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Abstract
All over the globe, nonprofit organizations aimsteengthen communities while
struggling with the restraints of limited resourc&sis research study involved
Participatory Action Research (PAR) to examine howuild internal capacity in one
such organization in Bagamoyo, Tanzania. Thisystuas a partnership between me (the
academic researcher) and organizational memberstakeholders of the Baobab Home.
Through interviews and meetings, the project faouslved creating written contracts.
Over the course of five meetings, contracts wesearched, policies and procedures
were discussed, and formal contracts were creat8avahili. Findings include a
discussion of the role of the outside researchémerPAR process, as well as the value of
partnering with a cultural guide. This study gbsovides a look at how to use PAR to
build capacity within organizations. Finally, tkeds a review of the project itself, its

successes, and its lessons learned.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

All over the globe, nonprofit organizations aimsteengthen communities and
create vibrant, healthy places for people to liVe.do so these organizations battle
epidemics of disease, poverty and injustice. Qfieese organizations are equipped with
limited resources, yet still face a high-demanarfrdients in desperate need of help. In
developing countries nonprofit organizations aegfrently working cross-culturally,
with staff, volunteers and/or donors coming fromaltlger nations with the intention of
helping address these issues and build strongemcmities.

The Baobab Home, located in Bagamoyo, Tanzanjasisuch an organization.
This nonprofit was established in 2004 to servendbaed children and currently works
on educating and caring for local children and feawiaffected by poverty and
HIV/AIDs. Based on a small rural farm, the Baolbédome operates a school for primary
school-age children and a small orphanage, asasederving the HIV/AIDS positive
community of Bagamoyo through a breakfast prograchcnildren’s support
psychosocial group. With a majority of the fifteemganizational members living on the
farm, along with some of the clients, the organaratan be characterized as familial.
The organization also works cross-culturally, watmajority of the staff being native
Tanzanians, but the Executive Director and varimisnteers & donors coming from
countries in North America, Europe and Australia.

As a former volunteer and current Board MembehefBaobab Home, | have
watched the organization’s growth over the pasdtyears. In this time | have observed

how lack of financial and organizational resouricas impacted the organization’s
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capacity to meet the needs of their clients. Adwy to a 2011 report from USAID this

is not uncommon for Civil Service Organization’sS@’s) in Tanzania. They report: “A
majority of district- and rural-level CSOs tendnave lower overall capacity than urban
CSO0s.” (USAID Democracy and Governance, 20114p) IThe report goes on to paint
a picture of rural CSOs being unable to hire gieiftaff or fill vacant positions due to
lack of resources.

Financial resources are an on-going issue for TdwbBb Home and limit their
capacity, especially in terms of hiring a qualifiddnager to support the Executive
Director. This research project was designed tp ke Baobab Home address some of
these capacity issues from the inside out. Toraptish this, Participatory Action
Research (PAR) was used as a means to engagegrezational members in
identifying and collaboratively addressing changgdtives within the organization.
Purpose and Significance of Study

This research study uses Participatory Action Rebe@AR) to investigate and
implement organizational change in a nonprofit argation, The Baobab Home, which
serves the community of Bagamoyo, Tanzania in Bagta. PAR necessitates that the
researcher work in collaboration with the reseaubjects in investigating the topic of
research, as well as creating an action plan asgsasients for the study. As Cornwall
and Jewkes (1995) write, “in participatory reseatehemphasis is on a ‘bottoms-up’
approach with a focus on locally defined prioritéesl perspectives” (p. 1667). In
Chapter 2, | will present more on PAR history ameiory.

The purpose of this study is to deepen the undetstg of how PAR can be used

to enable organizational change in small, crosssllnonprofit organizations. The



overall question we seek to answer through thidysis, “How can PAR aid in
strengthening organizational systems, processdsramdationships within the context of
a Tanzanian nonprofit organization?”

This study offers an inductive look at PAR at ayveractical level to create
change and build capacity. This is especially irtggd when considering the role of an
outside researcher such as myself working in ddoreulture and language. PAR was
selected for this study because it honors the ¢éspawithin the organization, rather than
assuming that a foreigner (both to the nationauceland the organizational culture) is
the expert.

The significance of this study will be to assessubke of PAR in the context of
The Baobab Home. The study will add to the literaion PAR as both a research and an
intervention tool in a nonprofit organizationalts®y, in particular in an East African
nonprofit.

Research Setting and Key Project Elements

Smith, Rosenzweig & Schmidt (2010) found that P#&Bject reporting often
lacked the basic key elements of the story — the, withat, when, where & why. Since
each PAR project is unique to the participant-redesrs and the context in which they
are living and working, | will give a basic overwieon who participated within this
specific project.

The academic researcher The project began with my obligation to complete an
academic thesis paper for an Organizational Devedr) Master's Degree. As the
initiator | first approached the Executive Directfithe organization to gain her

permission. We discussed multiple potential topiesluding investigating the impacts
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of Founder’s Syndrome — a term that refers to mamagt challenges that can arise in

organizations that are run by the founder. We discussed the possibilities of
meditation practices at an organizational levelthie end, it was decided to make the
project as participatory as possible by intervieyat of the staff and allowing them to
select a research topic that would be most usefilid organization.

It is also important to note that | have done prasiwork with the organization,
beginning in 2010, and have served on the Boamireictors since 2011. Although |
had already created relationships with a numbénebrganizational members, |
remained an outsider in the sense that | was patteof the day-to-day organizational
operations. | also was an outsider in the sensatidnal culture for the majority of the
participants, although the Executive Director ameete both Anglo-Americans.

Timeframe. The timeframe of this project was approximately twonths. The
first month was spent collecting interview datagl #men transcribing and translating.
The second month included the selection and impiatien of the desired change
project identified by the organizational membeéisshould be noted that this is a
relatively short time frame for which to condud®PAR project.

Coresearchers: Organizational members The organization is made-up of a
two-person management team, an American Executineeior and her Tanzanian
husband. Together the two founded The Baobab Hor2@04. Since then The
Executive Director has become responsible for tegrity of the management decisions,
with her husband playing a part-time managemeet rdhe staff consists of twelve
Tanzanians and a Kenyan primary school teachery fé& of the Tanzanian staff have

more than a high school education and some lesstiaa. Their work includes manual
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labor, animal care, cooking/cleaning and childcdfer the purpose of this paper, “staff”

and “management” will be called such and the teong&nizational members” will refer
to the collective fifteen people that make up staffl management together.

Many PAR projects focus on a subset of a commugyisgem, since they often do
not have the resources to engage the entire contyrmmorganization. In this project,
the entire staff system was included in the projg¢ciome level.

Extent of participation. For the purpose of data collection, all fifteen
organizational members and four stakeholders weegviewed. The stakeholders
included four adult clients, three of whom had bsepported in their secondary and
college education by the organization, and all Inatl on the farm where the
organization is based. The stakeholders playetean the data gathering process, but
did not participate in the subsequent researchingset

The organizational members all participated inititerviews. In the data
feedback and subsequent meetings there was vdeyialy of attendance. The meetings
averaged approximately nine organizational memfadrfteen) in attendance and all
members were able to participate in at least ortbeoieetings. Absences were mostly
due to holiday schedules or other scheduled wdtie Executive Director was present at
every meeting to represent management.

Thesis Overview

Chapter 1 introduced the issue of lack of resoui@me$anzanian nonprofits and
how PAR will be used in this study to examine wleetbarticipatory-based research is
useful in organizational change within such a nofipr There was also a review of the

key elements of the research setting, to giveehder a contextual picture of the
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organization in which PAR would be implemented.a@ter 2 provides a review of

existing literature on the organization specifsuis of Founder’s Syndrome, as well as
looking at the concept of Capacity Building in noofjt organizations and PAR as a
research methodology. Chapter 3 provides an aaeref PAR as applied to The
Baobab Home. Chapter 4 presents a narrative @i the research data. Chapter 5
presents an analysis of the research findings drad they may mean for future

implementation of PAR research in nonprofits in Zaama and around the world.



Chapter 2
Literature Review

Since each PAR project is unique to the communityhich it is created, | will
begin this literature review by looking at few betconditions affecting The Baobab
Home as an organization. In Chapter 1, | disclisgdct that the Executive Director and
| considered Founder’'s Syndrome as potential pt@jegle in pre-research discussion.
Although in the end, we left the project focus aglte community, | think it is valuable
to understand a bit more about Founder’'s Syndramdeta potential affects on an
organization. Since the focus of this projecbisihderstand if PAR is a useful
methodology for organizational change and capdmitiding, | will also investigate the
notion of capacity building within nonprofits. Filly, | will turn to PAR as a
methodology and review the literature on its guidominciples and the distinction
between the two traditions that have emerged in PAR
Founder's Syndrome

The term Founder’s Syndrome, according to Blo€&0@, “consists of the array
of influential powers and privileges that are eitbeercised or attributed to the founder
of a nonprofit organization (Chapter 11, para. IB)a study that defines a framework for
assessing development and capacity of nonprofitsisand Leviton (2006) note that
Founder’'s Syndrome was preventing many of the orgéions they studied from
“developing beyond the vision of a strong leaderrider” (p. 176).

Block and Rosenberg (2002) point out that althotingine was much in the
literature on executive leadership in non-profitere is little distinction made between

organizations led by founders and those led byfoanders. Their survey of 302



participants confirmed that there are differencelsehavior and belief between
organizations led by founders and those led byfoanders. They identified that
founder-led organizations often reported lower prapon for Board Meetings, more
informal conduct of Board Meetings and overall lowsage of traditional governance
models. In a study on the impacts of Founder'sdgyme within feminist organizations,
English and Peters (2011) interviewed foundersraadhbers from feminist, founder-led
organizations and confirmed Block and Rosenbergta that “the presence of founders
can affect leadership, succession planning, intieragvith members, and organization
growth” (p. 160) in women’s nonprofits. Their sjugloes on to show that the influence
of founders can stymie the potential for organadi growth and renewal and create a
culture where employees are hesitant to expressanys contrary to those of the founder.
They also conclude that more formal governanceogedational procedures are a means
of mitigating Founder’s Syndrome.

According to Block (2004), the issues of foundensdsome arise from the type
of person that chooses to dream and manifest arafinprganization. He characterizes
them as risk-taking entrepreneurs with a high Hfeedchievement and a personal stake
in the organization they have founded. He goe®atate that they are often
independent and have a low need for affiliatioeréby making them less team oriented.
He also offers a reminder that these charactesiatie not necessarily negative and that
they can also been seen as assets attributedulodéo leadership” behavior as well.

To-date there has been little research on Foun8srisirome and what is out
there focuses primarily on power-sharing issuewéen Boards of Directors and

founders or on succession planning for non-founeglacement leaders. Within the
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scope of non-founder successors, Block and Rosgrip@02) posit that the fact that

successors with strong management skills are stiaght to replace founders indicates
that “founders are not necessarily skilled mangdbey are primarily entrepreneurs,
people with ideas and visions” (p. 364). This ireplthat management within the
organization would likely be affected by instanoé&ounder’'s Syndrome, although
there is little to no research on the impacts aff serving below the founder.
Capacity Building in Nonprofits

As mentioned in Chapter 1 it is not uncommon fonZanian nonprofits to have
lower capacity due to a lack of financial resourcksa review of the literature regarding
capacity building in development projects, Merimal &armenado (2012) write:
“Capacity is defined by the existence of resournesyorks, leadership and group
process skills and capacity building is a cyclwahcept related to the development of
human, organizational, institutional, and socigit” (p. 966). Another definition,
offered by Schuh and Leviton is “the ability to sassfully implement and complete a
new project or to expand an existing one succdgsfyl. 172). Letts, Ryan & Grossman
(1999) merge these two ideas by positing that foorgrofit to make a sustained, long-
term impact they must have both strong programgaesnd strong organization
performance. They write, “To understand how orgational performance can drive
program outcomes, and how the nonprofit sectorsc@port better performance, means
looking anew at the issue of organizational caga¢itetts, Ryan & Grossman, 1999,
Chap 1, para. 1). They define three aspects @nizgtional capacity — program delivery

capacity, program expansion capacity and orgaoizatiadaptive capacity. As this study
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investigates the organizational change from wifftie Baobab Home, it is organizational

adaptive capacity that is of interest.

Although their study shows no consensus on defimgtiof organizational
adaptive capacity, Merino and Carmenado (2012)ystathlogues the major
Organizational Capacity Characteristics identifigthin the literature. The table below
highlights both individual & social competenciesattiare attributed to capacity and are
tools with which to build organizational capacisgé Table 1).

Table 1

Organizational Capacity Characteristics (Merino &a&menado, 2012)

Table 1. Organization capacity characteristics

Level Competence & authors Level Competence & authors
Individual Leadership e Social Participation and coopermion( S
capacity Entrepreneurship Endh capacity Commitment %121

Financial skills -Economic literacy A B1161) Trust &% 71012

(2,14} (5.7.8,9,11,14,15,17)

Technology skills Communication
Political skills (Commmunication: Network building
Organizational: Electoral) >
Planning skills B0 R

Management skills. changes management

{1,3,4,5,6,8,9,10, 11,12, 14, 15)

27
Entreprencurship 4

T 9,12, 17
Norms %1217
7,9,11,17
Team work 7% "7
Group process skills (Problem conflict-solving

) o i 12,4,
skills; consensus building, dcc1sxon—makmg)c
9,10,14,17)

(9,12,14,16,17)

Sense of community, shared valugs & %% 111413
Vision and Strategy > %1517

lA.rmslroug et al. (2002); "Aspen Institute (1996); “Brown et al. (2001): Chaskin (2001): “Cheers et al. (2005): ®Coleman (1988); Diallo (2005);
®Flora et al. (1999); ®Foster-Fishman et al (2001): VG oodman et al (1998): "Tines & Booher (2003): PKwan et al. (2003): B iou (2004):

YL usthaus (1995); "Maclellan-Wright <t al. (2007); ‘*UNDP (1998): ""WRI (2008)

Note Reprinted from “Capacity Building in Developmétrbjects,” by F.S. Merino and
|. Carmenado, 201Brocedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences,@®63. Copyright
2013 byElsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer review under responsibility of Prof. Dr.
Hullseyin Uzunboylu. Reprinted with permission.

Although there is not direct research on the cati@h between capacity building
and PAR, it is not difficult to see that the congreties illustrated in this table could be

natural out-workings of a participative processitiid the PAR literature, Greenwood,
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Whyte, Harkavy (1993) believe that participatios &n ongoing organizational learning

process, a research approach that emphasizesrogitggarticipation, and
organizational transformation” (p. 3). When PARI@e well in an organization it
should be a participative and cooperative procesg avith a team of individuals.
Together as a group they communicate and worklt@ smganizational challenges. |If
they are successful they may establish group namd<reate a sense of community,
while building trust and a stronger network. Teéés lead to stronger commitment to the
organizational change and the organization itssliprganizational members will have a
stake in the organizational change they are crgatin fact, with the exception of
“Entrepreneurship” and “Vision and Strategy” theisbcapacities identified by Merino
and Carmenado (2012) are all inline with the vathes are found at the heart of good
PAR project. Depending on the particular proj@&R has the ability to be useful in
advancing the individual level capacities idendfley Merino and Carmenado (2012) as
well. Leadership, political skills, planning skiland management skills may be
strengthened within individuals during a PAR projeBy being participative in nature,
PAR lends itself to be a capacity building proceghkin an organization.

In recent years this concept of building up nofipcapacity has received much
attention and a significant amount of both private public funding (Merino &
Carmenado, 2012; Sobeck and Agius, 2007). Yesraall nonprofits in developing
countries this type of funding and training is hatically available or affordable. For
this reason PAR offers an opportunity for organa@atnembers to not only choose
which organizational capacities they would likebtold, but to build internal social and

individual capacities through the process of orgaimbnal change.
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Participatory Action Research

To date, there are a variety of research methodddfgat are built on the concept
of participation (Brydon-Miller, 1997). At a vebasic level, they all agree that
participatory research invites the community tisdieing researched to be a part of the
research process. As Kidd & Kral (2005), write tlealloquially, you get the people
affected by a problem together, figure out whadmg on as a group, and then do
something about it” (p. 187). This means thaheR&R project is unique to the
researchers (both academic and community membéishve a part of it. Although at
first glance this methodology appears quite sinaple straightforward, within the
literature there is much debate around what canesitparticipation. This debate has led
to the emergence of two distinct traditions of PAR.

Liberatory tradition of PAR . Within the liberatory tradition, PAR is seen as an
outgrowth of the work of activists and researchene were doing work during the
1960’s and 70’s in impoverished countries or commiesiaround the world (Hall, 1992;
Swantz, 2008; Rahman & Fals-Borda, 1991). Thditin emerged from the teachings
of Gandhi, Marx and Gramsci (Rahman & Fals-Bor@®1). The overarching goal was
to use participation as a means for empowering@gpeessed. Fals-Borda (1991) writes,
“the general concept of authentic participatioml@ned here as rooted in cultural
traditions of common people and in their real higi{mot the elitist version), which are
resplendent with feelings and attitudes of an &tiz) cooperative and communal nature
and which are genuinely democratic” (p. 5). Ilferencing seminal authors (Maguire,
1987; Rahman & Fals-Borda, 1991; Tandon, 1988; Gay&988; Colorado, 1988; Freire

1982, 2000; Park 1993), Hall (1992) posits thatlitheratory tradition of PAR:



joins people together for radical social changejbées oppressed groups to +
acquire leverage for action; presents peoplesesarehers in pursuit of answers
to questions of daily struggle and survival; bred&a/n the distinction between
the researchers and the researched; acts as #hflough mechanism between
indigenous and western science; and returns tpebple the legitimacy of the
knowledge they are capable of producing. (p. 17)

Within this liberatory context, the focus is almesgtlusively on a community of
oppressed people, as an opposed to an organioatiworkplace. For this reason, there
is a plethora of literature on nonprofits using P&Ra means to engage their community
or their clients in a PAR study, but little to research on PAR being used internally
within a nonprofit organization.

Organization-focused tradition of PAR There is another tradition within the
PAR literature that is often attributed to Whyt®%91) and his colleagues. Within this
tradition the research is often done in an orgdiozal setting and the lead researcher
often serves as a consultant to the organizafldns form of PAR traces its roots back to
social psychologist Kurt Lewin who defined the actidn Research model as proceeding
“in a spiral of steps each of which is composed oircle of planning, action and fact-
finding about the result of the action” (Lewin & Wi, 1948, section 5, para. 9). PAR
distinguishes itself from Action Research througie“*commitment that all participants
actually do research for themselves” (McTaggar®7)9 Argyris and Schon (1991)
explain that PAR “aims at creating an environmeanwhich participants give and get
valid information, make free and informed choicesl(ding the choice to participate),
and generate internal commitment to the resulteeaf inquiry (p. 86). Essentially,

PAR invites those that typically would be seenraséarch subjects” within the Action

Research framework to be “researchers” who areeali¢Im of the research process.
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Key differences between liberatory and organizatioffocused PAR

Liberatory PAR researchers (Brydon-Miller, 1997 ]IHE992; Stoecker, 1999) make a
very clear distinction from the work they are doary that of people like Whyte (1991).
Hall (1992) writes that Whyte’s method of PAR “pants a depoliticized process of
collaborative labor-management reflection. Powel its relationship to knowledge in
such a process is not central” (p. 17).

The concept of power and acknowledging power isadriee main distinctions
made by liberatory PAR researchers. For thedilmey PAR thinkers, recognizing and
addressing power is a necessary part of partiopatiGaventa and Cornwall (2008)
write, “countering power inequities involves useugd producing knowledge in a way
that affects popular awareness and consciousndks &fsues and power relations which
affect the lives of the powerless, a purpose thatdften been put forward by advocates
of participatory research” (p. 174). Nelson andghtr (1995) make a distinction
between seeing participation as a “means” versusrah” writing:

both types of participation imply the possibiliti\ery different power

relationships between members of a community asasddetween them and the

state and agency institutions. Simply put, therixof empowerment and

involvement of the local population is more limitedthe first approach [as a

means] than it is in the second [as an end]. @e& Wright, 1995, p. 1)

Within the literature from the organization-focudeatlition, one finds few references to
power. This is likely because their context isroaer, looking at organizations, rather
than broader economic or cultural groups. Clepolyer is embedded in most
organizations; one can see this simply by lookingneorganizational chart, but it is

unlikely that the workers are seen as oppresseplpend the management seen as the

tyrannical leaders. This, of course does happanthien it is usually addressed outside
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of the context of the organizing — strikes, uniamgz etc. — rather than within the

confines of a participatory research study. In,fééhyte’s (1991) seminal work focused
on bridging divides between union and managemeXerix — but the approach used
was one in which they sought compromise, rather tha liberation of a group of
people.

This leads to the second main difference betweewvib lines of thinking — the
importance of action. If, as the liberatory traaitproclaims, participation is believed to
be an end and not a means, participation therstoygasses the “action” part of PAR.
Conversely, within the tradition of Whyte and caligies, action is seen as the end and
participation is found to be more loosely defin€gkeenwood, Whyte, Harkavy (1993)
write that “insofar as possible, research proceskesld be made more participatory
because participation improves the quality of gsearch” (p. 3). The implication here is
that participation is secondary to the researchtaride project. In a review of Whyte’s
(1991) bookpParticipatory Action Researclthe majority of case studies defined have a
particular goal of organizational change, whichallguarises from management
concerns. Within this tradition levels of partiaifwn can be modified to achieve the goal
at hand, whatever that project may be. This inetuslich activities as selecting
particular “key informants” or working closely withanagement to ensure the project
proceeds. Within the liberatory tradition, thisuttbbe seen as succumbing to
organizational or insider/outsider power structurdthough power is not completely
ignored within the organization-focused traditidns not explored and researched with

the same focus that liberatory tradition reseacharuld give it.
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A final distinction between organization-focuseul diberatory PAR is the role of

the researcher. Within organization-focused PARe tesearcher has a distinct role and
responsibility, which cannot be shared by othefschy therefore, places limits on
degrees of participation” (Karlsen, 1991). In thigy the “expert” role is expected and
embraced. “In PAR, the consultant/facilitator dets as a disciplinary expert and more
as a coach in team building and in seeing to ttdkanuch of the relevant expertise as
possible from all over the organization is mobitizeThe consultant/facilitator can also
help bring in expertise from outside the organaati (Whyte, Greenwood, & Lazes,
1991, p. 40). Within the liberatory tradition, thre other hand, much more thought is
given to role a researcher plays. Smith, Roseiz&&chmidt (2010) write: “In PAR,
research is not conducted community members, youth, or other parties usually
excluded from knowledge making; rather, researdoimsluctedvith community

members or youth, challenging conventional distoms between researcher and the
researched.” For a study to be truly collaboratoree must understand how to navigate
the distinction between community member and acadesearcher. Stoecker (1999)
suggests that researchers can be successful tonifiaof a PAR project if they, “are
aware of the basic issues confronting any organgeh as insider/outsider status, being
sponsored/invited, understanding the pre-existorgraunity members’ skills and
leaders, an so on” (p. 848). Minkler (2004) adsessssues of insider/outsider tensions
that can result from racial or ethnic differenaesearcher time priorities and reward
structures. He suggests researchers should “emgalggdogue with all partners

concerning the many ethical challenges that anisaich work” (p. 694). Wallerstein
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(1999) advocates for identifying and discussing @olbases of an outside researcher,

both as an individual and as a representative afisitution, with the community (p. 49).

A paper by Brown and Tandon (1983) illuminates mahthese same differences
arising between PAR and Action Research. Interglsti at the time of this writing, they
predicted that, “Action researchers will incorperaboperative aspects of participatory
research, but will resist recognizing the impor@aon€power differences and conflicts of
interest among actors. [And] Participatory researshvill reject action research, and will
resist recognizing its relevance to cooperatiom witents groups or the utility of
sophisticated research tools for influencing decisnaking.” (p. 292) It is clear that to at
least some level their prediction has come trueisumdfluencing not just a divide
between Action Research and PAR, but within PABIfits

Common ground between the liberatory and organizabn-focused PAR
Although there are significant differences betwdentwo traditions of PAR, in the end,
both have much in common. Both traditions agre¢ BAR is an applied science that
emerged in an effort to provide a form of resealiolergent from the positivist
knowledge production system (Gaventa & CornwalQ20Nhyte 1991; McTaggart;
1997). Whyte, Greenwood & Lazes (1991) write, feasing reliance on such a narrow
theoretical and methodological base deprives #id 6f the scientific vitality of other
research approaches that can be at once scielhfifiballenging and practically useful”
(p. 19). Both traditions emphasize the values#ful knowledgand dismiss the
abstractions and irrelevancies of more traditico&ial science (Brown & Tandon, 1983,
p. 281). In fact, some PAR authors have choseedngnize the alignment between

these two traditions, as opposed to their diffeesndMcintyre (2008) wrote:
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When explored, addressed, and critiqued, bothithiesities and differences, as

well as the gray areas in between, benefit thd i€IPAR, assisting practitioners

in developing authentic and effective strategiesctlaborating with people in
improving their lives, effecting social change, aadonstituting the meaning and

value of knowledge (Kindle Locations 222-223).

Reconciling the gray areas Mcintyre (2008) gives tlefinition of PAR, which is
inclusive of both the liberatory and organizatiaedsed traditions:

There are underlying tenets that are specificedigld of PAR and that inform

the majority of PAR projects: (a) a collective coitment to investigate an issue

or problem, (b) a desire to engage in self- antectiVe reflection to gain clarity
about the issue under investigation, (c) a joimigien to engage in individual
and/or collective action that leads to a usefuligoh that benefits the people
involved, and (d) the building of alliances betweesearchers and participants in
the planning, implementation, and disseminatiothefresearch process.

(Chapter 1, para. 1)

Greenwood, Whyte, Harkavy (1993) also illustrate shmilarities by making the
case that key features of PAR are collaboratiargrimoration of local knowledge,
eclecticism and diversity, case orientation, emetrgeocess & linking scientific
understanding to social action. Despite thisdeshg created by the organizational-
focused PAR researchers, it clearly demonstratesithilarities between the two
traditions. Those from the liberatory traditionwiab agree with this list, although would
add that a cautiousness around true participatidrpawer should be a more integral part
of the conversation and the research.

Summary

In this chapter | have reviewed the concept of Bews Syndrome and the

impacts it can have on organizations. | have al@mined the definitions and

characteristics of organizational capacity buildimgionprofits and the competencies

associated with organizational capacity developraadtbuilt a case for how PAR can be
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a capacity building intervention. Finally, | haneviewed PAR in the organization-

focused and liberatory focused traditions, exangiath their similarities and their
differences. In the next chapter | will review tRAR methodology used in this study.
Chapter 4 provides a narrative overview of the R&&lect and in Chapter 5 | will

examine the themes drawn from the PAR experience.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

As mentioned in Chapter 2, PAR methodology focausesommunity
participation in the creation and execution of tegearch project. In an effort to honor
the concept of participation from the ground ugeftained from creating any more than a
basic outline in advance of the research projébis allowed the organization members
to play a role in selecting what they would likestady and implement in their
organization. As part of my IRB process draft ptigd questions were submitted, these
included:
e How long have you worked at Baobab Home?
e What do you enjoy about your job?
e What do you enjoy about working for Baobab Home?
e How can the staff better fulfill their roles/ressdulities?
e Do you think there is good cooperation betweerptwple of Baobab Home?
e How can the cooperation between the people of Hablmeme be improved?
e What is working well at Baobab Home?
e What is not working well at Baobab Home?
e How does this affect your life?
e And the life in the community?
e Why do these problems exist?
e This project is based around the community of Baokarking together, what do you

think the people of Baobab could do together torowe the organization?



21
My role was to serve as a collaborator and inforomal researcher within this

paradigm. In order to avoid commandeering theystudimed to play an “inquiry” role
as much as possible (Schein, 1999). | also cdetiagith a local Tanzanian man to be
my “cultural guide” (Minkler, 2004). Emmanuel, bs’ll be referred to in this study,
served as translator and interpreter for both laggwand culture. He was a client of the
organization and had 10 years experience livingvemdking with members of the
organization. His personal relationship and urtdeding of both the organizational and
national culture made him an integral part to thsearch project. Nothing was done
within the broader community without his input deddback.

In advance of the study, | determined that Emmaanell would revise the
proposed interview questions and conduct interviesis organizational members and
stakeholders around what type of organizationahgbhahey would recommend for The
Baobab Home. These interviews would be done inh8war Tanzanians and English
for the Executive Director and all would be auddcarded. We would then analyze the
data and report back to the community so that thigyt make a decision on what
project would be most meaningful for them to pursData from the follow-up meetings
would be collected through field notes and documigar created in advance of and at
the meetings. Chapter 4 contains a narrative ggson of this research project,
beginning with contracting with Emmanuel and crajtthe final interview questions.
Confidentiality and Consent Procedures

Institutional approval to conduct the proposed aese study was obtained
through The Baobab Home and Pepperdine Univerditgtutional Review Board

(IRB). In addition, | successfully completed arasped the web-based training course
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“Protecting Human Research Participants” and reck#v certificate from the National

Institute of Health Office of Extramural Researdbarticipant Consent Forms were also
created and translated into Swahili (these ardablaiin Appendix A).
Summary

Due to desire to create a truly participatory pss¢ehe methodology for this
project was based on collecting data from orgamnat members and then proceeding in
the direction they found most useful. The findimfishis process are told narratively in

Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4

Narrative Overview of Findings

According to Smith, Rosenzweig, and Schmidt (20&8)rative telling of PAR
projects can help effectively communicate the priopgocess to the reader (p. 1128). For
this reason, this chapter includes a chronologindl narrative re-telling of the project
process. In chapter 5 | will examine key themeslassons learned from these results.
The data reported here is from a collection of sesiincluding: transcribed and
translated audio files from the interviews, ageng@asiuced for meetings, notes taken on
flipcharts during the meetings, and my field notes.

In order to give the reader an overview of the gebjimeline, Table 2 was
created to show each major project event, the tbgs; the timeframe in which it
occurred and the participants involved (see Taple 2
Planning With Cultural Guide — August 30 — Septembe4, 2012

The first cycle began with a series of meetingsmity cultural guide to explain
PAR theory, discuss cross-cultural work and to i@ate culturally appropriate interview
guestions for the staff of Baobab.

The first meeting between myself and Emmanuel, aitpal guide, was a
discussion of cultural differences. We used Hals® model (Hofstede, 2001) to discuss
and identify national cultural differences. Referig data from the Hofstede Centre
website (Hofstede Centre, 2012), we were ableat atdiscussion regarding observed
cultural differences between Tanzanians and Amesicd ogether we listed real life
examples of cultural differences we had noticedvben our culture and the other. This

conversation paved the way for our work together @na lens from which to understand
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the cross-cultural nature of the organization.rotighout the PAR process we continued

to reference cultural differences within our in@roonversation, especially when it came

to working with the staff.

Project Timeline

Table 2

Event Objectives Timeframe Participants

Planning with |Initial Data 08.30.12 — |- Katherine & Emmanuel (Cultural

Cultural Guide |Gathering 09.04.12 Guide)
Planning

Data Collection| Interviews with [09.04.12 — |- Katherine & Emmanuel
Organizational |09.26.12 - 15 Organizational Members (all
Members and staff and management)
Stakeholders - 4 Stakeholders

Data Feedback |Review of 09.28.12 Katherine and Emmanuel

im

im

m

to Management|Summarized - Management Team of 2
Interview Data
Co-Research |Review of 09.30.12 Katherine and Emmanuel
Meeting 1a Summarized - 12 Organizational Members
Interview Data (including both Management
Team Members)
Co-Research |Project Selection|10.01.12 Katherine and Emmanuel
Meeting 1b and Planning - 10 Organizational Members
(including both Management
Team Members)
Co-Research |Discussion of 10.09.12 Katherine and Emmanuel
Meeting 2 Baobab Culture - 8 Organizational Members
and Policies (including one Management Ted
Member)
Co-Research |Discussion of 10.16.12 Katherine and Emmanuel
Meeting 3 Polices and - 7 Organizational Members
Benefits (including one Management Ted
Member)
Co-Research |Review of Draft |{10.23.12 Katherine and Emmanuel
Meeting 4 Contract - 9 Organizational Members
(including two Management Tea
Members)
Co-Research |Final Meeting: |10.30.12 Katherine and Emmanuel

Meeting 5

Reflections on
PAR Project and
Next Steps

6 Organizational Members
(including two Management Tea
Members)

m




25
The next step in our collaboration was to creatierimew questions for staff and

stakeholders. Through this process Emmanuel andtinued to discuss our

observations about cultural differences. Recoggimy outsider status, | relied heavily

on Emmanuel to help edit the questions so thatwuaayd be appropriate for the

community. As with most of our conversations diedogue took place in both Swahili

and English, although questions were drafted inliEimgnd translated into Swabhili.

After a number of meetings and discussions weemnlafie following questions.

How long have you worked at Baobab?

Can you list the kind of tasks you do for work evday?

Are there any new tasks you’'d like to be doing?

What do you enjoy about working for Baobab Home?

What three things are working well at Baobab?

What three things are not working well at Baobab?

How do these things affect your life and the lifelee community?

The goal of this research is to help the commuuiitgaobab work together, what do
you think the people of Baobab could do togethemiarove the organization?

Is there anything else you would like to add?

Optional Question 1: How can the people fulfillitrles/responsibilities well?
Optional Question 2: What should the people of Bdwotho to improve cooperation in

the organization?
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Data Collection: Interviews with Organizational Members and Stakeholders —

September 4 — September 26, 2012

Together, with Emmanuel as the lead for the Swap#iakers and myself for the
English speakers, we interviewed a total of 19 peophose interviewed included the
entire staff and management consisting of 15 peaglevell as 4 stakeholders. The
stakeholders were four adult clients, all of whingld spent a significant time living on
the farm that is home to the Baobab operationge pitrpose of this cycle was to
establish the strengths and growth areas of thenagtion. It was also to investigate
what change the staff felt would be achievableufhocollaborative work.

Emmanuel and | then transcribed all the interviewSwabhili and translated them
into English. Throughout this translation process,continued to discuss cultural and
language issues that arose. There were particigt@nces where workers would allude
to issues in the organization, rather than stamtdirectly. In my field notes | wrote,
“The majority of interviews been pretty straightv@rd, although there have been a few
times when Emma’s culture knowledge lets him réadugh gaps or unclear words and
find a deeper meaning” (K. Balk, field notes, Seqter 31, 2012). In direct translation
these comments would make little sense to me amgle referring to “one person”
who had a lot of pressure and needed help in Waik. It was only through
conversation with Emmanuel that | was able to ustded that they were referring to the
Executive Director.

We then coded and analyzed all the data, lookin¢ghiEemes amongst the
responses. A presentation was put together whisinsrized all the data while focusing

on the positive and solutions-based framing. Pphesentation was to be given first to the
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management team of two and then to the workerduil ataff meeting. The choice to

present first to the management team was defingbéopolitics of the organization and
the fact that the decision-making power lies withnagement. This power given to
management is attributable to both national culbarecepts of hierarchy and power
distance (Hofstede, 2001) and in the actual detigiaking within the organizational
culture. Financial constraints were also a comattlEn since some of the suggestions
from staff would require additional funds, whichreaot necessarily available.

The following is a recap of the data presentatim@pared for management and
staff, it is organized as it was presented to ta#,ghe full PowerPoint is available in
Appendix B. The purpose of this presentation washiow the organizational members
their collective view of the organization, both thégs that they appreciated and issues
they believe need to be improved. We also reviesiad from 2010 interviews and
looked towards possible collaborative solutions tvauld be implemented within the
framework of this PAR project. Ultimately this dadet the stage for making a decision
on what our PAR project would focus on.

Section 1 — Why we love BaobabThis section represented a collection of
statements from all the respondents to the interggestion, “What do you enjoy about
working for Baobab Home?” The primary purposehis slide was to give the staff a
chance to hear direct quotes of positive commeuidenabout the organization. Quotes
included:

e “l am happy because | would have problems if itemérfor Baobab.”
e “Because | am able to say | have a better future.”

e “l am happy to live with the children.”
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“Thanks to God for the work at Baobab. Nowadaysait to understand myself, start

to the see the responsibilities that are in frdmhe.”

“After | came to work at Baobab, truly it cheeree op because | was feeling very
lonely.”

“I really love the work of taking care of the chidoh; it is what | love in my life.”

“I am happy because we help the community.”

“I have gotten good personal development.”

“We help each other, so | am happy to be togethémearking with everybody... we
live like a home.”

“Working with people from different areas, diffetezultures.”

Section 2 — What's working well. This section included themes and data from

the responses collected from the interview questifinat three things are working well

at Baobab?” This data is represented in the tadéllew (see Table 3).

Section 3 — Things to improve.This section included themes and data from the

responses collected from the interview questionh&t\three things are not working well

at Baobab?” The responses are documented inliteeldalow (see Table 4).

Section 4 — Overview of archival data.Data from a 2010 staff retreat and

follow up interviews were used to illustrate thadamg of the issues were the same and

that change did not happen from simply collectiatad Themes from the 2010 included:

Establish system so staff knows roles/responsésli&nd can perform them with
confidence
Staff does not understand their employment status

Communication issues — fear on the part of staffiproach management
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e Lack of good staff monitoring/evaluation system

e Lack of good record keeping

e Relationship building not strong enough... need mgsti

Table 3

Strengths of the Baobab Home

Category Theme Sample Data
What's Care for Children — - Children’s needs are met
Working Well | 15 responses indicated | - Children get good care

that care for the children,
inside and outside of
Baobab, is successful —

and 5 others said care for

people in general is an
achievement

- Provide food and all are guardians for
the children

- Baobab pays a lot of attention to the
children, especially in times of illness

Organizational Aspects —
10 responses indicated
organizational aspects
were thriving

- There is love and cooperation betwegn

employees

- Hard working staff

- The work is enjoyable

- Good treatment of staff — including
food, leisure time & some payment for
transportation

Educational —

8 responses indicated
pride in the educational
programs, especially the
new school, STA

- Steven Tito Academy (STA) has give
more opportunities to children and
helped the community understand what
Baobab does
- School & education support are helpin
children who are really in need

- Educational support is working well

=]

Miscellaneous — These
include responses which
did not fit in the broader
themes

- The growth and development on the
farm

- Sober treatment support

- Comprehensive medical treatment

- Breakfast program for HIV+ patients

g
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Table 4

Growth Areas for the Baobab Home

Category Theme Sample Data
Things |Organizational Formal written contracts for employees (2
to Improvements — 10 respondents)
Improve [responses identified | Clear organizational chart
issues around Create employee job descriptions
managements structure®elegate work from management
and strategies Create work schedule/plan

Hire a manager

Hire more staff

Organizational Raise employee salaries (8 respondents)
Improvements —15 On-time salary payment (2 respondents)
responses identified |Expand employee benefits (6 respondents)
areas of improvement in
terms of human
resources
Miscellaneous — These|Better record keeping and tracking of money (2
include responses whiclnespondents)

did not fit in the broaderRegular follow-up with clients, including children
themes who have been reunited with families or adopted
Family visits for the Baobab Home kids to see their
relatives

Ensuring there is teacher support at STA
Require uniforms and short hair for all STA student
Change t-shirt color of STA uniform to something
darker

Add more classes to STA

Building and maintenance repairs on farm

Section 5 — We can. This series of slides summarized all of the ®sgjgns
given in response to the question, “The goal of tesearch is to help the community of
Baobab work together, what do you think the pegpBaobab could do together to
improve the organization?” It also includes anylyng organizational change
suggestions made in the interviews and respondée toptional questions regarding
roles and responsibilities and collaboration. @hta was organized by themes and then

sub-bullets, which included particular suggestiomkis list included all responses given
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by organizational members, in order to help actianversation amongst them

regarding what they could do collaboratively tanlgrabout change. Table 5 illustrates

suggestions for improvements made by The Baobabe+kiaif and management.

Table 5
Suggestions for Improvements at the Baobab Home
Category Theme Suggestions
We Save Money - Use farmland to grow more food to cedtosts
can... - Buy car to reduce cost of transport

- Track finances closely and put into place a systé
checks and balances that ensure all money is Ispiergt
well and accounted for

Generate Incom

e Build a guest house for volunteers

- But a car (or multiple cars) for use as transpard taxi for
income generation

- Buy a bus that runs from Dar to Bagamoyo

- Use free time during work to hem kitenge (locaklclavorn
by women)

- Sell chicken eggs

- Have a workshop

- Start a store

Communicate

- Honesty was seen as a value thatcshe a part of the
Baobab Home community, especially around areas of
improvement
- A couple respondents said there was a need toeal
voices were heard by management (not just a few)

- We should love one another and treat each otfibr w
respect

- Learn from other organizations that have growargjer

- Know our own and other’s roles/responsibilitieBaobab
Inform the outside community of Baobab’s work anayw
we do what we do

Meet — Over hal
of respondents
said that
meetings were 3
way to improve
cooperation and
advance the
organization.

f- Figure out how to be consistent and have evergtiead
regular meetings

- Use fundamental meeting components — chairperson,
|secretary, minutes reviewed at each meeting

- Share ideas, problems & feelings

- Focus on working together to resolve issuesrfdividuals
and the organization as whole — issues should lkedamn
until they are fully resolved

- Give advice to management
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Data Feedback to Management — September 28, 2012

General reactions were positive and the Executivecr stated she was “not
surprised at all” by the results. Both the Exesuirector and her husband felt that
there were potential projects for the organizatmwork collaboratively on. It was
decided that the project and subsequent staff ngeetould include only the on-site
workers, not the stakeholders who were interview&dneeting was planned for the next
afternoon for both management and workers. A m®egenda was created which is
represented the table below (see Table 6).

Table 6
Internal Process Agenda — September 28, 2012

Process Agenda ltem Lead

Update on Baobab Home from management Executivecioir

Explanation of Participatory Action Research and tioe staff | Emmanuel and Katie
and management would be the creators of this res@aoject

Presentation of findings in Swahili Emmanuel

Discussion on how the organization currently comicates and | All Organizational
meets Members

Begin planning next steps of PAR project with tinelerstanding | All Organizational
that we had a month to complete our work together Members

Co-Research Meeting 1a: Review of Summarized Intersw Data — September 31,
2012

The following day twelve of the staff members, irdihg the Executive Director
and her husband, came together for a meeting.oidjh the intention was to present data
and select a project in a single meeting, duene tonstraints the group was unable to
make it through the entire agenda and the meetagjheld over the course of two

afternoons. During the first meeting, the Exeaiirector gave a brief update on the
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status of the organization and Emmanuel presehteahterview data to the staff in

Swalhili. After hearing the update on the Baobalmedrom management and a review
of the data collected in interviews, organizatiom&mbers began to discuss how the
organization communicates and meets. Quickly thegan discussing when and how
often to meet. This was the first meeting leadebymanuel entirely in Swahili. In my
journal I noted how the language barrier affectgdparticipation and the outcomes of
this discussion. | was nowhere near as agileliaviing the discussion as | would have
been in my native English, although | understoatiy picture of what was being
discussed. | wrote in my field notes:
Although frustrating, this also lead to a more naltlearning process. The key
example was in voting on how often to hold meetinGs one hand I felt as if the
group was getting too far down the road of justidieg when to meet. But it
quickly spun in that direction and before | kneweveryone was ready to vote on
whether they should meet once a week or every tegka, We hadn’t even
discussed how to vote yet! But there they weragdbelown on the tables and
arms raised [in a secret vote]. It failed miseyalit was never clear whether this
was because of people not understanding or natgcabout the outcome. | used
the opportunity to raise questions such as, ‘whaimmanuel and | were not here
to count the votes, how does secret voting work?heAnd ‘if we only have 6
opposed and 3 for and there are 14 employees hewttiat work?’ In the end, |
could see that although the meeting may have gmsterfif | had been able to
easily intercede, there was still learning in thecpss of trying one thing and
failing. In a way, the language barrier forcestmstep back and let go of
control. (K. Balk, field notes, September 31, 2012
After the failed vote, the group discussed typedeamiision-making processes —
consensus, general consensus, secret vote. émthihey chose consensus as a way to
proceed. Discussing decision-making was all tméhé&r we made it within this meeting.

The group then used consensus methods to decabmtene the next day in order to

choose the research project focus.
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Co-Research Meeting 1b: Project Selection and Plaimg — October 1, 2012

In preparation for the second meeting, Emmanuell anet and discussed the first
meeting and how to prepare for the following daypgether we reviewed the nature of
PAR and discussed how the participants are ultimatecharge of decision-making.

With this in mind, we co-created an internal precagenda to remind us what to look for
and what questions might need to be addressedgdilménconversation. This agenda is
included in the table below (see Table 7).

Table 7

Internal Process Agenda — October 1, 2012

Process Agenda Item Lead

Review list from yesterday: Emmanuel

- Keep in mind what requires the participation of all

members

- Ask for suggestions on what may have been missed
Encourage people to “advocate” for something threy a Emmanuel
interested in
Discuss as a group — Remember to Consider All Organization

- Is this action possible in 4 weeks? Members

- What would it look like if we accomplished it?
- Does it require everyone’s participation?

Narrow down list and vote All Organizational
Members
Create action plan — Now that we know what we Bfieg to do,| All Organizational
how can we plan for how? Consider: Members
- Information
- People
- Processes

- What questions need to be answered?

- What resources do we need?

- How often should we meet?

- When is our next meeting?

- Who is responsible for what (before, during anéraft
meeting)?

- What will this look like when it is done? (How d
know we have succeeded?)
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There were 10 organizational members present,dimgboth management team

members. Emmanuel opened the meeting as plandeeaewed the data from the day
before. Quite quickly the employees decided byseosus that job descriptions and legal
work contracts were to be the goal of this projagdntil now, all employees were
working under verbal agreement. In creating aioagilan, the employees chose to plan
as far as the following week. They each committedriting a first draft of their
individual job descriptions for review with managemh

At one point during this meeting, | found myselfarvening when one employee
said the next meeting should take place in two weekaised the question of whether
we would be able to accomplish written contracta month if we waited two weeks
until the next meeting. It was difficult to knowhen to intervene and when to let
participants take the lead. | felt disappointeat they would want to wait two weeks to
meet (I had visions of every other day). As a fitiacer this made me contemplate the
spectrum that lay between letting the process drdab controlling the process. The
meeting closed with the decision to meet agaimierweek and roles were assigned. It
was decided by the group that management woul@skarch on the potential employee
benefits that might be offered in a contract, woskeould each draft their job
descriptions and share with management and myselEanmanuel were to research
draft Tanzanian employment contracts to share thighgroup.
Co-Research Meeting 2: Discussion of Baobab Cultu@nd Policies — October 9,
2012

In advance of the next meeting, Emmanuel and landtdiscussed the previous

meeting and the upcoming meeting. In these dismussl created a Venn diagram (see



36
figure 1) to illustrate the fact that two differamtional culture— American anc

Tanzanian -are a part of Baobab Home, and that -defined and agreed up:
organizational policies cad aid in creating an organizational culture whiokld

incorporate aspects of both national cultur

i roaatTad Thrnliaoh nniiniag and
L B T A A ti‘ilvﬁﬁii i_i’\.iiii-’j.ivli SELANE

Figure 1

Venn Diagram lllustrating National Cultureand Organizational Culture

Emmanuel and | also focused on creating an intgnmadess agenda reflective
what decisions were made at the prior meeting. agéen included potential questions
raise for group discussion. The agenda is shoithe table below (see Table.

The meeting began as planned with a brief c-in. There were eight ste
members, including the Executive Director, presgrthe meeting. The staff memb
present reported that they all had completed fbbidescriptions and were still in t

proces of meeting with management. The previous wdekgbal had been to ha
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management complete meetings with the staff, butyno&dthose meetings had been

skipped or rescheduled.
Table 8

Internal Process Agenda — October 9, 2012

Process Agenda Item Lead
Greeting Emmanuel
Group Check-In Emmanuel
Workers report on the process of their job desiomst Potential | Baobab Home
guestions include: Staff

- Who completed their job descriptions?

- For those who completed it, how did it go? Watifficult
or easy?

- For those who did not complete their job descripgiovhy
not? What do you need for support?

- How can we as a community work together to make sur
everyone’s job description is complete?

- What should be our final process for managementoapp
of job descriptions?

Review of pieces of contract —- BRAINSTORM the bét All Organization
guestions we need to answer to complete this grofgaestions tg Members
consider:

- In what areas will we need further discussion?

- Any policies/procedures that would make work smerzh

- What commonly causes [organizational] problems or

causes people to be fired?
- What rules could we have that make work better?

Emmanuel and | then reported on research of castrd&&ammanuel led the report
out which included identification of contract eleme Table 9 illustrates the data
researched on components of contracts, as webtasml work needed to create
comprehensive contracts (see Table 9). This dasaused by Emmanuel and | to

facilitate the conversation, rather than to diganizational members.
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Table 9

Basic Contract Elements

Elements of Contracts Potential Work to Do

Type of Contract Make sure everyone knows that igenerking on
contracts with unspecified period of time [as
opposed to short-term time-based contracts]

Job Description Workers and management need thzingether

Date of Hire Ask workers to identify their hire ddbr estimate)

Hours of Work Make sure all workers know their reuftf they
don’t we need to discuss

Probation Period Should be discussed

Salary & Benefits Salary will reflect current salat this time.

Benefits need to be discussed

Vacation/Leave/Holiday Policy Discussion needed to finalize

Policies/Procedures Discuss Baobab Culture — wit@$ and polices do
we want for our organization
Terms of Termination Discussion needed to finalize

In preparation for the meeting, Emmanuel and Inst@armed a list of possible
policies that might be useful for the staff to diss. After presenting the list of contract
elements, Emmanuel leaned over to me and inquired should share the list. |
responded that we should allow the staff to thimbagh what is important to them. In
the end, they came up with almost the same lidtaek It included a need for policies on
e Laziness at work (Arriving late for work, givingtéanotice of absence, etc.)

e Stealing (Baobab resources, donations, money, @so@c.)
e Child Abuse

e To insult fellow workers

e To lie at the workplace

e Alcohol/Drug Abuse

e Speaking poorly about or fight with fellow workers

e Destruction of property
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We also discussed how creating these policies/duoes are a critical step in

defining the culture of The Baobab Home as an argdion, especially as we have both
US and TZ culture working closely together and mfiath very different cultural biases.
| drew the Venn diagram illustrated in figure dr, the group members as an illustration
of creating an organizational culture.

The staff and management then discussed the firtear list of policies and
procedures — the issue of laziness or negligena®ikt. They discussed the varying
levels of offense and decided that for a “smalltaks” there should be a warning and for
a “big mistake” termination would be necessary.

The meeting concluded by setting up a schedulthtorest of the project, and
with just three meetings left the pressure to eréla¢ contracts was heightened. The
schedule included meetings between management ark@ns to finalize the job
descriptions. It was also planned that managemeunld present the following week on
benefits, after talking with the Board Members dmaivthe organization was able to
offer. Further policy discussion was also slatadliie following week’s meeting.

After the meeting, | spoke with Emmanuel about lmwganizational members
had come up with almost the same list of possibleies and procedures that we had
come up with. In my field notes | wrote, “He séidelt very good [that they did not need
our help]. This is also learning on my part, tbge of control and trust the
organizational members to identify what works Besin them. It was nice to share
learning with him as part of this process” (K. Bdikld notes, October 15, 2012).

In between meetings, the Executive Director askedarbe a part of the one-on-

one meetings with staff to discuss job descriptioBalaries were also part of the
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discussion. During these discussions | mostlygdaye role of observer, while the

Manager and worker discussed the details of the@om | noted in my field notes: “It's
amazing how my role is really to bring people tbget not necessarily to do the work.
[The Executive Director] is gaining understandirigubat everyone is doing, she feels
supported because they [the staff] have made ittestieps at writing it down. Even
though none of them [job descriptions] are compliiey are a starting point, an olive
branch, an effort on paper, and from here [shabls to ask the right questions, dig into
what she may be missing ... and look for solutiomsafty™” (K. Balk, field notes,
October 15, 2012). The patrticipation of both staffl management on the job
descriptions opened up a dialogue regarding nobjetser defining their work, but
discussing salaries and future work.

Co-Research Meeting 3: Discussion of Policies anaBefits — October 16, 2012

Again Emmanuel and | met between sessions and ngepa internal process
agenda based on the previous meeting. This pracgsgla can be seen in the table
below (see Table 10).

At the meeting there were seven organizational begs; including the Executive
Director, in attendance. | wrote in my field notkeat the meeting “kicked off with a few
changes on the agenda — Emmanuel dropped the aghpoktion [of the agenda] and
didn’t ask for a volunteer to write [notes]. | leao admit | felt disappointed, | so wanted
to engage the people more in the action [of thetimg@rocess]. That being said, by the
end of the meeting [the Executive Director] waslonfloor mapping out the next steps
on a calendar... | am constantly reminded that EHdtle control and that really they

don’t need me at all... except for asking the questib(K.Balk, field notes, October 16,
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2012). In reflecting back, as with most meetiridset the meeting unfold trusting
Emmanuel’'s and my co-researchers decisions in tiraent.
Table 10
Internal Process Agenda — October 16, 2012
Process Agenda Iltem Lead
Greetings & update on management and staff jobrigiens discussionEmmanuel
Group Check In All
Organization
Members
Ask for Volunteer to Take Notes During Meeting Enmuel
Executive Team to Report on Benefits Options Executive
- Ask for workers to discuss their thoughts on BasdReport Team
- We will then take this information to the Board@ifectors
Continuation of Discussion of Policies for Contrggeview list made a|All
prior meeting and discuss further] Organizationg
- Laziness or Negligence at the workplace: Members
e To not do work with efficiency
e To not arrive at work on time
e To be late to give notice (if you are sick or haveroblem)
e Recommended policy: For a small mistake — a warrtiog a
big mistake — no warning
e QUESTIONS: What about being late for work? We didn
discuss that one last week. What things are bggakes? Ang
which are small mistakes? Who issues the warnifex?
Workers discuss in meeting? Or management mug? do
Etc.). How many warnings can a person get? Dm@siany
warnings result in firing?
- To steal
e Baobab resources like crops [food]
e Gifts/Donation Items
e A person (or Baobab Home’s) money
e Something [that belongs to] someone else
- Toignore/despise/insult (fellow workers)
- To lie at the workplace
- Drunkenness
- Child Abuse
Quatrrel (to speak bad [of another])
Schedullng for the Rest of the Project (last mgebatober 30) All
Organizationg
Members
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The Executive Director reported on potential besefcenarios. One option

suggested by management was creating a pool ofyrongorkers to use to support
one another at their discretion. A staff membegugested instead that individual
“accounts” be set up with funds available for eacitker when they needed it. The
benefits discussion was not fully resolved in tosversation, but the Executive Director
pledged to continue investigating the options ttganization could financially offer.

Discussion of policies and procedures came naxigain included discussion
about distinguishing between large and small oi#fend/Norkers decided that a “large
offense” would be deserving of termination. Twigkoffenses discussed were stealing
and child abuse. In my field notes, | reflecteat thhad felt disappointed that the staff
had taken such a broad approach to polices andevetdvhether they would be
successful in implementing them. Again, | felt thel of wanting to intervene and “fix”
things, but my language barriers and my desirettthem control the process of their
meetings held me back. In my notes | wrote, “liagéruggled with not knowing the
nuances of the language — if this were in Engliabyld | ask better questions? Would |
help challenge them more for more specific answeke@ even if that were true, does
the fact that | cannot do that negate this proaesdl... Aren’t we still accomplishing
change and (perhaps most importantly) the valimwoimunicating with each other? . . .
| see the mistakes we might be making as opporésriivr further discussion” (K. Balk,
field notes, October 16, 2012).

The meeting concluded with the Executive Directeating a calendar for
meetings during the last two weeks of the projéatliividual meetings were set up

between staff and management, as well as two mee&lyw meetings to complete
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discussion of contract elements. Emmanuel andé¢wasked to do research on draft

contracts in Swabhili that might be used as a basdtr The Baobab Home contract.
Co-Research Meeting 4: Review of Draft Contract — &ober 23, 2012

Between meetings, Emmanuel and | solicited andweddwo draft contracts
from Tanzanian organizations, one a locally bagptianage with a similar organization
design to The Baobab Home and the other a moreataramtract provided by a local
lawyer. We reviewed both for content, but usedditphanage one as a starting point.
Together we inserted language to reflect decismade in Co-Research meetings thus
far and leaving those areas yet unanswered blamklicate that decisions had yet to be
made. | also worked with the Executive Directortiging to find a solution on
addressing holiday pay. Since many staff, sudh@se caring for the orphans, cannot
simply take holidays off, the Executive Directoddrworked to together to devise a plan
that would be both affordable to the organizatiod give the workers a yearly bonus to
compensate for holiday pay they might not curregdt, At the time of the meeting, we
had still not reached a plan that was satisfacdod/decided to leave the details off for
this meeting. Emmanuel and | then prepared tta#t dontract for presentation at the
following meeting. Finally Emmanuel and | alsoaeed another informal process

agenda for our own personal use, which can be fautite table below (see Table 11).
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Table 11

Internal Process Agenda — October 23, 2012

Process Agenda Item Lead
Greetings Emmanuel
Group Check In All
Organization
Members
Review of Sample Contracts — Potential Questions: Executive
- Discuss what changes need to be made? Team

- How can we make this contract work best for eveepon
What will make it easy to implement?

- Is there anything that is missing?

- Goal: By end of meeting, have a contract people fee
good about signing. If we do not reach this gosétup
a follow-up meeting for this week.

- How do we make sure other workers [not presentjkng
about this information?

A4

Next Steps: All
- Katherine and Emmanuel to revise to include commenOrganizationa
from today’s meeting. Members

- Management team to get copies of all of the cotgracd
work with each worker to finalize. WHAT is the
schedule for this?

- NEXT TUESDAY - Final meeting. We will discuss
what we have learned, how we can use it going faiwa
in our communication and meetings.

There were 9 organizational members at the meatiolyding the Executive
Director and her husband. Together we reviewedlth# contract. The Executive
Director’s husband took on the role of readingdbstract aloud (since not all staff
members are literate) and together they discussgdnade edits along the way. The
Executive Director initially had difficulties witthe detail to which the staff wanted to

discuss the contracts. The workers respondedatbantact “locks you into place” and
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therefore must be exact. The Executive Directousband served as a mediator between

the Executive Director and workers as they disalitise contract.

Benefits were eventually discussed and the Exeslivector brought up that
there were existing employee benefits that hadaeh accounted for in our discussions
thus far. These included providing food for allnkers while at the farm and housing to
some of the staff. It was agreed that these wbalthken into account in the final
contracts.

The meeting concluded with the Executive Directmmmitting to meet with each
of the workers over the course of the following wéreview their final job
descriptions, their salaries and their holiday pagkage. Emmanuel and | took the role
of updating the draft contract that day and emaitirio the Executive Director in order
that her meetings would result in final contracisdach of the staff members.
Co-Research Meeting 5: Final Meeting: ReflectionsroPAR Project and Next Steps
— October 30, 2012

In preparation for the final meeting, Emmanuel &nckated an internal process
agenda that focused on assessing our experierige.agenda can be viewed in the table
below (see Table 12).

At the final meeting, the contract language waitsifinal stage and draft
contracts had been created for each of the workErsse contracts were being updated
with final job descriptions and salary informatiohable 13 illustrates the Contract

Elements as well as the main points from each@e{tiee Table 13).
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Internal Process Agenda — October 30, 2012
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Process Agenda Item

Lead

Assessments from Contracts and Job Descriptiommental
guestions include:
- What is left to accomplish for us to reach our gal
signed contracts?
- Does everyone now have a signed contract? Ifwiwdf
else is needed to complete this work?

All Organizational
Members

Group Check In

All Organization

Members
Review of Sample Contracts — Potential Questions: All Organizational
- Discuss what changes need to be made? Members
- How can we make this contract work best for evegpon
H

- How has this process changed how we work together:

How can we continue to use what we have learned fr¢
this research?
- Have we been successful? If yes, why? If no, why?

D

Assessment of Meeting Process — Potential Questions
- During the interviews over half of the people Shialt
regular meetings are necessary. We've now hadlwee
meetings for a month. Have we been successfuliin o
meetings? How?
- What could have been improved?

All Organizational
Members
k

- What is necessary to continue meeting regularly?
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Table 13

Contract Elements and Main Points

Contract Elemen

—+

Main Points

Job description;
salary; date of hir¢

Unique to each employee

Labor Rules of the

Baobab Home

P

Adherence to work hours is required.

Abusive language at work can result in termination

Theft can result in termination

Cleaning around the workplace is the responsibilftgveryone
Damaging workplace property can result in dockedqa
termination

Meeting attendance is required, unless notice séade is given.
Negligence at work is unacceptable

Drinking and drug use at work will result in terration

Child abuse of any kind will result in termination

Mutual respect and cooperation at work is important
Confidentiality should be respected

Workers are not to ask for money or donations fvamhunteers
who visit The Baobab Home

Resolution of
Disputes

Disputes will be resolved through mediation witthe
organization

Any disputes that can not be resolved through ntiediavill be
determined in accordance with the existing laws.

Probationary
period for workers

3 month probationary period for all new hires

Workers Rights

Salary — unique to each employee

Proper tools to do the work required

Meals provided for all employees at work

Holiday/bonus pay — based on salaries

4 weeks of paid vacation to be scheduled in advance

If a family emergency arises, one or two weekdhef4 weeks
can be applied to that emergency.

In the case of death or iliness of immediate fammbmbers, 5
days paid leave will be given.

In the case of death or illness for those outdi@emmediate
family, a half of a day will be given paid. If netime is neede
this will be deducted from the 4-week vacation pgli

The Baobab Home will cover all medical costs relateany on-
the-job injuries.

Termination of the contract (by either party) reqai30-day
notice, unless a major infraction has occurredndhagement
terminates a workers contract, they will receiv@ays pay for
every year they worked for The Baobab Home, utgeiars.




48

At the meeting there were 6 organizational mempezsent, including the
Executive Director and her husband. When askedatuate the contracts, all
organizational members present said that theyelhad been successful in reaching our
goals. When asked about what they had learnedtlerprocess, five of the members

gave positive responses and one member declimegpond. The responses heard were:

“We discovered the rights of the workers.”

e “[We learned] the importance of meeting togethet kmowing our rights.”

e “Thanks to Katie, you care. Time for meetingsnportant. The Baobab meetings
will continue.”

e “Big congratulations to all.”

e “It's good to have one voice. Meetings are gowdhen united we have power, being
separated creates powerlessness. Thanks to Katiglahe meetings are good and
the togetherness is good.”

When my turn came | reported that | had learnetittieae was value in just
asking questions. | stated that it took every@naccomplish this and that | played a
small role. One of the staff members describedatg/as the midwife.

When asked about their assessment of their megtougpss, consensus was that
the meetings had been successful. When asked,t“®db&d be improved?” one staff
member answered: “Things should be accomplishddhis led the group into a
discussion of what was required of workers and mearsto have regular meetings. This
list included: respecting the work and the workplaeminding one another of meetings,

caring about meetings, the importance of attendahogeetings and the need for



49
agendas. The discussion then moved into planoinfufure meetings post-PAR project.

Everyone agreed that it was of the utmost impogdaaontinue to have meetings and
suggestions were made for how to improve meetifide staff chose a day and time for
weekly meetings and discussed who would serve @isngn. They also discussed the
importance of being on time for the meetings. Mea of a suggestion box for workers
to anonymously provide possible meeting topicséssuas also agreed upon.
Follow-up with Cultural Guide

After the conclusion of the final meeting, | metlhwEmmanuel to discuss his
impressions of the project. As the cultural guiéehad served not only as an interpreter,
but as a major as a voice in the project leadingtimgs and co-creating agendas. His
reflections were that the PAR project was ultimatgbood, because the workers wanted
it to happen.” He expressed belief that the warkegre happy with the contracts they
had created and he felt that the workers voiceg Wweard. He hoped that they would
continue meeting together as the project disbanded.

Emmanuel later reviewed this thesis for accurddis assessment was that my
narrative re-telling of events gave a clear antdu@gresentation of what took place
during The Baobab Home PAR process. He did naitityeany irregularities in this
narrative report. We also discussed what he paliyomad learned during the PAR
process. He listed the following:

e Increased experience of handling meetings (it v\gsi@l for someone so young to
be leading meetings, in Tanzanian culture it waitdn be an elder who would serve
as meeting chair)

e Greater understanding of cultural differences betwEanzanians and Americans
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e Improved English skills and vocabulary from tratisia and bi-lingual dialogue

e Greater understanding of the people of the communit
In discussing his deeper understanding of the comitgnbe said, “for example, when the
women [during the interviews] were speaking abaw low salaries were and how their
families depend on them for school, food, clothésearned more about their condition
in life.”
Summary

This narrative describes the key events, processg®utcomes of the PAR
research project at the Baobab Home. Chapteniiéluminate some of the themes

drawn from these experiences on a personal, org@émial and scholarly level.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

“What is the purpose of social research? The amdwell declare is quite

straightforward: the improvement of a social praeti (McTaggart, 1999).

As stated in Chapter 1 of this paper, the init@algof this research project was to
investigate how PAR can aid in strengthening orzational systems, processes and/or
relationships within the context of a Tanzanianprofit organization. To examine the
answer to this question, as well as the key insigitracted from this project, | will
begin where the PAR project began, with me as titgider researcher. | will then
examine the key insights from working with a CudluGuide and how PAR can be a
capacity building tool within nonprofit organizati®. Finally, | will investigate and
evaluate the “success” of the project by lookinga@h the Participation and Action
aspects of the process, as well as exploring hptioject fit within the context of the
two traditions of PAR.

Lessons for the Outsider Researcher — Learning Howo Participate

Self-reflection in the PAR process is not only coomyit’'s encouraged. As a
first-time PAR researcher, this process was as ganéfor me as it was for my co-
researchers. | shared in their learning aboutiagpaontracts and identifying policies
and procedures that define organizational cultome] also learned about being a
practitioner of Organizational Development (in partar as an “outside” researcher in a
foreign culture). As reflected in my field notesChapter 4, | often struggled with trying

to figure out whether to insemyideas in the process. | wanted to honor the kedgé
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and expertise of those who worked and lived atBaebab Home, but | also wanted to

be helpful in achieving our goals.

For most of the project, my notes reflect a moretiibd the scenes” approach.
By working with a cultural guide between meetinigagttempted to ensure that we stayed
on track from meeting to meeting. At the same fimeéhe meetings themselves, |
tended to play the role of observer, letting Emneduaind the organizational members
guide the process. In my field notes in Chapttitefe are numerous instances where |
reflect on the process of what it meant to letdkperts lead. Sometimes these moments
came as a result of language barriers, other toueef a desire to let organizational
members lead the process as much possible. Tichagain | was reminded that the
staff knew best what they most needed in termsres@arch project and our
collaboration together. In an email to my thesigisor | wrote: “I have to say that PAR
is incredibly interesting because as much as | wadirect the group into deciding clear
metrics, | have also seen the value in letting thead in this process (or perhaps | should
say the futility in trying to control the processMy field notes also reflect my
observations that, if | were to truly let thosehe system lead, | also had to let
“mistakes” happen. | came to see that mistakedeoisions that lacked full clarity,
created an entry point for revision and furthecdssion for the group. In our closing
session for the project, | shared with the groww hauch | learned about the power of
just asking questions and trusting in the commuaitiind the answers. This remains a
lesson | will carry forward as an OrganizationavBlepment practitioner.

Looking back, | am also able to see where | atteshpd wrest control from the

organizational members in order to ensure a tirpaedyect completion. A review of
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agendas created by Emmanuel and | show that, éamtist part, we raised questions to

ask of the community rather than command. For erggnal academic schedule, time
constraints became an issue toward the end ofARedPocess. This is observable in the
October 23, 2012 agenda constructed by Emmanuehagsdlf. Unlike the previous
agendas, which were more question based, thisf dnéaf commands and even
employs the use of capital letters to make surstaged on schedule. Looking back |
realize that | was pushing the finalization of toatracts before our time was up (and |
had to return to the States). Although all ofdigendas were created only for the use of
myself and Emmanuel, it is still clear that | wagrtg to direct the meeting through him.
Within the meeting itself, my concern over compigtthe contracts on time proved
unfounded and the staff demonstrated that they a&dedicated, if not more, as me to
reaching this goal. But my more forceful agendeegipause to reflect again on the
academic researcher’s role in PAR and how diffidudan be to negotiate as Stoecker
(1999) so eloquently pointed out.

In the next section | will examine my work with alttral guide and how that
played a role in mitigating my outside researchaius, as well as creating co-learning as
we worked together.

Participating with a cultural guide. This project would likely not have been
possible without the participation of my culturalide, Emmanuel. From the refining of
the questions, to the interviews, to translatiregdhata, to leading the meetings, he was a
part of every step. His insight into the organaaitself was invaluable as well and
aided not only in clarifying allusions made in intiews but in building a the

participatory bridge between me as an outside reBeaand the organizational
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members. At some point in writing this paper, baied referring to him with the

anthropological term “key informant,” which canaftbe found used in the organization-
focused PAR literature. But this term is useddioe who “gives” information and within
the context of this project there was no giveremeiver, but a shared purpose and
collaborative spirit of understanding.

Our discussions on cultural differences becametagpshe way Emmanuel and |
spoke to one another. Statements that began‘iwithybe this is a cultural difference...”
littered our conversation and gave us a framewatlk which to ask difficult questions of
one another. When meetings began later than pliamveediscussed cultural differences
around time. We also spoke often about the cormfgmywer-distance (Hofstede, 2001)
and how it was difficult for the Tanzanian staffgo directly to the Executive Director
with a problem, whereas | (as an American withveelopower-distance) felt comfortable
stating directly what issue might be arising. Vi&edssed values of community versus
individualism and how family and community was sachimportant part of Tanzanian
culture. Often these conversations strayed faobayn analysis of the PAR project,
instead allowing us to investigate and explore nmepecific differences between one
another’s cultures and languages. The affectisfdb-learning process can be seen in
Emmanuel’s responses in Chapter 4 when he retleatsmproved English and greater
understanding about American and Tanzanian cutlfi@rences were major learnings
he took away from the project. As the outsideeagesher | too learned much from these
discussions, about both Swahili language and aultdiscussion of cultural differences
was not only valuable to the two us personally,dis® helped us in raising awareness of

the cultural differences that exist in a crosswaalt organization such as The Baobab
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Home. This can be seen in our discussion of then\tBagram (see figure 1) found in

Chapter 4.

There is valuable data to be found in the prodessEmmanuel and | went
through in this project. There was a cyclical mesthat can be seen in the findings
presented in Chapter 4. Between each of the gylaeet with Emmanuel to ensure that
we were co-creating as we went, by bringing cultdiferences in the conversation we
were able to create agendas that were satisfaitdrgth of our cultural understandings.
Another key element of this partnering was thatvidedge of the PAR process was
transferred to him. He also noted that he stresxgt his ability to lead community
meetings (as seen in his reflections in Chaptefjs was an especially interesting
result because his age (26) made him an unlikelgdidate to lead meetings. Finally, as
the outsider researcher, | was attempting to casityonavigate within The Baobab Home
system and Tanzanian culture. By partnering witintanuel | was able to better
navigate the cultural divide and mitigate agairseptial power-dynamics that could
have subverted the process due to my nationalreudind my role as an outsider
researcher. This use of an “insider” cultural guislone that should be considered for all
PAR projects, whether you are crossing culturgblémnational culture sense or just in the
organizational culture sense.

Capacity building through participation in a founder-led nonprofit. In
Chapter 2 | reviewed the concept of Founder’'s Symgrand the theory that the skills
that help founders establish an organization, atenacessarily the same ones that lend
themselves to good management. It was the ExecDinector herself that initially

suggested this topic, which shows that she astetegas aware that management has
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been an issue for the organization. Within Chagtiére impacts of having a founder-

leader is apparent in the initial interview datide majority of “growth areas” identified
by the respondents were management-related isS1ggyestions including creating
organizational charts and work plans, hiring a ngenand delegating work, all of which
point to a management system that could be enhanideel project eventually selected
by organizational members — creating job descmgtiand contracts — served as a way for
to discuss and create a more formal understanditwgelen management and workers.
Organizational members also displayed their wiliegs to self-manage in the PAR
process, for example, meetings were never officialhlled” by myself or by
management, rather the schedule was created loyghaizational members. Although
attendance varied, those who were at the farm present at the meetings (barring any
major work demands). The PAR process for this flended organization gave the
organizational members’ the opportunity to voiceithlesire for a more formal
management system and enabled workers to self-radhaglevelopment of contracts
through the participatory group process, whichuimtied to organizational capacity
building.

In investigating how organizational capacity wastba this process, | refer to
Merino and Carmenado’s (2012) table of organizalicapacity characteristics (see
figure 1). Although it is difficult to speak todividual capacities, looking at the social
capacities it is clear that a number of them werr@sed in the course of this project.
Prior to the PAR project, The Baobab Home did rastehregular staff meetings, which
was reflected in the initial interview data showimgetings as the number one priority

for change identified by organizational membefihe very act of meeting and
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discussing served as a capacity building effoftroligh these meetings the

organizational members also displayed social céipadiMerino & Carmenado, 2012)
such as communication, teamwork and participaticco&peration. In the discussions of
policies and procedures the group also identiffeatesd values that they found to be
important at the workplace. Table 14 (below) higfis the social capacity competencies
that were tapped into during the course of this Ridect.

Table 14

Social Capacity Building

Social Capacity Evidence of change from narrative data
Competence
Participation - Five weekly meetings attended by an average oft ®folb

and cooperation organizational members per week

- Organizational members also participated in creatieir own
job descriptions to insert in their individual cratt

- Reflections at conclusion of project included olaéons from
the organizational members that meetings were itapband
specific planning on how to continue meeting togeth

Communication| - Weekly meetings created on-going communicationyelsas
one-on-one meetings between the Executive Diregtdrher
staff

Team work - In order to create policies and procedures forctidract, the
group had to work together to define what theydwad should
be the rules of The Baobab Home

Group process | - When differences of opinion arose, organizationaimbers used

skills discussion to come to a clearer understanding, witbhissues
surrounding policies and procedure definition

- In order to make decisions throughout the prodéss,
organizational members used consensus decisiommaki

Sense of - Through defining the first formal set of policiesdaprocedures
Community and for The Baobab Home, organizational members
shared values
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Although the long-term effects of this project et to be known, in the short-

term timeframe it is clear that capacity-buildirttacacteristics were displayed in the
social and participatory setting of this PAR projec

Participation. In examining the “success” of this project, IMdlok through the
lens of both participation and action — the twoonapgredients to a PAR study. To
understand participation within this project we tfirst look at who initiated the
research. At the most basic level, this researofegt was originally initiated by me as
an academic researcher in order to fulfill a regmient for my Masters degree. The
guestion | raised was “how can PAR aid in strengitige organizational systems,
processes and/or relationships?” In this wayrtextas what Stoecker (1999) would call
an “Initiator” of the project. Although the initigroject impetus came directly from me,
and my needs as a student, the entire staff oBHwodab Home served as my co-
researchers. Once the initial interview data wamsplied and fed back to them, they
were able to create their own question by seledipgrticipative project to help improve
the organization. In this respect, it could beifgalsthat when they selected to work on
job descriptions and contracts they “re-wrote” guestion for the project. In that vein
their research focus and question was: “Can weampht regular meetings and create
job descriptions and contracts in a month?” Thisawer approach not only re-framed
the research to a specific action, but it alsotedka shift in participation, putting them as
the experts and me as a resource.

In general this project met many of the PAR cradar participation. As the
outsider researcher, | remained a source of teahmformation, researching aspects of

the contracts as well as helping to edit the caht@mbong the way. The organizational
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members took responsibility for discussing and m@knajor decisions over the content

of the contracts — including job descriptions, bgseand policies/procedures. At a high-
level this process was quite collaborative andyased in my field notes, often even more
than | would have initially been inclined to do,edio my slow language skills.

Action. As noted in Chapter 2, action and goals are ofteiglaer priority for the
more organization-focused tradition of PAR. Withire context of this study,
community members identified fairly clear goalsdef/eloping job descriptions and
contracts. As the academic researcher, | servadaite that attempted to allow them to
control this process (although admittedly thereentanes where | intervened). In
analyzing this question, we can take a look ardiselts of the project. At the end of our
month of implementation, the contracts were inlfaraft and the participants at the final
meeting reported general satisfaction with thequioand their work. The organizational
members also achieved their number one organizekiange priority by scheduling and
attending meetings. With the goals met, it candiecluded that organizational change
was in fact created during the action processisfrésearch project.

PAR and power. Due to a strong focus on action, the work dorEhat Baobab
Home was inline with the organization-focused tiiadi of PAR, although also managed
to stay highly participative. That being said,d46drom the liberatory tradition would
perhaps raise questions regarding the fact thaepdynamics were not discussed in
participatory way during the course of the projespecially as this project took place in
a cross-cultural setting in a developing country.

It would be foolish to pretend as if there werepoaver dynamics at play within

The Baobab Home as an organization. Managemedtlielability to punish or reward



60
organizational members, a power-dynamic found ergwerganization. They also hold a

broader organizational knowledge, such as finamefatmation and connection to Board
Members, that the workers are not always privy tbbis was evident throughout the
study in the number of times we had to first présaiormation to management in order
to secure their approval before moving forward bewthe Executive Director had to
consult on benefits with Board Members. My positas an Anglo-American, researcher
and Board Member of the organization were all “vagsgof authority” (Wallerstein,
1999) I carried with me. In the same way, the xge Director represented power
bases of Anglo-American and as a boss. Withirdtta there are multiple instances
where | worked independently with the managemearhter with the Executive Director
to move things forward or address issues that tlagly such as the discussion regarding
how to address holiday pay prior to the Octobem2@ting. In terms of the
organization-focused PAR, working separately winaggement is a completely
appropriate choice, but for the liberatory traditithis could be seen as succumbing to
the political economy of the organization, rathert trying to change it.

Wallerstein (1999) recommends that these weighsutifority and issues of
power should be part of the discussion in PAR mitsje Within this project, issues of
power were never discussed within the organizatiom@munity of researchers. There
are two potential reasons for this. The firshigttit was not necessary to discuss power
within the confines of this project. The seconthest there were barriers to having this
discussion — either cultural or organizational othb As shown in Chapter 2, Block
(2004) suggested that founders are often indep¢maheiess team-oriented, and

research done by English & Peters (2011) demosesittatit founders can create a culture
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where employees are hesitant to express opiniantsacy to that of the founder. One

also must consider that at a national culturallleVanzania’s relatively high power-
distance (Hofstede, 2001) could create barriersligmussion of power. The Tanzanian
acceptance of hierarchies also means that thayare comfortable with people being of
varying levels of status and power. This is natdy that they would accept
mistreatment, but they would likely feel less pdrad than an American would in
hierarchical systems.

This raises an interesting set of questions foamereflect back on the project:
by creating a process that is participative angd puganizational members at the helm the
decision-making process, what does it mean if tteepot choose to discuss power? As a
co-researcher, | must also reflect on my own choateo introduce discussion around
the issue of power dynamics within the organizatiod within the research project. As
noted above in the discussion regarding the useGiltural Guide, | often used my work
with Emmanuel to try to mitigate potential powesuss that could arise from my being
an outsider researcher and foreigner, and witlemtbetings themselves | tried (for the
most part) to allow the organizational membersaketthe lead. Did | miss some
opportunity to open the discussion up to power dyina? And are discussions of power
an absolute necessity to a good PAR project? &difory tradition supporter would
answer, “yes.”

In the end, | have no real answers to the questaised above. As seen in the
previous sections, both participation and orgaional change were accomplished in this
project, which suggests (contrary to the liberatoagdition) that discussions of power

dynamics are not absolutely necessary in ordest AR project to be worthwhile. By
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having the buy-in and permission of managementedisas a staff dedicated to creating

the change they wished to see, we were able téecceatracts and build capacity within
the organization. For the most part, the Baobaiméistaff members were not the elites,
but working-class Tanzanians and they chose agrthjat helped them gain more status
and security in their employment through creatiogtracts. Would using our time to
discuss power dynamics been as fruitful as creatimgracts? As the academic
researcher, the literature of the liberatory PA&Rlition was essential to my research and
played a role in both the PAR process and my utatgdsg of how to be an outsider
researcher working in a developing country. Althlotihe liberatory tradition rejects the
organizational-focused tradition based on theitt@rmion to power dynamics, this
project suggests that there is room for both ta part of participatory research,
especially when working inside nonprofit organiaas.

Limitations

The major limitation to this study was the availépiof all staff members to
participate in all meetings. As participation @untary and schedules varied, we cannot
say that all participants were included in everyetimg, although there were various
discussions about how to pass information on teghweho could not attend.

Another limitation of this study was the time coasits. Two months is a very
brief time in which to cultivate a truly particimay study. | believe this limited us from
having the fuller conversations of power that mayehemerged had more time been
allowed. That being said there still seems toddaesin even a short-term project for

building organizational capacity and generatingaaigational action.
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Recommendations

This study resulted in a number of new insighter the Baobab Home, | would
recommend a follow-up study to be conducted regarthie lasting impacts of PAR —
especially in the area of capacity building. ItuMbbe particularly interesting to do this
study using the PAR methodology, so that thoseluggbin the initial research would be
able to investigate what capacity building meamgtiem and whether PAR is a
sustainable way to achieve that.

For the advancement of the literature on PAR inpnofit settings, | recommend
that further PAR studies be conducted in a nonpoofjanizational setting, especially for
those nonprofits in developing countries. Althotlgére seem to be many studies on
nonprofits who are using PAR methodologies withrthient-groups, it is much more
difficult to find research done within nonprofitgamizations. Through further studies
within nonprofits, there may be the opportunitygegher more data on how to balance the
organizational-focused tradition and the liberatiaglition within research focused on
organizations that may employ citizens of develgmiauntries. All over the globe there
are nonprofits struggling to serve their commusitiaternally they may have issues such
as lack of capacity and management issues thatiarthe context of a founder-led
organization. Through further research in a nofiposiented PAR there is the potential
for them to build capacity as organizations, tooaeplish goals and to communicate in a
more participatory manner.

Summary
The PAR process is neither a neat nor easy onectmplish, especially in a

short amount of time. Mclintyre (2008) writes: “@ivthe diversity of perspectives, the
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variety of methods, the different research appreacthe wide range of objectives, and

the underlying principles that underscore PARpjiears unreasonable to think that there
will ever be a fully realized PAR project” (Kindleocations 154-155). Within the
context of The Baobab Home, it is fair to positttb@me organizational change was
achieved and that organizational social capadiitsino & Carmenado, 2012), were
strengthened, but there is still much work to beedboth within The Baobab Home as an
organization and within the scope of PAR methodplhghin nonprofit organizations.
This study offers the challenge to future reseasctefurther study PAR within the
framework of nonprofits and to discover more aldwaw both the liberatory and
organization-focused can meld together to servemprofit organizational PAR. This
study also offers new insights into the use ofléucal guide when working as an

outsider researcher across cultures, as well aghissabout the experiences of a Masters

student’s personal learning as a PAR practitioner.
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Participant Consent Form

Consent to Participate in a Research Study

TITLE OF THE STUDY: Changing from the Inside Out in Tanzania: Invesdtity
Change with an NGO in Bagamoyo, Tanzania Throughdizatory Action Research

RESEARCHER’S NAME AND SCHOOL AFFILIATION: [Katherin e Balk],
Principle Researcher, current graduate studeheabtaziadio School of Business,
Pepperdine University, Culver City, CA.

PURPOSE:The purpose of this research is to understandiipadts of Participatory
Action Research in a Tanzanian nonprofit settiAfj.research conducted is in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree cadters of Science in Organization
Development.

PROCEDURES: If you decide to volunteer, you will participatearseries of interviews
and group meetings with the researcher and menobéne Baobab Home. You will be
asked questions about your experiences relatigguowork at the Baobab Home and
you will serve as a co-collaborator in creatingplementing and assessing an action plan
for the organization. The researcher will be takioges and recording all interviews and
group meetings. All data (audio and written) wil tored in a secure place during the
research and then destroyed. No actual namesevilsbd to identify anyone who takes
part in this research.

PARTICIPATION: Participation in this study is voluntary and youymwéathdraw at
any time without penalty.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The results of information the researcher learosfthe

interview may be published in the form of articladjook, or a research report; however,
the research will not use your name. Only the mebea will have direct access to the
data. The records will be kept confidential durargl after the study.

CONTACT INFORMATION: You can contact me at +255(0)769094281 or
katiebalk@gmail.com For questions about the study, you can alscacomy advisor,
Terri Egan at +1-949-542-7875 mygan@pepperdine.ediror questions about
participant’s rights contact Yuying Tsong, Inter@hairperson for the International
Review Board, at +1-310-568-5768 or yuying.tsong@peedine.edu.

Signature of Participation Date
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Fomu ya Ridhaa ya Kushiriki Katika Utafiti

Ridhaa ya Kushiriki Katika Somo la Utafiti

KICHWA CHA HABARI: Mabadiliko ya Ndani na Kati kutoka Tanzania: Uiakia
mabadiliko katika Taasisi isiyo ya Kiserekali iliyo Bagamoyo, Tanzania Participatory
Action Research (Kupitia Utafiti Shirikishi wa matio).

JINA LA MTAFITI MKUU [Katherine Balk] ambaye ni mwanafunzi wa masteva k
ushirikiano wa Graziadio School of Business, PegiperUniversity, Culver City, CA.

DHUMUNI: Dhumuni la utafiti ni kuweza kufahamu matokeo yatieipartory Action
Research ndani ya Tanzania kupitia taasisi isiykigerekali. Utafiti huu unahitajika ili
kuweza kutosheleza mahitaji ya stashaada ya Masft&sience in Organizational
Development.

UTARATIBU: Kama umeamua kujitolea, utatakiwa kushiriki katiktululizo wa
mahojiano na mikutano ya vikundi pamoja na mtafitivatu wa Baobab. Utaulizwa
maswali juu ya uzoefu wako unaohusiana na kazi yakmi ya Baobab Home.
Utatakiwa kushiriki utafiti huu, utafanya kazi paj@oa watu wa Baobab na mtafiti
katika kupanga, kutekeleza na kukadiria mpango tekelezaji wa Baobab Home.
Mtafiti atatakiwa kuchukua maelezo na kurekodi miam@ ya mikutano na vikundi.
Maelezo yote yaliyoandikwa na kurekodiwa yatahifa@hkatika mahali pa amani
wakati wa utafiti na baadaye kuharibiwa. Hakungimazhalisi ya washirika yatakuwa
yanatumika katika kubaini mtu yeyote ambaye andésHiatika utafiti huu.

USHIRIKI: Kushiriki katika utafiti huu ni hiari na unawezajikoa wakati wowote bila
adhabu.

USIRI: Matokeo ya habari ambayo mtafiti amepata kutakéklk mahojiano yanaweza
kuchapishwa katika mfumo wa makala, kitabu, autripe utafiti, lakini mtafiti
hatotakiwa kutumia majina sahihi ya washirika. ffitpekee ndiye atakuwa na fursa ya
kufahamu maelezo ya washirika. Maelezo ya washiydakuwa ni siri wakati na baada
ya utafiti.

HABARI ZA KUWASILIANA:  Tunaweza kuwasiliana kupitia +255(0)769094281 au
katiebalk@gmail.com Kuuliza maswali kuhusu utafiti huu, unaweza ksivana

mshauri wangu kupitia +1-949-542-7875tagan@pepperdine.edikwa maswali

kuhusu haki za washiriki tunaweza kuwasiliana &apiuying Tsong, Interim
Chairperson kwa International Review Board +1-368-5768 or
yuying.tsong@pepperdine.edu.

Sahihi ya Ushiriki Tarahe
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Baobab Interviews

September 2012
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Who are we...

» |9 interviews were conducted which included
staff, managers, stakeholders and farm residents

= On average Baobab staff have been employed
2 years, 5 months

» Together we've worked a total of 38 years at the
Baobab Home

» We are caregivers, cleaners, cooks, biogas
workers, animal herders, teachers, students,

supporters, health care givers, managers, drivers,

volunteers and Baobab family members
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Why we love Baobab...

"I am happy because | would have problems if it weren't for
Bacbab."

“Because | am able to say | have a better future.”
“I am happy to live with the children."

“Thanks to God for the work at Baobab. Nowadays, | start to
understand myself, start to the see the responsibilities that are in
front of me."

“After | came to work at Baobab, truly it cheered me up
because | was feeling very lonely.""

1



Why we love Baobab...

» “| really love the work of taking care of the children; it is
what | love in my life."”

= “| am happy because we help the community."
» “| have gotten good personal development.”

» “We help each other, so | am happy to be together and
working with everybody... we live like a home."

» “Working with people from different areas, different
cultures.”
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What's working well...

» |15 respondents said care for the children, inside
and outside of Baobab, is successful —and 5
others said care for people in general is an
achievement

» 10 said that organizational aspects are thriving,
such as:
= Love and cooperation between employees

Hard working staff

Enjoyable work

Good treatment of staff - including food, leisure time
& some payment for transportation
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What's working well...

» 8 said that they are proud of the educational
programs, especially the new school, STA

» Other items that people felt are successful at
Baobab included:

= The growth and development on the farm - biogas,
cow shed, everyone living together

= Sober treatment support
= Comprehensive medical freatment

= Breakfast program



Things to improve...

s Organizational improvement suggestions include:

Formal contracts for employees which include terms of employment
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(fiing/quitting procedures; policies on payment for national holidays;

etc.)
Clear organizational chart

Create job descriptions for all employees and shared undersianding
between employees about roles and responsibilities

Delegate work = Ter has too much on her plate
Work schedule/plan for staff and management

Hire a manager to oversee workers and give out salaries — someone
fo be a mid-level coordinator between management and staff

Hire enough staff fo ensure that jobs are covered when someone is
gone or sick



Things to improve...
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» Employee salaries and benefits

6 respondents said that salaries were low, given rising
cost of living

2 said it was important to be paid on time

A number of respondents suggested increasing
employee benefits/incentives, suggestions included:

= NSSF/Refirement Accounts

Health Care fund

Transportation costs

Children of workers invited ta aftend STA

On-going education opportunities for staff (salary
set aside for tuition fees)
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Other things to improve...

s Better record keeping and tracking of money

Regular follow-up with clients, including children who have been
reunited with families or adopted

Family visits for the Baobab Home kids to see their relatives

Ensuring there is teacher support at STA

Require uniforms and short hair for all STA students

Change t-shirt color of STA uniform to something darker to hide dirt

Add more classes to STA school



Other things to improve...

» Building suggestions:

= Well in case of water issues

= Fence around the children’s home for safety
Visitor's house for volunteers
Cement block construction for bathrcom near road

» Replacing sand in driveway with gravel for safety
» Clean orange grove for better growth

= All employees should work to keep the farm area
clean
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From 2010...

» Establish system so staff knows roles/respansibilities and can
perform them with confidence

» Staff does not understand their employment status

» Communication issues — fear on the part of staff to approach
management

» | ack of good staff monitoring/evaluation system
» | ack of good record keeping

» Relationship building not strong enough... need meetings



We can... save money

» Use farmland to grow more food to reduce costs
» Buy car to reduce cost of transport

» Track finances closely and put into a place a
system of checks and balences that ensure all
money is being spent well and accounted for
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We can... generate income

® 6 respondents said income generation projects
would be a good idea to help support Baobab.
Suggested projects included:

Guest house for volunteers

Buy a car (or multiple cars) for use as transport and
taxi for income generation

Buy a bus that runs from Dar to Bagamoyo

Use free time during work days to hem kitenge
Selling chicken eggs

Workshop

Store
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We can communicate...

Honesty was seen as a value that should be a part of the
Baocbab Home community, especially around areas of
improvement

A couple respondents said there was a need to ensure all
voices were heard by management (not just a few)

We should love one another and freat each other with
respect

Learn from other organizations that have grown stronger
Know our own and other's roles/responsibilities af Baobab

Inform the outside community of Baobab's work and why
we do what we do
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We can... meet
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» Over half of respondents said that meetings were
a way to improve cooperation and advance the
organization, suggestions included:

Figure out how to be consistent and have everyone
attend regular meetings

Use fundamental meeting components -
chairperson, secretary, minutes reviewed at each
meeting

Share ideas, problems & feelings

Focus on working together to resolve issues for
individuals and the organization as whole — issues
should be worked on until they are fully resolved

Give advice to management



Questions...

= Reactions?

= Do you feel like there are some potential projects within these responses?

= What is helpful for managemeni to prepare for lorge group meeting?

= Who should attend lorge group meefing (only workers, only those living/working on the farm everyday, students,

agccountant)? Tem & Coito to decide

s Howlong do we need for the first meeting?
»  Consider:

wMomas rofating schedule - how do we ensure participation?
Wweekly meatings v monthly meetings {or both)

what are our respansiblities

it you are off and need to come to a meating = what do you get..
Time? Thot works2

Con we have meetings without full group? It so, how does that leok.... If net, what can do fo gef everyone there. ..

How do we track schedules fo know who & on and who s off...

»  How soon can scheduls #2 Monday.

= |5 there any role for monogement other than participants in large group meefing? Maybe "State of Bookbab"
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