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We are at a cross roads in our thinking about development. The instruments that we have
traditionally used to achieve an evolving set of policy objectives and sustainable development
outcomes are no longer adequate. Old certainties and established methods are being
questioned. A reflexive awareness is changing the ways in which we view the development
task. Ideas about progress are changing, as achievements are questioned. Debates between
those who favour growth and those who favour equity divide the development community.
The mono-cultural, neo-liberal development model is challenged by movements of cultural
and economic resistance. New forms of engagement are being explored. Most aid agencies
are struggling to establish different sorts of relationships with their southern and eastern
‘partners’. Organisations of civic society are encouraged to challenge established
arrangements. Government agencies are encouraged to move from being the deliverers of
goods and services, to being facilitators; the midwives of an emergent society focused on
including and empowering the poor. This shift from the delivery of outputs to the achievement
of outcomes implies a fundamental shift in the ways in which we view and evaluate
‘development interventions’.

We need a thorough evaluation of the strategies, approaches and methods that we have
adopted in the past. The traditional, externally conceived and imposed development model
does not help when we wish to understand how participation, social capital, partnerships,
empowerment, local ownership, capacity or human rights are engendered. Indeed, if we
genuinely wish to build civic-driven development1, we need to seriously address what it is and
what we can do.

We need to question some of the presumptions that underpin the often positivist and
instrumentalist perspectives that have monopolised explanations and policy discussions.
Development thinking is still dominated by presumptions that ‘they have problems that we can
fix’. Positivism and Instrumentalism inform a linear approach to problem solving. This is
enshrined in such things as ‘the project cycle’ and ‘the logical framework’.2 The aim is to
achieve consensus about direction and progress through rationalist discourse on the basis of
evidence from experts.

There is a continued concern with the inadequacy of this instrumental and mechanistic view
of the world. Despite the rhetoric of participation and the emphasis on empowerment and
institutional and capacity development, most donor activities are still driven by presumptions
about the timely and more cost effective delivery of goods and services. Development
discourse is still (and arguably increasingly) dominated by notions of efficiency, calculability,
predictability and control. The assumptions that we need more and better targeted aid still
inform the practice of a large majority of development professionals.

We need to examine the premises that underpin the old ways of seeing – the ‘world views’
that still inform much development thinking. One way of doing this is by focusing on ‘rights-
based’ approaches to development, as opposed to ’needs-based’ approaches. This is not to
suggest that we pursue one or the other, but rather that we see the latter as encompassed by
the former – as we recognise the need to tackle the root causes, rather than just the
symptoms of poverty.3 The shift in focus is much more than just a shift from the delivery of
goods and services to the development of collaborative and supportive partnerships. It marks
the beginnings of a fundamental realignment of actors and resources. It points to the re-
establishment of the ‘social’, following an era dominated by the ‘individual’; the re-
establishment of economic, social and cultural rights after the legalistic pre-occupation with
(first generation?) civil and political rights. It raises questions about ‘hard’ versus ‘soft’ law,
about the place of customary law, about the enforceability of codes of conduct and the
establishment and maintenance of minimum standards and their replication.

Culture

In tackling these issues and re-establishing the space for social development it is essential to
put the study of ‘Culture’ at the very heart of our enquiry. Culture is not just another variable to
be taken into account, not an extra to be added to an already complicated agenda. Culture is
at the heart of all development models and all development models are cultural, whether they
emanate from Brussels, Washington, Dushanbe, Dhaka or Beijing.
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Focusing on culture opens up the debate about values and, within that debate, about
evaluation, the negotiation of value and calculability. It raises some of the dilemmas
surrounding universal rights and relative values enshrined in different cultural traditions. It
raises questions about the interpretations of culture in a world where no culture can be
deemed `traditional' and where the very notion of culture associated with ethnic identity is
subject to rapid evolution and often violent contests. Indeed contested cultural interpretations
occupy the major interfaces between different understanding of the pathways to development.
Focusing on culture also raises questions about the explicit or implicit value judgements and
cultural biases that are often inherent in supposedly `neutral', `objective', and `value free'
approaches and methodologies.

Culture has traditionally been defined in terms of the past ± traditions, heritage, customs and
habits. As such it has often been perceived as an obstacle to development. Development is
about the future ± about plans, targets, goals, and hopes. Anthropology has traditionally been
concerned with the preservation of this past heritage. Economics, by contrast, has been
concerned with the future.4 It comes as no surprise to learn that it was Anthropologists who
opposed the ratification of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights some 50 years ago,
steeped as many were then in cultural relativist thinking. The pursuit of civil and political rights
appeared to supercede and override the rights to separate identities enshrined in `traditional
cultures'.

Closing do wn or opening up .

The tensions between anthropology and economics arising from these different orientations is
still being played out in debates, for example, about the rights of indigenous peoples. It is also
manifest at a wider level in terms of the struggle over definitions about what is indigenous 5,
and over the authority of customary law and customary rights. Current practice focuses on
`closing down' and narrowly circumscribing the definitions of particular indigenous people,
rather than recognising that the establishment of differences is part of the development of
relationships, however antagonistic these may turn out to be. A recognition of the importance
of difference and of the value of dissensus gives us space to examine the processes of
evolution of relationships and positions. Closing down, on the other hand, implies tighter and
narrower definitions and more comprehensive mapping and surveying of activities and
relationships ± the imposition of a particular perception of the world surrounding, for example,
the expansion of private property rights, or the collectivisation of agriculture during the Soviet
era. The implications of this are explored more thoroughly in the work of James Scott, for
example.6 At an even more general level it is still reflected in the struggles between social
development and economic development, and between the role of the state, the role of civil
society, and the role of the market. On the one hand there are attempts to understand, that
result in greater control and predictability, on the other there are attempts to understand that
aim to liberate and to celebrate diversity and ambiguity.

Appadurai provides us with three building blocks or principles with which to approach the
incorporation of a cultural perspective more centrally. First, recognise that cultural coherence
is not a matter of individual items, but of their relationships (`north' is only understandable in
terms of `south', `indigenous' is only understandable in relationship to `exogenous'); elements
make sense only in terms of their relationships 7. Second, recognise that dissensus is an
integral part of culture. Third, recognise that the boundaries of cultural systems are very leaky
and that mutations take place; cultures are heterogeneous, diverse and plural. These three
building blocks are analogous to those that support an organic world-view outlined by Capra,
who identifies social organisations as living organisms.

In an attempt to bring the future into a study of culture, Appadurai introduces the concept of
`aspiration'. This includes an analysis of how `collective horizons' are shaped and how
peoples' aspirations are translated into wants, preference, choices and calculations. How they
relate to others in their pursuit of sustainable livelihood strategies. Cultivating this capacity to
aspire among the poor is at the heart of any strategy to empower. The pursuit of a rights
based approach to development focuses on these aspirations. Rights are then claims on the
future, the foundations on which the struggles for dignity, equity and justice can be built.
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Context

Another central element in the struggle to give meaning, is `Context'. Context opens up the
debate about the use of indigenous concepts and institutions, and the construction of local
solutions. It provides an opportunity to argue for the central importance of historical and thus
contextual understanding. The demise of the Soviet Union may have ultimately discredited a
particular brand of socialism associated with a particular type of regime, but it did not end the
struggle between the individual and the communal or collective that has been such a feature
of development debates over the past century.

The `context' of the changing nature of the nation state, the significance of processes of
globalisation, the roles of individuals and collectivities, the negotiations between different
groups, provide the arenas in which new relationships are cultivated, new partnerships are
built, new cultures are created and new enemies identified. A rights based approach, together
with the increased attention given to the environment, and the empowerment of the poor
allows us to begin to focus again more clearly on particular groups within society. Some of
this is, of course, not new; concerns with child rights, gender imbalances, and indigenous
peoples, for example, have already received significant attention, and arguably, provide the
bases on which wider struggles for equity and justice are now based. Some of it dates back to
the great ideological divides that separated capitalism from socialism. But it does allow us to
see a little more clearly beyond the public and formal faces of communities usually presented
to us by elites and agents of the formal institutions of government with whom we most
commonly interface. It allows us to bring politics back into the debate with the re-affirmation
that there is no neutral ground. It also allows us to re-visit the concerns that underpinned
thinking about and the growth of social development and emerging concerns with the
environment perhaps three or four decades ago.

A focus on context also raises questions about replicability and the `scaling up' and transfer of
approaches and methodologies from one place to another. It raises fundamental questions
about the nature and types of engagement and the time periods and horizons associated with
that engagement. As we begin to understand the implications of a `network society'8 in an era
of global communications, `virtual' communities become central to building capacity,
developing organisations and exchanging knowledge. As we try to internalise the processes
associated with `putting the last first', the importance of building `learning organisations' and
constructing innovative alliances, we recognise the need for long term engagements with
partners we can trust.

We are slowly cultivating a more reflexive awareness of our roles as development
professionals, in the processes of `globalisation' as they unfold in local contexts. This means
deploying more inductive rather than deductive and reductive reasoning and moving beyond
the mechanistic paradigm that emerged with the works of Descartes and Newton and that has
underpinned and defined our thinking since the seventeenth century. It means questioning the
`McDonald-isation' of the world9, based on Taylorian principles of scientific management. This
is one of the main obstacles to organisational change.10 We are only now beginning to
appreciate the complexities of the different realities with which we choose to engage and of
the multiple networks that we construct and in which we are embedded.

We need to recognise that the mechanistic paradigm is only one, albeit powerful, way of
seeing the world. It is a metaphor of how we perceive order.11 In the industrial machine age it
underpinned our concerns with achieving efficiency, calculability, predictability and control. It

“..culture is a dialogue between aspirations and sedimented traditions. And in our commendable zeal for
the latter at the cost of the former, we have allowed an unnecessary, harmful and artificial opposition to
emerge between culture and development. By bringing the future back in, by looking at aspirations as
cultural capabilities, we are surely in a better position to understand how people actually navigate their
social spaces. And, in terms of the relationship between democracy and development, this approach
gives us a principled reason to build the capacity to aspire in those who have the most to lose from its
underdevelopment ± the poor themselves.”

Appadurai. (Draft) July 2001, p.19
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supported the pursuit of increased productivity and our notions of economic growth. It
underpinned the development of scientific disciplines and was the cornerstone of economic
thought. It was also responsible for severe social and political disruptions associated, first with
the enclosure movement, then with the growth of the factory, mechanisation and attendant
social and economic inequalities.

But there are other metaphors that inform our ways of thinking and seeing and thus of acting
on the world. In the literature on management they are elegantly elaborates by Gareth
Morgan. In wider cultural terms of course these metaphors inform the world views of all social
groups. They form the building blocks on which anthropologists have built their discipline and
the world views that inform that evolving discipline.

One powerful metaphor that has gained increasing credence over the past twenty five years
or so is that of social organisations as complex living organisms constantly evolving and
changing. This has its roots in increasing concerns with ecology and with the natural
environment, and with the place of human societies within it.  It places greater value on
relationships between `things' than on the `things' themselves. Capra argues that
“understanding human organisations as living systems is one of the critical challenges of our
time.” (op. cit. p.100). He understands social organisations as having a dual nature. They are
designed for particular purposes and at the same time they are composed of groups of people
who build relationships and interact. In other words there are the formal designed structures
and informal networks that resist design. We often only see the designed structures. Unless
we gain deeper understandings we miss the informal networks and relationships where the
`living' takes place. As Capra puts it  “the designed structure always intersects with the
organisation's living individuals and communities, for whom change cannot be designed” (p.
99). For Capra it is the relationships and interactions within and between people in
organisations where life and the spirit of community lies. Such `networking' has changed the
ways in which we build coalitions and leverage influence.

It is through these networks that knowledge and information, the life-blood of organisations,
flow. Etienne Wenger12, an organisational theorist, writing about `learning as a social system',
(and focused on management within organisations), stresses the key importance of
knowledge. Traditionally we have seen knowledge as something to be captured and put into
libraries or knowledge banks. And yet we have little knowledge about how to create and
leverage it in practice. Databases and libraries remain lifeless until they are used by
individuals, groups and networks in the pursuit of goals and objectives. The transfer of
knowledge does not guarantee its effective use. Knowledge is not the asset or the capital,
people are. Measuring the effectiveness of training programmes for example has proved
notoriously difficult using traditional tools and techniques. How do we know when capacity
has been developed?

Perhaps we are asking the wrong questions? Perhaps we should be focusing on the
dynamics that connect these groups and networks, the relationships that give meaning to the
elements connected, and the conditions that are needed to facilitate their development?
Rather than seeing knowledge as made up of discrete elements, or bits of information,
packaged and codified in particular ways, we should be reading between the lines of their

Box 1

We often think of communities as geographically distinct ± villages, hamlets, neighbourhoods. We rarely
examine the inter-locking ‘communities of practice’ contained within those villages. Many geographical
communities, like business organisations, are established for particular purposes by outsiders, and bring
together groups from different places with different backgrounds and different interests. Many of the newer
settlements in Central Asia, for example involved the involuntary settlement and resettlement of nomads
and people from different regions to work on newly opened-up irrigated land. They often spoke different
languages and held different interests. With the demise of the former Soviet Union, the need to retain the
formal production structure changed. The result in Tajikistan was Civil War. Attempts to focus on
community-driven development that is based on geography and the assumptions of common interest will
only reproduce the inequitable and exploitative social hierarchies that were prevalent in the Soviet era, and
on which many irrigation systems are ultimately based.
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production and examining the culturally informed and informal dynamics of its production and
its application in particular contexts.

Wenger's concept of `communities of practice' provides one way of approaching this subject.
He defines communities of practice as 'groups of people who share a concern, a set of
problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this
area by interacting on an ongoing basis' (Wenger et al. 2002 p.4). These communities of
practice have three characteristics, a) mutual engagement in a joint enterprise, b) a shared
repertoire of knowledge and routines, and c) tacit rules of conduct. (Wenger 1998 p.72ff).
Capra maintains that an `organisation's aliveness resides in its communities of practice.'
(Capra op. cit. p.109). Focusing on communities of practice allows us to look at the ways in
which these informal networks and associations interact with the formal structures within and
between which they operate.

Focusing on communities of practice provides a tool for getting beyond the formal structures
that define relationships between people, that codify rules and regulations and more
importantly articulate power relations. It opens up the informal networks for analysis and
support ± the tacit knowledge that is created and resides in organisations and is often hidden
and unspoken. This has been variously described as social capital, a commodity like any
other form of capital, or as `trust' which by its very nature cannot be reduced to a commodity,
and whose essence lies in its `between-ness'.

A word of caution at this point however is necessary. These informal networks are the
repositories of cultures of resistance as well as the well springs of creativity. They may also
reinforce existing inequalities through the preservation of networks of privilege and
`underground' or `illegal' forms of association.13 If the objective of management is perceived
as capturing, co-opting and controlling them, as it is presumably with illicit associations and
those that work against management prescriptions, then strategies of resistance are likely to
be forthcoming.14 These strategies of resistance may emerge within organisations, with
strikes, go-slows, theft or deliberate subversion. They may emerge within social groups
through deliberate strategies to undermine or circumvent formal systems of control by
withholding information, non-collaboration or deliberate sabotage.

If, on the other hand, the role of management is seen as empowering and including these
communities of practice, there is a recognition that `the most effective way to enhance an
organisation's potential for creativity and learning, to keep it vibrant and alive, is to support
and strengthen its communities of practice' Capra op. cit. p.111). These are often found at the
peripheries or on the borders of organisations. Strategies for building `partnerships' will need
to tread a fine line between temptations to co-opt and impose and efforts to liberate and
expose. The evolving lives of these communities of practice will necessarily involve a struggle
between these two opposing interests ± the need for structure and order and the need for
change and evolution. If we recognize Appadurai's second building block ± that cultures are
characterised by dissensus as well as consensus, then organizations, whether they are water
user groups or private sector production companies, will always contain (contradictory)
tendencies for both opening up and closing down, in terms of whether they are struggling to
maintain order or struggling to break free from constraints. For the development practitioner
the critical question will be, with which forces she will ally herself. The answer to that question
will necessarily involve moral and ethic choices and cannot be answered solely by recourse to
an instrumentalist prescription about the delivery of goods and services.

Box 2 – Develop ing Water Users’ Associations

During the soviet period many systems for water use were installed in villages in Central Asia. These are
now falling into disrepair and need upgrading. Users treat water as a free good and as a commodity
supplied by the state. New projects, financed by external donors, to rehabilitate old systems are often
predicated on building local ownership and on encouraging people to pay for upkeep and maintenance.
The old thinking assumes that the State will continue to provide, and political capital is gained by
promises of provision. New donors, however, insist on building community driven and pro-poor strategies
that challenge the established order. To what extent is it possible to challenge the existing order by
insisting on reforms, and defying established arrangements and institutions?
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Dealing with change then means recognising that solutions are emergent within particular
cultural contexts in terms of the interactions between formal institutions and communities of
practice. Culture and Context emerge as the most important explanatory variables in any
examination of the tensions between the formal institutions that regulate the distribution of
power, and the informal communities of practice seeking to build sustainable livelihood
strategies. The use of the term sustainable livelihood strategies here is deliberate. Members
of communities of practice, who control the distribution of resources associated with the flow
of development funds, through patronage networks, or other corrupt means, are also engaged
in building what they might regard as sustainable livelihoods.

The tensions between formal institutions and the rules and regulations embodied in them, and
the informal communities of practice, emerge in issues surrounding measurement and
performance. One particular aspect of this tension is manifest in the debates surrounding
quantitative and qualitative measurements and the relative merits surrounding their use.15

Another particular aspect of the tension is between the search for meaningful results, through
results based management practices, and quality assurance measures, on the one hand, and
the freedom to experiment and involve stakeholders in processes with often unpredictable
outcomes. I would argue that much of the debate revolves around trying to compare apples
with oranges. More than that, perhaps, we are trying to use a mechanistic metaphor to
explore what can only fruitfully be explored using a totally different metaphor, that of a living
system. Switching between metaphors, or `ways of seeing' and `ways of thinking', requires
rather different questions to be posed and fundamentally different perceptions about
measurement to be introduced. As Johnson, who started his career as an accountant, has
argued, ªThe practice of measurement leads, over time, to reductionist thinking and then to
mechanistic activity ± which does an incredible job of destroying nature and the natural
sensibility.º 16

We cannot `measure' empowerment, sustainability, inclusion, capacity development, the
achievements of rights based approaches, or even social capital, if we cling to the mechanical
model. While traditional forms of analysis can be extended to these new sets of problems,
they are unlikely to provide us with anything more than activity-based measures.

This is not about seeing qualitative and quantitative methods as though they were two ends of
a spectrum and assuming that richer explanations will emerge from a judicious mix between
the two. Those assumptions are essentially based on an unreflexive and linear form of
enquiry.

We structure reality by the ways in which we view it and the metaphors that we deploy to
understand it. As Morgan points out, each metaphor is partial and hides some aspects; in
fore-grounding some forms of interpretation it backgrounds others. Arguably the mechanical
metaphor has run its course and the organic metaphor is gaining in ascendancy. We need to
recognise that  meanings are negotiated and that our actions are implicitly if not explicitly
informed by particular and often competing world views. These emanate from particular
cultural contexts. Both the mechanistic and the organic metaphors are creations of the west.
Their recognition and interpretation by or applicability to other parts of the world will be
integral to the negotiation of meaning in the pursuit of progress. The organic metaphor,
however, seems to permit an easier incorporation of diversity, inter-connectedness and
justice in our relationships with others and with the natural environment17

Box 3

ªwhen measurement becomes a tool for fragmenting our understanding, and assessing one process, or
one person, as better than another on some objective scale, then it is inherently unnatural. Accountants
and economists regularly operate in this unnatural manner, and when it fails to predict the world's
behavior accurately, they refine and redefine the mathematics in their models. But to paraphrase
Bateson, describing the world through any mechanistic set of measurements is like partaking of a meal
by eating the menu.º

H.T. Johnson, in  Senge et al., 1999, p.297
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The shift from projects to programmes, and from aid donors to `partners' in development is
one dimension of this change in world view. The traditional focus on projects is being
replaced by a more holistic and comprehensive focus on programmes and on processes. We
recognise that we cannot treat even large scale physical engineering projects as merely
engineering projects. The construction of dams, for example,  is intimately bound up with the
visions of development that people espouse and the dynamics of relationships, interpretations
and alliances that people are able to construct. The sites of proposed dams are sites for
contested views of modernity and exist in particular cultural contexts that need to be
unpacked and situated.

A concomitant shift towards a more organic way of seeing is also to be found in the current
emphasis on outcomes rather than outputs and manifests itself in the struggle to build
frameworks that support integration (Comprehensive Development Frameworks) and
approaches that are  pro-poor (Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers); `joined-up' strategies that
recognise the inter-connected nature of organisations and institutions. But, judging by the
often negative reactions to the development of these frameworks and papers, and the rather
mechanistic ways in which they have been implemented so far, they are still mired in the bog
of instrumentalism. The emphasis still appears to be on `capturing' knowledge and
`controlling' processes; on replicating and scaling up in order to produce a replicable
uniformity that can be abstracted and simplified.

The organic metaphor highlights the dual nature of organisations, and allows us to
differentiate between the formal structures that can be designed and which are characterised
by institutional rules and procedures, and the informal `communities of practice' in which the
life of organisations is to be found. It points us towards the dynamic tension that always
characterises the interface between them. Because of the hegemony of the mechanistic
model we have paid little attention to the informal and the implicit, in mainstream development
thinking.

Communities of practice are to be found within development agencies as well as within
government agencies, civil society organisations and local communities, but they have all
been backgrounded by our restricted thinking about development practice. These
communities of practice are informed by the cultural contexts in which they are embedded,
and meanings are established and negotiated in those contexts. While certain sorts of
communities of practice have been the objects of the anthropological gaze since the birth of
the discipline, it is only comparatively recently that anthropologists have shifted their gaze
`upwards' to analyse organisational cultures in the west. In this they have been competing
with management and organisational theorists who have arguably had a much greater
impact.18 A common focus on culture, both by anthropologists and organisational theorists
makes it possible to align interests and perspectives in the pursuit of more effective strategies
for engagement in the name of development.

Perhaps it is more helpful to see this dynamic tension as that between different worldviews
and in the struggles between those who hold an `organic' view of the world and those who
retain a `mechanistic' perspective. As discussed earlier, instrumentalists and essentialists are
intent on enhancing predictability, efficiency, calculability, and control, and are concerned with
gaining clarity over definitions and concepts; how the essence of processes can be
abstracted and replicated; how we can learn from practice. The òrganicists' (if one can use
such a term) view cultures and social organisations as emergent and the learning from
practice takes on a rather different form (see Box 3 below).
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Establishing the `patterns which connect' referred to by Johnson above, implies a very
different understanding of the nature of measurement and the evaluation of success. The
patterns he refers to are nature's patterns and he argues for a need to understand how we
might work in harmony with those patterns in order to liberate or free creative potential. As
Sen has argued,19 development is about freedom and freedom might be interpreted, not just
in terms of rights claimed, or choices made available, but in terms of more fundamental
freedoms. These are the freedoms associated with allowing communities of practice to
develop and transcend the formal institutional structures within which they are nourished,
rather than controlling  and perhaps stifling them. It means encouraging active learning
systems with facilitators who play the roles of Socratic guide or Sufi sage.20 It is very easy to
slip into the belief that development is only about rectifying perceived deficits, whether these
are seen in terms of social services or in terms of human rights. It is much more difficult to
provide the space to learn and to move away from perceptions that the transmission of goods,
services, and knowledge will produce desired outcomes. Our role is surely to `liberate' the
potential creativity of individuals and groups, rather than to `capture' it in the name of
increased productivity and a narrow economism.

Attempts to understand in order  to control the process better are premised on a mechanistic
and instrumental view of the world. They lead us into the production of more sophisticated
methods to inform our surveys and analyses. The assumption is that the more we know, the
easier it will be to control the processes. Yet we intuitively know that the more we think we
know the less we do in fact understand, as the complexities of reality unfold. In fact the more
we know the more we realise how little we do know. It is often assumed that an increased
knowledge of local realities will provide us with more informed bases on which to prescribe
actions and interventions.

The methods and instruments that we use are informed by the world views/metaphors that we
deploy, and illustrate often implicit assumptions about relationships among and between
groups. Those methods and instruments, whether they are quantitatively based (as in
sophisticated household surveys, or regression analyses) or qualitatively based (as in
participatory appraisals, or focus groups, or participant observation) are used by researchers
and others who are informed by particular perspectives. If they bring to the research a more
mechanistic or instrumental world view then the rules, protocols and regulations governing the
nature of authoritative evidence will mean that they interface with local informants 21 in
particular formal, stereotypical, limited and very partial ways. The information that is produced
through these methods is usually taken outside the local context and deductions and
reductions on the basis of its analysis are usually used to legitimise particular positions 22

and/or courses of action. The information obtained becomes disembodied, destined for library
shelves - the instruments for the promotion of people or particular perspectives and biases.
Lets recognise that behind every method there is a motive, either explicit or implicit, and that
methods imply world views.

                                           
1 I use `civic driven development' as opposed to `community driven development' because it
highlights the many different groups and interests present within communities, and focuses on

Box 3 – Learning from Toyota (Johnson, in Senge, 1999 o. cit. p. 297)

ªWhat then, would a system of measurement look like that drew people perpetually closer to the `pattern
which connects'?…….The question, `How are we doing?' is never answered in terms of quantities.
Suppose that you're working a spot-welding machine in a body shop, finishing a small sub-assembly that
may fit underneath the fender. You know exactly where all the components come from, and you can see
the person who takes the finished sub-assembly from you. You also have a clear idea of how the piece
fits into the car. Everyone on the line knows immediately, from their own sense of sight, whether or not a
piece of work is good enough to pass on. Nobody has to wait for an external measurement system to tell
them if anything is amiss.

People inform one another not through numbers, but through stories……It took years to build the mutual
understanding necessary to tell, and listen to, these stories.º
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values, and the pursuit of rights, inherent in the development of civil society. I am grateful to
Alan Fowler for pointing out this important difference.
2 See Stephen Biggs & Sally Smith, `A Paradox in Project Cycle Management and the Role of
Organizational culture, Feb. 2002 (manuscript) in which they challenge the importance given
to OCM tools and techniques.
3 See Neil Thin,  Social Progress and Sustainable Development, ITDG Publishing, London,
2002
4 See Arjun Appadurai, ªThe Capacity to Aspire; Culture and the terms of recognition.º,
forthcoming in Rao V. & Walton M. (Eds.), Culture and Public Action, World Bank, 2002.
5 Indigenous peoples are still being `discovered' (see the case of the Mapuche in Chile).
6 See James Scott, Seeing Like a State, and his earlier work on SE Asia, Strategies of
Resistance.
7 This is the essence of a reflexive awareness.
8 See Manuel Castells, The Information Age, vol. 1, The Rise of the Network Society,
Blackwell, Oxford, 1996
9 See G. Ritzer, The McDonaldization of Society, Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Pine forge, 1996
10See Fritjof Capra, The Hidden Connections; integrating the biological, cognitive, and social
dimensions of life into a science of sustainability, Doubleday, New York, 2002
11 As Morgan notes, ªThe use of metaphor implies a way of thinking and a way of seeing that
pervade how we understand our world generally.º (G. Morgan, Images of Organization, Sage,
London, 1997 (p.4)
12 See Etienne Wenger, Communities of Practice, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
UK., 1998, and Wenger, E., McDermott, R. and Snyder, W.M., Cultivating Communities of
Practice. A Guide to Managing Knowledge, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, 2002.
13 For an earlier discussion of the management of knowledge, see David Marsden,
`Indigenous Management and the Management of Indigenous Knowledge', in Wright S., (Ed.)
Anthropology of Organisations, Routledge, London 1994.
14 See James Scott, Strategies of Resistance, and `Seeing like a state'. See also Cooke, `The
Tyranny of Participation'.
15 See proceedings from workshops held at Cornell and at Swansea ± for a link to the Cornell
workshop proceedings go to www.people.cornell.edu/pages/sk145. For a link to the Swansea
workshop visit www.swan.ac.uk/cds/research/SDRC/conference_on_combining_qualitat.htm.
16 See H. Thomas Johnson, `Moving Upstream From Measurement' in Peter Senge et al., The
Dance of Change; a Fifth Discipline Resource, Nicholas Brealey, London, 1999
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