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SUMMARY OF MASTER' S DISSERTATION

Student
Identification 80834581 Name Soichiro Takamine
Number

Suggestion and Validation of Collaborative Process Model to Nurture Kyosei Kyodo with Others
-Case Study of Collaboration between Two Individuals in Farming Experience Farm and Sports Activity-

People's sense of worth and behavior recently become global so that people need to live with
people or organisation which have different sense of worth and behavior. Kyosei (Symbiosis)
means the relationship between two different living things. Requirement analysis for Kyosei by
classification of al books which title includes Kyosel indicated that the result was socid
interest to Kyosei was progressing. In this research following surveys were performed, which
were the first survey in farming experience farm which was the good example of Kyosei and
the second survey after experience test of pingpong that was optimum method to produce the
situation of Kyosei for the evaluation of the process model of Kyosei.

In order to design the process model to achieve the Kyosel situation it was necessary to make
clear the concept of Kyosei. However, the concept of Kyosel was not investigated from the
global point of view. This research therefore made clear the concept of Kyose before the
surveys. As the result, the concept of Kyosel was constructed from the four elements which
were "coexistence', "interaction", "equality”" and "mutual-benefit". The process model of Kyosei
was designed from the result of analysis related with Kyosei. Key concepts were Competition,
Conversation, Coproduction, and Collaboration, which were also four steps of the process
model. This was called 4C model of Kyosel according to the initial words of them.

The first survey in the farming experience farm made clear the possibility to validate a
process model of the participants decision making which was produced from Makov process.
Also behavior of the farm owner impacted on the decision making of the participants. Four
elements of Kyosei were observed in the farming experience farm. From the first survey's result
an improved method of the first survey was applied for the second survey. Pugh Concept
Selection and QFD Matrix from the points of feasibility, cost, and easy to correct examine
indicated that pingpong was the best field to try the realization of 4C model of Kyosei.
Pingpong test was designed from game, discussion to produce the target number of raly, and
ralying. 31 examines tried the second survey after the pingpong test. The result indicated 68%
examines (21 people) felt the four key concepts of 4C model of Kyosel very much. 81% (26
people) examines familiar with the other side. These results indicated the validity of 4C model.

Key Word: Process Model, Collaboration, Coproduction, Farming experience farm, Pingpong
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2 3 4
17 C
17 C
No. Min Max Av SD Av+SD | Av-SD
C-1 31 1 4 2.03 0.71 2.74 1.33
C-2 31 1 3 1.84 0.45 2.29 1.38
C-3 31 1 2 1.71 0.46 2.17 1.25
C-4 31 1 4 1.48 0.77 2.25 0.71
C-5 31 1 3 1.97 0.66 2.63 1.31
C-6 31 1 4 2.10 0.70 2.80 1.40
C-7 31 1 3 1.55 0.62 2.17 0.92
C-8 31 1 4 2.00 0.77 2.77 1.23
C-9 31 1 2 1.35 0.49 1.84 0.87
C-10 31 1 4 2.06 1.00 3.06 1.07
C-11 31 2 4 3.10 0.70 3.80 2.40
C-12 31 1 4 2.81 0.79 3.60 2.01
C-13 31 1 3 2.00 0.58 2.58 1.42
C-14 31 1 3 1.58 0.56 2.14 1.02
C-15 31 1 3 1.97 0.71 2.67 1.26
17 C4, C-7, C9
4
C4, C-7, C-9
2)
12
344, 162, 1.32, 1.12 ... 3
3 Promax
C-12, C-13 0.018, 0.085 C-13
0.35 C-12, C-13
2 18 1
2
3
19 20 1
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3)

18 C 2 )

No. 1 2 3
c-12 975 | -.176 | .075 | .940
c-14 691 | .066 | -.053 | .474
c-6 476 | 146 | -.096 | .248
c-2 -069 | 710 | .001 | .488
c-1 472 | 699 | -.144 | 534
c-5 -057 [ 582 | .128 | .372
c-8 -.037 | -.032 | -854 | .782
c-11 -048 | -.066 | 572 | .284
c-3 304 | 134 | 369 | .414
c-15 -.030 | .204 | .352 | .231
165 134 132 431
2485 934 616 40.35

19 c

31 | -1.672 | 1.782

.000 1.000 |1.001

31 -1.601 | 1.944 .000 .869 .755
31 -1.451 | 1.634 .000 .898 .806
( ) 31
20 C
Pearson 1 .341 .587**
( ) .060 .001
N 31 31 31
Pearson .341 1 .404*
( ) .060 .024
N 31 31 31
Pearson .587** .404* 1
( ) .001 .024
N 31 31 31
*x; 1% ( )
*: 5% ( )
C
2 1
6 2 25
=11.645 =1 <.001

F(1,29)=10.692, p<0.003
32 33
Honestly Significant Difference
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F(1,29)=33.043, p<0.001
F(1,29)=25519, p<0.001
34 2 Tukey  HSD
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)

1)

D-6, D-14

22

0.50000-1
0.00000
-0.50000
-1.00000—
-1.50000-]
T T
1 2
34
4
2 3 4
22
1
4
D-1, D-3, D-4, D-6, D-14
22 D
No. Min Max Av SD Av+SD [ Av-SD
D-1 31 1 3 1.39 0.79 2.18 0.60
D-2 31 1 4 1.90 0.79 2.69 1.11
D-3 31 1 4 1.61 0.80 2.42 0.81
D-4 31 1 4 1.58 0.76 2.35 0.82
D-5 31 1 4 1.87 0.81 2.68 1.07
D-6 31 1 3 1.58 0.67 2.25 0.91
D-7 31 1 4 3.48 0.81 4.30 2.67
D-8 31 1 3 2.13 0.72 2.85 1.41
D-9 31 1 3 1.87 0.62 2.49 1.25
D-10 31 1 3 1.87 0.67 2.54 1.20
D-11 31 1 3 1.68 0.60 2.28 1.08
D-12 31 1 4 2.00 0.89 2.89 1.11
D-13 31 1 3 1.71 0.64 2.35 1.07
D-14 31 1 4 1.55 0.77 2.32 0.78
D-15 31 1 4 1.87 0.72 2.59 1.15
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D-1, D-3, D-4,



2)
11
3.558, 1.912, 1.338, 0.928 3
3 Promax
1
2
3
24
23
No. 1 2 3
D-11 .864 -.142 .023 .680
D-13 .695 -.129 .263 .523
D-9 .627 .310 -.115 .606
D-2 -.218 1.004 -.064 .863
D-10 .088 .564 .190 .470
D-8 .326 .409 -.018 .365
D-7 .448 .041 -.763 .702
D-12 .270 .080 .713 .683
D-5 .162 -.026 491 .275
D-15 .077 .394 437 .490
1.62 1.49 1.52 4.64
31.24 15.51 9.82 56.57
24
31 -1.558 1.392 .000 .925 .855
31 -1.670 2.497 .000 .964 .929
31 -1.225 2.270 .000 .918 .842
( 31
25 D
Pearson 1 .370* .131
.040 .483
N 31 31 31
Pearson .370* 1 .367*
.040 .042
N 31 31 31
Pearson 131 .367* 1
.483 .042
N 31 31 31
*, 5% )
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3)

16

=14.485, p<0.001

=35.677, p<0.001
Tukey

-0.50000

-1.00000-

-1.50000-

=8.581

F(2,28)=5.570, p<0.009

HSD Honestly Significant Difference

35

36

1.00000-]

0.50000]

0.00000-]

35 3
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<.015

F(2,28)
F(2,28)
37 3
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28

4C

4
29
28
A B C
11 1 111 1 1111 1
121 2 1212 2
1221 6
1 19 12 13 122 11 1222 3
1223 2
131 2 1312 2
13 5 1321 1
132 3 1322 1
2123 1
21 2 212 2 5191 1
2 9 2221 6
22 7 222 7 5299 1
23 1 232 1 2322 1
3 5 - 5 321 1 3212 1
322 1 3221 1
1
1 19
2 10
3 2
2
1 3
2 3 22
3 6
3
1 6
2 25
4
1 16
2 12
3 3
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