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There are a number of specific points I wish surface in my paper. One concerns the question of what it means to operate as an anthropologist in an ‘always on’ mode, that is from the inside where the state of “the field” is immersive and the target of design is often inexact and shifting. I take up these points by way of an exploration of the context of my work in IBM Research, where I engage across a wide range of projects and modalities. Another concerns what it means for “work” to be the target of design. Here I look at our practice of work design, and in particular at my active intersection with changing forms of work attendant to developing mechanisms, models, schemes and ethos designed to “open up” work to “the crowd”. And a third concerns the forms of intervention that are, or can be, at play in these interventions. Through these seemingly varied trajectories, I aim to contribute to explorations of what counts as the “staging of new possibilities as a mode of ethnographic inquiry”, and especially to raise the question of the temporality of action in intervening forms. 
Positioning – ‘Always on’ anthropology
I am a research scientist at IBM. Aside from a small handful of other anthropologists, sociologists, experimental psychologists and cognitive scientists, my fellow research scientists come predominantly from the fields of computer science, mathematic (both applied and theoretical), chemistry, physics, and various kinds of engineering. The work of an IBM research scientist is to perform scientific work that makes is vital to IBM and the world. Being vital to IBM means, in general, making advancements in technical and scientific arenas that lead to new products, services, or ways of grappling with (and taming?) the world, ideally to create new innovations that will fundamentally transform markets and the world. A particular focus of my work has been on ways of working within the company itself with the goal more generally being to develop things that will improve today’s business. The current focus on cognitive computing and the Watson technology is an instance of this. What is afoot is a wholesale rethinking of core computer architectures and models of processing.
I currently sit in an organization known as the Accelerated Discovery Lab. The Lab is designed as a collaborative environment for facilitating analytical research projects that are especially focused on discovery. We take discovery to mean “the gaining of new insight or understanding, often with the intent of attaining predictive or prescriptive capability, where the analysis of data plays a central role.” (Haas 2014) The Lab aims to facilitate and accelerate this kind of discovery:  “by (1) enabling research in and improvements to the tools and systems that facilitate discovery, and (2) enabling the business person or domain expert who uses the environment to focus on their investigation instead of the systems and data challenges. To accomplish the first two objectives, we also need (3) to understand how discovery occurs, and how it can be accelerated.” My team focuses especially on the third objective, studying the work practices of discovery where large scale data plays a role, and experimenting with ways in which working in and through the Lab can be advanced. In addition to some initial in-depth interviews with scientists on their practices and analysis of communication networks, we are currently also observing the uses of the Lab’s open-office, mixed use space and experimenting with forms of multi-disciplinary data analysis sessions based in part on the kinds of analysis performed in conversation and interaction analysis labs.
But really, what is an anthropologist doing there
? There are undoubtedly a number of responses to this question. Let me suggest two: One is that it is hoped that I/we will give rise to new findings and innovations driven from social understanding. That is, as I’ve recently explored elsewhere (Cefkin 2014a), we serve as problem solvers. My research driven understanding is meant to help explain how things work, don’t work, or could work so as to design them better. This may apply to product functionalities and the use of tooling, the design and use of collaboration spaces (physical and virtual), incentive systems, learning programs, and business forms of all kinds. This ‘application’ overlaps with user studies and has a hard time escaping the fact that it is always already positioned via the thing itself – the tool, the application, the business domain, the process. This is the most visible, tangible, and, I would argue, well known of the roles of social research vis-à-vis design in the business world. 
My other response is that the desiring of anthropological and social insight is driven from a more general underlying dynamic, that organizations constantly seek out explanations for what goes on in them, and why, and what role they can play in the world, and how. And they often find their explanations lacking. So they seek out alternate understandings
. 
But what counts as “alternate”? To understand that requires consideration of existing common frames of understanding guiding the worldviews and modus operandi of organizations. Let me suggest three such frames: (1) Corporations operate in terms of mechanistic models using functionalist explanations to describe the way things work. Parts are bounded and knowable and best operate based on designed roles and processes. (2) Culture is seen to be a variable, an engineerable factor amongst others to be fiddled with and managed. And (3) the individual remains the active agent par excellence, with models of the individual’s cognitive, psychological and desiring dynamics the basis for understanding actions in the world. 
A common form of response from the anthropological researcher is the corrective: To assumptions of the mechanistic and functionalist basis of action, we illuminate the situated processes of knowledge and sense-making framed through interpretive models. When organizations get caught by viewing culture as a variable, and wonder why their ‘modifications’ to the culture aren’t taking, we try to get them unstuck by proposing instead pictures of the emergent nature of cultural practices consistent with a dynamic view of culture. To notions of the individual, we reveal the collective and interstitial spaces of action and meaning.  
This corrective voice, the constant claiming an oppositional stance, operates as a predominant trope in the anthropological encounter with broader regimes of power. However I am confronted by the question of whether and how I can effectively operate from that stance when operating as an insider? What modality of participation and involvement does this kind of response set up for the design/business anthropologist?  On the one hand, contained within these responses are kernels for valuable, (if by now relatively common), design principles: design for unknown, flexible uses; assume that people will be inventive and unexpected in their resistances and appropriations of designed objects (indeed, we can iterate and redesign based on this knowledge); and even when designing for individual and personal use, understand that what counts as personal and how it is managed only ever makes sense vis-à-vis understandings of what (and when) is collective and what is social. 
But what about the job of being a purveyor of alternate understandings? When working from within, the value and potential of the corrective voice may be muted. Instead, I believe I operate most effectively through “actions in the minor key” (Cefkin 2011). The effect of my anthropological voice “happens (when it does) in bits and pieces, in questions and redirects, in silences, hesitations, and reframings. It happens much less in the wholesale rethinking of how something is understood and what is at stake.” (Cefkin 2011, p. 26) Further, “the moments for such actions are often fleeting, nearly invisible and remain unmarked”. So what does that say about forms of intervention and about their temporal modes, when they enter the scene and when they are perceived to be at play? I will offer few answers. Rather, my aim here is open up this question further.
Work Design 

“Work design” describes both a key focus and a capability of the research group I am a part of. For the most part we share a foundation in practice-based approaches (eg., ethnographic and ethnomethodological) and are especially concerned with the nature of the work from the perspective of those who perform it; that is, we aim to be worker/user-centric while supporting broader organizational goals. 
What does it mean to design work when the very notion of work is polysemic (job, task, endeavor, effort, etc.), varies by perspective (the work requester’s “task” becomes the work producer’s “project”), and assumes a range of scales (build a search filter, build a retail shopping site as interaction design challenges)? We describe work practice design (WPD) as follows.
Work practice is the enacted integration of technology, people, and business process; how real work gets done by real people in real places. Effective integration yields improved business results. Change disrupts work practice and requires re-integration, which happens whether planned for or not. WPD is an approach to study, prototype and design that reintegration. Research questions focus on the dimensions contributing to variations of work practice and how best to support their transformation. This research draws especially from ethnographic, participatory design, and design-focused methods for study and solution development. (Bold added. http://researcher.watson.ibm.com/researcher/view_group.php?id=3833)
In this effort we take work to be the directed activity of people towards ends that results in the achievement of organizational goals and yields a livelihood, a professional identity, or an organizational status. (Not ‘the work’ of making dinner, for instance, unless it is that performed by people enrolled in some sort of economic or organizational goal such as cafeteria worker or a chef). As our efforts take place overwhelming in and on enterprise settings, our focus on “work” is not in hard to understand (though of course the way in which people distinguish between “real work”, which for some may be analyzing data, meeting with clients, or coding, for instance, and extraneous, non-work things such as scheduling meetings, processing email and so on is always worthy note.) “Design” here refers to our principle-led and directed interventions to reconfigure relations of work. (It is worth noting that only rarely have I worked directly with people with a designated “designer” role during my time at IBM, though previously as a director of user experience at Sapient I worked closely with interactive, visual and content design professionals.) 
The point that “change disrupts work practice and requires re-integration, which happens whether planned for or not” yields the rational for our design interventions. We are suggesting that assemblages of goals, activities, resources, expectations, constraints and so on make up occurrences of work. When something happens to disrupt that assemblage – for instance, a change in technology or the introduction of a new incentive mechanism for participants -- an attendant shift in the work occurs. Changes large and small are happening all the time. Most often, however, attention is put on the ‘agent’ of that change, the vehicle of disruption–the redesigned technology or detailed incentive plan – and little on the totality of the work assemblage and the aftermath, on how the parts will reassemble into a new practice configuration. 
For a period we explicitly explored ways to “prototype” the work practice, with the idea that a prototype phase would follow data gathering, analysis and the identification of the specific opportunities. The prototyping would aim to anticipate and test how technology, people’s practices and process will work together post-change. Importantly, the thing being tested would not be the thing being changed, the redesigned technology or the newly implemented program. It would be the reassembled work itself.  
The difficulties of prototyping work practice are many
. We have experimented with role plays and simulations (including a very elaborate one built in the virtual world of Second Life), but in fact we only barely had a chance to engage this desired methodology fully. Beyond the performative basis of practice, no gods-eye view is feasible, even if it were ontologically conceivable. Another challenge, one relevant to the focus of our work over recent years, is its assumption of circumscribed boundaries – specific organizational groups, management authorities, and identifiable or ‘owned’ resources or tools, where there are known, if complex, sets of users, owners, decision-makers that can be tested and experimented with. So what about when work is being opened up and accessed in new ways, by varied and often unknown participants?
Open and Crowd Work
Together with social movements to reshape how things are made and how the labor for making them is organized, digital platforms and changing organizational models are reorganizing the performance of work by “opening up” access to the work to “the crowd”. Rather than distributing work through pre-defined job roles or managerial assignment, open work mechanisms and crowd work platforms disseminate work through open calls. In doing so, they support a degree of serendipity in who shows up to do the work. The growth of maker fairs, hack-days, data dives, innovation jams, and crowdsourcing illuminate the ways in which many kinds of work–especially, but not exclusively, the kind of process-intensive knowledge work previously best organized through large, hierarchical resource-concentrating institutions–can be organized to be done in new ways, in shifting time scales, and by redrawing forms of participation. 
Hundreds if not thousands of applications and platforms have emerged to support “work-as-a-service”. Many focus on niche areas of production, while others support a wide range of work efforts; 99Designs for graphic and interactive design, Kaggle for data science challenges, and others for legal, medical, domestic, and all sorts of technical work. Some platforms only support online work, while others perform matching-making for site-specific work. Some platforms play the role of intermediaries for what is essentially a sub-contracting relationship while others serve to coordinate work performed directly by a large number of participants (ie., performed as a crowd) simultaneously or in sequence. Work can be large and complex–InnoCentive accepts challenges for things like drug discovery or aero-space development– or small, even miniscule, such as the microtask labor being performed on Mechanical Turk.
While all the above point to the potential to reach across or outside of organizational bounds–teams competing in InnoCentive challenges may be from universities, participants in Petridish.org may include at-home scientists, and freelancers (or ‘elancers’) are often presumed to be the nodal participant--it is important to realize that the mechanisms themselves--microtasks, contests, and various auction forms (bids, proposals) for work matching--can and are used just as readily internal to organizations. IBM, for instance, has run a number of internal crowdfunding efforts with the money allotted through a division head. Idea jams and hackdays are common. And systems that enable employees to reach across organizational bounds with peer-to-peer work requests are used (including one that my group and I have designed and prototyped). 
It is these internal crowd work initiatives which provide the basis for my discussion here. My colleagues and I have been engaged in a range of efforts related to such internal open work efforts. As an applied research group, our success depends on our alignment with the strategies and opportunities pursued in the business more generally, and in this area we have worked with IBM’s business consulting group, the software division, corporate HR, and people focused on internal transformation and operations. At large our research agenda has been to investigate the implications of these new technologies on organizational practices, with an eye to understand the effects on participants and the threats and opportunities these mechanisms hold for the organization and the business. Depending on the focus and interests of our business partners and sponsors, the rubrics which have framed our work include such notions as “talent clouds”, “crowdsourcing” or “crowd work”, “the extended enterprise”, and “the independent worker”. 
The roles we have played and the way we manifest our results has ranged from performing research examinations to developing recommendations to facilitating deployments to defining concepts to designing, developing and piloting technical systems. One key form of intervention is the manifestation of the research endeavor itself, the acts of engaging others through interviews and observation and the production and dissemination of research insights and recommendations. For instance, we conducted primary research (interviews, artifact reviews, surveys and some observation) on two internal initiatives: the use of an existing crowd work system primarily for software development and testing and on an internal crowd funding initiative where members of the organization proposed projects and invested money allotted by the division head to others’ projects. We have also analyzed many of the applications and platforms available externally for crowd work. These examinations have resulted in a series of recommendations, cautions and insights about how the systems are being used and what works and what doesn’t. A significant set of findings of the analysis of the crowd work system, for example, concerned the often invisible work required by work requesters to effectively designate work to be sent to ‘the crowd’, to engage with workers who are not (organizationally, more so than geographically) part of the team and to integrate the results back into their own workflow. Another pointed to the concerns raised about what the mere existence of the system portends to the future of employment. A third pointed to frustrations to the way the system was deployed
. We aimed to give voice to the experiences and practices of those involved and ideally cajole rethinking and action from business-leaders to make improvements. 
Another form of intervention comes in the creation of a vehicle for embodying ideas and possibilities, such as a technical prototype. We built a “work exchange” for peer to peer work sharing with the aim to embody a number of the dynamics and opportunities we wished to explore.  We piloted a version with IBM’s cross-divisional, global community of organizational change management practitioners, and will pilot an extended and reconfigured instance in support of the Accelerated Discovery Lab. 
The concept is quite simple: people in the organization can post requests for help on their work, and can also seek out ways to help their peers across the organization. The application supports ways of posting work requests (there are several options for the form of the request in the extended system in order to support work of ranging complexity, durations and desired ends), searching and browsing through existing ones, selecting or applying for the requests, learning about who the requesters and/or producers are, and tracking progress.  More generally, the system also invites encounters with the organization and others in it in new ways. Crowd and open work systems of these kinds may be reshaping the construct, identity and performance of work itself by reconfiguring how it is disseminated, accessed and performed and how elements of control, management and authority over the work shift (for better and worse). (Cefkin 2014b) Participation in these systems may also affect peoples’ senses of identity and relationships at work (Cefkin et al. forthcoming). To point to just a few examples, people had the opportunity to reach across organizational bounds in new ways and to engage in (and be recognized for) work they might not otherwise have had a chance to do in their normal daily assignments. Such a system also has the potential to question who has authority for designating work.  One of the design choices we made was to enable the system to generate a notice to managers when someone on their team had applied to perform a work effort, but it does not force a process of gaining managerial approval.  
And a third form of intervention is the concept. Concepts often serve as significant framing devices to broader assemblages of thought and suggested action. In our focus on open and crowd work, our key initial concept was meant to both identify  pointers to the dynamics at work in these changes, and to serve as a holder of a particular relationship we are trying to assert. Driven by our own histories of research on work and organization as well as by our examinations of crowd and open work systems, we have steadfastly aimed to de-center one of the key assumptions we’ve encountered along the way, an assumption that positions the people who can perform the work as a nebulous crowd defined only in relation to the requesting organization.  The notion of “talent cloud” illustrates this positioning. “Talent” is typically thought of in very individualistic terms, as the skill, capability, knowledge and even personality possessed by individuals. A “talent cloud”, then, is perceived as the pool of talent from who work can be sourced using digital platforms. They are conceived of as virtual assemblages of people with specific talents who can be harnessed to do your work. The imagery suggests that there are whole ‘armies’ of ‘Turkers’, people (especially in India), sitting eagerly at the other end of the computer wires waiting to pluck your HIT (“human intelligence task”) out of Mechanical Turk and perform it for pennies or dimes. While the notion of “talent” admittedly suggests a more hopeful and embracing notion of what people bring to the equation than “human resource”, this positioning – people as a nebulous floating cloud waiting to jump into action – is much the same. It positions them as resources available to serve the needs and interests of the organization. 
With my colleagues, we have insisted instead that it is “the work” that is at the center of the relationship and interaction between “the talent” and the organization. More specifically, the work sits between work requesters, those seeking help, and work producers, those who can perform the work. How the work is understood, how it is conceived, whether its appeal is recognized, the way the activities will be performed, and what counts as achievement all potentially have meaning from two sides, not just one. 
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So we created a conceptual image (a richer version of the above) of this notion which we use to assert our conceptual thinking about this space, and the opportunities and risks associated with it. And we have tried to ensure that the design elements we have developed, such as ideas embodied in the peer-exchange of work described above, aim to realize this mutuality.
What kinds of interventions are these?
In the context of my applied research, it makes little sense to think of my efforts in the arena of open and crowd forms of work as ‘a project’. Rather it occurs as a series of efforts with transformative potential, engaged through shifting and complex configurations of interests. In these efforts my stance shifts between speaking caution to those proclaiming we are the cusp of a democratizing revolution of work, and speaking hope to those certain that it offers nothing but the instrumentality necessary for flexible labor and neoliberal ideologies.
The concept we developed was also expressed as a corrective, but with a tone of voice, if you like, which was less ‘tsk-tsk’, a punisher’s finger-shake, and more and invitation, ‘can you work with this?’ As anticipatory projections, concepts, Drazin (2013) reminds us, are tricky things. They leave open possibilities for misinterpretation, re-appropriation and just plain non-recognition.  We have to ask, how often, if at all, does our decentering of the position of people vis-à-vis the organization and the centering instead of the work actually get noticed and cause reflection, let alone prompt taking action in new ways?  

Can any intervention be thought of as singular, a moment-in-time distillation of the effects of provocation or of reconfiguration? Guyer (2011) reflects on the perseverance required for intervention. Responding to what she considered a ‘failed project’ – failed in part due to her agreeing to work in the terms of a notion set by those requesting her participation (the notion concerned ideas of ‘culture’ at the organizational level) despite her reservations – Riles (2013) repositions her work as a collaboration, a process of participation which she finds comfort in for its indeterminacy, for its lack of finitude and the non-instrumentality of her participation. Fortun (2012) goes a step further, moving from the almost suspended sense of muddling through described by Riles to a more active and purposeful “looping”. I remain partial to a musical metaphor for thinking through the temporality of intervention. In thinking of my acts of intervening as actions in a minor key, I aim to not only recognize their only partial effect but I am guided to consider the temporality of intervention as both punctuated and immersive.
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� This question has preoccupied me for some time, and which I explored through a slightly different lens, in terms of broader socio-economic trends, in the introduction to Ethnography and the Corporate Encounter (2009).  Jeanette Blomberg also takes up this question in her commentary in the same volume (2009).


� Madjesberg and Rasmussen’s “A Moment of Clarity” (2014) taps into this trope, the feeling that ‘something is wrong’, as their hook for the human sciences in industry.


� It may be that the desire for work practice prototypes is as much a reflection of the environment of technological solutionism that we exist in as anything, the hope that “a” prototype would act as a form substantional enough to act as a representation and carrier of our value. 


� We also identified potential new applications of the crowd-work system, and designed and ran one small pilot. While analyzed the system generated results and simple surveying of participants, but did not have a chance for extensive follow-up with participants.
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