Digest from Topic 4

Sunday 12th March – Tuesday 14th March

Topic 4: Evaluating success in integrated research initiatives 
(Sun 12 Mar - Tue 14 Mar)
Dear IntSci E-conference participants,

We are now three quarters of the way through our discussion, and we would like to suggest that this last forum could be used to provide an opportunity to reflect on where we have got to, and find ways to move this area forward. To do this we put forward three final questions that respectively provide for reflection on this area in general, look for indicators of success, and seek to encourage continuing opportunities for learning across different projects. 

Our first topic provided a chance for some introductions, and to provide a way for getting a common language and understanding around what we have called Integrated Science for the purpose of this discussion. Topic 2 focused on practice and in particular the "learning" element". How do we and can we practice joint inquiry. Our third topic provided a forum for people to talk more specifically about how they find these initiatives working in practice. 

Against this background we suggest the following questions as a starting point for this final discussion. To make a posting to the discussion just send an e-mail to IntSci@learningforsustainability.net

Question 11.   How mainstream is this type of joint inquiry? 
In this discussion we have heard of many examples of Integrated Science. Are these islands of success, or are there (many) examples of where they are growing in time and space to become institutionalized in organizations or geographic areas.

Question 12.   How are people tracking the success of integrated research initiatives? 
Similarly we have heard how these initiatives are different, and breaking new ground. We have also heard that successful initiatives often take time. How can we demonstrate then to our funders and other stakeholders that these initiatives are on track after one, two or four years. Or do they take longer than four years to actually achieve their results.

Question 13.   What frameworks are being used for cross case study analysis? 
An increasing numbers of papers are being written about people's experiences in integrated research or joint inquiry initiatives. However, many of these just deal with the experiences that have been encountered in one case study. It would seem that learning across a number of case studies would provide even more robust lessons. What examples are there of cross case analysis going on in this area. And are there any examples for learning across different cases that might emerge from this conference. 


Beyond these questions there are still four more days to post on the topics that have emerged in earlier discussions:

* Case studies of where integration is emerging. 
* Tools for supporting group processes. 
* How to use the above tools to support reflection. 
* General queries and notices

This is a good time to participate in the discussion. We are now three quarters of the way through. If you haven't posted already, it would be great to hear from you. An event like this, is like any other forum, an opportunity to hear from and meet other people that are working in, or interested in, the same area. The benefits of an e-mail conference are still largely about networking, and the benefits that come from it. 


We look forward to your participation. To make a posting to the discussion just send an e-mail to IntSci@learningforsustainability.net
 
If you have questions, concerns or suggestions about the operation of this list please feel free to contact us directly. 

best regards
Chrys Horn, Will Allen & Margaret Kilvington
IntSci Conference Managers
E-mail us:  IntSci-owner@learningforsustainability.net 
IntSci website: 
http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/research/social/IntSci_info.asp 
· Reference: Evaluating Collaborative Planning

Ashwani Vasishth <vasishth@usc.edu> 03/12/06 9:25 PM

Just happened to re-encounter this citation, and thought I'd share it.

Consensus building and complex adaptive systems: A framework for evaluating collaborative planning.  Judith E Innes, David E Booher.  Journal of the American Planning Association. Autumn 1999. Vol. 65, Iss. 4; p. 412 (12 pages)

Abstract (Document Summary)

Consensus building and other forms of collaborative planning are increasingly used for dealing with social and political fragmentation, shared power, and conflicting values. It is contended that to evaluate this emergent set of practices, a new framework is required modeled on a view of self-organizing, complex adaptive systems rather than on a mechanical Newtonian world. Consensus building processes are not only about producing agreements and plans but also about experimentation, learning, change, and building shared meaning. It is proposed that consensus building processes be evaluated in the light of principles of complexity science and communicative rationality, which are both congruent with professional practice. It offers principles for evaluation and a set of process and outcome criteria.

Cheers,-

  Ashwani Vasishth
· Reference: Delphi Approach for conservation planning

Ashwani Vasishth <vasishth@usc.edu> 03/12/06 9:46 PM >>>

Conservation planning in human dominated landscapes is another example of an area that needs interdisciplinary research strategies.  I thought the following reference useful from that perspective, and as an example of the Delphi technique mentioned earlier.  (I think this particular example should be taken illustratively, rather than literally.  I can imagine using the basic approach somewhat differently in my own efforts to ecologize regional planning in Southern California.)

Cheers,

  Ashwani  Vasishth
Planning open spaces for wildlife I. Selecting focal species using a Delphi survey approach

George R. Hess , and Terri J. King. Forestry Department, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27695-8002, USA. Landscape and Urban Planning. Volume 58, Issue 1 , 31 January 2002, Pages 25-40. doi:10.1016/S0169-2046(01)00230-4   Copyright © 2002 Elsevier Science B.V. Available online 20 November 2001.

Abstract

In a world being transformed by human population growth, conservation biology has emerged as one discipline focused on preventing, mitigating, and reversing the loss of species, ecosystems, and landscapes. Because of the need to act quickly with incomplete information, conservation biologists have developed shortcuts that rely on identifying key species to be focused on during planning efforts. We describe a process that can be used to select those species, using a suburbanizing region in the United States as an example. The Triangle region of North Carolina, USA-Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill and surroundings-is undergoing rapid suburbanization, resulting in land-use changes that will alter wildlife communities and might result in the loss of some species. We are developing a wildlife conservation plan for the region based on a combination of landscape and focal species approaches. The objective of the research described in this paper was to identify focal species to be used for conservation planning in the region; our effort focused on amphibians, birds, mammals, and reptiles. In theory, habitat conserved by planning for a few carefully chosen focal species is expected to encompass habitat for many other species with similar requirements. To identify focal species, we used a three-part Delphi survey, administered to a panel of experts. The panel identified six landscape types and nine associated focal species: extensive undisturbed habitat (bobcat, eastern box turtle); riparian and bottomland forest (barred owl, beaver); upland forest (ovenbird, broad-winged hawk); mature forest (pileated woodpecker); pastures and grassy fields (loggerhead shrike); and open and early successional forest (northern bobwhite). The panelists generally agreed that a combined landscape-focal species approach was reasonable, but noted a number of problems to be expected during the planning phase. The most critical of these problems are that the approach has not been well tested, required data are often unavailable, and implementation will be difficult in the face of extreme economic pressures to develop land. Administering the Delphi survey was more labor-intensive, and took longer, than we anticipated; it might have been more effective had it been completed more quickly. Nevertheless, we believe this  process  can be applied to a broad range of conservation problems, which are often characterized by a high degree of uncertainty and the need to act quickly.
· Reference: Classification of Collaborative Management Methods, Blumenthal & Jannick

Ashwani Vasishth <vasishth@usc.edu> 03/13/06 4:10 AM >>>

I don't completely agree with some of the categorizations and classifications made (particularly with the ways in which some of the methodologies are simplified in Figures 2 & 3, which seems to me to both singularize these methodologies unduly, and disregards at least some of the potential for novel applications.  But even so, a reasonable survey for first contact.

Cheers,
 Ashwani  Vasishth
· SDR-Network Mailing: 6 March 2006

"Gregory, Wendy" <Wendy.Gregory@esr.cri.nz> 03/13/06 9:23 AM >>>

Some of you may already be aware of the Sustainable Development Research Network in the UK, but others might be interested in a recent publication for the ERFF which sets out why interdisciplinary science is needed to address sustainability issues. Here's part of the last message I received from the SDRN which points you to the page where the report is:

1.        SDRN NEWS/POLICY DEVELOPMENTS

a. Securing the Future: The Role of Research Report.

The SDRN has produced a report, entitled 'Securing the Future: The Role of Research: Interdisciplinary, Cross-cutting and Strategic Research Needs to Support the UK Sustainable Development Strategy' for the Environmental Research Funders Forum (ERFF). The report sets out a series of detailed recommendations. These include both actions needed to overcome institutional barriers and improve training and capacity building for interdisciplinary SD research, and recommendations as to the strategic priorities for funding inter-disciplinary research to support the implementation of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy. To access the report, visit the SDRN homepage http://www.sd-research.org.uk and follow the relevant link. 

-------------------

Having quickly scanned it, I think it addresses some of the issues being discussed in this forum. Interestingly, they point to the need for more action-research projects which document what works well in practice.

all the best,

Wendy
· Who integrates the integrators?

Valerie Brown <valeriebrown@ozemail.com.au> 03/13/06 1:54 PM >>>

It is great to find us developing a new language of integrative science here. Sometimes this meets Libby's criteria of plain English, sometimes not, There is welcome recognition of the need for multiple epistemologies, with parallel realities perhaps a good translation.  Lorrae has given is a range of ways that knowledges can interact, not mutually exclusive. Vasishth has given us mountains of resources. But enthusiasm for individual tools can make it seem the proposer believes the whole transformation can be achieved by that one tool. This risks being a replay of the monodisciplinary science that we are trying to go beyond (but of course not discard). As we come to a close here, we could consider how our perspectives fit together to construct a collective epistemology.

Among the common frameworks already in use amongst us are the four steps of Kolb's experiential learning cycle: Our hosts at Landcare Research, present the four steps as:  reflect, plan, act, observe. The Local Sustainability Project presents them as elements of decision-making;principles, parameters, practice and potential.

Malcolm Knowles of Adult Learning fame described the steps as: start where the learners are at, add the new, put old and new into practice together, and evaluate the outcome.

Richard Bawden has used the cycle as a powerful change agent in institutional change towards systems agriculture.

My colleagues Meg Keen, Robert Dyball (Human Ecology,ANU) and I applied the cycle as spiral in "Social Learning in Environmental Management", using the 5 strands of social learning (reflectivity, systems thinking, integration, partnership, and negotiation) to integrate WITHIN each of the learning stages.

David W-T gives us holistic images which broaden the potential for learning at each Kolb stage.

It seems that among us we already have at least one "pattern that connects". This e-conference has given us many others. But who integrates the integrators?

Valerie Brown
· asymmetries

Susan Aragon <saragongeo@yahoo.com> 03/14/06 10:40 AM 
Hello!!   

   It is very encouraging to see this lively discussion and that there is so many institutions and people with successes in integrating people from different backgrounds toward the same goals. 

  In my experience this is really hard and not always possible in the short term of a project. For example once I was "facilitating/coordinating" a roundtable between  scientists, technicians and the farmers in a highland town in Peru and it was very difficult, not only because the language barrier, the scientist only spoke English, the technicians Spanish and the farmers Q'echua, but because the unspoken assumptions, goals, worldviews of each one. The scientists in reality were more interested in the biodiversity being loss and they thought the farmers will be better off if they all migrate to the urban centers, the technicians being urban had class and ethnic discrimination issues, and the farmers were more interested in see what they could obtain to pass by that drought year.   Even that we came with a conservation plan, mainly reflecting the opinion of the scientists and technicians, this didn't reflected the true needs and wills of the people who were going to put it in practice. 
 What strike most of this experience is how the power asymmetries in the so called 'participative projects' could really make a mock of them and also how the experts are so unwilling to recognize that they could learn from people who doesn't have the formal/western education. It showed to me also how even with people within a country there is so much heterogeneity that they may ally more with the experts than with people from different class or ethnicity.

   Many of the techniques/strategies of collaborative/integrative research assumes that everybody who sits at the table have equal power, or at least equal standing, but this is not the case in most of the tropics where great inequalities exist.

  I would like to know how this problem is addressed in practice and theoretically and if you have examples where it has been successful deal with in the field.

  Susan Aragon

  Graduate School of Geography

  Clark University,   Worcester, MA 01610
· asymmetries

"Phil" <pfh@synapse9.com> 03/14/06 12:43 PM >>>

Just a quick response, I think there's lots of material on the 'power inequality' question in or following the links from the comments in this discussion.  It would take some time to plow through it all, but they are all archived on the IntSci web site.   

One of my prior comments is directly relevant to that, that collaboration should put the physical system concerned in the center of the table, not the models of the most articulate or most connected people.  When the dominant model is what's being discussed it makes a huge barrier to the participation of those who are not skilled with it.  I'm basically a tool maker, not a program administrator, so I think about what tools are needed to develop and share an understanding of systems.  My point of view is that you should get the experts to draw the data in a way that the data speaks for itself, with videos and pictures, charts displaying the whole available detailed history of flows and trends, collecting physical pieces of things found in each system condition that seems relevant, i.e. make a whole rich environment of good data for everyone to read directly, putting them all on equal footing and giving the local's a real leg up because of their intimate familiarity with how it works in real time.  Once people are all speaking with the physical system at the center of the discussion, the hope is that all would make much better sense to each other.

Philip F.
Henshaw AIA

RKT&B, Architects and Planners

150 West 22nd St. New York, NY 10011
· asymmetries
Stephen Healy <s.healy@unsw.edu.au> 03/14/06 1:29 PM >>>

Hello

My first posting - I'm based at Uni of NSW, Sydney and have been following the postings with interest.  My relevant related experience involves urban environmental management participation exercises and academic social science/engineering collaborations (I'm trained as an physicist/electrical engineer but my closest faculty soulmates these days tend to be post-structurally inclined philosophers/social scientists). 
I disagree with Philip - to my mind this literature is limited/poor (tending to take a Habermasian lets all round the table and be nice to each other and it'll all sort itself out kind of perspective that can compound these problems).  You need to go much deeper.  Why, for example, must the 'physical system' (and whose version of it?) be privileged?  Why distinguish it from the 'social systems' with which it is intimately related (isn't it exactly these things that Susan was getting at?  A project I was involved with that dealt with these matters effectively* was particularly resource

intensive and required a depth of social research effort/resources/expertise that is not only rare but realistically not broadly repeatable.  In essence you need someone/people with the depth of detached ethnographic insight into a project that Susan exemplifies but also ethical and well placed enough to then be able to make that count in how things pan out - a big ask.

I have a paper I'm turning around for referees (Towards an Epistemology of Public Participation) explicitly addressing this that I'm happy to circulate once complete but I should warn it is far less prescriptive than some (perhaps those still keen on the 'hard'/'soft' distinction) might like with

regard to how these matters might be dealt with.

Enough for now.

Stephen Healy

The project is described in both:

Healy, S., (2005) Toward a Vocabulary for Speaking of the Engagement of Things into Discourse', Journal of Environmental Policy and Planning, Vol. 7, No. 3, pp 239-256.

Healy, S. (2003) ³Public Participation as the Performance of Nature², in Nature Performed: environment, culture and performance, Szerszynski, B., Heim, W., and Waterton, C. (eds), Sociological Review Monograph Series (Blackwell) pp 94-108.
· Who integrates the integrators? - and - Topic Four

Andrew Pleasant <pleasant@aesop.rutgers.edu> 03/14/06 2:41 PM 
Hello everyone,

Thanks for the interesting discussion to date.

These sort of process models Valerie Brown laid our are clearly very  important and it does seem there are overlaps between the various models that researchers can take up to advance our understanding in that direction.

On another note. When integrating various disciplinary approaches, it seems that the choice of outcomes/indicators becomes one of the most critical choices (and one I'd generally argue should be made before beginning). So often, outcome indicators in evaluation frameworks are where the disciplinary perspectives are quite entrenched (often without knowing it) and interdisciplinary indicators are often lacking or, perhaps, are forged as a suite of indicators borrowed from disciplinary perspectives and put into a basket labeled  interdisciplinary or other terms du jour.

Health and environmental issues offer numerous examples of how this often happens and where, at times, conflict can emerge. For example, the debates around malaria and DDT use in Africa often seem a debate over which end point on what time scale is the most important and the various positions often reflect disciplinary perspectives. Additionally underpinning the importance of these choices, outcome indicators are just the sort of information funders and policy-makers rely on in their decision-making processes.

Globally, there are substantial efforts to develop data sets that can contribute to these efforts, for instance the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and the Millennium Development Goals both establish desired outcome indicators. However, local realities so often conflict with global goals - posing yet another challenge to design and evaluation of success/failure of integrative science-based efforts.

I would appreciate a discussion of successful strategies/solutions/hybrid indicators that people have successfully applied in their own work, what set of skills (e.g. people and technology) they needed to engage with in order to robustly document those, and how those needs influenced the fundamental design of their research plan (and funding potential).

Finally, as this was my first post, a quick introduction. I am a faculty member in the department of Human Ecology at Rutgers University in the U.S. I have a masters in Environmental Studies from Brown University and a Ph.D. in communication from Cornell. I work toward my research reflecting notions of what has been called integrative, sustainable, or interdisciplinary science but that may occur more over time than within each individual project.

Best wishes,

Andrew
· asymmetries

"Will Allen" <AllenW@landcareresearch.co.nz> 03/14/06 4:56 PM >>>

I liked the story that Susan used to illustrate the issue of unequal power relations in many multistakeholder processes. And also the subsequent discussions in this thread that looked at which model/framing/problem should the participants look at first. This raises a couple of related points for me:

i)   Not only do parties often not have equal power, but often we call a meeting at the beginning of a process - and expect all the stakeholders to provide a representative (or two) to gather round the table and begin engaging in a participatory process. Sometimes, not all the parties will have the capacity to begin talking at that point in time. So sometimes our starting point for engagement should be to build the capacity for engagement in these processes. What sort of tools are people using to identify these situations, and subsequently to build capacity?

ii)   There is also a time scale problem, or issue. Often people may be involved with a multi-stakeholder process in some area (say a public health issue) of their community that fails badly. But from that those involved learn how to engage more effectively and when the next opportunity (which might be around an environmental issue) arises then the process works well. The point being that if we look at a community over time, we may see capacity emerging which is good. But I doubt if the first public health project funders in our example would have been

so charitable. Are there examples of where projects are aimed more at capacity building, than being constrained to addressing an issue?

regards

Will

Will Allen (PhD)

Research Co-ordinator: Collaborative learning for environmental

Management, Manaaki Whenua - Landcare Research NZ Ltd.
· Asymmetries
Stephen Healy <s.healy@unsw.edu.au> 03/14/06 5:38 PM >>>
The project I mentioned earlier (facilitating resident involvement in storm water management in an urban micro-catchment) struggled (successfully I think) with Will's (i).  In essence the challenge there was to inform so as to facilitate choice rather than (even implicitly/unwittingly) impose a vision of what the outcome might be.  There was also a fair degree of broader institutional/relational capacity building involved with the local council (an overarching stakeholder).  I have to admit that in many ways in this case the major 'tools' were simply the skills and sensitivities of the research team.  'Tools' is perhaps too strongly a manipulative, instrumental notion for such purposes - lessons, guidelines may perhaps be a better way to think about it.

On (ii) care must also be taken not to squander 'capacity' is such cases (a more common result in my experience with  stakeholders then unwilling to repeat what was for them an unproductive experience).

Stephen

· Asymmetries

PHILLIP HENSHAW" <pfhenshaw@verizon.net> 15/03/2006 12:55 a.m. >>>

It seems very easy to be misunderstood.  No, when I said to put the'physical' system in the center of the conversation, I didn't mean at all to exclude the roles of the social systems or social scientists. I'm referring to the difference between 'real' and 'theoretical', the difference between 'actual' things and 'conjectural' thngs, not between the subject areas of 'hard' and 'soft' sciences.  The latter would be absolutely the furthest thing from my mind.  That I was misunderstood, though, may point out the kind of confusion the proposal itself is intended to help with.  All people as far as I can tell, myself included, do actually have difficulty distinguishing between their theories and reality.  It's the kind of problem that is really not solved by resorting to authority, for example.  Part of the solution I think is immersing yourself in raw data and diverse ways of responding to it.  That gives you more chances of being able to understand what your opposite party is thinking and more paths for linking your interests.

Phil Henshaw      

On projects aimed at capacity building
Cecilia Ferreyra <ecoferreyra@yahoo.com> 15/03/2006 2:53 a.m. >>>

" Are there examples of where projects are aimed more at capacity building, than being constrained to addressing an issue?" (Will)
   
  I have been part of the participatory evaluation of the Maitland Watershed Partnerships, a forum of 20 (public, private and civil society) organizations involved in natural resource management in the Maitland Watershed, Ontario, Canada.  They were formed in 1999 with the dual purpose of improving water quality/quantity and improving the capacity of member organizations, building alliances and better understanding among them. However, only the first goal (improving water quality and quantity) was operationalized in the form of concrete targets (e.g., levels to be achieved regarding certain contaminants in the rivers, etc). 
   
  The evaluation showed that it is important to operationalize "collaborative management" goals as well, and to clarify and negotiate what "building capacity" and "developing a better understanding" ought to be. However, it was also emphasized during the participatory evaluation that developing concrete targets for "collaborative management" goals is a complex undertaking, because they belong to the messy realm of human relations...
 
  Furthermore, the evaluation also showed that in a multistakeholder partnerships, the meaning of “success” is also contested, and that indicators to measure progress and learn from experience should also be (re)negotiated, not only the goals of the partnership. 
   
  Power differentials (between different types of knowledge, between different constructions of reality, etc.) determine (to a large extent) the context in which goals, targets and indicators are negotiated...Strategies to facilitate dialogue and negotiation need to take into consideration power differentials (including the power derived from our position as "researchers"). This, of course, is very challenging!
   
 Chau,
 Cecilia
   
Ferreyra, C., and Beard, P. (2005). Assessing Collaborative and Integrated Water Management in the Maitland River Watershed. Lessons Learned I: Process Evaluation. Guelph Water Management Group, Ontario. <http://www.uoguelph.ca/gwmg/Documents/Ferreyra_and_Beard_2005a.pdf>
   
Ferreyra, C., and Beard, P. (2006). Assessing Collaborative and Integrated Water Management in the Maitland River Watershed. Lessons Learned II: Outcome Evaluation. Guelph Water Management Group, Ontario. <http://www.uoguelph.ca/gwmg/Documents/Ferreyra_and_Beard_2006a.pdf>
   
  PhD Candidate, Guelph Water Management Group
  Dept of Geography,  University of Guelph
  Guelph, ON Canada N1G 2W1

· re Power and Truth
"Polly Ericksen" <pjer@ceh.ac.uk> 15/03/2006 5:12 a.m. 
Hi all,
I have just read through the most recent 30 emails (ouch!) with great interest.  Thank you Susan for that neat example of power differentials and multiple versions of truth!

I have been over my head for the past few years trying to  "legitimize" social science, lay person, and other knowledges in conversations with biophysical science, and I constantly run up against the problem of what constitutes "truth" for different world views.   I am reminded of this again when I review policy dialogues which argue for the role of science in developing "evidence-based" policy.  Then I get really scared because I think of how certain non-scientists in the US are using their world view and political priveledge to argue against the theory of evolution and the evidence of climate change, truths which I have for so long held to be self-evident... so I realize that maybe I walk a thin line?

SO, as for question 12 -- I don't even know what would constitute "successful" integrated science.  Certainly, a good framework and dialogue in which all participants feel that they've both contributed and learned, and that the debate has progressed forward and action has been taken or enabled, are all criteria.  But how do we know we've had a lasting impact or improved dialogues over the long run?  Often integrated science results in a much greater amount of complexity, so impact and success are even harder to measure.  

I am sorry that I have no intelligent solutions to offer, and so I will sign off.  I really do believe in this stuff and I wouldn't want to work on any other sort of framework besides one that was in the spirit of integrated sustainabilty!!

Best and thanks to all for a great dialogue,
Polly

· asymmetries

 ZIMMERMAN Ken <Ken.Zimmerman@state.or.us> 15/03/2006 8:06 a.m. >>>

I must agree with Stephen.  All this talk of focusing on the physical, the facts if you will, is misleading and misses what's real.  No matter how much some scientists and some of the science literature would like to pretend, reality is not "out there," simply waiting to be discovered and described properly by scientists.  If that were so there would be no need for collaboration or consideration of the views of others.  Scientists would simply tell us what reality is and based on that we would choose from the limited alternatives for dealing with it.  But for humans at least what's real is what's defined as real and once defined as real its real in its consequences, and all this is socially created.
So first, lets all accept this as the human situation.  Then the discontinuity among understandings of environmental sustainability and stewardship make sense, as does the need to work to find a unifying set of beliefs on these topics we can all accept (not necessarily wholly agree with)and seems to have a reasonable chance of sustaining the earth and humans on it.  Recognizing that we could, of course, be heading down the wrong path.

And Will makes some very good points.  Certainly in working to find commonly acceptable beliefs power differences are a factor, as are cultural and historical starting points.  And we must accept that sometimes not each party to a collaborative will have either the same definition of the process or its goals, or of when success has been achieved.  These too may need to be arrived at as part of the collaborative.  Thus its not always a sign of failure when a particular collaborative fails if it leaves the groups involved with a more common understanding of the process, its goals, and how some level of consensus can be achieved.  This may set the stage for successful collaborations in the future.
Ken Zimmerman

· asymetries: some thoughts and references!
 Cecilia Ferreyra <ecoferreyra@yahoo.com> 15/03/2006 8:48 a.m. >>>

"
Many of the techniques/strategies of collaborative/integrative research assumes that everybody who sits at the table have equal power, or at least equal standing, but this is not the case in most of the tropics where great inequalities exist." (Susan)
   
  I believe that research, as social practice, is influenced and reflective of the political, cultural, and socioeconomic contexts in which research is embedded. Many of the collaborative research strategies in my own research (integrated water management) have been advanced in developed countries such as Canada, the USA, and Australia. I think that if I was conducting research in Argentina, the meaning, form and shape of integrated water management (and even its relevance...) would be very different. Context matters!  
   
  I also believe, however, that power differentials exist everywhere. In Canada, as in many developed economies, the agricultural sector is very powerful (I tend to avod using the word "farmers" because I considered it a too broad category)

"I would like to know how this problem is addresed in practice and theoretically and if you have examples where it has been successful deal with  in the field." (Susan)
   
  I can suggest some references. I'm not totally familiar with them, but they are special issues dealing with power in natural resource management:   
  
· Special Issue of International Journal of Agriculture, Resources, Governance and Ecology (IJARGE) on accommodating multiple interests in local forest management, Volume 1, Nos. 3/4, 2001; 
Volume 55, Issue 2, Pages 145-345 (October 1997)  Socio-economic Methods in Renewable Natural Resources Research,  Edited by J. Farrington 
   

 Cheers,
 Cecilia

· Some participatory action resources from the community organizing field
Ashwani Vasishth <vasishth@usc.edu> 15/03/2006 12:48 p.m. >>>

See, for instance, the on-line community organizing training manuals section at:
 http://comm-org.wisc.edu/train.htm

The most recent addition is "A New Weave of Power, People & Politics: The Action Guide for Advocacy and Citizen Participation," at:  http://www.justassociates.org/ActionGuide.htm
Cheers,
-
Ashwani  Vasishth 
Assistant Professor
Department of Urban Studies and Planning, ST 206
California State University, Northridge http://www-rcf.usc.edu/~vasishth
· Asymmetries
Bob Dick <bdick@scu.edu.au> 15/03/2006 2:11 p.m. 

Hello all
Our own discussion provides a neat illustration of the difficulties we face. 

Phillip Henshaw says that "All people as far as I can tell, myself included, do actually have difficulty distinguishing between their theories and reality."

Ken Zimmerman says that "for humans at least what's real is what's defined as real and once defined as real its real in its consequences, and all this is socially created."

I wish to make two points here.

First, I agree to some extent with each of these statements.  From some vantage points, Phillip and Ken are saying similar things.  We are in constant danger of treating our perceptions as truth.This all makes sense in terms of my own experience.  I believe that there is a world "out there" which will continue to be there when I'm no longer here to perceive it.  At the same time I acknowledge that what I think is out there is my own construction. I know intellectually that "the map is not the territory".  I don't always act on that knowledge.

Second, I imagine that two people holding these two views might immediately perceive disagreement.  If a debate began it might not be resolved easily. I think it would take some modesty and some willingness to listen and understand on the part of each of us.  I see some evidence for that in the discussion on the list.  I don't know if there's enough.  Language does not deal readily with multidimensional realities.

Cheers Bob
Bob Dick

Action research resources at: http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arhome.html 

· Reflections
”elery" <elery@alphalink.com.au> 15/03/2006 2:49 p.m. >>>

Hallo all
Sorry, but my mobile life has interrupted my focus on the program, so here are a few reflections prior to departing for Papua New Guinea.

1. Asymmetry 
Two weeks ago, I visited one of our spectacular historic parks, and there was a sculpture exhibition in progress. One of the exhibits was a semi-abstract bulldozer, but it had an interesting comment by the artist which might interest some of you: 

"Bulldozers are iconic and unambiguous as to their function - wherever their tracks pass, the landscape is forever altered. They clear, mound, gouge, push, rip and form, changing whatever they contact. The manicured environment of Werribee (the park concerned) is a microcosm of the Australian landscape where vast tracts of land have been manipulated and subverted in iour desire to take control. The bulldozer is the tool with which we manipulate the landscape in our search and desire to create the great mythical rural Feng Shui. Pop ecology questions the concept of romanticising the landscape and the whole idea of sustainability. Sustainability merely maintains our existing relationship with ecology and we do this by romanticising that relationship. Does sustainability support and nurture our environment or does it merely cloak our undisputed need to take from it? Perhaps now the time has come to re-evaluate our true position within the natural world."

Now that the "Greenwash" phenomenon is so often exploited in order to enable environmental exploitation, one can only feel that perhaps the sculptor often has it very right. It also raises the question of asymmetrical relationships in environmental negotiation. I saw a recent document from a conservation NGO arguing for greater inclusion of industry in its planning and action and emphasising the importance of (its own) transparency in that program. Given the extreme lack of transparency in many governments and corporations, and the asymmetric power situation involved, one can only be pessimistic. 

In the next few days, I will be going to Papua New Guinea to work on a number of nature conservation initiatives. That country has a most unusual policy in that the landholders have the ultimate power over land. The Government can only declare a protected area (or make any other change in land use) if it is requested by the landholders or authorised by them. This means that Whole-of-Community negotiation is not merely desirable, it is essential in law. Some other governments (and, of course, the logging companies) have been trying to convinve the government to change this policy and take over control. That would be a total asymmetric tragedy of the kind that has already happened in many of the now devastated tropical countries. 

So, I am delighted that asymmetry has been raised in this discussion. It must be taken very seriously. 

2. Evaluation: 

I am also delighted to see the question of evaluation of effectiveness raised. Regrettably, this can very easily also lead to white or green wash! In these days of risk awareness and litigation, at least many governments are very busy on creating pseudo-accountability. Ulrich Beck, the major scholar of the risk society, argues that most public bureaucrats are kept busy filling files to prove that neither they, their employing organisation nor their political masters can ever be blamed for anything. I have seen this in action many times, where the attention given to getting the paper work right far exceeds the attention given to real competence in achieving soundly based programs. So-called sustainability programs are all too often subject to this kind of dishonesty.

In fact, I have the good fortunate to re-visit many of the programs or places where I have worked during my career. In some of them, I can visit and still see structures and processes which I helped to initiate, and even still see the legislation in which I had a major share. That is indeed pleasing. But in some others, of course, there is no evidence remaining to show that that I was ever there or had any influence. Of course, that may have been due to major shifts in the country, or to redundancy in the face of social change, but there are others where it was at least in large part due to my own naivety or even stupidity! But the point I really want to make is that a quick evaluation on the spot often really tells us very little of substance. I am sure that you are familiar with the "tick here" forms which are often handed out at the end of training program or conference, and the pride which which organisers can announce a high level of participant satisfaction. In fact, the ones who benefit most in the longer term are usually those who report dis-satisfaction, but then go back to their job (or whatever) where they continue to think and to change things.  

3. So, thanks to you all - I have been stimulated by our correspondence and discussion to start a lot of thinking and re-thinking. I only regret that I have had to spend too much time a long way from e-mail. 

Best Wishes
Elery Hamilton-Smith
Professor, Environmental Studies, Charles Sturt University, N.S.W. 
Chair, IUCN / WCPA Task Force on Caves and Karst
P.O. Box 36, Carlton South, Vict. 3053, AUSTRALIA.


· Who integrates the integrators

 "Will Allen" <AllenW@landcareresearch.co.nz> 15/03/2006 4:19 p.m. >>>

In her last posting Valerie challenges us to consider how our perspectives fit together to construct a collective epistemology, and reminds us to think about who integrates the integrators.

I appreciated the way in which Valerie looked across our different terms, to show how we could agree on common terms that transcend our work - and then presumably share our lessons from different projects within a common framework. Which provides us the opportunity to share lessons across the different cases that we work on. 

This is important because many of us work with case studies with people interested in exploring new ways to change the world, and we write them up as interesting case studies. By extension, even more valuable and robust lessons can be gained by sharing reflections across programmes and projects. The need for doing this is supported by Ledford & Mohrman (1993)* who point out that learning from single cases is very problematic. As they go on to say, "cross-case analysis is better than single case studies for understanding the variety of forms the intervention can take, shedding light on implementation issues, and increasing confidence in the external validity of findings". Hopefully, this conference is another forum where opportunites can be created for people to find other cases to learn across, and as part of that to gain opportunities to integrate our experiences in certain situations.

Some of you have asked what will happen to this forum after the conference concludes. My intention is that the IntSci discussion list can remain as another of the forums that we might use for to keep this wide grouping of people in touch. The list will not be moderated in the way in which the conference has been, but could be used as a place to post information and events that will be of interest to people working in this area, and for people to share lessons, or ask for information and ideas. Any comments or ideas on what would make this discussion list most useful would be appreciated.

best regards
Will
*Ledford, G.E.; Mohrman, S.A. (1993) Self-design for high involvement: A large-scale organizational change. Human Relations 46(1): 143*173.

· Tools for team work and group thinking [posted on behalf of Dan]
"Will Allen" <AllenW@landcareresearch.co.nz> 15/03/2006 4:22 p.m. "dan@possumpalace.org" <dan@possumpalace.org> 15/03/2006 4:02:14p.m. 


Hi all,
chiming in an an innappropriate moment because being burgled has delayed me
somewhat. Apologies to the IntSci's careful sequential ordering. but i thought this software-related question deserved an answer because it pertains to the course of our discussion:

On 3/4/06, GayNicholson@aol.com wrote: Has anyone here used these  tools?  Are there other group thinking tools to be  considered?

A Wiki is a tool worth thinking about here, as an alternative to mind-map style software, and discussion-oriented lists like this one. http://www.mobiasprojects.blogspot.com/. A Wiki is essentially a text-based distributed, multi-editor egalitarian website. kind of the WWW
equivalent of a huge whiteboard and some markers for people who happen to not be on
the same continent. the archetypal example of wiki software is, of course, wikipedia - in
some senses the most comprehensively multidisciplinary research effort the world has seen. but there are others. http://www.sourcewatch.org/ is one, as the notably cross-disciplinary Portland Pattern repository http://www.c2.com/cgi/wiki?WelcomeVisitors

which has fostered some development in transdisciplinary ideas like Pattern-based design  http://www.c2.com/cgi/wiki?PatternsForBeginners, which involved architecture, software development, mathematics and management.Wikis even have a presence in cutting edge mathematics: http://planetmath.org/  I know wikis are common now, and this introductory explanation may not come as a revolutionary new software tool to many people on this list – but I do want to flag it as a simple idea that has surprisingly broad use in collaborative theory... maybe one too simple to mention even? Concretely, something like a wiki as as tool with such demonstrated mutli-disciplinary use, should perhaps be something this very conference might like to use in addition to the discussion list. {hell, if anyone expressed interst, i would set one up. it only takes a few minutes and costs bascially nothing... did i mention that wikis are almost universally run on free software?} intro: I am dan, a sometime student of human ecology at ANU and part-time web-coder , with particular interest in dynamical systems theories and
sustainability. 

ok, cheers.

Dan  www.possumpalace.org   www.dislocated.org/nomadology
· IntSci] Moderator: The last 30 hours
"Will Allen" <AllenW@landcareresearch.co.nz> 15/03/2006 5:30 p.m. >>>

Dear IntSci E-conference participants,

It has been great sharing stories and ideas with you all as part of this IntSci e-conference. We said the conference would close on the 15 March, and we feel that it is good practice to keep to that time. We are delighted that the number of people joining and the level of participation has been higher than we - and many of you too - expected. That is great, but we also appreciate that this has involved many of you in providing this conference with a lot of your valuable time in reading just to keep up with, and contributing to,the different conversations that have gone on ––. thank you. 

Equally, we don't want to short change anyone and cut the conference shorter than you may have expected. So we will close the conference in 30 hours from now. According to our calculations that would mean that someone living in Honolulu could still post anytime on the 15th. So, that means that all of you - whether you live in Hawaii, or elsewhere still have some time to e-mail the thoughts you have been having about the topics raised and share them with your colleagues in this
conference. 
We would like to encourage people to share any thoughts that they want to bring some closure to this event. These may include a mention of high or low points in the conference, or a summary of a thread, or anything else that you feel like contributing. Beyond that, the Topic 4 discussions (see http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/research/social/IntSci_Topic4_intro.asp)  that started in the weekend can continue through to the close of the conference.  To make a posting to the discussion just send an e-mail to IntSci@learningforsustainability.net .Beyond the Topic 4 questions the topics that have emerged in earlier discussions, and which are still open for contributing into are:
* Case studies of where integration is emerging. 
* Tools for supporting group processes. 
* How to use the above tools to support reflection. 
* General queries and notices

So to recap. You may continue posting into the IntSci e-conference anytime over the next 30 hours. We will post a summary covering postings in the topic 4 period towards the end of that time. And the conference will then be declared closed.

The following day we will post to all of you a very short evaluationform which we hope you will fill in and send back by way of a reply-to e-mail. We will share the results with you. We will also post the final list of references and links that have been contributed through this conference. The page that links to downloadable papers that people have provided to share through the conference will be taken down after the weekend. this page is available to IntSci members at http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/research/social/IntSci_background.asp
. We would like to thank those people that have arranged for copies of their papers to be shared through this event, and all of those who have contributed resources.

The IntSci discussion list will stay open, and you are welcome to continue to use this forum as an unmoderated discussion list to remain linked to this network of people that has developed via the conference event. The list will still provide a way for new people to join, and for people to unsubscribe from this forum. 

We look forward to your participation. To make a posting to the discussion just send an e-mail to IntSci@learningforsustainability.net .If you have questions, concerns or suggestions about the operation of this list please feel free to contact us directly. 

best regards

Will Allen, Chrys Horn & Margaret Kilvington
IntSci Conference Managers
E-mail us:  IntSci-owner@learningforsustainability.net 
IntSci website: 
http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/research/social/IntSci_info.asp 

· integrated processes
"Cox Melanie" <Melanie.Cox@nrm.qld.gov.au> 15/03/2006 8:12 p.m. >>>

Hello everyone, 

Firstly, as this is my first post (right at the end of the conference!) I will introduce myself. My name is Melanie Cox. My original background was in pretty straight marine ecology, but after working at the Qld EPA I branched out with my PhD into looking at the social and economic impacts of changes in natural resource condition. My current role is in an NRM state government organisation in Qld, as an 'integration science' project officer! I see my role here as being to encourage and facilitate integration of science and policy, researchers and community and different types of science within and external to the organisation, with the aim of improving natural resource management. 

As part of this role I have been reading literature and thinking about how to help researchers (in my case, predominantly biophysical scientists) to develop and participate in integrated projects. As I have thought about this, I have started putting together a list of steps on how to 'do' integrated science. Although the ordering of these as steps may appear to be prescriptive, the intent is just to provide a list of things that may need to be considered when doing an integrated project. As I said before, the main audience for this is perceived to be researchers (in my organisation, predominantly biophysical) who are starting an integrated project.  I have included these here below in the hope that they might be useful at the end of this conference as a sort of summary of the types of things we need to consider, and also in the hope that the considerable expertise of the group might be able to add to and modify the list.Again, the list is not meant to be 'ever' completed, but will be added to and adjusted as we gain more experience with this type of project.  The list is very long, so be prepared (apologies for going over the 2 page limit)! Any suggestions would be welcome (either personally or to the discussion). I would like to end by saying that I look forward to continuing this discussion after the close of the formal conference.
Many thanks to the moderators for conceiving and organising! 

How do we do integrated science?

· Know why you want to do it. What outcomes do you hope to achieve? 
· Know why you need it. What additional benefit will you get using an integrated approach? How have single discipline approaches failed in the past?
· Be keen. Integration is difficult in the best of cases; if the team is forced together or contains people who don't want to play, it will most likely fail. Make sure EVERYONE wants to be involved and is committed to the process.  Much of the process of doing integrated research depends on the personalities and the personal characteristics of the people on the team. No-one is perfect, so it is important to have good processes to help the team deal with clashes and misunderstandings as they come up. 
First stage - identifying the players
What do you want to achieve with your research? How do you want your research to change the world? Do you want to see a change in policy or on-ground action? If so, then you need to involve the people who will be using the research to make the change right at the start. Thinking about how you want your research to be used will help you identify the institutions or people who need to be involved. Don't be tempted to think "Oh we can ask them what they think later". You need them involved in the process now. A successful project will usually need people who:
    *    Will use the results
    *    Will be involved in producing the results
    *    Will be affected by the results
    *    Have knowledge of the problem or process

You may encounter resistance or disinterest at this stage from potential collaborators. If so, you may not have framed the problem in a way that makes sense to them. You need to think about it from their point of view - what information do they need to do their job better? Instead of saying 'I have this research idea that I'd like you to be involved with', try asking 'what research can I do to help you with your problems/ concerns/ questions?' You will work through the problem definition more together in step three, but you need to get everyone interested first! 

You also need to determine the likely extent of everyone's involvement. Some people may only have a passing interest, others may need to be deeply involved at all stages of the research. This will depend on their need for the project and their available time and resources. Think about ways to involve people at different levels and different project stages. Each person should be able to dictate their own level of involvement. 
 
It is best for integrated projects if the team is co-located, or at least in the same city. This may not always be possible, but does make things easier. 

Freeman's widely quoted stakeholder definition is relevant here: "any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organisation's objectives" (Freeman, 1984, p. 46).
Second stage - getting to know you
· Language/terminology - developing agreed definitions of confusing terms
· Assumptions - there may be a need to examine the philosophy behind research work. Biophysical researchers in particular have not usually thought explicitly about the epistemology behind their work and how it might differ from others. An epistemology game might be useful here?  This will be more or less relevant depending on the degree of difference between participants' disciplines. Be careful if you have one sector that is different from the others that is numerically under-represented that this stage is not skipped over, or this discipline/person marginalised. 
· It might be interesting at this stage to get everyone to write down their definition of the problem and how they think the research can fix it. Put all these together and read them out. This will be useful to look back on later on when everyone's ideas have moved on (hopefully).  

· Remember that people learn best and are most comfortable with new ideas that are close to or that build on ideas they are already familiar with. It is important therefore to understand the different world views of the different participants before trying to introduce new concepts. 
· Values are also important - what values is the research addressing, what values need to be upheld during the research process (values in this context needs defining). 
· It may be worth starting to discuss the likely input from different people at this stage, although this will obviously not be finalised until after the problem is posed. 

Third stage - problem definition
· Need to involve everyone
· Note that at the end of this stage you may need to go back tostage one and recruit more people if you are missing information fromcritical fields. 
· At this stage it is probably also worthwhile defining the expectations of each individual and of the group with respect to the project as a whole, and the role that the different people can play in it. What would a successful outcome from the project look like? It is easier to manage unrealistically high expectations at this stage than at
the end of the project. Record mutually agreed expectations for later reference. Especially make sure that the expectations of users and researchers match. Once you have agreed on what you are trying to achieve, you can start to think about how to get there. This also helps in that it provides clear information on the role each person/discipline plays in getting to that outcome. 

· Real integration requires more than just putting disparate bits of information together (synthesis). It requires actually understanding the interactions and feedbacks between different parts of the system. Identifying links and feedbacks is therefore a very important part of the project definition. Don't rely on just putting everything together
at the end. 
· Hopes, fears and expectations from project and process 

· It is important to explicitly agree at this stage on the level of input from different people. There are two things to watch out for -make sure that certain individuals aren't overloaded, and make sure that other individuals aren't left out. Not everyone needs to be involved at every stage, but they should all feel comfortable with their own level of involvement. 
· Methods for doing this include jointly constructing influence diagrams or conceptual models, rich pictures, mapping, time lines, Venn diagrams, visioning etc). These can be particularly helpful in creating a shared view of the system and identifying gaps that require further work. 
Fourth stage - project development and definition 
· This is where most projects start - the research question is broken down into manageable components and tasks and milestones are assigned to individual or groups of researchers.
· You need to explicitly include space and time and resources in the project for transaction costs, external communication and continuing to understand each other. 
· It is probably worthwhile at this stage taking a break to reflect on how far you've come. How have the relationships within the group progressed? How has your understanding of the problem changed? Do you have more knowledge and respect of other disciplinary methods? Do you think you will be able to continue to work together effectively for the rest of the project? If not, you should address the problems now, before they get too big. If you can, congratulate yourselves. Have some champers or red cordial or chocolate to celebrate. 
· If at this stage you do have serious problems within the group, it is probably worth bringing in someone independent from outside to help facilitate the repair process. There are several processes you can use, but you need to be careful not to further damage fragile relationships. 
· It is also worth defining at this stage what everyone hopes to personally get out of the project. The earlier stages have defined the problem that needs to be solved, but individuals have needs too - researchers may need publications or conference presentations, policy makers may need to write policy papers, community members may need to see on-ground action. Try to ensure that everyone's personal orprofessional needs are met within the project. These can also be included as part of the project milestones to ensure that they are not seen as 'add-ons' that require extra time or can be dropped. 
· Include doing the integration as part of the milestones -otherwise it might not happen or might be seen as secondary to the rest of the project. 
Fifth stage - Doing the project
· Need to identify and budget time and resources within the project for understanding the overall project and synthesising the outcomes and results.  
· Allow for ongoing transaction costs (time and resources). 
· Set up regular meetings for the whole group to get together and discuss the project as a whole.  

· ou may want to set up time for different parts of the project to report back at different stages, so everyone gets a feel of some of the detail of the different parts.  

· Allow for disciplinary support for project participants. This may involve group meetings of people within their disciplines, or support (review and advice) from external to the project group. This is particularly important if one person in the group is responsible for a
whole field of expertise. Also note that people will still want to publish and be recognised for their single-discipline part of the work and this should be catered for (not all the outputs need to be transdisciplinary). 
· It helps understanding of each other's disciplines if people actually conduct research together (eg in the field). Consider taking someone from another discipline out as an assistant, whether it is for soil testing or conducting a focus group. At the very least, organise a site visit for everyone to a couple of places of interest in the
research. 

Sixth stage - Using the results 
· This is where you really need to make sure the users are involved with the project. Make sure that the results are put together in a way that is useful for the end users. This may involve re-presenting the same results in different ways for different users. 
Seventh stage - project appraisal/ debriefing
· The overall process should be adaptive and promote continuous learning. Part of that is reflecting and debriefing on what happened and how it could be continued or improved for other projects.
Eighth stage - spreading the news
· Don't forget to tell everyone how good you were! It is worth remembering to include information about how the process worked, as well as about the results of the project.
Factors that facilitate integration
· Small, non-hierarchical teams
· Institutional support (Kington and Littleboy 2005)
· Face to face conversation, often in lively social events (OECD 1998quoted in Kington and Littleboy 2005). 
· Treat the whole thing as a learning process. Integrated projects at the moment seem to have a higher failure rate than non-integrated (although the pay-offs when they do work are proportionately large). Be involved with the process and learn how to improve the process so you can pass your experiences along to others. 

Thank you!
Melanie Cox 
Communities and Landscape Sciences , Natural Resources Mines & Water 
Ph:  (07) 3896 9293, Fax: (07) 3896 9625 
· Participatory and Integrated processes - Some references

"Nguyen Khoa, Sophie (IWMI)" <s.nguyen-khoa@cgiar.org> 16/03/2006 1:08 a.m
Dear all,
Also sorry to come into the discussion at the last minute but I was abroad (Malaysia and India) and just caught up with the discussion that I found interesting overall, in terms of sharing experiences, lessons and insights on social learning and integrated science. 

After 3 years in IWMI (International Water Management Institute) as the only Fisheries specialist (first step towards inter-sectoral and interdisciplinary integration!) I am now jointly appointed by IWMI and the WorldFish Center to develop and strengthen the collaboration between the 2 Institutes for research on water and fisheries related issues. 

In my previous experience with IWMI, Imperial College of London, and the Comprehensive Assessment for Water Management in Agriculture, I have developed an Adaptive, Participatory and Integrated Assessment (an approach I called APIA) for the study of the impacts of irrigation development on fisheries. Since APIA provides a framework and a flexible
structure for assessing and managing the key issues identified by stakeholders and scientists (as a result of workshop interactions), I believe this approach can have a broader application to the management of natural resources (e.g. the impacts of water resource management on rural livelihoods, or the management of a reservoir or lake for multiple users, etc.).

With my colleagues from Imperial College, we have produced a series of reports, most recently within the Comprehensive Assessment program. One report (IWMI Working Paper) presents the APIA approach and the results of its testing in Sri Lanka. The second report (CA Research Report) presents the results (scientific results, management recommendations and outcomes from the participatory approach) of the implementation of APIA in Laos and Sri Lanka. 

Please find the references below if you are interested:
1) Nguyen Khoa, S., Smith L. and K. Lorenzen 2005. Adaptive,Participatory and Integrated Assessment of the Impacts of Irrigation on Fisheries: Evaluation of the Approach in Sri Lanka. Working Paper 89. International Water Management Institute. Colombo, Sri Lanka, pp. 35

2)Nguyen Khoa, S., Smith L. and K. Lorenzen 2005. Impacts of Irrigation on Inland Fisheries: Appraisals in Laos and Sri Lanka. Comprehensive Assessment Research Report 7. CA Secretariat, Colombo, Sri Lanka, pp. 52
These reports can be downloaded from the CA website at: http://www.iwmi.cgiar.org/Assessment/Publications/research_reports.htm
and
http://www.iwmi.cgiar.org/Assessment/Publications/partner_publications.htm

Time is lacking but if you need more information on this approach and its strengths and limitations, you can contact me or send a communication to the present network. I would be pleased to provide more details. 

· Asymmetry and equity for the knowledge cultures. 

Valerie Brown <valeriebrown@ozemail.com.au> 16/03/2006 9:34 a.m. >>>

My learning from this stimulating discussion has been considerable.  It does seem as if there is a new respective for building a collective  knowledge culture out there.  Two issues that kept re-appearing are ones  that our team works on all the time.  One is the asymmetry between the power of the knowledge cultures, and the other is the need for  cross-referencing case studies as part of generating the new culture. as  Will has suggested. I have a third, which is to tap into the synergy, the  magic that springs out of diverse views committed to addressing local  issues. Walter captures this in his imagery.  My question is a paradox: can  one plan or manage for this spontaneous energy? Our reference material is already on this website  and I am happy to  continue any background discussions that we started here.  Thank you  Landcare Research NZ Valerie Brown


· Wrap-up Comment/Question on positions for "integrative scientists" or misfits

Jonathan W Long <jwlong@fs.fed.us> 16/03/2006 10:19 a.m. >>>

Thanks for the facilitators for organizing a stimulating conference. I'll pose one last comment and question for folks from different parts of the world.


I have observed that many positions posted for federal service in the United States are advertised as "interdisciplinary", but for practical purposes that means the position is eligible to be filled by someone coming from any of several specified disciplines. Some managers have mentioned that they were reluctant to post positions under such a heading, suggesting that doing so merely served to broaden the pool of applicants who would appear qualified. This example may seem merely to be bureaucratic semantics, but I wonder whether it doesn't point to a broader issue—that institutions might be reluctant to seek out folks skilled in "interdisciplinary" or "integrated" science for fear that it would attract every misfit on the block. Perhaps folks can offer examples of institutions that have begun to seek out such talents more regularly and explain whether they are creating new positions or reforming existing ones; whether those institutions tend to be established or new, and whether they represent academia, government (at different levels), or hybrid forms. Perhaps a good test of whether this arena constitutes a "new science" is the extent to which new jobs, institutions, or cross-institutional relationships are being created to conduct it.

Thanks,
Jonathan Long
Rocky Mountain Research Station, Arizona, USA
· Wrap-up Comment/Question on positions for "integrative
scientists" or misfits, 
Margaret Kilvington" <KilvingtonM@landcareresearch.co.nz> 16/03/2006 11:27 a.m.
Dear Jonathan and all 

I have been spending the morning developing a small case of RSI as I manually paste the contributions from the IntSci E-conference into a word file (since the archiving software proved to be so inadequate we had to resort to this Luddite technique).  I can't resist jumping in and responding any longer. Like many of you who have written I have benefited greatly from the exchange - which as a novice to E-conferences I also have found to be quite unlike any other conference or symposium I have been part of.  I have watched the interchange between graduate students, and authors of seminal works on integrated science,  on-the-ground practitioners, and people struggling with this at a policy making level.  I am very grateful to all of you for so willingly putting out your ideas and for the genuine and sympathetic way these ideas have been developed, debated and even at times contradicted. 

Specifically I would like to respond to two recent postings.  Melanie Cox and Johnathon Long.

Melanie's posting included a reasonably detailed outline of the steps & stages of facilitating an integrated science initiative.  Many of these ideas are familiar to me, and some were new and I will look forward to taking up Melanie's offer of future conversations around these. As I was pasting it over to the word file I was comparing these ideas with my own experiences.  For instance, of trying to do something exactly along these lines within a programme of research involving multiple researchers, agencies and stakeholders and around the issue of nitrate leaching into aquifers.  Most of the time I found myself thinking - "yes it would have been good if we could have done that" - so why didn't we?  Well in this instance I was brought in as a an "extra" by one of the researchers far sighted enough to see that a collaboration like this was not going to be as easy as everyone was hoping it would be.  Still after 18 months I am negotiating a role within this group.  I have never had - nor will have, the mandate to even recommend a process.  I am trying different techniques to enable the group to witness and begin to critique its own process.
This brings me to Johnathan Long's comments.  Who actually employs integrative specialists?  In my experience I have to work within a degree of subterfuge.  I don't think there has been a single instance in my ten years of this work when I have been asked to work directly on the integrating processes of an initiative in a proactive and formative way.   I have been invited in to examin parts of the collaboration – maybe between the scientists and the stakeholders, to evaluate what has gone on, or to feed in information on the social context of the research.  From this position I wheedle my way towards initiating reflection on the integration process itself.  Are the people I work with unusually wary of integrative specialists or are they simply unaware of their potentialor the need for them?  Perhaps a bit of both.  After all, as this E-conference has witnessed this is an area of developing understanding.  Like Jonathan I would be interested in hearing if there are more explicit attempts to employ people in these positions - I am wondering for instance if Melanie's position is part of new developments in Queensland that I have heard about recently that are along these lines. 

thanks to all

Meg 

 Margaret Kilvington

Social research for environmental management

Landcare Research, Lincoln, Canterbury, New Zealand

· Asymmetry and equity for the knowledge cultures

"Phil" <pfh@synapse9.com> 16/03/2006 11:56 a.m. >>>

I'd agree that group synergy is good systems name for objective of colaborative research and planning.   It's a little hard to define, but worth putting at the top of the performance criteria, above the economic and environmental measures, etc.  You might also add measures like whether the process built lasting connections between diverse parties and other creative goals.   What leads to those kinds of results, in my view, is always a diverse mixture of quality information and supports to nourish fresh thinking, keeping the real world in the center as seen from everyone's view. As important as anything else is whether there is a good host, someone to take care of lunch and messages, resources, etc. to leave participants free to engage with the subject and each other. It takes a lot of concentration to learn several new languages at once, the basic practical problem as I see it. Then, of course, periodically breaking things up, and interacting in a purely social way seems to be one of the main places where things get glued and new perspecitives finally happen. 
Philip F. Henshaw AIA
RKT&B Architects and Planners
150 West 22nd St. New York, NY 10011

· Who are the integrators?
"Will Allen" <AllenW@landcareresearch.co.nz> 16/03/2006 1:47 p.m
My question - who are the integrators? - emerges from the posting sequence we have just had from Melanie, Jonathan and Meg. But it draws on issues that have been referred to in a number of postings over the course of the conference. 

It seems that many of us refer implicitly (but not explicitly) to the idea that the group of people (stakeholders) around the table are the ones doing the integrating. That is, integration is an outcome of interaction and engagement.  There is another kind of integration that can, and is often done by one stakeholder group - often the researcher as expert. These people can usefully draw learnings across disciplines. Whether they involve other stakeholders enough to support a process of social learning, and to provide assurance that wider perspectives are being involved is another question.
Of course who "does the integration" is an issue that raises a lot of questions around power. Often research program leaders, or scientists as experts in their field, accept responsibility for integration as a product of their program or model development. They certainly don't want to see the social researcher in the program, or even the community, take over the role of "doing the integrating". And it is this power dynamic that can cause some of the problems that Meg refers to as a characteristic of doing this work in "so-called" interdisciplinary teams. Equally, the confusion around who integrates that may also contribute to some of the problems that Jonathan talks about. 

Would it help if for these situations we explicitly identified ourselves more along the lines of "facilitators of process" or "guardians of the processes of engagement and interaction"?. Melanie's e-mail ably sets out this role, and the considerations it raises. If we think of integration as what the owners of the problem (the stakeholders - including science do), then it follows that we also need a willingness from all the stakeholders to freely  share their information (e.g. information from different science disciplines, as well as different facets of local and trraditional knowledge). To complete the integration we will also needs skilled people who can bring and manage the suite of tools that are required to facilitate these different stakeholders to share and integrate these different information and knowledge systems. 

In this framing, science and community leaders will need to be clearer on the different roles that need to be matched together in order to institutionalise a way in which science can be integrated with other knowledge systems to contribute to wider societal questions. And researchers with technical expertise need to be able to see themselves and their work as part of a larger process (which is a challenge). And similarly researchers and others with skills in interaction and
engagement can then be recognised for their expertise in managing a process. 
Hmmm .....  now I look at it, this model is very similar to what Luis Gutierrez outlined for us in the first topic session, and should still ideally include the need for egoless experts, or at least ones that love working in a team!
best regards
Will

=====================================
Will Allen (PhD)
Research Co-ordinator: Collaborative learning for environmental
management
Manaaki Whenua - Landcare Research NZ Ltd.

· a belated feedback loop..
Margot Parkes <mparkes@ecohealth.net> 16/03/2006 7:34 p.m. 
Hi, I am one of the many people in this IntSci process who has  participated to date as a 'silent' reader, learner and listener. One  of the reasons I haven't contributed actively is due to some intense  cycles of 'reflecting, planning, acting and observing' that have been  happening alongside and informed by the shared ideas on the list. 

So, these belated comments are a reflection on some (large and small)  ways the exchange and ideas of this e-conference have been  influential in real-time during the course of the conference. As  such, this process begun in New Zealand has actively influenced my  work in Vancouver and Ecuador (with UBC related projects) and  internationally with the journal EcoHealth*. In particular the ideas in the list have informed a challenging week  of 'external reviews' of interdisciplinary programs I am involved**. It has been reassuring to say the least to see that the challenges facing myself and colleagues, are echoed by others from such a range  of contexts. My visual images of the 'conversations' of these weeks  has moved from a multidirectional array of connections, to more of a  web - that embraces interactions between disciplines, interactions between researchers, communities and other stakeholders, to cross-case study comparisons of interaction, integration and collaboration.Yet this web poses some difficult pragmatic questions, not least the ever-increasing challenge of building and maintaining relationships ACROSS and BETWEEN disciplinary, national, cultural, knowledge boundaries, but also WITHIN our own teams and related teams just down the corridor! (and perhaps, also, in our streets and homes). These are themes I have been grappling with for some time and are closely linked with Chrys's simple observation "how much a lack of time can impinge on our ability to work with others.".... and Kelly's observation "we must muster out a  miraculous amount of effort to understand and then tackle these complex  interactions (academically and eco-socio systematically)."Which made me ponder the relationship between quality of reflection (and hence learning and listening?) and time. Let alone the rest of the cycle.....reflect, plan , act, observe. And yet I'm aware of high quality learning and listening that can arise when time is in very short supply. I feel there are some critical themes in here (and in the themes of the conference) about the "tacit skills" of interaction and integration that need to be fostered to deal with these processes and challenges in a practical and sustainable manner. "D'you know what I mean?".
In addition to food for thought amidst a review process, the conference has invigorated my reflections on integration, learning and transformation generated by my current work in Ecuador**. The project has several phases, but we are currently immersed in a training and capacity building through the vehicle of a Masters program taught in Ecuador with a 1st cohort of 30 Ecuadorian students from 3 provinces undertaking a "Maestria en Salud con Enfoque Ecosistemica" (Masters with an  Ecosytem Approach to Human Health). The program has a strong emphasis on building integrated, community-based research skills, to enhance local capacity to address environmental health issues spanning ecological and socioeconomic determinants of health. The conference has provided numerous opportunities to see the (many!)challenges and joys of this program in the context of the broader struggle, questions, insights into the challenges of integration and interaction.
But beyond 'appreciation', I do have a couple of questions that I intended to ask. Even though it's a little late, Will did ask for "ongoing questions" so I'll share them. They are questions that have been pre-occupying me for some time and (I think) are relevant to many of the issues raised so far within the broad theme of "learning".
1. What are the appropriate 'institutional setting(s)' for the transformative learning and (re)training that needs to take place.... Perhaps, more specifically, I am interesting in others insights into successes and suggestions for overcoming the often intrinsic limitations of universities (in isolation) to create the necessary learning environments for the transformations that have been proposed.--> When I revisit this in the face of Val's question of "can one plan or manage for this spontaneous energy?", perhaps I'm hoping/assuming the answer is yes! And then asking how can we start to envision the kind of nimble educational settings, institutions, structures and processes that can leap-frog us into the kind of learning environments we need. I know we need to work with what we've got, but I am fascinated by the potential role of intermediary organisations/change-agents that can bridge these divides the different institutional worlds the different 'stakeholders' live in....
2. Another question (which maybe too much of a tangent, but touches on issues raised by Susan, Cecilia and others) relates to language and the way in which this confounds the power asymetries that recent postings have raised. In the last week I have found myself reading posts and thinking "YES! what an excellent resource/idea/description for our students in Ecuador to read" only to find myself confronted with the translation dilemma and/or the option of using this as 'yet more' motivation for students to learn english.... but to me the solution of simply "learning english" is missing the point.... I know this is an age-old theme that is perhaps never going to go away but I would LOVE to hear examples and stories of how this has been overcome in innovative ways.... Finally, my thanks to all who have contributed and also to all of you who have been listening 'silently'. Good luck to you all in assimilating these lessons and ideas into your worlds in whatever way you can.
Go well!
Margot

* I am a New Zealander with training in medicine, human ecology, public health. My interests span health, sustainability and education (is that everything?) and have been informed by living, working and learning in NZ, Brussels, Geneva, Hawaii, Canada and more recently Ecuador. Currently I'm living and working in Vancouver, BC where I continue by role as Managing Editor of EcoHealth and am increasingly involved in Ecuador, as below.
** My main role is as assistant director of a operated out of UBC with numerous (university, NGO, community) partners in Ecuador and funded by CIDA called  'Sustainably Managing Environmental Health Risks in Ecuador' : Some background the project is at: http://www.cih.ubc.ca/EN/cih-based_projects/sustainably_managing_environmental_health_risks_in_ecuador/. In this role I am affiliated with the Institute of Health Promotion Research, the Department of Healthcare and Epidemiolgy and a cross-institutional "Global Health Research Program".

