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Knowledge for Development:
Local and External Knowledge in Development Research

Caleb Wall
Center for Development Research (ZEF) University of Bonn

Abstract

The contribution that science and technology can make to development is well
understood — but for new ‘knowledge’ to have an impact it must connect with existing local
knowledge. Presented in this essay is a discussion of how development research projects can
make a positive contribution to development, through the use of new science and technology —
coupled with local knowledge. Drawing on field research conducted in rural Uzbekistan, under
the aegis of a natural science driven project, | reflect here on the meaning of ‘development
research’ and make a case for combining external scientific research with practical development
interventions. Specifically, through the use of participatory methods, accepting that
development research is a process. This is argued both as academically challenging and
interesting as well as ethically necessary for projects choosing to work in the developing world. |
discuss my experiences in learning from local knowledge, outlining the principals of affording
dignity to local partners, respecting local knowledge and experts, understanding the cultural
context of knowledge and maintaining a constant willingness to learn. With these principals |
present how it is possible to work in a collaborative manner towards developing locally
appropriate and accessible technologies, and the importance of doing so in a sustainable
manner.



1. Introduction

| explore in this essay the contribution that local and external knowledge can make to
development — and how development research can contribute to this. For whilst the idea that
knowledge contributes to development is well established, having been ‘authorised’ (cf. Evers,
2005) as knowledge by the World Bank and others®, exactly how this works and the role that
development research can play in contributing to this, is less well understood. To attempt to
understand this | draw upon field research conducted in 2003-2005 in the Khorezm region of
Uzbekistan, a region acutely affected by environmental and economic problems, to which a
technical solution (external knowledge) is often proposed. To this end, | worked under the aegis
of a specific development research project, managed by the Centre for Development Research
(ZEF) and conducted under the auspices of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organisation (UNESCO)?. The aim of the project being; to conduct research on the
economic and ecological problems in Khorezm, and to develop potential technologies to meet
these problems. At a conceptual level, the introduction of external technologies and the use of
science and technology for development is a well established method in international
development. Provided in this essay is an attempt to unravel this concept and to position it
within development research projects such as the ZEF/UNESCO project. Likewise, local
knowledge and the contribution of indigenous ‘know-how’ and technology to development is
accepted, although less prominent, in development interventions (Richards, 1985). | draw upon
examples from the literature and from my field research in Uzbekistan to illuminate the
contribution that local knowledge can make to development and ultimately how development
research projects can assist in this.

2. Conceptual Framework

Whilst the role of science, technology and local knowledge are well discussed in the literature
(Gerke & Evers, 2005), the role of ‘development research’ organisations is poorly defined.
Development studies and development research projects, such as the ZEF/UNESCO project, often
suffer from a lack of clarity in how to use science, technology and knowledge for development.
Moreover the extant literature on participatory development is not well applied to development
research. Thus | attempt here to clarify how participation can be utilised, with a focus on rural
development and the role that a development research projects such as the ZEF/UNESCO
project, can play in promoting development. This is not so say that doing this is easy, it is not
easy; rather it is a considerable challenge. | believe it a worthy challenge, and thus | provide
some of the compelling ethical and academic justifications for addressing this challenge.

1. Defining ‘Development Research’

Conceptually, ‘development research’ is a difficult notion. It requires us to bring together two
divergent schools of thought, paradigms, which are not immediately reconcilable. | provide here

! For instance, with the 1998 World Development Report subtitled ‘Knowledge and Information for Development’ as
well as the technology led development approach of many donors, such as Germany

2 “Economic and Ecological restructuring of land and water use in Khorezm”, funded by the German Federal
Ministry of Education and Research. www.khorezm.uni-bonn.de
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a working definition of each concept in order to provide an insight into what ‘development
research’ can mean.

I The Hydra of Development

By ‘development’ we are talking specifically about third world development and the discourses
that come with this, not the other uses of development as in ‘research & development’ or
‘human resource development’. Rather a specific understanding of ‘development’ in the poor (or
developing) world. These discourses are recent academic constructs, as prior to the Second
World War there existed “an almost absolute absence of systemic theories which attempted to
understand and explain the process and trajectory of change from ‘underdeveloped’ to
‘developed’ societies” (Baber, 2001: 73). What did exist prior to WWII, was interest in the social
and economic structure of colonies, and it is this discipline which became the hydra of
‘development’. Yet ‘development’ has always been an inherently politicised discipline, with
contests between modernisation and dependency theories, and others, largely informed by the
political persuasion of the theorist, all set against a cold war backdrop. In the post-1989 period
of the ‘Impasse in Development Studies’ these debates only grew, between those who promoted
a ‘teleological’ view of development as a movement towards greater similarity with the Western
‘developed’ countries and those who promoted working towards locally identified priorities (Arn,
2002: 171). Academically, the discipline of ‘development studies’ vacillates between studying
development and the application of these findings, usually through normative publications or
more latterly through ‘action research’. Useful for understanding this, Thomas (2000) usefully
defines three main senses or contemporary meanings of the term ‘development’:

(i) “as a vision, description or measure of the state of being of a desirable society;
(ii) as an historical process of social change in which societies are transformed over
long periods;

(i) as consisting of deliberate efforts aimed at improvement on the part of various
agencies, including governments, all kinds of organizations and social
movements”. (Thomas, 2000: 777, emphases in original)

The first meaning fits in well with the modernisation concept, which defined a certain end goal
or objective, of what it was to be developed. In a sense this is the mistake that the
‘technological fix’ approach to development makes, in that it defines under-development purely
in terms of technical advancement, and thus sees the introduction of ‘modern’ technologies as
the solution to this state of underdevelopment. Whereas the second conception of development,
is a detached study of the processes of development and underdevelopment, situated within an
historical perspective. This detached study is certainly adopted by different academic disciplines,
yet it has typically seen as insufficient within the development studies and development
research paradigm. Whereas the third conception of development is a practical, applied,
understanding of development — and development studies is thus an analysis of how these
efforts fail and succeed. This helps us to understand why the development studies discipline is
by its nature on the constant cusp between conducting research on development and utilising
research for development. These different senses of development are important in understanding
the divergences in view over development research, discussed below.



. Researching Development

Development studies and its contributory disciplines (geography, political science, economics
etc.) all conduct research on the process of development in poor countries and communities.
Thus critical studies of how different countries have and have not developed have lead to the
emergence of theories to explain the phenomena of development and under-development. From
this theory, development studies and development economists have set out normative
frameworks on how to develop poor regions. The successes (and more often) failures of these
frameworks are in turn studied, reflected upon, and improved. This could be said to constitute
‘normal’ science (cf. Kuhn, 1996). The development studies discipline has largely, though not
entirely, concerned with this type of study. This is the application of various social science
research tools to both understanding the historical (and current cultural) causes of
underdevelopment and of studying the interventions to promote development. What is
somewhat more difficult to conceptualise is the conduct of natural science research in
developing countries. In projects such as the ZEF project, whereby natural scientists play the
major role as researchers and managers, there is some question as to what research is being
conducted and for what purpose. Generally speaking research on specific topics is conducted by
scientists working within their discipline. The choice of these topics is partially on the basis of
scientific interest and to varying degrees on the perceived importance of this problem to the
poor country. Despite this there is sometimes a disconnect between the ecological problems
identified by scientists and those identified by the local community. Moreover there is very
often a lack of clarity about how the research findings will assist in promoting development.
Instead what occurred in my field setting of the ZEF/UNESCO project was a wide range of
(agreeably high quality) research being conducted, with little explicit explanation of how this
research either related to development problems in Uzbekistan or how this could assist in the
development process. Thus one is prompted to question whether such research actually
constitutes ‘development research’ (i.e. research on or for development) or whether it is
scientific research which just so happens to be conducted in a developing country. The
justification given for such an approach is that this research could be utilised later on for the
purpose of ‘development’. The argument being that first an understanding of the technical
problems is required before proposing solutions, which is certainly reasonable. This ‘research for
development’ concept is addressed below.

ii. Using Research for Development

| do not dispute the importance of high quality scientific research in promoting development,
especially in rural development where improved technical solutions necessarily constitute part
of the solution to underdevelopment. Nor do | have a problem with research that just so
happens to be conducted in developing countries so long as it is labelled honestly, does no harm
and does not use extant poverty as a justification for funding. Rather | suggest that if research
is to be utilised for development, and is thus to be labelled ‘development research’ it must learn
from the lessons of development studies. One of the key concepts to emerge from development
research, in all its guises, has been the importance of process in development. That is to say,
how research is conducted is as important as what research is conducted. Thus if research is to
be used for development, this research must be carried out in a way which itself promotes
development. The consensus on this issue within the literature is that development interventions
must promote participation and empowerment. This requires that the central actors in
development research are the intended ‘end-users’ of the research, and that these “agents of
change” act with ownership and control of their own development “rather than as passive



recipients of development assistance” (Rathgeber, 1990: 494). Central to understanding this
conception of development research is that the two factors are in fact linked. The research is
not only on development (as a phenomenon) but also for development (as a process). Doing this
requires the participation of the developing community in partnership with researchers,
certainly no easy task. Exactly how this participatory approach can be applied to development
research is discussed here in light of the constructive role that local and external knowledge can
play in development.

2. Applying Participatory Development to Development Research

The literature on participatory development and the need for agricultural research in the
developing world to implement participatory practices is considerable (Swanson, 1997; Richards,
1985). Of interest in this thesis are the theoretical implications of this for knowledge
management practices within a development research project setting. The immediate
application of this is a need to recognise indigenous and local knowledge, and its holders, as key
partners in the research process. As Richards (1985) points out, it is no longer sufficient to
identify farmers as ‘end users’ of technology, but rather they must be recognised as partners.
This means that their knowledge must be integrated into the knowledge system of the project
and that research findings are developed in co-operation with them, not simply ‘transferred’ to
them from the top down. Doing this requires an alteration of the epistemic culture of
development research projects, towards one which is more accepting of different types of
knowledge, as well as creating a greater openness to sharing this knowledge. Such an epistemic
culture is not easily created nor changed, yet the management of development research projects
should employ existing tools (such as policies, formal processes and through showing
leadership) to affect incremental change. Similarly, knowledge sharing between different project
partners (in-country partners such as Universities and NGOs) needs to take account of the
different ‘cultures of science’ that exist. This is more than a practical step towards greater
interaction with farmers, although this is also necessary. Rather a paradigm shift away from
‘top-down’ research towards participatory research is required. To affect this, the design of a
project must be re-engineered away from seeing ‘research’ as discrete activity, instead viewing
it as a process which is grounded in a certain environment and cultural situation. There is an
inherent tension here between universalistic scientific knowledge and localised knowledge, a
challenge discussed in the following section. But the two are not irreconcilable. Instead | would
suggest that integrating local priorities and knowledge can also serve to improve the efficacy
and accuracy of research. It is too easy to discount local knowledge as ‘un-scientific’ and local
perceptions on development as ‘un-informed’. It is immensely more difficult, yet immensely
more rewarding, to utilise these different forms of knowledge and to integrate these into the
research process. | see this challenge as being very similar to the debate on ‘interdisciplinary’
research, whereby the different scientific cultures of very different disciplines need to be
integrated into one co-operative effort. All too often interdisciplinary research projects fail to
adequately account for the real differences in ‘science’ between the disciplines. Thus, in
conducting development research, across borders and epistemic cultures, and incorporating
different disciplines and local knowledge, development research seeks to bridge between science
& technology (external knowledge) and local knowledge.



3. The Challenge of Development Research

Conducting genuine ‘development research’ which utilises external science and technology is an
immense challenge. It requires researchers from a variety of academic fields to work in an
interdisciplinary manner towards a collective research effort. Moreover this research is
conducted in a developing region which, aside from the practical challenges involved, requires
the project team to take responsibility for the process by which they operate. This process must
be one which works directly with local partners, not as end-users or recipients of the research,
but as active partners in the research project. For researchers accustomed to laboratory
conditions this can be a considerable problem. Indeed, for all those involved it requires dexterity
in the methods of research of adopted, as it is not acceptable to simply supplant Western
methods of research into developing countries. Doing so wilfully excludes the local community
from the development process. Such an approach is often justified as it is important that ‘world
class’ research is carried out which ‘should not be undermined’ by adapting to local methods.
There is a certain legerdemain to this argument as what it ensures is that the findings of this
research will often be inappropriate to the conditions in the developing country. If not
necessarily technically inappropriate, then socially inappropriate by failing to understand the
cultural context in which these technologies must operate (e.g. labour organisation, farmer
educational levels etc.) Yet sacrificing the research goal and adapting a purely practical
approach is also unacceptable, as it discounts the benefits of critical reflection and scientific
analysis of the developmental problems. | present here some detail on the academic pressures
involved, followed by an ethical case in favour of ‘development research’.

i. Academic Pressures

There are pressures on every academic researcher, regardless of their discipline, to produce work
which is novel and unique. Their work must provide new insight or research a previously
unexplored area or phenomenon in order to be classified as ‘new’ knowledge. Likewise, whilst
they may work in collaboration with others, there must be evidence of individual effort and
achievement. In producing this work, researchers are aware that their work will be judged
against established standards for their discipline. Thus in conducting any form of
interdisciplinary research, academics must confront several barriers. In stating this we should be
aware that such a situation is not abnormal or even unexpected. It is a challenging ambition to
conduct interdisciplinary development research in a country as problematic as Uzbekistan. For
example Sillitoe (2004), notes that:

“The problems of poverty are complex, and tackling them demands cooperation between specialists with
diverse backgrounds in both the natural and social sciences ... Yet facilitating such interdisciplinary work
... has proved difficult.” (pp. 6).

The difficulties come from a lack of shared understandings of what the problem is and how best
to address these problems. To confront this collaborative research projects need to allow
sufficient scope for individual research to express ‘the state of the art’ and to research
something new. The nature of interdisciplinary research often has a senior and junior partner,
whereby the senior partner establishes the research agenda and the junior partner contributes
to this aim, which does not allow much scope for advancing their discipline. Similar pressures
exist within disciplines, as different approaches are favoured and senior partners pursue their
research interests through junior partners (cf. Knorr-Cetina, 1999). In development research this
pressure is exacerbated, as the junior partner often has to ‘bridge’ between the local community
and foreign science, leaving them in a situation whereby they are looked down upon as ‘less



scientific’ because they are conducting ‘low’ science®. Equally the requirement for evidence of
individual contribution to science makes it difficult for researchers to operate in a development
context, as traditional rules on collaboration become blurred. When working between
disciplines, indeed between entire cultures, divergent expectations and differing norms on
academic collaboration strain the research process. Internal pressures within disciplines remain
and indeed can be exacerbated by the need to collaborate with other disciplines. This places
pressure on individual researchers, aware that they will be judged according to the standards of
their own discipline, with many retreating into their own ‘disciplinary seclusion’. That is
continuing to conduct research as they would were they in the home country, treating the
developing country more as an applied laboratory than as a practical challenge. From this
disciplinary seclusion the researcher can more safely conduct their own research, knowing that
their discipline will accept their work as conforming to the shared rules and norms of
understanding which are established. In cases where there are junior and senior (dominant)
disciplines, it is the dominant discipline which defines the research agenda and establishes what
is scientific. Thus the challenge in conducting development research is firstly an interdisciplinary
challenge, of managing the knowledge resources of a project in such a way as to harness the
potential of each discipline. These pressures overcome, it is then necessary to balance between
the requirements of each discipline and the developmental obligation to affect positive
outcomes through local collaboration. This requires flexibility and openness to learning by both
sides and in this regard there are perhaps benefits that come from working in an
interdisciplinary centre over traditional University departments. As development research
requires equilibrium between academic pressures and developmental need, yet it is a crucial
balance to strike.

ii. Ethical Case

Conducting research in developing countries raises a number of ethical questions, especially the
need to promote justice and beneficence and to prevent harm. The issue of not doing harm to
other cultures or peoples is well established, for instance Bourdieu argues convincingly that the
concept of ‘habitus’ when working in the field places a large ethical obligation on the researcher
not to do harm (Robbins, 2003: 12). This fiduciary ‘duty of care’ of the field researcher is moral
in nature, the responsibility for which rests primarily with the researcher themselves. The
principle of justice in this research implies that the benefits and burdens of the research should
distributed evenly, ensuring that disadvantaged groups gain from the research and are not
exploited by it (Antle and Regehr, 2003: 138). The concept of justice is inseparable from the
principle of beneficence, the injunction that research must be of potential benefit to the
participants. It is this beneficence that must be weighed against the potential for malfeasance
and harm, to determine whether research should be conducted (Orentlicher, 2002: 407). This
judgement cannot be made in aggregate, but must also consider the just distribution of the
costs and benefits, amongst at-risk groups and minorities. It must also recognise that different
people and cultures attribute different value to certain costs and benefits, and that it is wrong
to impose Western value systems in this regard (Wall & Overton, 2006). Aware of the challenges
of conducting development research, it is often easier to simply conduct research in a
developing country, leaving the ‘development’ aspect for ‘experts’ to implement at a later stage
yet justifying the research on the potential benefits if the findings are applied. | believe that
such an approach is ethically unjustifiable. If we accept the ethical principals of Justice and

® The exception is anthropology, which values this bridging skill, yet this discipline has traditionally frowned upon
‘impure’ anthropology which seeks to change (develop) the community which is studied. Here there is another,
although very different, challenge to interdisciplinary collaboration.
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Beneficence and the principal that academics need to ensure that the beneficiaries of their
research are, by and large, the subjects of their research — then simply leaving development for
the ‘experts’ at some indeterminable future date, is unacceptable. Of course this need for a
connection between the subjects and beneficiaries of research is somewhat more complex, as
often elites in developing countries play a role in arresting development. It would be wrong to
not study this group out of a fear of reinforcing their position, yet in practice this problem can
be surmounted by recognising that elites are not a vulnerable group as such and thus do not
necessarily need to benefit from research. This issue can also be resolved by funding decisions
by donors. Development research projects are funded both of the rationale of good science,
because of the perceived developmental needs in the field site, as well as pragmatic political
decisions and real politik. Were it not for these needs, be they poverty or ecological degradation,
then a ‘development research’ project could reasonably be placed in any country or region,
regardless of developmental need. In fact in the project proposals for the ZEF/UNESCO project
(Vlek et al., 2001, 2003) considerable discussion of the poverty levels and that these are used as
a justification for the project. Yet the main beneficiaries of development projects tend to be the
scientists, PhD students and ‘development research’ organisations that advance their own
careers and academic standing on the basis of the project. To a lesser extent local institutes
have their research capacity improved, yet this is no guarantee of development outcomes in
Uzbekistan where state sponsored research is largely detached from the problems of poverty. If
the research findings from the project do not lead to an appreciable improvement in the
livelihoods of vulnerable groups, whose very vulnerability was used as justification for the
research, then the ‘development research’ project could be accused of a cynical manipulation of
this vulnerability to gain donor funding. This is not to say that development researchers need to
take responsibility for all poor regions, rather, that when they use this poverty as a justification
for funding — then they must reasonably contribute to the alleviation of this poverty.
Development research projects take on a mantle of responsibility to the regions in which they
conduct research, especially if they use the extant poverty to gain funding. To not contribute to
the development of these communities, means that they are in fact not development research
organisations, but rather research projects that just so happen to conduct research in poor
countries.

3. Experiences from the field

The best word to describe life in rural Uzbekistan is poverty. In every sense of the word, be it the
poverty of opportunity and the poverty of optimism, or poverty in an economic sense of an
insecure food supply and the paucity of paid work. In a scientific and technical sense there is a
poverty of understanding and it is fair to say that Uzbekistan in general and especially rural
Khorezm is ‘knowledge poor’ and would certainly benefit from new science and technology to
promote development. This is not to say that there is no indigenous knowledge, on the contrary
the community possesses collective knowledge in a wide variety of areas and the specialised
knowledge of the Masters that | researched, illustrated what knowledge does exist. But much of
this knowledge ‘wealth’ is being lost in the post-Soviet period, with little evidence of new
knowledge filling the void. There are two external mechanisms through which indigenous
knowledge could be accessed and utilised as a tool for rural development, in the process
reducing the knowledge-poverty and socio-economic poverty of the community. These two
avenues are internal government action and external assistance. Internal government action has
been largely unsuccessful in the post-1991 period, with the state continuing to focus on
extending political control over agriculture rather than promoting development, and | hold no
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cause for optimism that this will improve in the foreseeable future. This sad conclusion leaves
quite an onus on the international community. | discuss here how local knowledge and
participation can be utilised to improve the effectiveness of foreign assistance projects in rural
Uzbekistan. Firstly, there is a general need to appreciate and access indigenous knowledge, as a
means to work towards the co-operative development of appropriate and accessible
technologies. Secondly, these must address locally articulated desires and indigenously defined
priorities for development. Thirdly, succession planning, whereby control over this process if
gradually transferred from the external agency towards local groups and individuals, is crucial if
the development process is to be sustained. None of this is unique; indeed it reflects well
established developmental thinking (Swanson et al, 1997; Chambers, 1984; Cohen & Uphoff,
1977). Rather | set out below how these three tenets of development can work at the local level
in rural Uzbekistan.

1. Appreciating and Accessing Local Knowledge

If local knowledge to be utilised for development it must appreciated and valued. This local
knowledge should then be tapped in a way that allows further local knowledge to develop.
What | set out here are some key principals for dealing with local knowledge, based upon my
reflections from a year in the field. These range from the need to accord dignity to local
knowledge holders, respecting local specialists, understanding how local knowledge is culturally
embedded and how accessing local knowledge requires a constant willingness to learn and
accept. | argue that it is only once local knowledge, and its limitations, have been appreciated
and accessed that a proper assessment of development needs can be made.

I Accord dignity to local knowledge holders

If a scientific researcher or development practitioner wishes to engage with the local knowledge
system, they must do so realising that it is they who are the outsiders. Coming from the outside,
from a very different epistemology of science and typically from a much wealthier homeland,
carries with it a different perception of what knowledge is and on the relative value of different
forms of knowledge. For instance a European expert on vegetable production has specific ideas
on how their ‘expert’ knowledge relates to lay knowledge, with an assumption that scientific
knowledge is superior knowledge”. Yet in a local context the concept of superior knowledge is a
dangerous one, as it often leads to scientists looking down on local knowledge practices as
outdated, outmoded and antiquated. | was certainly guilty of this from my early time in the field
and | have observed such opinions in my colleagues on numerous occasions. From the benefit of
my field experience, | learnt during the year the importance of affording dignity to local holders
of knowledge. | found that by respecting local knowledge, and by doing this, recognising local
knowledge holders as capable individuals worthy of respect — | was more able to access the
local knowledge which was so crucial for my thesis. Yet perhaps as important, once | had
established a position as an individual who was eager to learn (even if this sometimes meant
that | was perceived an ignorant, for being so unaware of seemingly universal knowledge) |
found myself in a situation whereby | could introduce new ideas and knowledge (for example
improved potato varieties) much more readily. By respecting local knowledge holders and
learning from them first, when | later introduced new ideas | was able to do introduce ideas
more appropriate to the local knowledge system. In the same way so should research activities

* This is not to diminish the need for experts, domestic and foreign. For a discussion of the role of experts in
advanced ‘knowledge societies’ see Evers & Menkoff, 2005.
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in the development research projects explicitly seek to access local knowledge and work with
local farmers at each stage of the research process. From the setting of the research agenda,
determining their own goals for development, through the research and experimentation stages.
Not only will the research be more relevant, but I argue it will be more effective, as it will be
able to tap the local knowledge of the stakeholders.

. Respect local specialists

‘Masters’, or local specialists are key to understanding local knowledge in Khorezm. These
masters are local individuals who are recognised within the community as holding superior,
specialised, knowledge on various aspects of rural life and their technical specialisation owes
much to their social role as experts. As discussed above it is crucial that these masters be
respected for their knowledge and | would recommend that their participation in any research
or development activity is essential. Doing this would empower these Masters to extend their
role as ‘knowledge brokers’. They already fulfil such a function advising others within the
community and acting as a central source of information, as well as a conduit for new
knowledge as it is passed down from the state. | would advise foreign projects working in rural
Uzbekistan to co-opt these masters, providing them with the training and skills required to
disseminate throughout the community. This needs to be more that a formulaic ‘training of
trainers’ approach. Rather masters, as local specialists, must be recognised and respected as
thought leaders within their communities. This entails involving them in the research process,
allowing them to form their own opinions on which technologies are appropriate and which are
not. Crucially, foreign projects must accept these opinions as valid and act upon them. All too
often the assumptions of scientific superiority are made by foreign projects, resulting in ill-
advised and undesired interventions in the rural community. In my time in Uzbekistan other
foreign projects, seeking to introduce new technologies for rural development, were certainly
guilty of this. Much better is to work with local masters and to allow them to continue and
expand their role as knowledge brokers. There is an inherent risk in this approach if the masters
selected are those who are seeking to extend their social position, especially if these masters are
part of the knowledge governing system, for example agronomists in the hakimyat (mayors
office) who play a crucial role in supporting the state procurement plan (Wall & Lamers, 2004). |
instead propose working with indigenous masters, who operate within the community, and are
not part of the external power structure. Identifying such masters is necessarily difficult, it
requires specific knowledge of community level social interaction, yet | see this is a necessary
precursor to any knowledge sharing activity. Thus a deeper involvement in rural communities,
working daily at the personal level, is necessary for development research projects if they wish
to begin extension activities in Uzbekistan. If such contacts do not exist before the ‘extension’
of technologies, then one must be very cynical how appropriate and well received these new
technologies will actually be.

ii. Understand how local knowledge is culturally embedded

Local knowledge does not exist in a vacuum. Rather the system by which local knowledge is
created, shared, stored and used, is determined by the cultural context in which it operates.
Certain aspects of Uzbek culture in Khorezm lead to certain social constructs — such as the
primacy of the master and the gendering of agricultural labour — yet many organisations fail to
account for the culture and society in which they seek to work. For instance a German NGO
working in Khorezm in 2005 invited a German national to lecture local farmers on livestock and
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dairy production. Leaving aside the egregiously inappropriate nature of much of the training
(which assumed access to a sterilisation plant) the training was organised during the cotton
picking period (the busiest weeks in the rural calendar) and perhaps worst of all — involved only
men. Without engaging in a down-stream study, one must be pessimistic about the chances of
women (those who feed and milk cows) gaining much from this training seminar. This is just
one example of the dangers of failing to recognise that local knowledge is culturally bound and
that any intervention into this system must be done in a manner, both cognisant and
sympathetic, to the culture. In the Khorezm case this needs (at a minimum) to recognise the
authority of agronomists (because of their function within the state), it must account for the
risk of political interference (especially in the case of cotton and wheat), it must be aware of the
important role that gender relations play in agricultural production and should have some
knowledge of the historical ‘development’ of Khorezm during the Soviet period. From a
development research perspective, the greatest challenge to understanding local knowledge in
its cultural context is the recognition that knowledge is culturally embedded. The top-down
approach which scorns ‘local’ knowledge as ‘unscientific’ is unhelpful. The first step is thus an
acceptance of the validity of local knowledge, followed by an effort to engage with local
knowledge on an equal basis. Assuming scientific superiority may well be justified from an
academic perspective, yet as a way of ensuring development outcomes, it will almost surely fail.

Iv. Maintaining a constant willingness to learn and accept

My final reflection on this point is that when dealing with local knowledge it is vital that one
remains constantly open to learn. The local knowledge of any community is a complex set of, at
times conflicting, ideas and concepts — these are seldom explicitly understood by the entire
community — rather local knowledge is constituted of all the parts of the community in which it
is based. One should not under-estimate the complexity or depth of local knowledge. From my
year of field research | found that for each discrete area of knowledge | researched, | found it
interlinked with every other area of rural knowledge. It is not possible to define local knowledge
into neat disciplinary areas and you just miss a great deal if you try. Thus it is insufficient to try
and catalogue local knowledge in a short period. Doing so is not interacting with the local
knowledge system, and the results of these surveys always seem to come up wanting. One
example from the ZEF/UNESCO project was a survey of local opinions on trees, which identified
some interesting findings, yet completely missed the issue of tree ownership — a crucial question
in a system of post-collective agriculture where private ownership is only now being
established. Yet my own investigations found that there is significant knowledge of tree
ownership in Khorezm, with each person owning certain trees in discrete areas, and planning
planting on the basis of anticipated future need. Yet this knowledge, will often be (and in this
case was) entirely missed in an attempt to catalogue local knowledge. To institutionalise this
‘learning’ approach to knowledge within a research project is not easy. It involves a culture shift
within the project, engineering a culture of learning and openness which may sometimes seem
inimical to ‘scientific’ research. This involves leadership, policy changes, staff training and most
crucially a shared vision of why learning is important and how this contributes to a clearly
articulated goal. Yet, if science and technology are to be used for development — then the local
knowledge of the community needs to be acknowledged and respected — and research
conducted in terms of joint learning rather than as an extension exercise, a process | explain
below.
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2. Working towards Appropriate and Accessible Technologies

Applying the four principals outlined above is very much in line with current development
studies thinking, moving away from the ‘Transfer of Technology’ approach. This was the
prevalent mode of extension used in the introduction of ‘Green Revolution’ technologies to the
developing world in the 1960s, and much of the 1970s. Here technology was transferred by way
of a “top heavy and top-down” approach of central governments (Swanson et al., 1997: 9),
either national governments in the North, or post-colonial ministries run “under the aegis of
their new administrators” in the South, funded by international donors (Swanson et al., 1997:
9). In either sense the assumptions made by the administrators was one of institutional
superiority. That extension workers and officials were development plenipotentiaries, in
possession of ‘superior’ knowledge, which (if properly applied) would solve the problems of
‘backward’ farming systems. An almost identical approach was adopted simultaneously, if
independently, in the Soviet Union. Elements of this approach still present themselves in
development thinking today; certainly the ZEF project proposals reflect this uni-linear approach
to technology development and transfer (Velk et al., 2003: 9-10). Likewise Institutes in
Uzbekistan still adhere to this view. What | would argue for from a science and technology for
development perspective, in line with contemporary development studies thinking, is a
partnership approach which reflects the different types of knowledge held by the local users and
foreign donors. For whilst external knowledge (science and technology) is ‘universal’ knowledge
and reflects Western scientific values, local knowledge is concerned at the immediate level and
is a reflection of the culture in which it is situated. In conducting research and working to
develop locally appropriate technologies, it is vital that both forms of knowledge are employed.
To do this effectively will require the values of dignity, respect, cultural awareness and openness
to learning. These values should be exhibited by both the local community as well as the foreign
projects; however, as outsiders it is important to foreign projects to accept this is foremost their
responsibility.

3. Succession Planning and Sustainability

In engaging in the development process with a rural community and in utilising the local
knowledge which it contains, it is necessary to be aware of the fact that development and
research projects all come to an end. The wider issue of sustainability in development is well
discussed in the literature. | would like to draw on the concept of sustainability to introduce the
importance to succession planning in conducting development research. Ensuring that at the
conclusion of the project that local actors are equipped and trained to such a level that they not
only continue using the new introduced technologies, but ideally that they are able to continue
the development of new technologies. Knowledge creation and the strengthening of local
knowledge capacity should not finish with the conclusion of a project. Rather it is the
responsibility of foreign projects to ensure that their local partners are able to continue
developing their scientific and technical base, after the termination of the project. The planning
required ensuring this must be part of the project from its inception, with constant and
conscientious efforts at local capacity building. The rebuttal normally given to this suggestion is
that certain technologies are not able to be used in the poor country. If this is so, then a case
should be made to exclude the technology altogether. If a new technology or piece of scientific
equipment is not able to be used locally (given extensive training, resources and support) then
the technology itself is probably inappropriate. |1 have certainly observed very expensive
equipment introduced into the field setting, sometimes this technology is well received and can
be localised into the knowledge system. Other technologies can evince reactions ranging from
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awe to repulsion to indifference. In these cases the project should not be afraid to disabuse
itself of this technology — whilst it may be interesting for the external researcher — if there is no
local interest then it will not be utilised in the long run. Evident from my research is the
importance of adapting technologies to fit the culture of Uzbekistan, taking into account the
history of forced technical adoption and the considerable issue of knowledge loss in the post-
Soviet context.

4. Conclusions

Science and technology have an important role to play in promoting development, but
the introduction of ‘external technologies’ or new knowledge must take account of the local
knowledge of the community. | have set out in this paper a conceptual framework in which we
can begin to better understand the idea of ‘development research’. | present this as a
combination of both ‘development’ in a specific sense of studying the process and of taking
deliberate actions for third world development. This development studies approach is then
combined with the idea of academic research, in the case of this paper ecological and economic
research in rural Uzbekistan, to analyse how ‘development research’ functions. What we find is
that the pressures of interdisciplinary research and academic strictures militate against working
with rural communities in the development of new technologies. Yet science must work with
local knowledge in devising new technologies for development in order to ensure that the
technologies devised are appropriate to the local situation. This participatory approach is not
only essential for achieving development outcomes from the research, but an ethical case is
constructed in this paper that argues it is essential. The paper then goes on to present a series
of reflections on my time in the field, working in a development research project in rural
Uzbekistan. | discuss my experiences in learning from local knowledge, outlining the principals
of affording dignity to local partners, respecting local knowledge and experts, understanding the
cultural context of knowledge and maintaining a constant willingness to learn. With these
principals it is then possible to work in a collaborative manner towards developing locally
appropriate and accessible technologies, in a sustainable manner. The experiences from rural
Uzbekistan are in this way applicable outside of post-Soviet Central Asia, and have application
in the field to development studies and development research. If science and technology are to
contribute to development, development research must involve local knowledge and indigenous
actors are partners in the development process.



16

5. Bibliography

Antle, B. J. and Regehr, C. (2003). Beyond Individual Rights and Freedoms: Metaethics in Social
Work Research. Social Work, 48, 135-145.

Arn, J. (2002). The Hydra of Development Studies. Journal of Contemporary Asia, 32, 171-190.
Baber, Z. (2001). Modernisation Theory and The Cold War. J. of Contemporary Asia, 31, 71-85.
Chambers, R. (1984). Rural Development: Putting The Last First. Longman. New York.

Cohen, J. M. and Uphoff, N. T. (1977). Rural evelopment Participation: concepts and measures
or project design, implementation and evaluation. Cornell University. Ithaca.

Evers, H. D. (2005). "Knowledge" and the Sociology of Science in Menkhoff, T., Evers, H. D. and
Chay, Y. W. (Eds), Governing and Managing Knowledge in Asia, World Scientific. London &
Singapore, pp. 61-70.

Evers, H. D. and Menkhoff, T. (2005). Expert Knowledge and the Role of Consultants in
Menkhoff, T., Evers, H. D. and Chay, Y. W. (Eds), Governing and Managing Knowledge in Asia,
World Scientific. London and Singapore, pp. 143-164.

Gerke, S. and Evers, H. D. (2005). Local and Global Knowledge: Social Science Research on South
East Asia in Menkhoff, T., Evers, H. D. and Chay, Y. W. (Eds), Governing and Managing Knowledge
in Asia, World Scientific. London & Singapore, pp. 79-90.

Knorr-Cetina, K. D. (1999). Epistemic Cultures: How the Sciences Make Knowledge. Harvard
University Press. Cambridge, Mass.

Kuhn, T. (1996). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (3rd Ed.). U. of Chicago Press. Chicago.

Orentlicher, D. (2002). Universality and its Limits: When Research Ethics Can Reflect Local
Circumstances. Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 30, 403-410.

Rathgeber, E. M. (1990). WID, WAD, GAD: Trends in research and practice. Journal of Developing
Areas, 24, 489-502.

Richards, P. (1985). Indigenous agricultural revolution: ecology and food production in West
Africa. Hutchinson Education. London.

Robbins, D. (2003). The Responsibility of the Ethnographer. Anthropology Today, 19, 11-12.

Sillitoe, P. (2004). Interdisciplinary experiences: working with indigenous knowledge in
development. Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, 29, 2-23.

Swanson, B., Bentz, R. and Sofranko, A. (1997). Improving Agricultural Extension: A Reference
Manual. Food and Agriculture Organisation. Rome.



17

Thomas, A. (2000). Development as Practice in a Liberal Capitalist World. Journal of
International Development, 12, 773-787.

Vlek, P., Martius, C., Wehrheim, P., Schoeller-Schletter, A. and Lamers, J. (2001). Economic
Restructuring of Land and Water Use in the Region Khorezm (Uzbekistan) -Project Proposal for
Phase One. ZEF. Bonn.

Vlek, P., Frohberg, K. and Debiel, T. (2003). Project Proposal - Phase Two: Field Research and
Development of a Restructuring Concept. ZEF. Bonn.

Wall, C. and Lamers, J. (2004). Farmer Priority Setting: Issues and Research Needs For Khorezm,
Uzbekistan. Central Asian Journal, 4, 5-25.

Wall, C. and Overton, J. (2006). Unethical Ethics? The challenges of conducting development
research in Uzbekistan. Development in Practice, 16, 62-67.



ZEF Working Paper Series, ISSN 1864-6638
Department of Political and Cultural Change

Center for Development Research, University of Bonn
Editors: H.-D. Evers, Solvay Gerke, Conrad Schetter

u b WN -

8a

10

11

12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25

26

27
28
29

30

31
32
33

34
35

36

37
38
39

40
41
42

Evers, Hans-Dieter and Solvay Gerke (2005). Closing the Digital Divide: Southeast Asia’s Path Towards a Knowledge Society.

Bhuiyan, Shajahan and Hans-Dieter Evers (2005). Social Capital and Sustainable Development: Theories and Concepts.

Schetter, Conrad (2005). Ethnicity and the Political Reconstruction of Afghanistan.

Kassahun, Samson (2005). Social Capital and Community Efficacy. In Poor Localities of Addis Ababa Ethiopia.

Fuest, Veronika (2005). Policies, Practices and Outcomes of Demand-oriented Community Water Supply in Ghana: The National
Community Water and Sanitation Programme 1994 — 2004.

Menkhoff, Thomas and Hans-Dieter Evers (2005). Strategic Groups in a Knowledge Society: Knowledge Elites as Drivers of
Biotechnology Development in Singapore.

Mollinga, Peter P. (2005). The Water Resources Policy Process in India: Centralisation, Polarisation and New Demands on Governance.
Evers, Hans-Dieter (2005). Wissen ist Macht: Experten als Strategische Gruppe.

Evers, Hans-Dieter and Solvay Gerke (2005). Knowledge is Power: Experts as Strategic Group.

Fuest, Veronika (2005). Partnerschaft, Patronage oder Paternalismus? Eine empirische Analyse der Praxis universitarer
Forschungskooperation mit Entwicklungslandern.

Laube, Wolfram (2005). Promise and Perils of Water Reform: Perspectives from Northern Ghana.

Mollinga, Peter P. (2004). Sleeping with the Enemy: Dichotomies and Polarisation in Indian Policy Debates on the Environmental and
Social Effects of Irrigation.

Wall, Caleb (2006). Knowledge for Development: Local and External Knowledge in Development Research.

Laube, Wolfram and Eva Youkhana (2006). Cultural, Socio-Economic and Political Con-straints for Virtual Water Trade: Perspectives
from the Volta Basin, West Africa.

Hornidge, Anna-Katharina (2006). Singapore: The Knowledge-Hub in the Straits of Malacca.

Evers, Hans-Dieter and Caleb Wall (2006). Knowledge Loss: Managing Local Knowledge in Rural Uzbekistan.

Youkhana, Eva, Lautze, J. and B. Barry (2006). Changing Interfaces in Volta Basin Water Management: Customary, National and
Transboundary.

Evers, Hans-Dieter and Solvay Gerke (2006). The Strategic Importance of the Straits of Malacca for World Trade and Regional
Development.

Hornidge, Anna-Katharina (2006). Defining Knowledge in Germany and Singapore: Do the Country-Specific Definitions of Knowledge
Converge?

Mollinga, Peter M. (2007). Water Policy — Water Politics: Social Engineering and Strategic Action in Water Sector Reform.

Evers, Hans-Dieter and Anna-Katharina Hornidge (2007). Knowledge Hubs Along the Straits of Malacca.

Sultana, Nayeem (2007). Trans-National Identities, Modes of Networking and Integration in a Multi-Cultural Society. A Study of
Migrant Bangladeshis in Peninsular Malaysia.

Yalcin, Resul and Peter M. Mollinga (2007). Institutional Transformation in Uzbekistan’s Agricultural and Water Resources
Administration: The Creation of a New Bureaucracy.

Menkhoff, T., Loh, P. H. M., Chua, S. B., Evers, H.-D. and Chay Yue Wah (2007). Riau Vegetables for Singapore Consumers: A
Collaborative Knowledge-Transfer Project Across the Straits of Malacca.

Evers, Hans-Dieter and Solvay Gerke (2007). Social and Cultural Dimensions of Market Expansion.

Obeng, G. Y., Evers, H.-D., Akuffo, F. O., Braimah, |. and A. Brew-Hammond (2007). Solar PV Rural Electrification and Energy-Poverty
Assessment in Ghana: A Principal Component Analysis.

Eguavoen, Irit; E. Youkhana (2008). Small Towns Face Big Challenge. The Management of Piped Systems after the Water Sector
Reform in Ghana.

Evers, Hans-Dieter (2008). Knowledge Hubs and Knowledge Clusters: Designing a Knowledge Architecture for Development
Ampomah, Ben Y., Adjei, B. and E. Youkhana (2008). The Transboundary Water Resources Management Regime of the Volta Basin.
Saravanan.V.S.; McDonald, Geoffrey T. and Peter P. Mollinga (2008). Critical Review of Integrated Water Resources Management:
Moving Beyond Polarised Discourse.

Laube, Wolfram; Awo, Martha and Benjamin Schraven (2008). Erratic Rains and Erratic Markets: Environmental change, economic
globalisation and the expansion of shallow groundwater irrigation in West Africa.

Mollinga, Peter P. (2008). For a Political Sociology of Water Resources Management.

Hauck, Jennifer; Youkhana, Eva (2008). Histories of water and fisheries management in Northern Ghana.

Mollinga, Peter P. (2008). The Rational Organisation of Dissent. Boundary concepts, boundary objects and boundary settings in the
interdisciplinary study of natural resources management.

Evers, Hans-Dieter; Gerke, Solvay (2009). Strategic Group Analysis.

Evers, Hans-Dieter; Benedikter, Simon (2009). Strategic Group Formation in the Mekong Delta - The Development of a Modern
Hydraulic Society.

Obeng, George Yaw; Evers, Hans-Dieter (2009). Solar PV Rural Electrification and Energy-Poverty: A Review and Conceptual
Framework With Reference to Ghana.

Scholtes, Fabian (2009). Analysing and explaining power in a capability perspective.

Eguavoen, Irit (2009). The Acquisition of Water Storage Facilities in the Abay River Basin, Ethiopia.

Hornidge, Anna-Katharina; Mehmood Ul Hassan; Mollinga, Peter P. (2009). ‘Follow the Innovation’ — A joint experimentation and
learning approach to transdisciplinary innovation research.

Scholtes, Fabian (2009). How does moral knowledge matter in development practice, and how can it be researched?

Laube, Wolfram (2009). Creative Bureaucracy: Balancing power in irrigation administration in northern Ghana.

Laube, Wolfram (2009). Changing the Course of History? Implementing water reforms in Ghana and South Africa.



43

44
45

46
47

48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

57
58

59
60
61
62
63

64
65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

Scholtes, Fabian (2009). Status quo and prospects of smallholders in the Brazilian sugarcane and ethanol sector: Lessons for
development and poverty reduction.

Evers, Hans-Dieter, Genschick, Sven, Schraven, Benjamin (2009). Constructing Epistemic Landscapes: Methods of GIS-Based Mapping.
Saravanan V.S. (2009). Integration of Policies in Framing Water Management Problem: Analysing Policy Processes using a Bayesian
Network.

Saravanan V.S. (2009). Dancing to the Tune of Democracy: Agents Negotiating Power to Decentralise Water Management.

Huu, Pham Cong, Rhlers, Eckart, Saravanan, V. Subramanian (2009). Dyke System Planing: Theory and Practice in Can Tho City,
Vietnam.

Evers, Hans-Dieter, Bauer, Tatjana (2009). Emerging Epistemic Landscapes: Knowledge Clusters in Ho Chi Minh City and the Mekong
Delta.

Reis, Nadine; Mollinga, Peter P. (2009). Microcredit for Rural Water Supply and Sanitation in the Mekong Delta. Policy
implementation between the needs for clean water and ‘beautiful latrines’.

Gerke, Solvay; Ehlert, Judith (2009). Local Knowledge as Strategic Resource: Fishery in the Seasonal Floodplains of the Mekong Delta,
Vietnam

Schraven, Benjamin; Eguavoen, Irit; Manske, Glnther (2009). Doctoral degrees for capacity development: Results from a survey
among African BiGS-DR alumni.

Nguyen, Loan (2010). Legal Framework of the Water Sector in Vietnam.

Nguyen, Loan (2010). Problems of Law Enforcement in Vietnam. The Case of Wastewater Management in Can Tho City.

Oberkircher, Lisa et al. (2010). Rethinking Water Management in Khorezm, Uzbekistan. Concepts and Recommendations.

Waibel, Gabi (2010). State Management in Transition: Understanding Water Resources Management in Vietnam.

Saravanan V.S., Mollinga, Peter P. (2010). Water Pollution and Human Health. Transdisciplinary Research on Risk Governance in a
Complex Society.

Vormoor, Klaus (2010). Water Engineering, Agricultural Development and Socio-Economic Trends in the Mekong Delta, Vietnam.
Hornidge, Anna-Katharina, Kurfiirst, Sandra (2010). Envisioning the Future, Conceptualising Public Space. Hanoi and Singapore
Negotiating Spaces for Negotiation.

Mollinga, Peter P. (2010). Transdisciplinary Method for Water Pollution and Human Health Research.

Youkhana, Eva (2010). Gender and the development of handicraft production in rural Yucatan/Mexico.

Naz, Farhat, Saravanan V. Subramanian (2010). Water Management across Space and Time in India.

Evers, Hans-Dieter, Nordin, Ramli, Nienkemoer, Pamela (2010). Knowledge Cluster Formation in Peninsular Malaysia: The Emergence
of an Epistemic Landscape.

Mehmood Ul Hassan, Hornidge, Anna-Katharina (2010). ‘Follow the Innovation’ — The second year of a joint experimentation and
learning approach to transdisciplinary research in Uzbekistan.

Mollinga, Peter P. (2010). Boundary concepts for interdisciplinary analysis of irrigation water management in South Asia.
Noelle-Karimi, Christine (2006). Village Institutions in the Perception of National and International Actors in Afghanistan.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 1)

Kuzmits, Bernd (2006). Cross-bordering Water Management in Central Asia.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 2)

Schetter, Conrad, Glassner, Rainer, Karokhail, Masood (2006). Understanding Local Violence. Security Arrangements in Kandahar,
Kunduz and Paktia.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 3)

Shah, Usman (2007). Livelihoods in the Asqalan and Sufi-Qarayateem Canal Irrigation Systems in the Kunduz River Basin.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 4)

ter Steege, Bernie (2007). Infrastructure and Water Distribution in the Asqalan and Sufi-Qarayateem Canal Irrigation Systems in the
Kunduz River Basin.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 5)

Mielke, Katja (2007). On The Concept of ‘Village’ in Northeastern Afghanistan. Explorations from Kunduz Province.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 6)

Mielke, Katja, Glassner, Rainer, Schetter, Conrad, Yarash, Nasratullah (2007). Local Governance in Warsaj and Farkhar Districts.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 7)

Meininghaus, Esther (2007). Legal Pluralism in Afghanistan.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 8)

Yarash, Nasratullah, Smith, Paul, Mielke, Katja (2010). The fuel economy of mountain villages in Ishkamish and Burka (Northeast
Afghanistan). Rural subsistence and urban marketing patterns.

(Amu Darya Project Working Paper No. 9)

Oberkircher, Lisa (2011). ‘Stay — We Will Serve You Plov!'. Puzzles and pitfalls of water research in rural Uzbekistan.

Shtaltovna, Anastasiya, Hornidge, Anna-Katharina, Mollinga, Peter P. (2011). The Reinvention of Agricultural Service Organisations in
Uzbekistan —a Machine-Tractor Park in the Khorezm Region.

Stellmacher, Till, Grote, Ulrike (2011). Forest Coffee Certification in Ethiopia: Economic Boon or Ecological Bane?

http://www.zef.de/workingpapers.html



ZEF Development Studies
edited by Solvay Gerke and Hans-Dieter Evers

Center for Development Research (ZEF),
University of Bonn

Shahjahan H. Bhuiyan

Benefits of Social Capital. Urban Solid Waste
Management in Bangladesh

Vol. 1, 2005, 288 p., 19.90 EUR, br. ISBN 3-8258-
8382-5

Veronika Fuest

Demand-oriented Community Water Supply in
Ghana. Policies, Practices and Outcomes

Vol. 2, 2006, 160 p., 19.90 EUR, br. ISBN 3-8258-
9669-2

Anna-Katharina Hornidge

Knowledge Society. Vision and Social Construction
of Reality in Germany and Singapore

Vol. 3, 2007, 200 p., 19.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-0701-6

Wolfram Laube

Changing Natural Resource Regimes in Northern
Ghana. Actors, Structures and Institutions

Vol. 4, 2007, 392 p., 34.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-0641-5

Lirong Liu

Wirtschaftliche Freiheit und Wachstum. Eine
international vergleichende Studie

Vol. 5, 2007, 200 p., 19.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-0701-6

Phuc Xuan To

Forest Property in the Vietnamese Uplands. An
Ethnography of Forest Relations in Three Dao
Villages

Vol. 6, 2007, 296 p., 29.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-0773-3

Caleb R.L. Wall, Peter P. Mollinga (Eds.)
Fieldwork in Difficult Environments. Methodology
as Boundary Work in Development Research

Vol. 7, 2008, 192 p., 19.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-1383-3

Solvay Gerke, Hans-Dieter Evers, Anna-K. Hornidge
(Eds.)

The Straits of Malacca. Knowledge and Diversity
Vol. 8, 2008, 240 p., 29.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-1383-3

Caleb Wall

Argorods of Western Uzbekistan. Knowledge
Control and Agriculture in Khorezm

Vol. 9, 2008, 384 p., 29.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-1426-7

Irit Eguavoen

The Political Ecology of Household Water in
Northern Ghana

Vol. 10, 2008, 328 p., 34.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-1613-1

Charlotte van der Schaaf

Institutional Change and Irrigation Management in
Burkina Faso. Flowing Structures and Concrete
Struggles

Vol. 11, 2009, 344 p., 34.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-1624-7

Nayeem Sultana

The Bangladeshi Diaspora in Peninsular Malaysia.
Organizational Structure, Survival Strategies and
Networks

Vol. 12, 2009, 368 p., 34.90 EUR, br. ISBN 978-3-
8258-1629-2

Peter P. Mollinga, Anjali Bhat, Saravanan V.S. (Eds.)
When Policy Meets Reality. Political Dynamics and
the Practice of Integration in Water Resources
Management Reform

Vol. 13, 216 p., 29.90 EUR, br., ISBN 978-3-643-
10672-8

Irit Eguavoen, Wolfram Laube (Eds.)

Negotiating Local Governance. Natural Resources
Management at the Interface of Communities and
the State

Vol. 14, 248 p., 29.90 EUR, br., ISBN 978-3-643-
10673-5

William Tsuma

Gold Mining in Ghana. Actors, Alliances and Power
Vol. 15, 2010, 256 p., 29.90 EUR, br., ISBN 978-3-
643-10811-1

Thim Ly

Planning the Lower Mekong Basin: Social
Intervention in the Se San River

Vol. 16, 2010, 240 p., 29.90 EUR, br., ISBN 978-3-
643-10834-0

http://www.lit-verlag.de/reihe/zef



	WP12_Wall
	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Conceptual Framework
	3. Experiences from the field
	4. Conclusions
	5. Bibliography

	xWP Eigenwerbung zum Anhängen
	WP Liste zum Anhängen
	Anzeige ZEF Development Studies 1-16


