Wicked solutions : the video transcripts
The Research Institute for Humanity and Nature (RIHN) in Kyoto, Japan is a remarkable institution
dedicated to the transdisciplinary study and resolution of problems resulting from humanity's
interaction with nature. On the ground floor it has all the fancy scientific equipment you could imagine,
and on the floor above multi-disciplinary teams working on complex socio-political-scientific issues.
For each project, the teams have a year to come up with a design. If that design is considered adequate
then they have three years to implement that design. So clearly design is an important element of
their work - but how do you design an intervention in highly complex environments using multiple
knowledge systems (scientific, indigenous, political)? Bob Williams (BW) has had a working
relationship with RIHN for a while and, given his interest in design, ran a two day workshop based on
Wicked Solutions and emerging ideas that became Using Systems Concepts in Evaluation Design
(although in this case oriented towards research design). Participants worked on their own projects
throughout the two days. The workshop was recorded and brilliantly edited into two separate videos;
one exploring the basic principles and the other covering the more detailed aspects of research design
using systems ideas. The two videos ended up as one of iTunes top ten scientific videos for 2016, which
is kinda cool. You can view the two videos on the following YouTube channels:
1. Introduction to systems thinking and the concepts in Wicked Solutions (or here, here, or here)
youtu.be/lFcWhGE7moQ; and,
2. Core Concepts & the Deep Dive youtu.be/5RRHpXl2hrw
Transcript of video 1: introduction to systems thinking and the concepts in Wicked Solutions
0m25s BW: This is roughly the plan for the next two days (March 25-26, 2015). Today, what I'm going
to do, is cover three areas, mainly. Or, you are going to cover three areas with me. Firstly, as Steve
explained, I mean to go into a reasonable
amount of detail about where some of
these systems ideas have come from.
Many of you have experienced and encountered certain parts of the systems
field in different ways. I may be able to
put that into a broader context, because
there's a lot of confusion around whether
there is this thing called systems theory,
whether there are such things called systems method, or whether it's actually a
field of endeavor with many theories. The
second thing I want explore a little is:
well, it's all very interesting, but where might it fit into kind of research, into research in general. And
I've got design in brackets there because the way that I'm gonna frame this is within a research design
framing. I put it in brackets because design is an easy way of explaining some of these things. But I use
these ideas at every stage of my particular piece of evaluation work, from the design stage through to
the data collection stage, the analysis stage and through the communication stage. I use these ideas
right the way through, but it's generally easier to talk about them as if we are designing a piece of
work. And then the other thing, the final thing is that we're going to use those ideas in practice. We
will even have a go of running through the basic ideas first, and then what we can do tomorrow is a
bit of a recap. And then what we're going to do is to take some of the stuff that you have done today,
placed into your own work, because today we're going to work on a case study I have brought here.
And looking at some specific methods that are talking different part of the systems feel that I think
might be a particularly appropriate. Today we're not really gonna talk about that. … So I'm going to
talk for about I don't know, I usually say 20 minutes, it's usually about half an hour and then we'll stop.
We’ll have some questions and have a little break, playing with these things.

3m23s BW: One of the things I want to do
is to focus on research. Here's my understanding of what the key elements of a research design are. This is a poem by an
English, very English author, a very well
known author, author of “the jungle
book,” that I think is particularly useful.
And in terms of the research design process which is, you know, what, where,
when, how where, and who. Very often
discussions on research design end up
with the when, how, where and who. I'm
going to focus very much on the what and
the why. Systems approaches are very valuable for those particular parts of the research design.
4m16s BW: What do we mean by systems concepts? Three or four years ago an Austrian colleague of
mine and I wrote a book “systems concepts in action,” which I'll talk a little bit about later on. But, you
know, this book is based on systems stuff
and I put it through Wordle. Do people
know what wordles are? It's a way of putting an entire text into a computer program run by the Wordle corporation, and
they pull out the most frequent words
[…]. So this is the wordle of this book. And
as you can see there are just heaps and
heaps and heaps of ideas that are contained within this notion of systems. The
obvious words about systems, situations,
learning, complexity, and change, and focus, and models all sorts of stuff so it's a
concept with a bundle of different ideas. In many cases it is regarded as a transdiscipline or an interdiscipline, depending on the place or time. So we're going to kind of find our way through this “mess”,
which incidentally is a systems term, coined by a guy called Russ Ackoff, so systems mess.
5m53s BW: So I want to talk a little bit about where the modern systems movement, where the modern systems field emerged to give you some idea of how you can kind of locate the ideas. Some people
argue the basic principles of systems ideas
go back to the Greeks, perhaps the Chinese. That maybe so, but the modern systems movement really started around the
just before and during the Second World
War late thirties early forties. It came to its
early fruition during the 1940s, when all of
those involved in such a complex endeavor that embraced the entire world,
Japan, China, India, Europe, Britain. Very
complex endeavors were actually involved
and this is an interesting little map of the
D-day landings in France in 1944. But it
was one of the early applications of systems ideas. You've got enormous amounts
of uncertainty, so many things that could go wrong, all sorts of things you have to focus on, all sort of
issues at a very high level and great detail. So the early areas of the systems field were very, very

practical. It was solving problems like these and over the last half, 3/4 of a century people have taken
the basic ideas that were laid down in the 1940's and refined them, and refined them, and refined
them.
7m53s BW: And it’s finally really in three
areas you will recognize three kinds of endeavors that the various methods and
methodologies within this thing called the
systems field tend to focus on. There's this
area [top]. What is actually happening out
there. What can we find, what can we
look, what's the reality we're dealing with.
And how can we see what we need to see.
There is a whole bundle of stuff that's
there. The second one is [bottom left]:
How do we actually understand what we
see and how do we make sense of it. How
does what we make sense of affects what
we actually see. Research tells us is that
we see what we believe in. A very simple example: I'm a cyclist and one of the things that they discovered is that in cycle accidents, where a motorist hits the cyclist, often the comment is they never saw
them. That was absolutely true. Because they weren't looking for a cyclist, they didn't see the cyclist
that was actually there. The reality was that the cyclist was there, but because of our view of the
world, the realms of cars, we don't recognize the cyclists. A whole function of systems work around
that principle. And then [bottom right] there's a whole bunch of things, and that is all very fine, but
what is it actually to practice. This word is often written as praxis. Are any of you people familiar with
the word praxis? It means basically the combination of theory and practice. So you've got these three
areas: what is the world like, how do we see the world, and what modeling do we use to understand
it, modeling is very strong in here, and how do we actually develop methods and techniques to allow
good practice.
10m06s BW: So as a consequence of that,
and I will spend a little time on this slide,
you'll find that the system's field encompasses and incorporates ideas from just
about every single discipline. I'm sorry that
this slide isn't particularly good. I've got the
book that I took it from here [Ison R. 2010
Systems practice], but you kind of read it
from the left to the right. So you got biology, maths, physiology, economics, sociology, philosophy, computing, information
theory, engineering, control theory, anthropology, cognition, experimental epistemology - I have no idea what that is – and
the study of science. A very, very wide
range of disciplines that have fed into fairly identifiable “rounds” within the systems field, which are
often quite separate from each other. And these in themselves have a range of different methods and
methodologies, some of these as you read down through these you might recognize. One of the problems that in a sense the systems feel suffers from is that people often enter into the systems field at
a particular method and think that that's the systems field. So for instance people come into the systems field through the currently very fashionable interests of complex adaptive systems and gain the
idea that the ideas floating around complex adaptive systems reflect the entire systems field. They

don't. Same with another common area in the United States that people enter into the system school
is to an area of system dynamics or the causal diagrams. The arrows and notions around that. And
again there's a very strong sense in the American literature that this comprises the entire systems
field. It doesn't. Another area that is quite a lot known is the study of feedback, which comes from an
area known as cybernetics. Again there are people who think very often that the system school is all
about having feedback to each other. So again that’s not the whole story. So let’s see why I wanted to
focus a bit here, is that some of you, maybe all of you, may be familiar with these. What I'm trying to
do is find ways in which we can incorporate all of it. I will declare where I came in. I came in around
here. And I had to learn all these other things over there. So you know, I didn't enter from here [critical
thinking], but I entered from here much as everyone else and ran into the same problems as everybody thinking that I had the only answer. So the one thing I would I would comment about this introduction is: there is no such thing as systems theory. We keep talking about systems theory but actually
there is no such thing as systems theory, in the same way as there's no such thing as biology theory,
there's no such thing as a mathematical theory. They are fields that contain many theories. And the
systems field is exactly the same. It’s a field that contains of many theories, some which will be useful
to you, some of which will not. Part of what I'm exploring with you is which bits of this field might be
useful to you. But it can be very confusing, because learning methods and learning all these things is
time-consuming and you're busy people. Learning your own methods is challenging enough. Trying to
learn other methods is asking a lot, especially if the method you choose to learn is one that you actually didn't find useful. I have run into that problem myself. So when I was at the center […] as I said
earlier, I got involved in a another field, the evaluation field, which filled me with horror and dread,
and one of the things that I was beginning to do was beginning to introduce systems ideas into that
field. And I ran into the same problem, which is that: do I have to explain every single method and
methodology to evaluators so they can effectively use the ideas?
15m23s BW: Here's what we did as a result. […] If you're interested in methods
there are a number of books that bring a
bunch of methods together. This one
[right] here is the one that we wrote a couple of years ago. And this one [left] is written by some colleagues at the Open University that take some of these and expands them into some considerable detail.
So there are these method books out there
if you want and there are some books that
will specifically deal with particular methods. There are books on system dynamics
and there's a zillion books on complexity
theory.
16m12s BW: Now to skip on to what I wanted to talk about. What we wanted to do is see if there was
a way of using ideas from the system's field in ways that can be applied to your own methods and your
own approaches. So, in other words, instead of having to learn systems methods and stuff like that you could understand the basic
principles of what the systems approach is and apply them to your
own work. About 10 years ago a whole bunch of us gathered together in Berkeley, California. There were people from a variety of
different fields and people from a variety different parts of these
systems fields. And they locked us in a room for three days with
the instructions not to emerge with our smiling faces until we had
found some way of finding out what it was that everybody shared.

What are the basic concepts that underpin any system? And you know the answer to that because we
told you several times already.
17m27s BW: What we came up with was
these three phenomena, these three concepts, these three principles. The first principle concerns inter-relationships, how
things fit together. The second area was a
real interest in perspectives. By that I don't
mean opinions. I mean generally different
ways of understanding what's going on.
And the final thing a real interest in boundaries: what’s in and what’s out. In fact over
the years we've refined it slightly into these three particular areas. Developing a deep understanding
about how things relate to each, a deeper understanding of inter-relationships. Not just acknowledging perspectives but really engaging in the meaning and purpose and value, of working at how different people see the same interrelationships in different ways and get different meanings out of it. What
I see in this room now will be the same as what you see in this room, pretty much, but we will take
very different things out of that. Really engaging with what that actually means for the work that you
do. And the third area is we reflect on the boundaries we set. I want to make a comment now, which
is kind of controversial, but that I think clarifies the common misunderstanding of what is actually
involved in this field. A lot of people think that being systemic or taking systems ideas is about looking
at everything. Now, as you know in your work and in the conversations that I've had over the last two
or three days, one of the things you're struggling with is the fact that you can't look at everything. It's
just impossible. A friend of mine once said that even cosmologists draw boundaries. The point is that
at some stage in any particular piece of work you have to draw a boundary, you have to say this is “in”
and this is “out”. This is what I look at and this is what I am not looking at. And there are consequences
of that. I mean in many scientific journals that you see, in the tradition it is always to have a section at
the end of the limitations. Limitations are the consequences of the boundaries that you set around
your work. Because if you could have done everything, there wouldn't have been any of those limitations. So there is this real conscious ideas of and what it is, what is involved, and when you draw
boundaries. And that to some extent different methods and methodologies tend to focus on more
than others. You will see in all of the various systems methodologies
21m10s [Interactive session]
21m37s BW: Shall we get down to work? What we're going to do now the rest of the afternoon is to
play around with a particular piece of research, potential research, real research, and to play around
some of the ideas, just as if they are toys, so that you begin to exercise in a very loose way. This is not
about precision. What I want to do first is to
into groups of four, five. The chairs are on
wheels. Get into groups first, then I’ll explain what I'd like you guys to do. So what I
want us to do … I want yourself imagining
that you are in Peru. What we're going to do
is, I am going to give you a little scenario. Of
course you don't know everything about it,
this is just an exercise. I know we are all very
fact-driven people here. This is just a story,
it's a true story and like all true stories there
is some fiction in it. And it's actually a story
that will be familiar to some of you because
it deals I know from my conversations with
you some issues that you've familiar with.

It’s about people, it’s about malaria, and it’s about water […].I'll just be quiet for a while and allow you
to read it. There is so much to know about it. But you have to trust me, you have all the information
you need to do the exercise. The task is: you've been asked to design some research about his using
ideas from the systems field. Go through the interrelationships, perspectives, boundary aspects of this
particular case study. As I said you have all the information, especially with the kind of background
information you have. Trust me, you have all the information you need to explore at the level of depth
today. Tomorrow we will go into the details that will help you to […].

25m56s BW: So the first task I want you to do is to discuss amongst yourselves what you think are
likely to be the key inter-relationships in this particular situation. We are designing a piece of research. You got to figure
out what might be going on or what might go on, so you can
design a research that will enable you to […] these things. […]
Inter-relationships between things and inter-relationships
between people and inter-relationships between people and
things. The next 15 minutes or so you will discuss among
yourselves what are the key relationships that are present in
this particular piece of work as it will move through the actual
research, during the implementation.
30m18s BW: One of the things that a number of people asked me, and I meant to do at the end of
yesterday afternoon, was to tell you the story of Peru, because it's a real story. I'm going to be carefully
here, because I've embellished bits of the story, so I would be careful that I don't embarrass the truth,
but I'm sure I will. If you recall, it was a project initially focused on the issue of eradication of or the
reduction of the incidence of malaria in a particular part of rice growing in Peru. And the problem that
was identified was that the mosquitoes […] in the rice paddies and the solution was to dry out the rice
paddies and to all intents and purposes kill off rice or put it under stress for the particular season
where the mosquitoes were there, to reduce the incidence of malaria. We explored today all kinds of
interesting ramifications. It was, as you can imagine, a very difficult, I understand a very difficult project to negotiate. There were many stakeholders involved: there were the cooperatives, there would
be individual farmers, there were the villages, there was the local government, there was the regional
government, there was the national government, all sorts of other stakeholders. It's a very complicated thing to do. But they managed to get the researchers involved who managed to persuade the
people to try this out. The results were really rather surprising because, yes, the incidence of malaria
went down as expected, but the farmers net incomes did not drop. Farmers net incomes actually increased. So overall the net income of the farms went up and malaria was reduced. Great success, yes,
but applied throughout the entire region, no. To my knowledge, my information here might be a little
bit out of date, they have not been able to persuade, sound familiar, they have been able to persuade
other communes and other areas in Peru to adopt the same thing. Anyone got any idea why? Again
there's a hint. Who's lived in a malarial area and one has spent a lot of time in a malaria area. It's no
big deal. You get sick, people get sick, they don’t die. The villagers over the years had learned to live
with malaria. That's the experience the world over. So what was interesting was: this was somebody

else's definition of the problem. The locals didn't see it that way, so why bother, why take all this
potential risk. What might work there might not work here. And there was also certain politics over
the cooperative ownership of the of the water allocations as well. A nice example I think as well of
some of the benefits of using these multiple purpose approaches, to try and
get inside the heads of other people, to understand how they understand
the situation, rather than you understand the situation or what interests
you. It's a really nice example that had the researchers actually thought
about some of this stuff, and it's a beautifully constructed piece of work,
it’s not a criticism of the researchers at all. But that key element, whether
malaria was a big thing, again they may have worked through, if they had
done the kinds of exercises that we did yesterday. So there's the story, and
an interesting story. Most of what I've said is true. Most of it.

Transcript of video 2: Core Concepts & the Deep Dive youtu.be/5RRHpXl2hrw
0m23s BW:
We’ll start with inter-relationship. And if you remember I believe the core question I
asked yesterday was one of the key interrelationships in this particular situation. Here is an expansion
of that particular question. So in other
words, a way of beginning to order your
thoughts when considering this. So what's
the structure of the inter-relationships and
how are the parts arranged? What is the
nature of the process that occurs between
those parts of that structure? What's the
nature of those interrelationships? Are
they strong, are they weak, do they conflict, are they collaborative? Rich pictures were developed by one called Peter Checkland in the late
sixties and he noticed a number of things. He invented basically an entire systems methodology, called
soft systems methodology and it was based on his experiences as an engineer. He was very, very good
at constructing reality, but he was not very good as a manager of getting people to understand his
reality. So he developed this way of trying to […] that particular process and doing that he discovered,
much to his horror, that the best way of beginning that process was to develop this thing called rich
picture. […] People always think they're going to be very ‘arty’ to do things like that. Here is a definitely not-arty rich picture. Again it's part of New Zealand, the northern part of the South Island. Anyone having any idea what that might be a rich picture of? Yeah, somebody once said, okay Bob they're
a rich picture of the Peru one. Any idea how long it took me to do that? [Somebody: two weeks]. Ten
minutes. The whole trick of rich pictures is to do them fast. The point of a rich picture or of the most
diagrams […]. What you're trying to do in a rich picture is to
include all of these things or as many of them as you possibly
can in some way or other. So it's not just a wiring diagram of
how the bits interrelate. It's an attempt to identify where resources are coming from. It’s an attempt to identify some of
the issues that you begin to understand that's going on. So,
the conflicts, the tensions, some of the aspirations, some of
the goals, and expressions of the geography. But what I want
you to do is to construct a rich picture of that situation that is
of interest to you. [some time later] I've been going round all
of you and said “you're very good at drawing arrows, but it
doesn't tell me anything.” I mean what do those arrows mean? So I'll be looking a bit more of that.
And just every so often check where you are, and how rich is your picture, you know. Because ideally

you need as many of these things as you can possibly put onto your diagram to be successful. The
second thing is there is a tendency to put down what you know. One of the opportunities of richer
pictures is to express what you don't know, what's the possible like yeah I'd love that question like
that all right what is it you know that because there's lies some of the clues for your research design.
5m19s BW: I know what you have done. Many of you who
have done stakeholder analysis. There are lots and lots of different ways of doing it. So I'm going to introduce a slightly
different way. It's specifically designed to help you move towards understanding perspectives. You can do it in two
stages. We're going to look back at the rich picture and pose
those two questions. Who or what – a stakeholder can be a
what as well as a who – are the key stakeholders and stakeholder roles – ooh, we'll explain that now. One of the differences I think between the way in which
the systems field talks about stakeholders is slightly different from the way in which a lot of stakeholder analysis operates. Very often we
talk about stakeholders as for instance
farmers, parents, village chiefs, local government officers, that sort of stuff. That's
what it's done and it implies that these are
separate of people. But that is not necessarily so. A parent can be a teacher, a
teacher can be village chief, a teacher can
also be a local representative of […]. So
what this gets you thinking about is that
stakeholders aren't necessarily single entities that are separate from each other
they're actually quite closely interrelated
so that some people can fulfill several
stakeholder roles. And then I'm going to
say: what are the stakes that are associated with those stakeholder roles. The English phrases is “what’s the skin in the game?” What kind of
motivates them. It's a way of understanding the motivation. They have to have a stake in it somehow.
And in order to be key they must in some way be relevant, they must either be impacted by something
that's important or they must have some kind of impact. Otherwise they're just floating on. Because
you can't again deal with every single
stakeholder or stakeholder role in the situation you've got to make some choices
about who the people are.
8m35s BW: So this is one way of doing it.
It’s a list of stakeholders to see what they
have an impact on, in terms of your rich
picture, and what they are impacted by.
And then on the basis of that begin to
make some judgment of their relative importance to the situation as a whole, to the
problem situation that you're working on.
So that's the task. And stake analysis is
what it is, it is taking the key stakeholders
and assessing what their primary stakes
are in this particular situation or in this particular intervention. Because that really

helps you then to start developing ideas
about what the various purposes and motivations are through which you can understand the situation more clearly. You
will see that some of these stakes these
stakeholders have in common and that's
the point. There is always this assumption
that somehow stakeholders are different.
In terms of their motivations and in terms
of ways of understanding the situation
more clearly you very often find that they
are actually shared stakes. The stakes are
the big clue. One way of understanding this project was about sustainability, right? It's about farm
income, it's about leadership in the village. Stakes are your easy entry into understanding the different
ways that people in the situation will understand it. So, in other words, if I'm researching this particular
project I can now understand that the there are five or six different possible purposes of the situation
that I'm looking at. And by then assessing
that I can get a better idea of what I am
working at.
11m15s BW: So find a way of for each of
these “something to do with”, the perspective, make a statement like that. A system
that achieves legitimacy for environment
struggles by way of demonstrating the effectiveness of particular projects and so
on. I mean just something that expresses
the system in terms of a who, what, how
and why.
12m08s BW: We are entering into an area which really is known as boundary critique. We are setting
the boundaries, but let's look at the implications of setting those boundaries. So let’s look at a thing
called critical systems heuristics. The critical systems heuristics was developed out of a branch of the
systems field called critical systems. Fundamentally there are four areas of questions that we are
going to pose to inform your decisions around the system. And the first question set of questions are
to do with around the purpose, that's what the purpose of the system is for. How do you know
whether this system has achieved the purpose that you intended. Who benefit from that particular
system, how will you know? In terms of the measurement issues, in terms of observation: how will
you begin to observe this stuff? And the way that you start beginning to observe this stuff, what's
going to be missed out. There are certain ways of observing and measuring exclusive things it's the
qualitative-quantitative debate in some
way. And you'll notice that I've switched
the focus away from the actual project itself, as it were, the situation, towards your
intervention as researchers. If you're looking at this situation with this purpose you're
researching it from this particular purpose,
that's the research purpose. To look at it
with those a pair of spectacles upon you
know there are some boundary implications and it comes often as a considerable
surprise to people who are in the research
trade like myself is that what you measure,

the measurement systems you use are actually boundary choices. Because every measurement system has it is inbuilt that it excludes certain things and that it's important to consider the implications
of that. So this is actually about who controls research, fundamentally. So again, this is a discussion of
who controls the intervention. […] Who is trusted to take the key resource decisions for the research
into this purpose with what implications? How are those taking the resource decisions made accountable, whom are they accountable to? What are the implications of that? What does it say about the
conditions and the debates around to what extent do local communities we have been studying actually benefit from the thing? For those who are in the analytical stage, we're not in research design
anymore. You might want to ask both questions in terms of an “is” mode and an “ought” mode. So
when you actually look at the intervention: who actually did control all the resources decisions and
what were the consequences of that? And as researchers what are your conclusions about what ought
to have happened? You use these questions to help you design your own research, in which case the
focus is on how ought it to be as a research project. And in the analysis stage you might be interested
in both: did it happen or what’s it like? Did you actually find out what is acceptable and what not
versus “if you had to do it all over again” or if you were trying to explain and explore what some of
the negative things that might have happened then what ought to have been the accountability in the
situation that you're talking about that may have actually reached a better conclusion. You can play
with it, these are the heuristics, you can play around with these questions.
17m35s BW: What expertise is considered important in conducting research with this particular angle
of framing? Why are the experts considered to have the necessary expertise? What could be the negative consequences of that decision? Now one way of kind of explaining of what you're doing here is
a risk analysis. Experts are supposed to use the resources that are available them to address areas and
conduct research and it’s their expertise which is valued, but what that other expertise might also be
useful that has been excluded. This is a boundary choice: who is considered of an expert in a situation
is a boundary choice. Final one [question 12]: This is the perfect question for late in the afternoon.
What makes this the right thing to do? How can you claim legitimacy for your work? There is a notion
in the systems field, some parts of the systems field, that a system cannot legitimize itself. Only those
outside the system can legitimize the system, so the issue is then and a lot of it is around “who gets
harmed?” A lot of the legitimacy issues about who is disadvantaged, who is harmed. It really starts to
question issues of dogma, you know and righteousness, as another way of thinking about this. We all
think that our particular projects are the right thing to do, but what can we do to make this project
legitimate to those people who may not be involved but may be affected and may be effective in a
negative way.
23m24s [Reactions] Participant 1: So I think I've gained a lot from this workshop because it helps me to [see the] pieces of these activities because we
are doing with many researchers and really many stakeholders and using
this I can make framings what we have already done. It's also helped us the
researchers we have the only two or three years now, but if we use this and
we can have same perspectives among the researchers. Because this is interdisciplinary research. It helps us to communicate to each other and to
give strong focus to our main purpose. I think this is all. I also enjoyed the
workshop. It’s really fun, but also exercises the brain and the vision. Thank
you very much. Participant 2: Our project involves the environmental protection of peat bogs in Indonesia. However, we found it more than a bit difficult to design a plan for
the project’s activities, because this problem is very complicated, involving a lot of factors, not least
including the people living there. But I think we may be able to use the methods we have learned in
this workshop to draw up either a good pinpoint project plan or a broad project plan that covers the
whole area, yet doesn’t lose touch with reality. I will definitely use the ideas I learned here to design
project plans in the future. Participant 3: As you probably know, researchers are usually recruited and
sent to a place to work after the framework of a project has already been designed. Therefore, I have
rarely thought about the framework of my projects, partly because I did not know how to design a

project. But by attending this workshop today, I have learned how to use
systems thinking to examine the theme of my project. This led me to think
about the basic elements of a project, such as why it is needed or how it
should be carried out, from the ground up. I think the experiences I had at
this workshop will change the way I work and enhance my motivation back
home. That is, making use of the stuff I learned at this workshop will kickstart my motivation. Participant 4: I hadn’t had any experience doing this
kind of work with my project members before this. Our project is conducted in Bali and Sulawesi islands in Indonesia. We got to talk with Ms.
Agnes about the paddy field waterways in Sulawesi that she is now involved with. We learned from her that irrigation associations in Sulawesi
usually hold meetings in a mosque, when they discuss and announce their activities to people in the
area. We didn’t know that their meetings are held in a mosque, whereas Agnes takes it for granted.
This is very different from the situation in Bali. That was a big discovery for me. Well, our project is
going to end next year, that is, we are in the final year. If we had attended this kind of workshop during
the second or third year of our project, we might have gotten more benefit from the experience. We
might have been able to review the way we were carrying out the project, to get better results. I think
this kind of workshop will have better results and have gained some understandings of the situation
at the actual site. I think that it might be somewhat difficult to benefit from studying a project at this
kind of workshop if you do it before going to the actual site.

