Development and Anthropology: Moving From
Participatory to Collaborative M ethods

Temily Tavangar
Department of Sociology, University of Hong Kongkfulam, Hong Kong.
Corresponding authour: temily@hku.hk

© Authour(s)
OIDA International Journal of Sustainable Developm®ntario International Development Agency, Canad
ISSN 1923-6654 (print) ISSN 1923-6662 (online) weiaijsd.com
Also available at http://www.ssrn.com/link/OIDA-latournal-Sustainable-Dev.html

Abstract: The approach broadly known as participatory develm has become a catchphrase in both
development theory and practice. The idea of Ipoglulations becoming involved in processes of fansng

their communities, first introduced as participgtaural appraisal (PRA), marked a paradigm shift in
development methods. By the 1990s, participatopr@aches, incorporated by the World Bank in it§quts,

had become incorporated into mainstream developmetihods. However, in recent years, development has
come under severe criticism despite this approBlobse critiques—part of the broader post-modermidethat
gained prominence in the 1990s—though valuableyal®ffer an alternative. Is participatory develama—or
development as it is currently theorized and pcacti—achieving what it promises to?

This paper reviews recent critiques of developn@t then discusses a few promising approachesrthat
contribute towards transcending the current impa@se approach can be found within recent methajicdd
developments within the discipline of anthropoloylany of the criticisms against participatory deprhent
parallel criticisms raised against anthropologit&thods. It is in reflecting on the criticisms @faftticipatory
observation” in anthropology that Luke Lassiterawling upon feminist and post-modern approaches to
collaboration, developed an approach known asdbollative ethnography.” The standard of collaborathat

he introduces goes much further than mere partioipaCollaboration is an act of reciprocal co-tiea and
co-interpretation, from the conception of the pebjiarough to the analysis of the data collectededuires that
the project articulate knowledge from the indigematandpoint, rather than through externally imdose
assumptions and concepts. This approach, as Lalssiiself recognizes, calls into question currastitutional
practices within academia, such as favoring siagigrored works and the tendency to favor academic
knowledge over indigenous knowledge.

A similar shift needs to take place within devel@mpractice if it is to move beyond its currenderstanding

of participation. The process of co-creating depeient projects based on local relevance and kn@eleand
co-interpreting findings with the local communityill call into question the role of development fexts”, the
relevance of development organizations and fundéaherssumptions of knowledge and power underlying
development’s world-building enterprise. This amio that | callcollaborative developmerthus has the
potential to re-imagine development from the bottopnand take into account local contexts, relevearmd
interests. In many ways, the move to collaboratiegelopment returns to the origins of activist jggratory
research, but goes further by taking into accobatitfluence of global, hegemonic flows of powerloocal
processes. It is at this global-local intersectitiat development consultants, or to be more spgecifi
development collaborators will have relevance. Batthan being perceived as “experts”, development
collaborators are those intimately familiar withcdd processes in multiple places and are able #wesh
experiences and insights generated from one g@sdaxality to another without imposing formulas.

Keywords. Anthropology of development, collaborative devel@mty collaborative ethnography,
grassroots development, participatory development

Introduction

and practiced, leading some of the approach’s gasinproponents to refer to it as a ‘paradigm 'shithin

development. However, in just over two decadesesiite incorporation into mainstream development
methods, many criticisms have emerged demonstriiaighere was “little evidence” to show that dirced
participation builds long-lasting cohesion, evethatcommunity level.” (Mansuri & Rao, 2012, p. 5)

I ntroduction of participatory approaches to develepnradically altered how development was theorized

This paper explores participatory development io parts: The first provides a broad literature eeviof the
rise of participatory development, along with cigims raised against it, within the context of thistory of
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development. The second part of the paper exptheegse of ‘collaboration’ in anthropology and dmmstrates
its relevance to development. The implicationscioltaborative developmeiatre then explored.

A paradigm shift?

In his seminal work “The Structure of Scientific \Réution”, Thomas Kuhn (1962/2012) introduced tbkeri
“paradigm shift” to describe the revolutionary pees through which scientific knowledge advancesigLo
periods of “normal science” based upon past achievis and inherited knowledge, are suddenly subddry
a cumulating body of anomalies that call into gesprior assumptions. This shift in worldview is drastic
that it resembles a complete change in percepgiach that “what were ducks in the scientist’s wdrddore the
revolution are rabbits afterward.” (Kuhn, 1962,10}

The notion of a paradigm shift has since been usddly to describe the process of sudden and rhdiEmnge.
The introduction of participatory methods into nstiream development, to some, marked a seminal ntomen
that would result in a paradigm shift. | begin hytliming a brief history of development and the ditions that

led to the birth of participatory methods beforeqaeding to discuss its apparent failings.

Development: A brief historical overview

The concept of ‘development’ first came into beinghe 1940s in the aftermath of World Wa. IIThe notion
of development had, in its essence, the purposeptitating, in developing nations, the conditidinat allowed
for economically more advanced nations to expedeapid growth. This included the adoption of tealbgy
in agriculture, education, industrialization, urlzation and other modern values such as rationaliig
individualization. (Escobar, 1997a)

The birth of modern development, or ‘developmengia, is often attributed to President Harry Trunaf the
United States. (see Sachs, 1997) In his inaugpesch, he said:

“We must embark on a bold new program for making blenefits of our scientific advances
and industrial progress available for the improvemand growth of underdeveloped
areas...The old imperialism-exploitation for forejgmofit-has no place in our plans. What we
envisage is a program of development based on dheepts of democratic fair-dealing.”
(Truman, 1949)

In the same speech,he strongly criticizes the éfalsilosophy” of communism, “based on the belieft ttman is
so weak and inadequate that he is unable to gdverself, and therefore requires the rule of stroragters.”
(Truman, 1949) The overarching context of Presidentman’s speech was the Cold War, and it can peear
that modern development was a product of the palitideologies and strategies surrounding that lioonf
Battle lines were drawn and categorical distinctiamere made clear, at the cost of homogenizingrskve
countries, both ‘developed’ and ‘developing’. Aseault of his speech, half the world was instadtglared as
‘underdeveloped’ according to criteria that hadrbedecided for them.

The 1950s, shortly after development was first edred, was the period when European colonies adksiss
and Africa gained independence. These newly formational governments sustained the development
discourse(Foucault, 2012) to strengthen their legitimacyl ajive their constituents a unifying vision of the
future of their nascent nations. This was solidifiey policies set by far-reaching internationatitnsons like

the International Monetary Fund and the World Bamlasked with facilitating economic growth, these
institutions offer loans to ‘poor’ countries in drenge for the imposition of fiscal policies.

The specific emphasis and approach to developmerterd by international institutions and co-opted by
national discourse— has varied from decade to dedaain ‘basic needs’ in the 1970s to structurglistihent
policies in the 1990s to the currently popular ggodernance strategy. These shifts are summarigdsllis
and Biggs (2001, p. 439) in Figure 1 below. As timeye, “it is useful to distinguish substantive dties or
bodies of thought from trivial or transient onesjanity discourses from minority ones...some thenes loe
characterized as development ‘spin’ whereby waymobilizing the development lobby in rich countrea®
phrased in different ways over time. The rallyirgjls of ‘poverty alleviation’ (1980s), ‘poverty redtion’
(1990s) and ‘poverty eradication’ (2000s) perhagtisitito this category.” (Ellis & Biggs, 2001, p38)

Critics have argued that modern development isra fof neo-colonialism controlled by ‘developed’ ioats
and doled out to ‘undeveloped’ or ‘underdevelopeations, who had no say in the criteria of whatuithdoe
considered ‘developed’ in the first place. (Escoli&95, 1997b) Others argue that the inconsistgmtoach to

! It is worth noting that some, like Pieterse (208@ue that this is only one of the beginningsefadopment
as it pertains to the global South. He points bat tolonial economics is one example that predhiss
narrative of the birth of development.
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development demonstrates that it is normative. g5o& Petersen, 2011) A new development approach
sometimes contradicts the aim and approach of teeiqus decade, essentially undoing prior achievasie
(Korff & Schrader, 2004) Furthermore, the evaluatmf the successes of development is also criticae
dubious because development institutions themseleds (van den Berg, 2004) This form of self-axatlon
allows for circumstantial justifications, even g tcost of ignoring the feedback of those whom Heye.

Underlying all this is the broader issue of “anrgtbentric western model of social behavior” undedy
economic theories driving modern development thatbased upon the individualism of utilitarian mahich
rides roughshod over the specificities of culturd aontext.” (Long & Long, 1992, p. 22)

Figure 1: Rural development ideas timeline
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Figure 1: Rural development ideastimeline (Ellis and Biggs, 2001)

Participatory development

It is amidst these criticisms that participatoryagaches to development held the promise of amnaltige to
the top-down approach to development.

As early as the 1970s, participatory/grassrootsfoanity developmefithad already been put into practice,
although specifically within the context of smatlage rural development in an approach known asdRapral
Appraisal (RRA). RRA, which emphasized data coitett would later evolve into Participatory Rural
Appraisal (PRA), which emphasized data sharing@mmunity empowerment. Robert Chambers was thee firs
to formally introduce PRA as a set of evolving agmhes and methods, and boldly argued that it woalde a
“paradigm shift” within development. (Chambers, 4891994b, 1994c)

2| use these terms interchangeably as they braathy to the same approach.
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PRA grew out of five key sources: activist partatipry research, agroecosystem analysis, appli¢nlapalogy,
field research on farming systems, and rapid rapgiraisal. (Chambers, 1994a) At the heart of PR& avBirm
belief—inspired by Paulo Freire’s conceptscofiscientizationdialogueand research ggaxis—that the weak
and marginalized have the capacity to reflect ughmir own reality, make concrete plans and takéoadb
bring about their own development based on thein avdigenous understandings. (see Freire, 19705)198
‘Outsiders’, as such, were present only to cataiyme facilitate.

It is not difficult to see why many of its strong@soponents saw participatory development as mjsiog way
of addressing criticisms against development wtnletinuing the underlying ‘faith-in-progress’ idegly that
aimed to alleviate the suffering of the massesdjvn poorer nations.

Mainstream international development institutioesywguickly incorporated participatory approache#s
projects. The incorporation of participatory methdato international development organizations also
spillover effects on governments and NGOs, who werg forced to include participatory approachethair
projects to qualify for continued funding. In lekan a decade, participatory approaches had become
“development orthodoxy”. (Cornwall, 2003)

“It is perhaps a truism of international developtrirat, whenever the World Bank places its
faith in a new buzz-word, developing nations aredd to follow suit. Hence ‘participation’ is
being increasingly written in to Southern governtae(social) development projects, both as
a method of delivery and (although perhaps morgypas an intended outcome in itself. It is
perhaps another truism that whenever the World Bamkraces a concept, academics and
practitioners wishing to label themselves as belupgto alternative-, post-, or anti-
development camps ‘outside the mainstream’ ofterthédr utmost to distance themselves
from it.” (Williams, 2004, p. 558)

A very broad range of criticisms has emerged agagiasticipation in the post-2000s. (see CleaveiQ919
Hayward, Simpson, & Wood, 2004) These criticismaegeally converge on three key points: “of emphagjzi
personal reform over political struggle, of obsngriocal power differences by uncritically celelmgt ‘the
community’, and of using a language of emancipatmncorporate marginalised populations of theh@alo
South within an unreconstructed project of caggtatiodernisation.” (Williams, 2004, p. 558)

These three criticismisiave been argued extensively by Williams (20043, some potential pitfalls were even
raised by Chambers at the outset of PRA. (see }9%&se points will only be given a cursory ovewie

1. Participatory development as an “anti-politics maicie”

This line of argument accuses development of fonatg as an “anti-politics machine” by stripping
participatory methods of its revolutionary potehti@his is achieved, to use Foucalt’s term, by agheg
governmentality through the incorporation of indivals into the development discourse. One waydbésirs
in practice is by using participation (or lack thef) to determine whether or not a project was essftl and
deserving of continued funding. Participation beesrthe purpose in and of itself.

By directly incorporating swathes of intended depehent beneficiaries within the conduct of
development projects themselves, the objects oéldpment (constructed as ‘the common
people’, ‘the rural poor’, etc) are deemed to bee@mpowered subjects—or even authors—
of their own development. In this way, any blame fooject ‘failure’ is displaced from
macro-level concerns, and re-localised onto ‘theoppe (as bad participants/non-
participants), leaving the anti-politics machineefrto grind ever onwards. (Williams, 2004,
pp. 564-565)

Within this view, broader social, cultural and pickl contexts and dynamics are not paid due attenfs
Kothari and Cooke (2001) note, the emphasis ongjzation incorporates marginalized segments ob@esy
into the fold of development, but at the cost afding them to conventions and structures that tteynot
challenge. (Ferguson, 1990) also makes a similat:po

By uncompromisingly reducing poverty to a technipedblem, and by promising technical
solutions to the sufferings of powerless and op@eépeople, the hegemonic problematic of
‘development’ is the principal means through whikl question of poverty is de-politicized
in the world today. At the same time, by making ittentional blueprints for ‘development’
so highly visible, a ‘development’ project can amglperforming extremely sensitive political

% There are also practitioners who argue that tiheréaof participatory development is a technicsaitie that can
be resolved through a constant revision of metragies. (see Cooke and Kothari, 2001).
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operations involving the entrenchment and expansibrinstitutional state power almost
invisibly, under cover of a neutral, technical mossto which no on can object...If the
‘instrument effects’ of a ‘development’ project eng forming any kind of strategically
coherent or intelligible whole, this is it: the mpblitics machine. (pp.255-256, cited in
Williams, 2004)

2. Participatory development as a homogenizing discsrir

This line of argument points out that participatdervelopment idealizes and homogenizes terms ldeal” or

“community” and ignores power dynamics within tieedl population. This consensual and harmonious vie
the “local” is reflected in Chambers’ own work whibas been accused of “essentializing the poor’péttidg

them against “an unspecified ‘elite’ whose onlfimiag feature is their non-poorness.” PRA thusatabes its
own claim of celebrating a diversity of perspecsiv®y ascribing these “binary ontologies”. (MoharS&kke,

2000, p. 253)

Feminist scholars like Cornwall (2003) have dem@tst the insensitivity to the nuances of gender@wer

at the local level despite the rise of mainstreascalirses like Women in Development (WID). Evenitin
revised form of Gender and Development (GAD), “atipalar form of Western feminism comes to be
translated into development practice.” (Mohantyg7,&ited in Cornwall, p.1327)

Mohan and Stokke (2000) also found that the teooal was manipulated to serve the different idgie of
various stakeholders, ultimately resulting in Ewnaitic perspectives continuing to permeate devedanT his
point is depicted in a World Bank-commissioned gtedtitled “Localizing Development: Does Participat
Work?” that evaluated the effectiveness of partitipy development at the local level. The studyntbthat
“the poor often benefit less from participatory ggeses than do the better off, because resoumeatdin
processes typically reflect the preferences of glibups.” (Mansuri & Rao, 2012, p. 5)

3. Participatory development as capitalist modernizati

This criticism attacks the technical means-to-ad-egic—founded upon neo-classical economic thedhat
finds a way of permeating participatory developmémtreby sabotaging participation’s revolutionpogential
as conceived in PRA.

A good example that demonstrates this point isviébry fact that participatory methods become adojgd
mainstream development. Adoption implies being suied into something larger, and this point is depidn
a 1992 World Bank Discussion Paper that outlinespitocess through which participatory methods fieshe
to be included in the Bank’s approaches. A leargrapup comprising of 15 Bank staff was “given thandate
to assist in developing and documenti#yBank-supported operations that could be considgrarticipatory
accelerate Bank learning from different initiatitaking place inside and outside the Bank, andstigate any
modifications the Bank may need to make in its apenal practices in order to encourage populatigyation
where appropriate.” (Bhatnagar & Williams, 1992 1p.own emphasis) Thus, from its inception, pgsttion
was not an organic bottom-up approach, but insteadp-down approach wheexisting projectscould be
reframed as participatory. The paper goes on tudssthe potential benefits and risks to the Bdrddopting a
participatory approach, which includes the riskK'safbstituting, not complementing, technical knovgedwith
local information.” (pg 4.) Clearly, this paper wasant for an internal audience working within B&nk’s
worldview. Nonetheless, it demonstrates why pgrétion failed to live up to its promise.

This critique is linked to broader criticisms ofvééopment, addressed earlier, of being an ethndceneo-
colonial project. Participation, and other methadslined in Figure 1, become tools of the well-dileall-
encompassing, subversive machine of capitalist mmizkion, which inherently limits a diversity of
worldviews. (see Arce & Long, 2000)

A paradigm shift, or not?

Returning to Kuhn'’s ‘paradigms’ raised in the imtugtory section, there is strong evidence, as dgaaliin the
previous section, to argue that a “paradigm shiftl’ not occur. Underlying institutional structurefspower do
not seem to have drastically changed since paaticip was introduced. However, perhaps the notiba o
“paradigm shift” is not fully applicable to the demt of development. Kuhn himself argues that dazeences
are pre-paradigmatic, as they do not operate withiprofessional scientific community that has stiare
frameworks, and taken for granted inherited knogéedStill, many social scientists used ‘paradignithaut
any allegiance to Kuhn’s natural and physical dffiermodels. Long observes that “sociological thes and
metaphors are mostly rooted in contrasting, ifinobmpatible, epistemologies; that is, they coneehe nature
of social phenomena and explanation quite diffdyenflLong & Long, 1992, p. 17) He further sugge&scial



38 Gopan / OIDA International Journal of Sustairablevelopment 09:08 (2016)

science has always been composed of a multipldiparadigms, of which none so far achieved theshempic
status of a central theory or universal paradigitnohg, 1992, p.17§

Even Chambers noted this when he wrote: “In devakag thinking, paradigms tend to coexist, overlap,
coalesce and separate.” (1994, p.2) But this bbhgsquestion: why did he continue to tout his wosk a
potentially paradigm-shifting, if, as he himselftes it is not helpful to view changes in developtriginking
within this singular concept?

Still, ‘paradigms’— whether Kuhnian or not—tends Itmit discussions surrounding development practice
because it either renders previous experiencesyr@el or it discredits the possibility of a unififtgkmework
through which development can advance.

One way to transcend these limitations is to thifikransformations occurring in development withinre
Lakatos’ (1976) concept of a “research programkdtas developed this concept in contrast to Kuhguiag
that scientific progress did not occur through datierevolutions, but through long-term, endeavbet built
upon learning from the past. In this sense, prediattions are in dialogue with, and constructign, past
assumptions. The “research program” has a consteyctumulative outlook. Auxiliary hypothesis caa tested

to strengthen the explanatory power of core assomgtbut these core assumptions are rarely abaddon
altogether.

In the section below, | explore changes withinfibll of anthropology within this understandingafesearch
program. Despite the critical debates and schismashave occurred in the anthropology of develogroeear
the past few decades, when viewed collectively bsoad research program, these factions are noantiag
unified in the idea of collaboration.

Anthropology and Development

Anthropology and development have a long and iwiedd history. They share the same faith-in pragres
borne of the Enlightenment period and were hearflyenced by Darwin’s theories of evolution. Boinse key
differences were apparent from its inception. Aogfmlogy, which grew out of natural history, emphasi the
objective observation and documenting of pre-modettures in an attempt to understand the stageist@s
went through on the linear path to modernity, beféhese communities and ways of life disappeared
completely. Development, on the other hand, wagelgrconcerned with ‘civilizing’ and imposing changn
people’s ways of life, even in its early pre-secudlams. One was directly interventionist, whileetbther
rejected intervention, leading some to refer toeligyment as anthropology’s “evil twin”. (Fergusd®97; D.

D. Gow, 2002) But this simple division underwergrsficant challenge after the fall of colonialism.

Anthropology and Development after Colonialism

The end of the colonial era marked the beginning gferiod of crisis for anthropology. Since thddfie
inception, anthropologists had largely worked witlolonial governments to conduct their research.
Anthropological insights were often fed back testithen colonial legitimacy. The fall of coloniatisstrongly
challenged the idea of a single linear path to mute of which European civilization representbe pinnacle.

Many anthropologists, who had viewed first-handdbgastating and oppressive effects of coloniatisntocal
culture, no longer found it acceptable to be asdedi with Eurocentric notions of civilization andogress,
which had failed. Debates also began to emergetdheupolitical relevance of their research focusurded
upon the concept of cultural relativism—which haltlcultures as equally valid. Whom should thesights
serve? This marked the beginning a period of itesgdf-critique within anthropology, and politia&levance
would remain a controversial issue.

The end of colonialism marked the simultaneoushtiftmodern development and two major events oedusis

a result: 1. Colonial governments, who had beenagppinsource of funding for anthropological reseanch
longer made the same resources available, andrthigishing relevance of anthropology was also &éld in a
drop in the number of academic positions avail&menthropologists; and 2. The birth of ‘developmas-aid’

led to a mushrooming of Western aid organizatiom$ many jobs that desired the field experiencetucail
sensitivities and language abilities of anthropwdtsy These developments culminated in development
becoming a primary object of the anthropologicaegand by the 1990s there was a distinct splivéen two
schools of thought.

“ As to Kuhn’s “open question”, it could be argubdsed upon the growing colonization of the sodirses
by neo-classical economic theory, that the disegbf economics may have, to use Long’s term, aekie
hegemonic status.
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The ‘development anthropology’ (also known as beitbnd development) school advocated applied
anthropology and encouraged anthropologists toterehange from within development institutions and
projects. Development anthropology was heavilyuieficed by the realist epistemology that shapediralit
anthropology and political economy in the 1960sthivi this school, the anthropologists’ role randemm
translator to teacher to court witness to aid worldes Gow wrote, development anthropology was about
“speaking truth to power”, even though this puts éimthropologist in a difficult—and perhaps conitrauy—
position. (D. Gow, 1993,cited in Escobar, 1997)

The other school, which espoused the ‘anthropolofjydevelopment’ (also known as post-development),
emerged through the influence of post-structuralisrthe 1980s. Arturo Escobafncountering Development
(1995) and William SachdDevelopment Dictionary1997) are among key works that shaped this scbbol
thought. Influenced by Foucalt's writings on dists®) anthropologists in this school emphasizedraies of
language inconstitutingsocial reality. Through discourse analysis, theyndnstrated the construction of the
Third World through development language, and riedckalevelopment's embeddedness in practices and
relationships. This school of thought came to tefdloengagement in the development enterprisealmxto do

so would be to perpetuate “silent violence”. (Estpli997a)

It is important to note that these two schoolshmfught do not represent coherent theoretical fraonkesvand
there is a wide range of perspectives within e&titl, the biggest criticism against the post-depshent school
is that their outright rejection makes no politisahse. Through their unwillingness to engageattieropology
of development is in fact perpetuating the status @Pieterse, 2000, p. 186)

Arguments raised by post-development scholarpammised upon the eventual death of developmerteaat
in its current neo-colonial form. Nonetheless, ashalso been pointed out that ‘development'—desglités

failings—is a concept that is here to stay. (ArceLéng, 2000) ‘Development’ encapsulates the notién
modernity or progress so deeply rooted within sgcénd its institutions that it is unlikely to dgaear soon.
(see Szakolczai, 2013)

Beyond the impasse

Gardner and Lewis (1996) point out that the emeargenf these opposing schools of thought are sympioim
the postmodern crisis affecting both developmeamdiss and anthropology. To move beyond the impabkeg,

propose the need to remove the barriers betweeliedpmnd academic anthropology. Their theory ofoect
calls for anthropologists to change developmentmfravithin its institutions by ‘studying up’ while
simultaneously remaining critical of the flow ofyer and symbolic violence that exists in the depalent

encounter. Even critical post-development schdilesEscobar have recognized the importance of Gardnd

Lewis’ proposal beyond the impasse.

Since then, anthropologists have permeated theekigtanks of development institutions and obsered
implicit values and processes that shape developmstitutions. One example of this is Mosse's (@0paper
on his experience working as a consultant at theld\RRank. He points out that although there hasl@surge
in the number of anthropologists working at the Wdank, they remain at the margins and are usgastdy
new approaches and products that are inventedebBamk’'s economists. Mosse’s experience is an hitfsig
illustration into the inner workings of the devetognt enterprise and the underlying economic lobt t
permeates all its approaches. These insights tefledoroader colonization of the social sciencethk field of
neo-liberal economics.

In her well-written argument for “remaking partiaifon”, Eversole (2010) concludes by making theeclas

“translation agents who are comfortable in thelegof both the powerful and the powerless, and areoable
to facilitate the journeys of both.” (p.37) Thegeahslation agents” recognize the “qualitativelyfetient”

knowledge that the local community and developnestitutions bring to the table and seek to britue“deep
chasm” between the two. (pp.37-38) She goes orstuss the challenges, which she calls the “paradoal

embeddedness” faced by these “coalface practitsoh@rp.38-39)

The problem is that her proposal assumes thatshaion’ is possible, and though not naive to thenglex
dynamics of power, she and others, like Gardner.awds (1996), see it as the only way forward. Bgre has
been a large body of work by coalface anthropotegigredating Eversole’s proposal by over a dectu,
have proved this option problematic. (see Hoba#@22 van Ufford, 1993) Although seen as valuablauts,
anthropological/community knowledge is often maadjiced in favor of predictable, self-affirming démpment
formulas.
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Beyond participation to collaboration

“Participation’ to date has largely moved in oneedtion only: communities have had to be
willing to enter the terrain of others and learn flay by their rules. The challenge of
remaking participation is to make it multi-directad. Truly participatory development does
not just teach, engage, and empower communitie®aithes, engages, and empowers the
organizations that work with communities, to sed dao things differently.” (Eversole, 2010,
pp. 38-39)

Eversole’s distillation of the way forward hits thail on its head. However, | argue that it caro@tdone as
“participation”. Structures of mainstream develomténstitutions, though adaptive, have not undeegon
overhauling changes, and flows of power remaindlyriqntact despite participatory development.

| propose that Lassiter’s (2005) recent introductid collaborative methods—growing in recognitioithin the
anthropological community—may push us beyond theectt limitations of “participation”. Drawing upathe
long history of anthropology beginning before th&¥ tentury, Lassiter demonstrates that all anthraypocé
research has always involved some degree of paation through ‘gatekeepers’ of a local community,
translators, assistants, interlocutors and a hdsbtber labels. What he argues is that this mode of
‘participation’, which engaged the local populatidaring research, but alienated them during wrjtilsgno
longer appropriate, nor ethical. (see Fabian, 2014)

Addressing his discipline-specific audience, he esathe case for “collaborative ethnography”, akibdbr
research that iso-conceived, co-interpreted, co-authoreu evenco-written It even goes so far as to argue
that theoretical concerns of the anthropologistjctvimay emerge in course of collaborative ethnogyap
should be put aside unless relevant to the commitsielf. This collaborative method thus addresseth
feminist and postmodern critiques of anthropologlyich resonate with criticisms against developm€n. be
sure, the differences between feminism and postmdsie are very real...But for anyone searching fa th
theoretical roots of a collaborative ethnograplmgse differences pale next to the similarity ofrthecurrent
calls for reciprocation, coauthorship, citizenstaipgd action.” P.101

Collaboration thus directly addresses the samerétieally rooted criticisms that have also beesediagainst
participatory development, and modern developmegeneral. Lassiter adds:

“When taken seriously and applied systematicaltheathan bureaucratically, any one or a
combination of these strategies leads us from thee mepresentation of dialogue to its actual
engagement, from one-dimensional to multidimensiaudiaboration, and from a clichéd
collaborative ethnography to a more deliberate exylicit collaborative ethnography that
more immediately engages the publics with whichweek.” (p.96)

Within academia, institutional practices are algeadnd unsurprisingly—being confronted by collabamat
which exists as a direct threat “to the power amutrol which so many anthropologists still hoarh102)

Collaborative development

Development practitioners and scholars would nogeobvious parallels between the crises in anthogyaand
development. As discussed aboeellaboration—founded upon coauthorship, citizenship, and ac®mwell as
an emphasis on local relevance— has the poteritialifying the divergent, critical, and theoretiyagrounded
schools of thought. What woutbllaborative developmertaok like, and what are some of its implications?

Collaborative developmemequires a reimagining of development from the gcbup, and not in terms of
theories and ‘projects’ based on external consitters Collaborative development would also havaddress
new conditions that have emerged in the wake obalipation, such as increased human mobility ard th
proliferation of mobile information technology. Sifistic dichotomies of ‘insider’/‘outsider’ used PRA are
no longer sufficient. For example, large groupsyofith from rural villages might move to nearby teafor
seasonal work. Should they be considered insideutsiders? ldealized notions of ‘community’ rabte
geographic space can no longer be taken for granted

Rather than rejecting PRA as representing a previgaradigm’, a more constructive approach is tiddowpon

its strengths. Lakatos proposed that scientificaadement occurred, not through dramatic and sudkidts in
paradigm, but through “research programs” thattmyistematically upon previous knowledge and irtsighn
this sense, the idea of participation in developnean be said to have established a new set ofasstemptions

in development, and in building upon its strengtimlaborative developmemépresents a more mature stage in
this research program.
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It is beyond the scope of this present paper tly folitline the practical implications of collabamt, and
perhaps these are best discovered through engagdnteresting models of collaboration already taisd can
be built upon. However, an obvious gap is the rfeed grounded framework articulating the dynarmetvieen
individuals, institutions and communities as distiagents of social change. Only then can issug®wer-as-
domination/control be prevented in practice.

To this end, a few sources seem to hold a promidir@gtion:

1.

Communitarian Liberalism

Built upon the work of moral philosopher John Dewepcial theorist Philip Selznick (1994)
introduces communitarian liberalism as a way tascand the predominant rights-based framework by
placing equal emphasis on thesponsibilitiesof individuals and institutions. Only when righdse
married with responsibilities does the emergenperty of community flourish. This perspective seeks
to transcend the limitations of the ideology oflialism that has dominated Western thought sinee th
18" century.

Within a communitarian liberal perspective, individs are not ‘means’ to institutional ends or
domination. Rather, ends cannot be desirable “wittkmowing what means are entailed.” (Selznick,
1994, p.329) Summarizing a wide range of orgarorati theory, Selznick shows that the degradation
of values within institutions often results in meand ends becoming divorced. However, this can be
mitigated if institutions begin to explicitly engadn process rather therprocedure Process, unlike
procedure, “contains matrix of values, purposes aedsibilities that should inform a course of
conduct” (331), thus marrying means and ends.

Seen from this perspective, collaborative develagmaust be seen as a moral endeavor, rather than a
technical one. (see Giri & van Ufford, 2003) Cobhaition, seen as process will need to be in
ongoing and open dialogue: “a robust community, éxav pluralistic, must embrace the idea of a
common good.” (Selznick, 1994, p.ix) This perspertopenly embraces the normative nature of
development—distancing it from instrumental ratiidga—and thus reframes development as a moral
endeavour. Collaboration, should have as its fotimaaopen and ongoing dialogue around the values
and purposes that drive development and unite allalorators. Within such an environment,
ambiguity is a positive indicator of collaboratiqeee Parfitt, 2004)

Mutualistic cultural formations/normative mutualism

Normative mutualism is founded upon cooperative syrtergistic understandings of power. It used in
contrast to normative adversarialism, which haobrera hegemonic discourse within modern society.
Whereas mutualism emphasizes ‘power with’, advatsm is founded upon ‘power over’. Modern
social institutions are founded upon what Karlb€2§04) calls the “tripartite system of contests”
which includes economic, political and legal spke#ithin this tripartite system, economic contests
have dominance over the political and legal spheviesy of the criticisms of development discussed
earlier can be attributed to this tripartite systefreontests.

Normative mutualism goes “beyond the culture of testi and draws upon alternative cultural

formations founded upon mutual empowerment. Drawiagon feminism, systems theory,

communication theory, alternative dispute resohjtend the environmental movement, Karlberg calls
for further empirical validation of mutualistic ¢utal formations. Collaborative development could
provide one platform for this exploration.

Complex adaptive systems

Complex adaptive systems function on the basisooflmearity. They cannot be predicted, and their
behavior is strongly influenced by local interanSowithin their components. Order and chaos
organically interact, producing a state of selfaoniged complexity. A complex adaptive system is in
constant communication with its environment andsitsvival is dependent upon small, effective
adaptations over time.

Rihani (2002) is the first to comprehensively argli@t development should be viewed as a complex
adaptive system and he hails it as the next ‘pgradihift’ that needs to occur within developmerd. A
he points out, the shift to complexity would fordeternational development institutions and
governments to recognize that development canndinygorted’ from elsewhere. “Command and
control methods and detailed forecasts and pldfes;tiwe for linear systems, are inappropriatetds i
not possible to select sensible actions to achdmared objectives in situations driven by internal
dynamics that involve vast numbers of interacti@m where results cannot be traced back to specifi
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causes.” (Rihani, 2002, p.9) Development is an ediptable, messy affair largely driven by millions
of local actors. “Local freedom of action, learnirfgxibility and variety are equally important, as
control is limited to observation of outputs and¢@mragement for the elements to interact in away th
moves the system towards desirable ends. Managesh€@dmplex Adaptive Systems is, therefore, a
reiterative process that relies on slow, and uaagrevolution.” (p.9)

Although this paper disagrees with the notion @frgdigm shifts’ to understand changes that need to
occur within development, Rihani’s point is welkém, and cannot be ignored. Viewing development
as collaboration implicitly recognizes its unpredility, and calls for all actors involved to adam
attitude of learning and openly share informationl ansights with each other so that evolutionary
adaptations can occur. Diversity in the developnpeotess is also safeguarded.

Conclusion

This paper began with a broad historical overvidwnodern development, before examining the conattio
under which participatory development emerged. difitecisms raised against participatory methodseatben
explored in an attempt to understand why a ‘paradibift’ did not occur.

Based on the body of criticisms, it is evident thgrticipation’ is no longer sufficient and a maodgnamic,
multi-directional, and non-linear understanding coflaboration needs to be advanced. Within thed fiel
anthropology—a discipline inseparable from develepta-the 200 years of accumulated knowledge and
practice now points to collaboration as the mdsicat and relevant way forward if it is to serve {ublic.

It is in building upon the unifying potential of lemboration, which addresses both feminist and rpodern
criticisms, that | explore the potential obllaborative developmenT.o the keen reader, this represents much
more than a semantic shift from ‘participation.ti#®ugh collaboration does not preclude some ppettory
methods that are currently in practice, it represemuch-needed theoretical expansion (see Gasp@d),2and

to this end | propose communitarian liberalism, mative mutualism and complex adaptive systems as
promising frameworks that shed insights into thenadgics of individuals and institutions. A mutuatst
cooperative framework was proposed in respons¢htoeentric, contest-driven models of power thatarhie
many of the criticisms against development. (cfpéar, 2005)

Some interesting models of collaborative developntigst consciously move beyond a rights-based freorie
already exist irpractice,often bringing together individuals, NGOs, mingnbices and local governments in a
process-driven, long-term co-creation and co-imtggiion. The theoretical framework of collaborativ
development should be expanded in dialogue withrpied learning of these models, especially witlareég to
institutional changes over time.

It naturally results that the nature of learninga® to be a focus withioollaborative developmentHow is
learning best systematically generated, widelyetisaated and applied within the separate but iotarected
spheres of individuals, institutions and commusitién understanding of processes of learning, fedngon
complexity, will add to the strength of collabovatidevelopment, and is a key area for future resedcf.
Gasper, 2000)

The field of development sits at a turning pointhaglear need for new models reflective of sevdemlades of
learning. As discussions surrounding the recenkiBaebate made abundantly clear, the post-World Wa
order upon which so many modern institutions arstiaptions rest is cracking and in need of overidiiere

is no coordinated conspiracy in the developmentistry, and not all projects obviously ‘fail’. Stith yawning
chasm remains between the stated goals of develdpara many of its practices and outcomes.” (103,
Harrison, in Quarles van Ufford & Giri) | have atipted to demonstrate that more band-aid solutions,
bridges across the chasm, will not suffice.

It is hoped thatollaborative developmends outlined aboyean set in motion a process of re-conceptualizing
development in such a way that the goals and pextare intimately intertwined through an emphasis
processand dynamic collective learning.
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