
monodimensional management models to uni­
versities,' succumbing often to, the temptation of 
attempting to \View wliole universities as for-profit 
businesses· and thereby m.aking both "irrational" 
anq counte'lprodilctive 1d~cisions, engaging in 
anti-econo~i~ behavior, and,supporting unjusti­
fied and ·higlily politicized .cross-subsidies while 
not guaranteeing the survival of their institutions. 

! • ' I 

. Jl ., 

Ill WHAT COUNTS AS KNOWLEDGE 

IN CoN'tEMPORARY'UNivE:RsiTIEs? 

If, among other. things, one oft the key missions 
ofun:iversities is the produ~tion and transmission 
of knowledge,·then •what -counts as •knowledge is 
central to any definition and1proposeq reform of 
l!niversities' . • Within · tJ'lis; .what counts •as social 
science knowledge is quite problematic;· 
; '• JUst becaus.e !universities are,. ainong other 
things, knowledge pronupirig systems, it is not nec­
essarily·the·case that universities have ayery clear 
~~ ·. 

idea about what constitutes relevant knowledge. 
There are some conventional views of knowledge in 
the sciences and engineering that at least keep their 
enterprises funded, but the views of knowledge in 
current circulation are not much help when we try 
to think about the social sciences. 

The conventional understanding of knowledge 
tends to be grounded in its explicit forms: what 
can be. recorded in words, numbers, and figures 
and th1,1S1•is explicitly accessible for humans. 
Based on this understanding, knowledge tends to 
be treated as an individualistic, cognitive phenom­
enon formed by the ability to eapture insights 
(Fuller, 2002). 'Fhis conception of knowledge is 
of very little use in ithe social. sciences and the 
humanities, and challenging this view is necessary 
to our a~gument. 

L ·'' • ' 

• • \1 I 1P'', I 

Social Sciep~f KI,19.~f~dge 

If we attempt to conceptualize social science 
knowledge, consistent with its origins, as the 
knowledge that is necessary to create a bridge 
betWeen social research•arld<tbe knowledge needs 
of 'society at · large,rY then · • the.; disconnection 
between 'what currently counts as social science 
knowledge and what serves society's ·needs is 
nearly complete: In what follows, we intend to 
create •a different picture· by expanding the 
understanding of· wha't counts as knowledge to 
include ·bridging contrete practical : intelligence 
and reflective and value-based reflectivity. ·, 

·' 
': ' . . 

Knowing ,. 

Very limited organizational and admin­
istrative meanings attach to knowledge concepts 
at universities. Contemporary debates about what 
constitutes knowledge can add three important 
dimensions to commonsense notions, dimen­
sions that have the potential for shifting the way 
universit~es generate and apply knowledge. · 

' Tarit Knowing 

'· Much of our knowing is tacit; it expresses itself 
in our actions. We focus on the :verb knowing 

'i 
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instead of the noun knowledge because. knowing 
emphasizes .the :point' that .knowledge is linked 
to p'eople's :actions. Tacit knowing is a term gener -· 
ally;!attributed to Michael Polariyi (1974), and 
Rolanyi's argument is partially built on· the argu­
ments in The Concept of Mind written by Oxford 
ph.ilosopher Gilbert Ryle (1949). In Polanyi's view, 
tacit. knowing connotes the "hidden'' understand­
ings that. guide our actions without our ability to 
explicitly communicate what the knowledge. is. 

.. ,, 
. ., 

Knowing How . ' 

r Although Polanyi's··work is more recent, in our 
view, Ryle created .. a more fruitful concept than 
Polanyi's "tacit knowing" by. introducing the 
notion of"knowing hoW.' "Knowing how" grounds 
knowledge in actions and, because this is precisely 
how we are able to identify tacit knowing, knowing 
how seems a more direct anchor to us~ . . 

_,' d; I 

Collective Knowing 
' ~ . ' 

Knowledge is also inherently collective. Work by 
Berger and Luckrnann (1967) and Schutz (1967/ 
1972) on the social construction of social realities 
paved ·the road for a deeper understanding of 
knowing as . a socially •constructed 'and socially 
distributed ·phenomenon. People working together 
develop and share knowledge as ·a collective effort 
and . collective product, the petty commodity 
view of knowledge rproduction notwithstanding 
(Greenwood, 1991). 

Bent Flyvbjerg (2001) follows a somewhat 
different path but ends up making some of the 
same distinctipns. He refers to the work of 
Arist.otle in makip.g a.taxonomy based on epis­
teme (theoretical knowledge), techne (pragmatic 
and contexH~ependent practical rationalitf), 
and .phronesis (practical and context -dependent 
deliberation libout values). 

He seeks a solution to the current dilemmas 
of the social sciences by advocating a closer link 
to phronesis. 3 The argument is that techne and 
phronesis constitute the necessary ''know-how" 
for organizational change, social reform, and 
regional economic development. Neither we nor 
Flyvbjerg assign any special priority to episteme, 

the conventional and favored1form of explicit and 
theoretical knowledge and the form that currently 
dominates the academic social sciences. 

The ' Aristotelian distinctions between epis~ 

teme, techne, arid phro.nesis center on distinguish­
ing three ki,nds qfrknowledge. One is not superior 
to the other;· all· arelequaJJ.y valid forms of know­
ing in particular conte?cts. The rkey r here is the 
equal validity of,rtheseJforins )of knowing when 
they are properly contextualiied ·and deployed. 

Episteme centers funpame~tally 110n · contem­
plative ways ·of knowing airnedtat lunderstanding 
the eternal and unchangeable ·op,etations i'of ,the 
world. The .sources of, episteme are , mi.Iltiple~ 
speculative,•analytiyal, logical, and experiential:,­
but the focus i~ always on eternal truths beyond 
their materialization in ·' concrete situations. 
Typically, the· kinds\of1 aomplexity found ih · epis­
teme take the t.form ·o£tdefinitional • statements, 
logical connections, •and building ·of· models and 
analogies. Episteme .lis· liighly .;self-contained 
because it is deployed mainly,in theoret~cal dis­
courses themselves. Although episteme obviously 
is not· a .self-contained activity,dt airns1to remove 
as many concrete empirical referents as. possible 
in order to achieve·the status of general truth: · · ' 

If this meaning ' of· epis~eme , accords -rather 
closely to everyday; usage of1the •term theory ,..,this 
is not the case with techne and phrone~4· Techne is 
one of two other kinds1bf knowledge beyond epis­
teme. Techne arises from Aristotle's ~oetical epis" 
teme. It is a form of knowledge.tha:t is ·inherently 
action oriented and inherently productive. Techne 
engages in the analysis of what should be done in 
the world in order to increase human happiness. 
The sources of.techne ate.multiple.1They necessar:l 
ily involve : suffid~~t ~exp~r!en~i_al .. engagement in 

. d J .~· ••• J . __ , ·"' •• '· ., , , 

the world to permit the analf,sis bf"what shOuld be 
done:' It· is-a mode offkno~ing !andl a~!flg , of itS 
own. To quote Flyvbjerg/ :z'echne.is thils<craft and 
ai:t, and .as an activity it is . concret~;~y!iriable, and 
context-dependent. 1I'he.objective o'ft~chne .is .appli; 

cation oftechnical knowledge antliskills-accordirig 
to a pragmatic !inst~umeptalv;~ationality;-:)what 

Foucault calls.'a practical.rationality,govefued by a 
conscious goal'~~ (Flyvbjergl•200lrp. S6) ~ ,w; 

The. development• of .·techne ·irivolves;jfirsb and 
foremost, the creation of that conscious goal, the 
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generation df ideas of better designs for living that 
will inttea$e"hutdan happiness. Th·e types of com­
plexity1involved in •techne arise arountl·the debate 
among2ide'al 1ends,:ithe complex tontextualization 
of these ends, and the instrumental design of 
activities to enhance the human condition. Techne 

I ''t' I 

is not the application of episteme and, indeed, its 
link to episteme 'is ·teni.lous in ' many situations. 
Techne •arises from its own sources in mor~il/ 

ethical debate and visions of· an ideal 'society. 
.Yechhe is' evaluated primarily by impaCt 

measures developed by the professional experts 
themselves who decide whether or not their 
pr~jects have e~anced hur;ta.t_; happiness ~nd, 
if n9t, why not. Practitioners ,of techne do engage 
wi~ l~cpl stak~hpl~~rs~ power hol4~rs, and Qther 
experts,·often bei!1g contracted by those in power 
to .. attempt t<_> achieve positive social changes. Their 
relationship to the. subjects of their work is ·often 
close and collaborative, but they are first and fore­
most •professional experts who do things "for;' not 
"with? the lodll stakeholders. They Bring general 
designs 'ahtl habits of work to the lochl case and 
priviiSse .,th·eii"o'*'n k.nowledge over thkt of the 
lqcal st~ehold~rs. . · 

1 
• .'' ' • • 

h. ' I ' • J. 'I . ll kri 'd F ll P .roneszs rs .a ess we - . own 1 ea. orma y 
d~fineq . by Aristotl~ as internally consistent 
reasoning that . ~eals with a~l possible particu­
lars, pbronesis _is best un9~rstood as tbe design 
of action through collaborative knowledge con­
struction with• the •legitimate stakeholders in 
a problema* situation. · 

The· sources of phronesis .are, collaborative are­
nas-•for knowledgerdevelopment fu which the•pro­
fessional-researcher's kriowledge is combined with 
the local knowledge of the stakeholders in defining 
the problem' to• be addre'ssed. Together, they.design 
~d implement theiesearch·that needs to be done 
to ·understand the problem. They tHen design the 
actions· to improve 'the situation together, and they 
evaluate the adequacy of what was done. If they are 
not satisfied, they cycle through the process again 
until the results are ~~tis(a~tory to ~ the paqi~s. 

The types of complexity involved in phronesis 
are' at once iritellectual; cbhteXt:tial, 'an'd 1 social, 
as phronesis'rnvOlves the c~atiom)fa new space for 
ci>llaborative'refled:ion; the contrast ana 'integration 

I • f, 
of maiif'liliiHs of·Iffiowledge s}rstems, th'e linking'of 

the general and the particular through action and 
analysis, 'and the collaborative design of both the 
goals and the actions aimed at achieving them. • 

'Phronesis is a practice that 'is deployed in 
groups-tin which all the stakeholders-both 
research experts and loecil collaborators-have 
legitimate knowledge daims and r.ights to deter­
mine the outcome. It is evaluated by the collabo­
rators diversely according to their interests, but all 
share ~-!l}nte,re~t ~ ~~ ade9uacy o~ the ou!~omes 
achieved in relation to the goals they collabora­
tivety de-9-eloped!Thus, phrtlnesis involves an' egal­
it:atfaWr'engagelnient across knowledge' systems 
aiiaj~ive'~s·e:exp'efiences. 1 

I 

·~- This' pfaxis~ot'ienfed knowing, whith ' is •col­
lectiv~~l!devHops ouf<df communities 'of practice, 
t~ · tiseitJi~ -~6rdiAg 6f Bro~ and Duguid (1991) 
and wJn·ger>fi1998}.1Tiiis litetaruie. pinpoints how 
people;i'tlirough:~w8riiliig together, develop and 
cllltivafe· kici*l~iigJ -tli.~t1edabl~s'The participants 
t6: ·take ·ilie" la'pp'rBpri~te'' ac;iioAs:· to achieve the 
g()a1s they1 s'ee~~'Fiie ::~bte~pk'rspettive ·is a ·con­
ceptualfzatioHl·'Ofol>kWowi&lte 1as ~inscribed in 
actions· that are1chlle'oflveiyide~eloped·ihitl shared 
b'y p~ople worKi~g·fBgetlter. ·EJlpliCit knowt~dge 'is 
present ahd :nbces~.~r.y})~\1ri~t Cidmiriiilt.' ''. ' 

This kind of knowing linleecnto•lil:tion inher­
entlY' Has 'phyMcaFarldgfeC:J:inblogical d~ensions. 
Th~breticai capaoilicy 'is necessary, out no results 
ever -wm ~h·er,gchi'ev&P uiil~ss 1·local 'actors learn 
how t<r aH·i.fl' appropn'at~liii:td effective ways 'and 
use"suitablb'1tb"olsl1ffi(Prfietho<ls: Thus te'clulique, 
techrioldgy,1ianojl&'owledgb·'merg'e in ail ander­
st~_~dmg 'of?.kiiowYi'tg1how"to ac(i? reach ceita~ 
aesired: g6hls~lKfio\v1e'dke 1is hot 'a 'passive form of 
r~flection bh1·ehre'rges'ftirough a~ctively strhggling 
to' know n3W:1ro ·~et ;m 'real-world contexts rwith 
te~r-woi:falffiaterials . . .,,_.,!. .. ' ,, ·' 

; 
1 'When.l lffib~lellge"'is imdefstood as ·knowing 

holii'fo ! h'ft; i~idnfuhictidrls\\re 'always highly con­
te:idiillF 'It is ' impossible to conceptualize' action 
a~1 taking 'place . iri' 'a1 ·"ge.ti'eraliied" environment: 
To 'acflis-·to ccirttextualize behavior, and beilig' able 
to' act'skillfully1implies-'fuat a'ctions'are app1ropri­
a'te to the 'given' co~text: Tlie actor ~ee'ds'· to 
m'ak~ se'nse 'of!the coritext to enable appro'ptiate 
actions. "Kilowih~ '· Ho'w" thus i irii:plies 'Rnowihg 
how in a•'given context in ~hich ' ~ppropriate 
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actions emerge from contextual knowing. The 
conventional understanding of general knowl­
edge that treats it as supracontextual and thus 
universally applicable is of very little interest to us 
because we do not believe that what constitutes 
knowledge in the social sciences can be addressed 
usefully from the hothouse of armchair intellec­
tual debate. 

Why Knowledge Matters to Universities 

Universities increasingly view themselves as 
knowledge generation and knowledge manage­
ment organizations, and they attempt to profit 
from knowledge generation efforts and gain or 
retain control over knowledge products that have 
a value in the marketplace (Fuller, 2002). In this 
regard, scientific and engineering knowledge has 
led the way, creating patentable discoveries and 
processes that, at least in the United States, make 
significant contributions to the financial well­
being of research universities. There are pressures 
for the expansion of this commodity production 
notion of knowledge into broader spheres, pres­
sures that go along with increasing emphasis on 
cost-benefit models in decision making by higher 
education managers. 

Just how this struggle over the university 
generation, management, and sale of knowledge 
will turn out is not clear. On one hand, research 
universities increasingly act to commoditize 
knowledge production to create regular revenue 
flows (as well as academic prestige in the com­
modity production-based ranking systems). In 
the sciences, this has led to a spate of applied 
research and a de-emphasis on basic research. 
In the social sciences, the bulk of the external 
research money available to university social 
science is for positivistic research on economic 
issues, demographic trends, and public attitudes. 

Whatever else it does, the current academic 
fiscal regime does not support unequivocally 
episteme-centered views of social science knowl­
edge. However, it is also clear that few universities 
support "knowing how" work either, because such 
work focuses attention on fundamental needs for 
social and economic reform and thus often irri­
tates public and private sector constituencies and 

wealthy donors. There is almost no indication that 
existing research funding patterns support more 
linked efforts between multiple academic part­
ners and relevant non-university stakeholders. 

The "Humpty Dumpty" Problem 

Another difficulty in the way universities, most 
particularly in the social sciences, organize 
knowledge production activities has been called 
the "Humpty Dumpty" problem by Waddock and 
Spangler: 

Specialization in professions today resembles all 
the king's horses and all the king's men tackling 
the puzzle created by the fragments of Humpty 
Dumpty's broken body. Professionals ... are tack­
ling problems with only some of the knowledge 
needed to solve the problems .... Despite the frag­
mentation into professional specialties, profession­
als and managers are expected to somehow put 
their-and only their-pieces of Humpty Dumpty 
back together again. Further, they are to accomplish 
this task without really understanding what 
Humpty looked like in the first place, or what the 
other professions can do to make him whole again. 
Clearly, this model does not work. In addition to 
their traditional areas of expertise, professionals 
must be able to see society holistically, thorough 
lenses capable of integrating multiple perspectives 
simultaneously. (Waddock & Spangler, 2000, p. 211) 

The Humpty Dumpty problem is relevant 
because the world does not issue problems in 
neat disciplinary packages. Problems come up as 
complex, multidimensional, and often confus­
ing congeries of issues. To deal with them, their 
multiple dimensions must be understood, as well 
as what holds them together as problems. Only 
a university work organization that moves easily 
across boundaries between forms of expertise 
and between insider and outsider knowledges can 
deal with such problems. 

t ' 

Action Research as "Science"4 
' t 

We reject arguments for separating praxis and 
theory in social research. Either social research is 
collaboratively applied or we do not believe that it 
deserves to be called research. It should simply be 
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called what it is: spec\}].ation. The terms "pure" and 
"applied" research, qrrrent everywhere in univer­
sity lif!l, imply. Jhat a division of labor b!!tween the 
"pure.' and the "applied" can exist. We.believe that 
this division) makes social research impossible. 
Thus, Jar u~. th.e world di~ides into action 
researth,.which·we .support and practice, and con­
yepti_Qpal social research (subdivided into p.ure 
and:applied social research and organized into 
profes.sional subgroupings) that we reject on 
combined epistemological, methodological, and 
ethical/political grounds (Greenwood & Levin, 
1998a, 1998b,2000a,2000b,2001a,2001b; Levin 
& Greenwood, 1998). . 

Because of th_e dominance of positivistic frame­
worklrand:epistJme in the organization of the con­
ve~tional ~'oi:ial·s,ciences, 'om view automatically is 
heald'·a5'1a1 retreat' from the scientific metliod into 
"attiVism~' ·fJ ·Hard-li.iie interpretivists, ~e are seen 
as ' ~'6•'epistemologkally naive as no~ to understand 
~adt is I impd~'sible to commit ourselves to any 
d)urse of action dn the basis of any kind of social 
research, since all ·knowledge is contingent and 
pdsitional-the 'ultiniate form of self-justifying 
ma'ction. ·The operating assumptions in the con­
ventional social sciences are that greater relevance 
and engagement automatically involves a lo'ss of 
scientific validity or a loss of courage in the face of 
the yawning abyss of endless subjectivity. 

'Pragmatism 
I ,, ' 

A different grounding for social research can 
• (l' I , ~ ' I' I 

b,e found in pragmatic philos~p~y. DewiT, J<am~s, 
P!ercr, ~d otl,t,ers (Diggin_~ . 199

1
4) offer .:m inter­

esting and fruitful foundation ,fur ontological and 
q I '1 I I I ' ~ ... 

epis~e~gl9gical quest,i9ns i1,1h~rent in soCial 
research that is action relevant.' Pragmatism links 

, .• - .',J · ·r 1 t . , 

theory and ·praxis. The core reflection process is 
, I o ,• I 1 I 

connected to acti~n o~tcomes $at involve manipu-
lating material and social factors in ~ given context. 
Exi)erience ·~merges _l.n a cont~~'al' inter~ction 
betWee~ people and .their. ~nvironineljlt; accord­
ingly, this process constitUte's both the subjects and 
objects of inquiry. The actions taken are purposeful 
and aim at creatin'g desired outcomes. Hence, the 
~owle!fge ,cr~ation process is paseq on the inquir­
~rs'1p.opp~. values, ~d interests. I 

Validity claims are Jdentified as "warranted" 
assertio~s resulting from an inquiry proc!!ss in 
which an indeterminate situation is made deter-. 

. . I 

minate through concrete actions in an actual 
context. The research logic is !=Onstitllteq in the 
inquiry process itself, a~d it guides the knowledge 
generation pro~ess. 

Althpugh it seems paradoxical to positivists, 
with their episteme-based views of knowledge, 
as action researchers we strongly advocate the use 
of scientific methods and emphasize the impor­
tance and possibility of the creation of valia knowl­
edge in sRcial research (see Greenwood & L.~vin, 
1998b). !J:lwth~,rmore, we believe that this kind of 
inquiry is !1 fo,undati.onal elemfnt ,in democr<ttic 
procesljes •in ~ociety and is the core mission of the 
" 'al" . soc1 1.~c1e~~es. .... ,, 

Th~~~·generjil_~aracteristi.cs of the pragmatist 
positio,!l grm,md,th~ action research approach_ .• Two 
central .. par!i!ll_ete.rs ~tapd out clearly: kiJowl.edge 
generatiqn,Jthrough .iJctioi1 .and experimenta,tjon 
in conte~; and pat:tkipative democracy as both a 
method and a goal. Neith~r of ;thes~ is muti.Qely 
found in, ,the cup.:.ent jica.d~mic social sciences. ,,; . 

li ! , .. 

The Action Researdh Pr'a~t'ice 'Of Science ' 
I f ~~. JUr j]' ,;- I_ 

Everypne. is s.upP.o~~$f .W, kz}qw by now that 
sodal research_, fS {~}.ff~r~..nt ~9m the ~.tgdy of 
atoms, m9JecW~S, ros~•_'tige~~, , ~lime molds, ~d 
other p):!ysic~ .~qj_,~ct,s:~~t.one can ,only b~ amazed 
by th~ emphasis .th.~t sq 1rp.any •conventi~nal social 
scient~~~s 11till pJ~se .9M!t,e .cJaim that being "sci~n­
tific" r~quire~ .t~S}';a~ch,er~ to sever all relati\)ns 
with. th,~ 9b~erv~; ·Th?}lgh }pistep;lO\ogi~ally apc;l 
methodologis~Y· ing~fe:qsible,, pus .y~e~ is still 
larg~\Y domina~t ~ social sci~!1~e practic~. ,nwst 
p~tlsularly !P.~e field~. gaining ~e ~ulk of soci~ 
s~ience res~~~h ,m.on.ey and d~min,ating lfle world 
of s~~iaJ. ;science p~blif.apqns: e~oromics, sociol­
ogy, and politi~al ~sie~ce. This po~itivistic ~redo 
obv\ously is wr~I)g,, ~d),t leads, a~a}'; from pro­
ducing re~~!Jle ip.for111~tiop. meaningful 4}-t~rpre­
tations, and social actions in social research. It has 
been subjected to generations of critique, even 
from within the conventional so'cial sciences.5 Yet 
it persist~, . s~ggesting ~at its social embed!fed­
ness i,tself deserves a~ention. 
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' We · believe that ·strong interventions in the 
organization of universities and the academic 
professions are required to • root it out. Put more 
simply, the epistemological ideas widetlying action 
research are 'not·new•ideas; they simply have been 
purged 'as tonventional social · esearchers (and the 
social interests they serve-consciously or• uncon­
sciously) llave rejected· un:iversity engagement in 
social reform. . . ' . r c • 

I ~·;:y\ n 1• ~ 1 

I ,,, • ;rfJi' .,\ j, 'l l I 1 j ' '' 

Cogenera,t~~e {~qJ!.irf,,,iJ ,.,. 

•Action'l.feseatcn' ·aims'' to solt e ·•pertinent 
problems iii 1\l~ivffi il:ofite:rt through demociitic 
inquiry inlwhkh'{jtofessional· tese-atchers collab­
orate •wiili~io'i!altfst~keholaers '·to seek and enact 
solutions to· 'problems of major impo'rtante to 
th~rsthl<,e}fold~rstWe!refer to tllis as Eogenerative 
iii~'l.l'iiy:n.o'eQa\i'se ~>'it is· huiltt'oiv professional 
rdeiifcnerf.S"fakeholOer tollaboratitm and ain'is~to 
sol~e1lreru!iifeiptoblems "iii context: :togenerative 
inqiiityu~'proaesses~··involve · trained professional 
resecirchers' afidik'nowledgeable local stakeholders 
who~workl:to-gethet to define the problems ito be 
addre~seii, to gather and organize relevant knowl­
edge- an\fJ~q~t~; tR anaJyze the .~esul~ing informa­
tion, ·ah~ to de"sign social change interventions. 
Tli~ '1Hliatio1nship" b'erlveeri· ·the· professidnal 
;f"se~r2h't!r".l ~hd i'tlie iocru s¥akehdld~ts is based 
(>ri ·b¥~Hig 'ffig ldifers~ 'ba§es ·of th'eir'·knowledge 
iind'· ifu~ifi.3_'isiiiil:tive soCial jl~~atioiis "to bear 
ori·>~a'~ b13~i~ip~ollaooratively.' : The' .~ro'fes_sional 
rese.arcJYe~?o'£teiflfriligfkiiowledge b'f'other rele­
vaHt ·'~ifse~lSan.a~t'Of ' ielevah:t' :research nfethods, 
and n~'or~~fletY~tfeA.:li~·s ~e*P~r·ience m organizing 
teseafchwp'r6·ces~~s~~etffisideis ':have extensive 
ahdf'long~t~rm'l:Kh.o~!eCigf'df tlie prooleins at 
Hand and 1 'tlfe'j1~Rt~its tm'·wnkhjthey' occur, as 
well as" khowfeage1a'l)Jutth~~·an:d~from whom to 
get~ additionlU' ffifofi'6'afi'llrli11'hl!y alSo 'contribute 
urg~iicf 'ana focus' t<r'ilie:proces~; ·Be2a·us'e ·it cen­
ters on ptoblems·tlley cirefeager!fO: solve; Together; 
these··p'al:trie"ts 'Cl:eat~ a p'<>'«rrrfdi•J:es·e'~rch :team. 
:·,;, .. ~ •. · · ... r : '!i-:~i'"'t. _:~.nr(l';? !;r, 
... ; '· " .d I !~-o ~--.:JH:..l .• j. !.~·_, i ' 

. · LocqJ 4ru!wl~gge a.n4 Rrofossiol'!al ~!Jpwledge · 

. '·. For co'genenttive inqufry to occur, the collabo­
ration must be based 'On an intenihion between 

local knowledge and professional kndwledge. 
Whereas conventional social-research and 'con­
sulting privileges professional knowledge over 
local .knowledge, action research does not. Given 
the complexity of the problems addressed, only 
local stakeholders, ·with. their years of experience 
in a particular situation, lrave'sufficient informa­
tion and knowledge ab'out the:situation to design 
effettive social change processes! We do not, how­
ever, romanticize local knowledg'e; ~and• denigrate 
professional knowledge. Both' formslof khowledge 
are essential to cogenerative inquiry. :1 '•>• 1 

d· ,,,pI , C,t '• 

Validity, Credibility, and Reliability · ·· · ... 
J... ""Jl ' " .i ) ·~. 

,Validity, credil~ility, a11d. reliability ~n ~ct!qn 
~esearch ar~ mea~urea py thj; wil}ingness oflocal 
st*eh.q1ders tH. act qn ]he resulJs of. tpc; action 
resea~~. t?er~qy. ris!dng thejr w.elfar~ . on . the 
"validity" of th.c;~J' ide~s 1an~ ,the, ~eg.ree to which 
the outcomes meet their, exp~s~a!Jqns 1 T~us, 
cogener11t~d "'contextHaJ,. knpwledge 1 i~ deezpep 
valid .if jt generates warrant~}or acJiqq. The ~pre 
vali9-ity claim yenters on, !he ,}r,or~ability q(~e 
actual social change activity ~qg~ged in, and the 
test is whether or ,not the actual solution to a ,,,,. ... ., 
problem arriv~d at solves th~,R~oblem. 

I ,J' ,I 

Dealing Witb ,Cqrztext-Centered Knowledge 
t 

Communicating context-centered knowledge 
effectively to academics and to other,tpotential 
users is a complex process. The action research 
inquiry proce~s is linked 'inH:n~tely 'to a~t~o~ in 

0 'fJ ~ '\'I 1 • ' \ t I 0 I 

conteXt. ·This means considerable challenges in 
In ... . ' J' ~ 1 • ~\~ - , ~. i , , ~• : . .-

commumcatmg and abstractmg results m a way 
thaf otirtfs ~ho di~ not p~rticip'atJ 'iH ~ partictd~r 

• l • .., : I H· < 1•f ~. I ' I! • 1tf"J (J 
proJeCt, mcludmg other stakeholder grojlps facmg 
comparaole b~t' riot · identical siiuaH~hs~'ir11i 
utiderstand: Predi1~~ly because tile !fub~~etlg~ is 
cogenerated,' htcl~aes l~~at 'k'no~ieag~ 'and ~~aly-

' t ' .l ' I '' l . ses, and is built oeeply into the local context, com-
paris~n of rd~~lts across cases andthe creation of 
generalizations is 'a cllalle~ge. 6 1 

J,; 
1 I 

0 
.,1 1 I J ~· ' 1 ,jl ~ 

• I ' ~ h r , j ,r ,- • I ' 

Comparison w;d Generali:zatjcm.J rr 

u-we do not think tliat 'these 'coni.pleX:ities'justify 
having handed ovef the 'terr1torf n'f comparative 
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generalization ll and ~.., abstra,otH!theorization to 
cohventiorial,rsodahm~se~rchers working in an 
epis_temeJ rt).g:d~ •pnly. [ he,approach of positivistic 
resea(cH. toJgefteraliZ"ation has been to abstract 
ftom;c,9i'iJeXt;laverage.ollt cases, lose·sight of the 
world ~ diYi.d in by human beings, and generally 

•make\the,Jrnowledge gained impossible to apply 
. (whith,.fows,'means that itis not"knowledge!iat 
·all). !Despite the vast sums of money and huge 
nUmbers of perso'n-hours put into this kind of 
research, :we find the theoretical harvest scanty. 
0n the other side, the rejection of the possibility 
of ·learning 'and generalizing at all, typical of 
much interpretivism, constructivism, and vulgar 
postmodernism, strikes us •as an equally open 
invitation to intellectual posturing without, any 
sense of social or moral responsibility. 

Central to the action research view of general­
ization is1that any single case that runs counter to 
a generalization .invalidates it (Lewin, 1948) and 
requires the generalization to be refQrmulated. 
In contrast, positivist research toften · approaches 
exceptional cases .. by ·.attempting· to disqualify 
them, in order to pre,serve the existing generaliza­
tion. Rather than, welcoming the opportunity to 
revise theJgeneralization, the reaction often is .to 
find a ~ay to ignore it. : · •, · ' 

Greenwdod ' became p.artkularly well aware 
of this during his •period1of action research in 
the labor-managed cooperatives of Mondrag6n, 
Spain, the , most 1 successful labor-managed 
industrial coo~eratives anywhere (see Green­
wood, .,GonzaJ.ez Santos, et al:, 1992). Because 
the "official story:' is 'that cooperatives cannot 
succeed, that Spaniards are ·religious fanatics, 
and that rthey are not good at working hard or 
at making ~oney, the bulk of the · literature on 
Mondrag6n in the 1960s and 1970s attempted to 
explain the case awayras a mere oddity. Basque 
cultural predispositions: charismatic leadership, 
and solidarity were :all tried as ways of making 
this ·exception one that could.be ignored, letting 
the • celebration of the supposed ' g~e.ater com­
petitiveness of. the standard capitalist' firm go on 
unaffected by this, and other,lglaring exceptions. 
Positivist theorists did not want to • lefirn from 
the case, in direct contravention of the require­
ments of scientific thinking that view important 

exceptiops as th~ most potentially yalpab~~ 
sources of new knowl,edge. 

1 
, , • 

William Foote Whyte I (1982} captbrea the 
idea of the productivity of exceptions •in 'hYs con­
cept of "social inventions:' He proposed that 
all forins o~ ibu~iness orga:h1zations' 1 co'~ll~~rn 
frorh' this Ba'~que case by ~rying ·t6 figure ' put 
ho\v the Jtini~he' sodial inV~ndons th~y '1lad' hiad~ 
h 1·1. 1' I 1 · · 1 · th · ' H. · • ·a·rt 1'fi. d rlpea exp am 'ei.r succ,ess: avmg I t:t;Itl e 

jJ{ I . j J t • 'h''' ' llld 'ltl "b' l• ·U tnese mventwns, researc ers cou men egm 
iiMprd~ess· of figiuiHfot'it ~Hicli ;of the\h'cdlild 
buOJJ, nt ' li ' "'d d ·a·a..'.• 1 '.l •t ' th ' \' '• 't''1' t'! ' e. 5enera ze an Iuuseu o o er con ex s 
wh"~~~1\.ttH~Ir 1 lltility could b~ 't'ested, ag~in ''iil 

~ ' -ll"'fi lJ.I('I . ~ ~:. tl . • " of ~ . . . h i ~ " .•. • , n· co auoratlve ,actiOn. course, t e Key to· t ts 
apptb~~li ~·tb~t fu~ ·yalidity of the comparisbii is, 
*ls'b)l~t~.d.~itl ~~Hon aWd not 'treated as a t'hdlrght 

' If, ,;l :>l)lnt''.'~V'I (. , I <.IJ , , ' I ' '. I' p• I J 
exp~nmen. · · 

l : c.fht.&~/!j~ t,·. l)f ,, l , ) ' ' . '• lll". lh ' f 
1 we·1reauuress genera Izatwns m Ig t o 

1..\ rl .'1 n·llitmc vbukdu~O•-' rr .. I 1 fr , 1 
11. , )' l 

wu~! -w~1 av~ argu.e auQve, were arne ,genera .­
.. , . .. I(J. 1{1'1; . ?.~11>1YJJIH • .- · qrl 1 :. I· • • Izatlon m actwn researcn terms as necessitatmg a 

· .lrt r·~,f~ 'lloi l.um 9r.J1Hii.L '•i'l th 1: ' ,· 1·~·. pr9cess o rene~ tve action rather an ·as be.mg 
b • d' .Jnllr,t,(l V!tl;:rJ tlVI f'J.· i.l ''lb·.v· '1 •!' t l,.l'lt''t'-' 'l' ase on s rue ures -ru e- asea m erpre a wn. 
G. n. k~~cj 0-ti',l."filLU t:t~L,l.; ~ll .) a"11l ' ,, ' lit' ' ' t~ Iven our· posi mn · outa 111..uo~ e ge IS con ex 
b ·'d '(th!u !:xirntuh r.til"'~II£)Jr!th•:, c,kn· '· .-.. l 'd'' ,, .. 'J. oun ,· e·IKey •. o.,u IZmg IS . ovv e ge m a 
d'ffi " t H l u..~) ?.li.fl hf J:I~t:lfi~'l 'JV/ J;:.,i ; •. fh•H'I i>J -!111 I eren seumg lS Ito 'ic5llow a mo-s ep moue . 
F. t'''t ..,lr.!'Oillo;:·,t1bt'Pt• r~ 1 d1 1 lft' ''''d t'h 1 ~·•ltd 1 Irs , I Is Impor a:n o n ers an e con ex-
tual conditions ·under whitil? th'~ kbSwi~dge 'iia's 
been created. This recognizes the inherent con-

• ro;11i3i:'J ' I ~Jnl l.:i~fH,'U' , - . ~ · • ~Hoi 
textual1zat10n of the llrnowte8ge Itself. Second, 

. ' !1 lll:ll.T.: •YH21D'v.'n' I h1.J.; ~G :.~'? · 11; '· !'i ' 1 
the transfer 9f;mts\l&offiwleagyl tq ~nomer. settmg 
. 1' d mJ;:t:nn ,fi( ,_ 't· ~..,. ' !:h>'lf''di''.tl' •, IIDp Ies un ersranw.ug e con <:A<Ucu con Ions 
of the neW1seWJJ,g.~hl:iw· thes!!;4iffer.from the .set­
ting in .whi<;h theLkno.Wledge was: produced,[aud it 
involves, a , refl~iiPJi lon. what .cQnsequences:~thi.s 
has for·apP.lyjrlg .the~a.ctqall9low:leqg~ in me new 
conteXt:_He_rtae,. generalizatiQn becomes an active 
pro~es.s. ~Qf tr.dle.ctiPn rih .which ~nvolv,ed actors 
must.m~e::iiH,their(minds whetheiLthe previ_Qus 
kno~Jedge mfi:kes sense in the new context or JlOt 
and begin .. :wp~kingJon ways of acting in the;inew. 
cont~xt . . •11'' >' ,,,. ~ J ~, , ,-,;w , ' 11 t 

~Although it ·Mould take much more, space Jto 
make ·ithe fulL case L(see Greenwood & Le;vin, 
1998b), we·ha,ve said enough tp.make it de~ that 
action resecl'rdt i&lllpt.some kind.of a spcial.science 
dead .end,. It 'is ~ disciplined:'way .. of. 'develop.ing 
valid knowledge &t:I-~·~theory while~promQting 
positive social change. 
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Jil '>lRECONSTRUCTING THE RELATIONSHIPS 

BETWEEN UNIVERSITIES AND 
'' j 

S.oqAL ST~KEHPLDERS. 

we·b~lie~~. ~at t~e
1 

prope.fresp~B.s~,tR .'the epis~e­
molqgi~il!, p1ethodologic~l, pqli,t,ic,a~ economtc, 
and etliiChl issues ~e ,hal e been r~is'lngis to recon-
.; ~~I"~ !_,l 4 1l··· . ', H,_!f/1/(:;.;' Jt·-•-tt·'JC:~ • ' . '• 
struct the relat10nshtps l:ietween the uruverstttes 
an'd fn~; niultipi~ ·~t-~k~hold~;~ in society. We 

,,.q, ••· .,. ·'J i':J"Hr·-1r·_j · , ·· 

?~H~.ve.'~~~t a' s~~~m~~~ .~~~L~(the ans~er is .to 
ryta~~r~ctiqr rese,~cg~~~l~h~tr& stra~egy m s~c·~ 
res~r~~~ and 9f9t~~~i8lljl, d~y~lopment. T~ts ts 
because action. research, .as we have explained 
· '' IT·,· 'J·I:t~~li'Ki· Jl.' ·''' · . 
above, involves research efforts in which the users 
..... t ~:'·~ • • 1 \}:J t~h~f\jl ~1Jh:.tiJsrV '· · ' 

~~Pf~, ~,s ;g~~~&l.W11~~1i. ~:9_.dal ~ervic~ agencies, 
corporations la~g~ ·and small, communities, and 

~9n~qr,~r4W:~g\W;s>$~apJ.~~tions) h.~ve a gefinite 
~ta,ker ~~l}~£gf&9!~m~- ~D~.er s!udy alld ,in which 
the -r.eseardi · Brocess integrates collaborative 
"~"'';;-'lt~~·p~~~li'~:iu:•. ,, ·11 ···· ... . ·, 
t~~fR~~~~~p'\~~t~N~8Pg ~yhi?Je disciplines 
't:•m. Rf.PN~~~~ll\:·~~ .(P.3n, --~·v~r~tty partn~rs. ~e 
knm~ ,Vi.~ · ~WtM1 )?~ . ~mver~·ty~bas~d act10n 
~e~~.a~~PJA~Bm'~?$.9e.~~p,~e. ~ .n~.mb~r o~ su.ccess­
~1f,~ilf~~~~:~~!~t.;}'Y.7:~W. e9;d thts ~hapter by pro­
V}<ljp,& flgr-;~~~lfRh~f tw~ such ex~mples, drawn 
from almu& larger set. 

~ ·~:r4~f:a,n.J!."'IlJ·fl Jl~' . 

sodai'~ft~e~Engfii~'ering Research 
'< I:-J t1 ,tf~~l,i?ij:lj) ';i, ~/<·~ ,, , 

RelatwnSliiP,s ana ·UmvefSltr,-Industry 
1 I .,:,~~~.<!'"'' >.,L'II\1''" > • 

Coope~~tion: . :r.ne 'Q(fs,h9r~.Yard"7 

,_J I •l.•IJ;l l!J.fJ; •• ~!II~L ""I -; • . 

rhi~ :prl'ijecMAhega.n·. when the Norwegian 
Rese·ardhi .Coliliojl~a:watde"d ;a. major research and 
development tootniGtkto'tSINTEF, a Norwegian 
research lorganiiatioiil ioaated •in Trondheim and 
closely- linked to~.the:iNohvegian University of 
Science ~and Tethflolo'gy.'lfP.is contract focused on 
what is'1talled "ehtei'prise' inodelihg;' an informa­
tion systems-centete1! teChnique Jfor developing 
models of 'complex! organi.zatio.!ial processes, both 
to improve efficiency and to restructure organi­
zational behaviot : SINTEF received the contract 
for this work as part of a majbi''natioilal initiative 
to' support applied research ·and• ·t:>rganizational 
development in manufacturing i.n:du~tries. ' 
•: · •N key National Research Council requirement 
for this program was that engineering research on 

j ,t •., IJ" 

enterprise. modeling had to be linked to social 
science research on organization and leadership. 
This required the collaboration of engineers and 
social scientists within SINTEF of a more inten­
sive sort than usual. The National Research 
Council argued that enterprise modeling could 
not be reduced to a technical effort and that the 
enterprise models themselves• had to deal with 
organizational issues as well, 'because their 
deployment would depend on the employees' abil­
ity to use the models as "tools" in everyday work. 

The research focus of this activity: 1 was not 
clear at the outset. The instrumental goal for .the 
national research organization was to create a 
useful enterprise model rather than one that 
would be only a nice puzzle for information tech­
nologists to solve. The research focus emerged in 
the form of an engineering focus on enterprise 
models as learning opportunities for all employ­
ees and a social science focus on participatory 
change processes. · 

The Offshore Yard agreed to be 'a partner in 
this effort, and the project was launched in ·early 
1996. The Yard employs approximately 1,000 
persons and is located a 90-minute drive north of 
Trondheim on the Trondheim fjord. The yard has 
a long history of specializing in the design and 
construction of the large and complex • offshore 
installations used in North Sea oil exploration: 

The project was to be comal!aged by a joint 
group of engineers and social scientists. The key 
researchers were Ivar Blik0, Terje Skarlo, Johan 
Elvemo, and Ida Munkeby, two engineers and two 
social scientists, all employed ·at SINTEF. The 
expectation was that cooperation across profes­
sional . boundaries would somehow .arise as an 
automatic feature of their being engaged in the 
same project. 11 

I The process was by no ·means so simple. 
Throughout the initial phase of the project, the 
only cooperation seen meant merely that team 
members were present at the company site at the 
same time.-In part, this was· because the two engi­
neers on the team had a long history with. the 
company. They had many years of contact .with 
the company as consulting •researchers, • and, 
before that, they worked as engineers on the staff 
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in the Yard .. :A~ .a result,•the.e_ngineers took the lead 
in the _early,.proj~ct activity.8 TheyJwere running 
the •prpj~ct, ancl the .sp~ial scientists s~emed fairly 
pas.sive.,[ h!!.);$Pgineets ,wer_e working concretely 
on computer-based mock~ps of enterprise mod­
e~ apd;~be.Qluse tl).is .was a strong focus of plan­
ningi'l.interest in ·the company, they accordingly 
receiv~d a great deal of attention from the senior 
management of the yard. . 

•Wb.ile·this. :was going on, the social scientists 
were, devoting their attention to a general survey of 
the company and .making an ethnographic effort 
to learn about the organization and social r~alities 
of the company. This was considered important 
to give the social scientists a grasp of what the 
comp_any was like. This research-based knowledge 
generation meant little.to company people, as this 
work was .neither understood nor valued by the 
company or by the engineering members of the 
team. 

The first opening for social science knowled,ge 
came when the social researchers organized a 
search conference9 to address the,prohlems of .th_e. 
organization .of wprk at the sqop ffloor lev.el. This 
search conference produced ·results that captured 
the attention of both the local union and manage­
ment and made it clear locally that the social scien­
tists had skills that offered significant opportunities 
for learning and collaborative pl.g in the com­
pany. This was also the first time 1the researchers 
managed to include a fairly latge number of 
employees from diffeh~nt layers of ihe organization 
in the same knowledge production process. 

As a consequence of tbis experience, coopera­
tion between .the university and Offshore Yard 
began to deepen. At the tim~, the company was 
developing a leadership training progra!TI. 
Through the social scientists, company officials 
learned about other experiences in running such 
programs, and this helped them plan locally. They 
were better able to plan their overall organiza­
tional development activity in their own training 
program because knowing about other programs 
helped ,them ;with their qesign. 4t addition, ·they 
felt it. would be an advantage to them if cQmpany 
p~ti~ipants in the training also could get official 
tiniv~rsity credits fpr their involvement. Thus, 

the resulting program was designed .~rough a 
university-company dialogue and, in the .end, 
one of the social scientists on the te~ ran it. 
The program also gave official university-based 
credits to.those participants who decided to take 
a formal ex11m. The leadership progtam became 
aiJ. effort that enhanced the formal skill level of 
the participan.ts, and the university credits gave 
them recognition outside the context of the yard,, 

The program was very successful, making 
evident how close collaboration between the com­
pany and·tp_e university co)lld be mutually reward­
ing. The univ~rsity people could experiment 
profe$sionally and p.edagogically in real-life con­
texts, while th~ company got acces~ to cutting-edge 
knowledge ,both frpm the university and from 
other companies, through the university's contacts. 
As an iqter~s~ing side retfect,. the Yard decided to 
inyite m~wager~ ·from;neigl!boring plants to par­
ticipate. 'The~Y~r~ req>gnized ;that its own future 
de~nqed! Q~H its , h~ving gooq relations with its 
neighbors an~l.~uppli~rs. (]:ompapy officials decided 
that one WilY1.to improve /this .cooperation was to 
share their pro grail}, :as, 11rgesture symbolizing the 
int~rdependent relatigpships they have and the 
mutual stakes in each other's success. 

Over the course,Qf the.project, the cooperation 
between engineers and.spyial scientists began to 
grow and create new in$ights.-A ~ey first move in 
this direction was a. 1red~sign of the tube manu­
facturing facility in. the Yarq. The reorganization 
of work process.es that w~s cogeneratively devel­
oped through worker$' •participation meant that 
shop floor work~rs gained direct access to the , 
computer-based_ PJQduct\on planning and &ched­
uling the co.l!lpany engineers used. Instead of 
having information from the system filtered 
through th.eJ preman, '\VOrkers ·at the shop floor 
level could ,r\ltilize the _information system and 
decide for themselves how to manage the produc­
tion process. This form of orga~ationalleveling 
probably would not have ~orne about. had it not 
been for ·the increased mutual understanding 
between the SINTEF engineers and social scienf 
tists and.·their, company partners that emerged 
through their working together on the same 
concrete problems as a team. 
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Gradually, based on these experiences, a 
reconceptualization emerged of the whole way 
to develop enterprise mtidels. The conventional 
engineerifig take on enterprise models was that 
the experts (the engineers) collected information, 
made an analysis, and then made expert decisions 
regarding what the model shotilcllook like. A new 
approach to enterprise modeling in the Yard was 
developed in which the 'in~olved employees actu­
ally have a direct say. Although this is a modest 
step in the direction Of·part!cipa1ion, it is poten­
tially a very importaht bne.lt is .fair to say that this 
changed focus : toward participation would not 
have occurred tinless the ~ocial scientists had pre­
sented substantive knoWledge on issues of organi­
zation and leadership tliat were testable through 

. • • . !, 
partlctpatory processes. ;r 

As ' more m'utucil trust developed between 
company people and re~e'afthers, the marginalized 
position of the rsodal ~cientists gradually changed, 
ana the company cameJ.Jd;count on the sodal sci­
entists as well. For·exampl'erorie of·the major 'chal­
leilges for the company ih'the'future will be how to 
m·~age with a significafi.tlreductio"n•in the number 
of employees humanely and without destroying 
company morale. ·These changes originate both 
from restructuring of the corporation ·the Yard is 
part• of and from new engineering1aiJ.d production 
processes · that led to a reduced ·nee~ 'for laborers. 
The ¥'atMia's invited the researchers tb take a seri­
ous· lrole ... in 'this process by ·asking them ;to draw, 
fr'om'all over·the world, knowledge•and diverse per­
speiitives 'On this' ·difficult subject. ih'e resdrchers 
have been !flble to support new and often critical 
kflowledge.that lias changed or extended the 'com­
panys tin'dhstan:ding of its downsizing challenge. 
'·"Thgi:eseatcn:team also has been asked to assist 
in·w~rl&igon~the'·learnihg atmosphere in the Yard. 
this has1ifivolved eXtensive interviewing of a broad 
spectnifuldf !!fuployees to'bUild a view about how 
to impf6Ve-theiYatd's capacity for ongoing learning. 
The resWt~ ofthese•iliferViews were fed back 'to the 
involved -employees) land lthe• researchers shaped 
dialogues' with them that aiine(footfi'at presenting 
the re·swts arti:l at examirtifig the1infe-re'ftc'es made 
by the researchersoi tlirough r i:6mparisoh' Wiili the 
local knowledge of the workers. Agaitl, we can 'See 

how models of learning with an origin in social 
science circles can be applied to the local learning 
process, and the results are important factors iif1the 
researchers' assessments of the strength and value 
of their academic findings. 

Perhaps the most interesting overall develop­
ment in this project is how the company-university 
relationship developed. The senior executive offi­
cer is now a strong supporter of the fruitfulness 
of the company's relationship with theti.miversity. 
In public presentations, he credits rthe researchers 
with bringing relevant and importa:nt ·knowledge 
to the company and explains that he· can' see Mw 
this relationship can become increasingly impor­
tant. ·It took him several years of cooperation to 
see these possibilities, but now he does, and .the 
university is ·glad to respond. Although there. is 
no teason to romanticize the relatiohship, because 
differences of opinion and interest do emerge, 
the relationship seems so robust that further 
developments are likely. 

In the end, only through multidisciplinary 
action research'rover a sustained .period of time 
were these results· ~possible. The 'I'esearch ·values 
and the action values in the process have both 
been respected, and all the partners in the process 
have benefited. 

Collaborative Research for ''l . ' 
Organizatiomil Transformation 

~ I J) I 1 ~ .J 1.1• If 1 f 

W.iffi!n .~e Walls of the Pq~;versity. 

Here -we report on an example ' of an action 
research initiative that occurred at Cornell 
University, resulting in reform'of a major,·required 
university course: infrciductoty physics. The ·pro­
tagonist of this effort was' Michael Reynolds/who 
wrote this work up as a doctoral dissertation in 
science education at Cornell (Reynolds, 1~994). 10 

Because universities are redoubts ·of hierarchical 
and territorial behavior, changesltinitiated by 
students or by graduate assistants and lecturers 
are• rare, makirig this case particularly interesting. 

At the time the projectlbeganl Reynolds;:Was 
employed as a teaching ·assistant in an•mtro­
ductory physics course"that is one of the 'require­
ments fot students wishing I to • go to · rtiedical 
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sshQol:.This makes the,course a key gatekeeping 
mechaliis!h ~ip ,_the,}Very competitive process of 
ac_quirjng ~a!Z~e~s to the medical profession and 
mel)s~~~ ~~i~t_c~k~ -the (students have in _doing well 
hjgh~at).d,·!!Je.;p.o.W.er· of the faculty and university 

,over their" 'lives:considerable. It also means that .. ' .,. .. 
l. tbe (;g)lt('~Jhas a guaranteed clientele, almost no 
s matter how badly it is taught. 
tr· :. though there is more than one physics course, 
•1 thJ$ pa.z:tioular one is crucial in completing pre­
: nje_dical requirements. Because of a comprehen, 

siy:e ., teform ,.undertaken in the late 1960s, ·this 
course ,was and is delivered in what is called an 
"auto-tutorial" format. This means that students 
work through the course materials at their own 
pace (within limits), doing .experiments and 
studying in a learning center, asking for advice 
there, and taking examinations on each unit (often 
many times) until they have achieved the mastery 
of the material and grade they seek. Despite the 
inviting and apparently flexible format, .the. 
course had become notoriously unpopular among 
students. Performance on standardized national 
exams was poor, morale among the students and 
staff was relatively low, and the Physics department 
was concerned. 

The staff structure included a professor in 
charge, a senior lecturer who was the de facto 
principal course manager, and some graduate 
assistants,Among these, Reynolds was working as 
a teaching assistant in the course to support him­
self while he .worked on his PhD in Education. 
Having heard about action research and finding it 
consistent with his view o£ the world, he proposed 
to the professor and lecturer in charge that they 
attempt an action research, evaluation and reform 
of the course. With Greenwood's help, they got 
funding from the office of the Vice President for 
Academic Programs to support the refQrm effort. 

There followed,.a long and complex-process 
that was skillfully guided by Reynolds. It involved 
the undergraduate students, teaching assistants, 
lecturers, professor, and members of Reynolds's 
PhD committee in a long-term process. It began 
with an evaluation of the main difficulties 
.students had with the .course, then involved the 
selection of .a new text and piloting the revised 

c_ourse. Reynolds guided this proces.s ·patiently 
and . -eonsistently. Ultimately, !the p~ofes.sQr, the 
lecturer, instructors, teaching assistants, and 
students collaborated ,in redesigning ,the .• tourse 
through intensive meetings and_,debates., ... 

One of the things they discovered w~s,that. the 
course had become. unworkable in·Jpart ,because 
of its 1very .nature. As new concepts and theories 
were deyeloped in physics, they w,ere .ad~ed to 
the,course, but there was no overall syst.em for 
exarriihing what materials should be. ;eliminated 
or ·consolidated to make·ropm for the ,new ones. 
The result was an increasingly,overstWfed course 
thatlothe ,stud_ent&Ifo_und inc-reasingly. difficult ·to 
deal,with·. In bringing the whole course b_efore all 
the ,st~holders ~and in ·examining the ,choicet of 
a possibJe inew,textbookdt was possible for ,the 
group to :¢onfroht\thes'e issues._, ., ,, , , 

There,,were many ~onfli~ts on issues,pf1sub­
stance andj &uth.orityi,during ·the process, which 
was stre~sful . fpr.i.alJu~v.olved, (·yet they,, stayed 
together and:a<.epbi~the pro.cess until they had• 
completely. redesign~d~.th.e,;course. • It ,:Was then 
piloted, and ,the results. ;w.er:e-a dramatkimp~ove­
ment ·in •stJ,I.dent 'petfor,~a.nc.e •on. naFional Jtest!! 
and a considerabl.e•1increase .in ,student sati_sfac-_, 

tion with the ~Go'urse. ~nl ,.:· • .. , · ...... m~." . 
Reynolds then wrote the process•up .from his 

detailed field notes and journals and drafted his 
dissertation. He submitted the draft to his collab­
orators for comrnefitj~nd xe,vision, then explaineU 
to them the !eyi,s~?J!~ .,h~ would ~~e1 ~~ also 
offered them the option to add their own written 
comm.entsjin fl1late, oh~pter of the dissertation, 
using ~ithe}, ,their:real names or pseudonyms., · 1 

Thi~ ~teration.tof the process produced .some 
significaritrehaqges in the :dissertation ·and splidi­
fied thetgro'up's own learning process. Eyentually, 
many of. lthe.llcollaborators attended Reynolds's 
dissertation defense and were engaged !:in the 
discussion, the first ·time we know of :that such 
a, :'coll.aborative" defense 1 occurred at Cornell. 
Subsequently, that kinq of defens~, with collabora­
tors zpresent, has _been repeated with .. other.rPhD 
candidates (Boser, 2001; •Grudeils-Schuck, -1.99.8). 

Interestingly, though the proce~s .was extremely 
stressful tfor the participants, ,the'.! result.s ·were 
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phenomenally good for the students. A proposal 
was made to extend this approach •to curriculum 
reform to other courses at Cornell, but the univer­
sity administratipn was . unprepared to under­
write the process,.despite its obvious great success 
in this rtase·. · • ··, ': 

Perhaps the· reform of a single course does not 
seem like much of• a -social ch'ange, but we think 
it has :powerful implications: This case demon­
strates the pq$s·ibility of.~~ action research-based 
reform r b-~ingiiniti~tM\'fr9rn'. a position of little 
power within-' a piof.<ftf1?.dly bureaucratic and hier­
a~chicalllorgani~tiqP.;'ltf.l~ "University. The value 
of'the-~owl\i:lg~·.of~e~c~ 1~a:tegory of stakeholder 
Was pa:t~n(t~<;>!ig~q:ut1 ·and the ~bared interests of 
a11: ihlil"gjood olite6nieifdt the students helpedlhold 

• - 4 ~u'l ' t 

the'process ltogetb-~r:lf}iat lsuch reform is possible 
and successful means that those who write off the 
po'ssi~ility~·of ~ignificant cuniversity reforms are 

I ..1 • • <:" ~• ~"' ) .... ~ I 

simp~y wtoirg~f·~.6ur~·e,' !tr also shows that an iso-
lafe~·. suc"fe~s. ~7~s.~~oiatld up to ongoing institu­
tlpnalr,cpa~ge ~ithFE~'r~ broader strategy to back 
itlup'1 Thus, it was·,ra~1success,.but an isolated one. 

l• I '! ~ 1 '-<f t I~ lf I 

·'
1
'.'q\],th'Oiig·h.,.-tliis .... i~a"\ver~·inodest amount Of case 

p ~1. • "-'' ll f.t\-.. h • 1 

m·aieri~hoi ·p-tesefit iirsup·poit of our contentions, 
t ~ ~ j j t I t ,, C"". ' I~ • ~ :j 

we believefth'at1 'tht ,bises 'at 1least give the reader 
I f I ~~ I .1 J t)'(.. I 

a general sens~ •. of ,the kind of vision of social 
research we advocate. ·,fi1 ilJ• •' ,. ,..., . ,. 

" )'Jlh' I .~Ph. dj<fDIJI't L ' 
' . ' ·r " 

• • ell•; Hn" :ll-1~ D511o.,P' 1 <~· 
\' 1 tl. l .... 

tiD ,(1 INSTITU110NAiiZING'AR 'IN 

'
1 .A:cw~Mid·EfWhiokMENTs:· 

I ',.,, lo. ,J .J" . .. ,..., ... ..:.., • 
' I" •·l \> • ""'I •1 

One o£ the inajot chall~qges facing modern uni­
versities 'that are funded t1Vfth. 1piivate or public 
money -lies· 'in 1mal}ing' visible\th~ir 'contribution 
to ' important social a:na teclinolqgici:J., challenges 
in the' larger society.•;rhis cannot_ be;:done unless 
research and teaahihg are cleailf'align~d to extra-
university needs. !' .t ~ : J 

·Although such' an argumertt •ls often1heard in 
the current debates about the social obligations 
of universities, .little progress has been m<J,de 
at medlating university-society relationships 
because of the profound differences between what 
is consider~d appropriate research and teaching by 
academits·and what the public wants and expects. 

Few processes are in place to work toward creating 
a shared understanding of what a desired focus 
of collaboration should be. The parties operate 
in two different worlds, ·with very limited cross­
boundary communication and learning, and they 
operate with the inconvenience that the public 
has the power to make decisions affecting future 
university budgets. 

Action research meets the need for this kind 
of mediated communication and action. It deals 
with real-life problems in context, an~ it is built 
on participation by the non~university problem 
owners. It creates mutual learning ·opportunities 
for · researchers :and paf.ticipants, it produces 
tangible results. Hence, action research, ifi rman­
aged sl9llfully, can respond1in' a positive way to 
the changing r ~md increasingly interventionist 
public an'd private sector environments in which 
universities must operate. 
. How, then, do we envisage a university 

operating within the frame of reference of action 
research? Given what we have already said about 
how ·research would have to be organized; •it is 
clear that problem defmition must be accom­
plished cooperatively with the actors who experi­
ence the actual problem situations. Thus, research 
will have to be conducted in "natural" settings 
without trying to create a university-centered 
substitute experimental situation .. 

Conducting research this way guarantees that 
research foci will not emerge from reading about 
the latest fashionable theory wfthin an acai:lemic 
profession, but rather as a negotiated joint under­
standing of what the problem in focus should be, 
an understanding rin which :both professionals 
and problem owners-•have a say in setting the 
issue the group'!will deal with. For academic 
researchers, this 1place·s a premium on the ability 
and willingness 'to frame researchable questions 
in concrete .problem situations, a proce·ss that 
certainly forces the researchers to adopt perspec­
tives that often are not central or even well known 
within their own disciplines. 

One way to create this potential is to train 
researchers who 'are capable of embracing per­
spectives beyond those of •single, constrained 
professional disciplinary territories. Another 
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possibility is' to create teams 'that contain enough 
vari@tieSTI'6f~eiptrii'S'e s:relevant ·to the problem 
at-kata so ,tHat hle~irtte"r aJ:capacity to mobilize 
. . : . .., ;:•, ..... . ' . b th the neetleo forms 'Of Kilowledge eXIsts. In o 
sahliim/s, th~ri'mtplete Is· the requirement that 

' I ( "\}~ 1 ·' 1\ ' I 

academic researchers be able to operate in a trans-
m~'t-Vf'l?fl(i t , 1 ' • • ' · · • 

~scjPffiM>:. e~vironm,~p~. _where, !he challepges 
Cf,~!~r o:q ~c~ive,ly tran.sf9r~pg their own perspec­
tiv:~~ ~!} .ord~r to accommodat!! !illd help build ·the 
necess~ry .knowledg~ platfor.q1 needed for working 
through the problem. They also would also have 
to understand..,their accountability. to the extra­
university stakeholders' evaluation of the results 
through action. Thus, team~based research and 
breaking down boundaries ·between different 
prdfessional positionS 'are cerltnil features of the I 

cieli1oyment of ~ction research m univer5iHes. 
11,\•lt •'' tl 1 I 

Teaching would have to change in much the 
same way. In fact, it is possible to envisag~ ·a 

I t 1 •t·' d 

teacl,Iing_.proce~~ ,that 1Piqors the act,ion researc.h 
process we h.~ve ,articul~ted above, The obyio.us 
starting point w~nM be ,use of concrete problem 
situations in classrooms, probably accomplished . 
by use of real cases. Starting· here, the develop­
ment' of learning foci (e.g:;• problem defmitions) 
would have to emerge from the concrete problem 
situations, a position that is the centerpiece of 
John'Dewey's pedagogy. 
· In' 'this regard, this teaching situation is 'paral­

lel to an' action 'research project. The main' differ­
ence is that 'there are three types of principal 
actors in the classroom: the problem owners, the 
students, and the teachers. As in action rese.arch, 
they will all be linked in a mutual learning 
process. Even though students might themselves 
be participants, without many of the necessary 
skills and insights, they will discover that, as 
students, they bring·a different set of eicperiences 
and points of view into the collaborative learning 
arena. and can make important contributiOns as 

J ' 

they gain confidence in their own abilities. Thus, 
all"llire~ p~~ties ~ill be teachers and colearners . . 

.l \ •• lt ~ } '. . ·~ H I ' I ' 

, The professional academics will have a special 
}) '\ ..... ~ I ~. ' • 0 

o~U_g~!i9J;l to stn~cture the Jearning ~~~uation 
effectively and to provide nec~ssary s1,1bstantive 
kno:wledge to t;h~, participants in, the l~arning 
process: As .is generally the case in teaching, 

the professors would start the course using their 
conception of what are key substantive issues in 
the situation under examination. Because this 
kind of teaching is problem driven, however, all 
predetermined plans will have to be adjusted to 
the concrete teaching situation as new, · ~ogener­

ated understandings emerge from the learning 
group. , ·~ 

Focusing on real-life ,problems also forces the 
different disciplines to cooperate because relevant 
knowledge must be sought from any and all 
sources; No single discipline or strand of thinking 
can domihate action research because real-world 
problems are not tailored to match disciplinary 
structures1and standards of academic popularity. 
The valuableJacademic professional thus is not 
the •world's tleading •expert in discipline "X" or 
theory· !~Y';·Ibut ·instead is the person who can 

't ' ' 

bring relevant knowledge for solving the problem 
to the table. 

Through.such,p,edagogical processes, whatever 
else they do!iftli~ certain that students will learn 
how to apply1what1they .know and how to learn 
from each other;' fromrthe .• professors, and from 
the problein ~owners:Wh!lt.theywill not develop is 
a narrow allegiance to ·a.partioular·discipline or to 
a university world separated fiom·life in society at 
large. And together; ·theJ profe'ssors teind students 
will be of service to Jthe!World ,outside the acad­
emy. Thus, universities . that focus their teaching 
on action research will be able to supply practical 
results and insights to the surrounding society. 

Is This Possible~ ' · 
• .,·u ' .· 

The question•is not whether action research 
can be accommodated in contemporary universi­
ties, but hmt to create experimental situations to 
niake it ~~p~en. We can find ' examples of this in 
undergra~Uate· education, iri professional degree 
courses;r~d hl'PhD programs. Programs' in action 
research at both of the authors' institutions 
(C~rn~ti_'and the Norn~gi~ u;niversity of Science 
and Technology) hav,e shown that such programs 
are po~sibl~: albeit o~ a very small scale at present. 

The bigges.t obstacle is ,how to integrate this 
type of alternative educational process fully in the 
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current structures of universities. Everything we 
have .said above constitutes a challenge to the 
cuttent division of labor and to the disciplinary 
and administrative· structures of universities. 
Pursuing this would weaken the hegemony , of 
separate professional and .disciplinary· structures, 
would force professional activity.to move toward 
meeting social needs, and would limit the self­
serving and self-regardiqg academic profession­
alism that is the •1hal!mark of contemporary 
universities. • 1 ., ,,, ., 

Despite how difficult .it appears to be, there 
are reasons to thinkr that progress can be made 
along these lines~ ·The1increasing public and fis­
cal pressure 'On universities to justify themselves 
and their activities creates a risky but promising 
situation in which,texperimenting with action 
research approaches 1may 1be .the only possible 
solution for u11iversities that wish to survive into 
the next generation. ·~ '>tl 

Thereis·a choice. One ,strategy some universi­
ties have adopted is that,• as the public financial 
support for universities drops, they 'COnsider 
themselves even less I accountable to the public. 
AnotHer is to try to ·renegotiate this relationship 
and reverse the negative.trend. We believe in using 
action research 'to try to repair the deeply com­
promised relationships universities have with 
their publics and governments! .. 

I ' 

" 

1. The exceptions to this poverty are positivistic, 
policyJoriented economic research and bi~s of policy­
relevant social science research anchored primarily in 
schools:ofbusiness;•planning, and publkpolicy. 

: .. r2 .:J T~t;hne .. aa~ .als.o be interpreted as the technical 
ratjo~.@.tr, uW\lhi.~:-i~ lltPe heads and the hands of 
~~~~i ~Hq!!.4;the -£On~m_ of this_ ess~y, it denotes the 
kind .~f lw.9»J~~ .~c;~es~~ry ,f<:J.r jm~g s~eq trans­
form~tio.W¥-f!:wen~Nl~~~JH&fr~:e ~s ~qt co,~p~_£ted to 
the experts P,ower P,OSitlon. ;. -1 ~ ,). ,. ··· n··L.t 'rU 

3. riiese' argtimenis have · been made in much 
.• ·-1 ' · .,.··u. !I:'U ,U:-:I!L' '!•W! ,-, J',. · . more detail ana Willi a much more comprehensive 

understimdilig of th~ii- Gr~ek ortgUfs b' Olav Eik~land 
(1'997). •; ·. ·: .. rr• ,• ,'J'i 11• t··,; 1 

4. A version of this 'sectio'n was delivered by Gre'en­
wood as a paper titled La antiopologfa ·"inaplicable": 

El divorcio entre Ia teorfa y Ia prdctica y el declive de Ia 
antropologfa universit~ria (Inapplicable.Anthropolqgy: 
'f9.e Divq~ce , Betw~ep Theory and ?ractice and,flle 
De~e o,f Unive~sity ¥tth.ropology) a.t the conf~~n.ce 
of Sociedad Esp,aiiola

1 
de Antropologfa Aplicada in 

I ' • •:..l'!Ji I /1 • · . I , 11 , 
Granada, Spain, m November of 2002. 

5. A critiq~e of tli~ikind Mblind positivism ~as 
central to the id~a§ Csf the·\najor ~ocial thidkers who 
gave rise to the socii! siien't~~fii}l tHt first place (Adam 
Smiili, Kafl Mar~, 'Ma'iWeb~i,1Eniile Durkheim, and 
John Dewey, ainong others')'.il\!'gooll •s~urce 'of current 
critiques·is James Scheurich (i997.).10m•l 

,,·- 6. For a full discussion of these:issues, see Robert 
Stake (1995). . l·· · lrl· ·, Jv·· 

,7. l'his is, a pseudpnym. 1 ' •• , rl • 1 

, 8. Levin, observ~d ~u~. of .t:pis pro~~,ss _Re,c~y§e 

he serv~d ~s. ~ plelJ\b,~r of tite local s~e~~4tg co,inroi~~ee 
for the project. He recollects how little, linkage there 

:.- IC: H , ~ ,.t.11' •t 
w~J af1 the putset be,twee~ ,engin~ering an~ ~e ~~cial 
sciences. 
- 9 . . A search conference is a democratically orga­

nized action research1 means for bringmg a grdup of ' 
problem owners together for 1ah' ilitensive ·process of 
reflection,• analysis, aitd action; plWg. '•For a more 
detailed description,1see Greenwood anli-Levin ( 1998b ). 

10. Greenwood ·served as a membet .of,Reynolds's 
PhD committee and worked with him throughout•this 
research. H!>wever, th~ ideas, proce~ses, and interpreta­
tions offere~ here are those R~y'nolds generat!!d, ~ot 
Greenwood's. Because Reynolds is now h~rd ~t wqr~ in 
seco~qary s.chool reform,· he has not maqe .~ .fv~tJter 
write-up of his work, so we encourage the' interested , 
reader to consult his di~sertation dfrecflY:

1 1 )~ ' 
' ; '.•IH ; ') ?• I j 
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