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‘Anthropology holds up a great mirror to man and lets him look at himself in his infinite variety.’

         ( Clyde Kluckhohn, 1944

‘What does it mean to say that “culture matters”? It depends on who is speaking.’




     ( Richard A. Shweder, 2000

‘Donors are like a big ship and only change course very slowly.’ 

    ( A multilateral development bank officer

1. INTRODUCTION

When we began conceptualising this paper for the SOAS workshop on ‘Order and Disjuncture: The Organisation of Aid and Development’, we jotted down several ‘truisms’ about the internal workings of the international development scene. They included, for example, ‘Culture Matters’, ‘Personal Behaviour Counts’ and ‘Power Counts’... We had no sooner began to put the paper together when we received a copy of the paper by Lewis et al (2003) entitled ‘Practice, Power and Meaning’, and the book by Harrison and Huntington entitled Culture Matters: How Values Shape Human Progress (2000). Therein, we discovered that much of what we were going to say was already said, in ways much better and more well researched than our own attempt. 

We found in reading the article and the book that we were muttering, ‘Yes(I know of situations like that’, and ‘Yes(that way of looking at things helps to see some of our experiences in a new and clearer light’… The authors have not only captured our attention and addressed our own concerns well, but they have persuasively argued how different literatures can be usefully brought together: the literatures of anthropology and organisational theory in Lewis et al, and of culture and political science in Harrison and Huntington.

‘What, then, can we contribute?’, we asked ourselves, then opted to present several not-atypical case examples where culture, organisational and personal behaviours, power and politics, all coalesce, and to analyse them in terms of three underlying constructs: culture, organisational behaviour, and the pipeline model of research and development action. 
We define these three constructs more rigorously below; but first, a brief discussion is in order to set the background to why we believe, as the title of our paper suggests, that there are ‘Contending Cultures Among Development Actors’. Following that, we further define our terms, then present three case studies that fuel our discussion and analysis of some of the issues. 

First of all, Lewis et al (2003) establish a cogent argument which suggests that serious analysis of the culture of aid organisations, and of the relationships with other actors, matters, and that it is a neglected area of analysis. Their discussion raises important new questions about the development enterprise from an internal perspective that heretofore has been neglected or ignored. Contrasting the article by Lewis et al with the Harrison and Huntington book only reinforces that conviction. Throughout the Harrison and Huntington book(whose authors provide an excellent overview of the history of the study of culture as something that certainly does ‘matter’ in development(we kept saying to ourselves that ‘All this is fine, but it is focussed (as is much of the ancillary literature on ‘culture’ in development) on looking outward, at others undergoing development, without consideration of the development agency actors themselves It mostly addresses questions and issues concerning the question: Why some political and national systems succeed and others fail. What is missing in the bulk of the literature, we said to ourselves, is turning the lens (or Clyde Kluckhohn’s famous anthropological mirror) around look inward at what Lewis et al (2003), Eyben (2003b) and others call the ‘black box’ at the heart of the donor agencies, the development firms, the NGOs, and the development contractors and consultants. What is missing, then, we thought, is what part of this SOAS workshop is all about(examining the world views (cultures) of the agencies, organisations and personalities that are charged with ‘doing’ international research and development aid planning and implementation. In short, we need now to look at our own institutions, those charged with ‘development’, with assisting other cultures, or nations, to succeed, progress and develop. In short, we who work in development need to examine our institutions and organisations, and our own behaviours, reflexively and introspectively.

There is a growing literature concerning what goes on ‘inside’ those cultures, the ‘black boxes’ of development, their organisational behaviours, their ways of knowing and doing devel​opment, their various development programmes and projects. For example, a normative literature is now beginning to address how ‘aid actors’ (and not just ‘aid beneficiaries’) might go forward.
 

For example, Rosalind Eyben’s recent paper commissioned by DFID, entitled ‘Relation​ships Matter for Influencing Pro-Poor Change in Asia’ (2003b), makes such statements as these:

‘. . . if relationships matter we need to work with our heart and guts as well as our head. Both the Bangladesh and China studies noted that our partners in country believed these to be more important than we do. At the Sao Paolo workshop a Brazilian participant noted how bad we were at revealing anything about ourselves or even wanting to talk with a partner about anything except work. Of course, to a large extent DFID staff behaviour reflects the culture of those who dominate the organisation and the way they in turn have absorbed patterns of relating with others that go far back into DFID’s and imperial Britain’s past. . .

‘This does not mean that all we need is love; many of our relationships may be with those with whom we do not share a common vision. We would not consider them as partners but we need to map them into our universe. With our partners we need to work much harder at understanding the road they want to travel to secure our shared vision. This requires an intellectual grasp of the context but it also means greater empathy. In short, DFID staff must work at improving their collective emotional intelligence if relations are to matter.’ (Eyben 2003b, §4.18(4.19)

To some extent the top has now been taken off the Pandora’s box of aid agency and development research institution cultures (‘cultures’ plural: there is no single mode), and it is unlikely to be ever put back on again. We are, indeed, beginning to look inward, at the cultures of our own organisations (speaking as individuals who have worked a life​time for various development aid agencies, contract firms, research centres and NGOs). 

In the past and still continuing in the present, for example, it was common to pursue research and devel​opment from an aid agency and institution-centric points of view, performing and perfecting practices ostensibly ‘for them’, the ‘beneficiaries’ of aid, in terms of new problem solving technologies such as the ‘green revolution’ and pursuing such contemporary aid concepts as ‘empowerment’, ‘transparency’, ‘poverty reduction’, ‘participation’, ‘social inclusion’ and the like. That approach puts value upon coming up with ‘new and better’ methods of development from our point of view looking outward, of ‘getting it right’ with new and better constructs for others to adapt, without fully appreciating the origins, implementation and expressions of those approaches as part of our cultural baggage. That structural model, in short, stresses ways of doing things to and for the under​developed, with comparatively less examination of the ways in which we (the developed ‘experts’) can work with ‘the beneficiaries’ to facilitate already established and evolving innovation systems of their own. We need now to look inward to examine the impacts of our own internally established world views, cultures and personal behaviours as the outside agents of aid. 

Hereafter, by the mere recognition of the internal issues arising, we find ourselves on the cusp of a new and changing paradigm, one that is being led by serious and in-depth anthropological thinking. For many development practitioners, academics and researchers the transition is, or will be (as they get on with it), difficult. This is because we are often trained in cultures of codification, problem solving and scientific methodology that do not allow much space (if any) for anthro​pological concepts and qualitative measures or analysis. On other occasions we have colluded by suggesting ‘ideal’ and ‘visionary’ ways forward, with little consideration of cultural and methodological issues, whether about ourselves or about those with (or for) whom we work.

While there are strong pressures for some of the new insights and their implications for develop​ment practice to be co-opted and appropriated by members of the old paradigm (such as stuffing ‘participation’ rhetoric into the traditional pipelines of aid), we feel this is unlikely to happen this time round, as it is members of the anthropology profession who are now taking us into these new areas, both in practice (working within the donor agencies and organisa​tions of development) and in the process of developing new theories and practical applications. These are not ‘new professionals’ working in special projects; rather, these are long-term profes​sionals working within their discipline, bringing about change from within both the discipline and the development organisations in which they work. Ultimately, these internal revelations will (we hope) serve to help not only to improve our practice, but to help reduce poverty and social exclu​sion in its many forms in the places we work. 

We turn now to three case studies which show up some of the problems existing within the aid agencies, and among the individual aid agents and development personalities. 

2. A FRAMEWORK FOR Analysis

As noted earlier, we continue the discussion in light of three definitions(of culture and organ​isational behaviour (after Lewis et al 2003), and the construct of a pipeline model of develop​ment. Each of these constructs shows up significantly in the three case studies that follow.
Culture as a cognitive construct is defined as knowledge that people create, learn, own, share and use to inter​pret experience and generate behaviour (adapted from Spradley and McCurdy 1980). Knowledge, or what one ‘knows’ by belonging to a particular culture or sub-culture, or as a member of a specific cultural scene (a development project, a research centre, etc.), embodies sets of values, attitudes, beliefs, orientations and underlying assumptions prevalent among people identified as belonging to a particular social entity (see Harrison and Huntington 2000: xvi and passim). From this basis comes the notion of culture as a set of ‘community-specific ideas about what is true, good, beautiful, and efficient’, including what is right and what matters (see Shweder 2000). 

What one knows, believes and values, and the assumptions of rightness or wrongness upon which one acts in social settings is communicated through behaviours that are carried or expressed by ‘language’ in its broadest meaning. It includes the spoken word and body language, as well as things like adherence to dress codes, acceptable expressions of emotion, and vision statements that, in our context (here) of international research and development includes such sub-cultures as a company, an NGO, a research centre or a community group. In a company, for example, the guiding principle or ‘vision’ may be to make a profit and please the client, whereas by contrast, in an NGO it may be the performance of a service to society and please a deity, and in a research institution it may be the creation of a new strain or a better technology in the pristine and socially unsullied sanctity of the laboratory. Thus, culture as knowledge, including values, beliefs and assumptions, creates the accepted ‘rules’ by which we each interpret what we experience and guide our individual and group responses and behaviours.

The key components of organisational behaviour (derived from Lewis et al 2003: 545-550, after Hawkins 1997) are the artefacts (e.g., dress code), personal behaviour (how conflict is resolved and mistakes are treated), mindset and emotional ground (values and assumptions that inform and constrain behaviour, perception and emotions), and motivational roots (underlying sense of purpose that link(or disparage(the values of the organisation and the individuals involved). These components are all grounded in cultural cognition and personal action. 

2.3 The pipeline model of development suggests a ‘top-down’, linear, problem-solving process in which knowledge is produced by ‘experts’ such as an agency superior, a scientist or other ‘knowledgeable person’ etc., on the upper end of the ‘pipeline’, for ‘beneficiaries’ such as local development agents, policy makers, advisors, farmers, and researchers lower down the line at the receiving end. It is culture acted out in linear fashion, under which there is no recognition of knowledge being produced within the context of social interaction between various actors (see Berger and Luckman 1967, also Clay and Schaffer 1984). In organisational terms, the manage​ment of such a linear process of knowledge production and action suggests a hierarchy in the division of labour wherein those who hold fast to the model, those who have ultimate power in the system (e.g., corporate bosses, scientists, researchers, staff in research policy think tanks) are situated on the top end, and all recipients of the pre-designed knowledge in the pipeline are at or near the bottom. Such a conception of knowledge with its subsequent organisational structure perpetuates a culture that tends to view users as passive beneficiaries with little or no agency ascribed to them, and who are expected to unquestioningly follow the rules and perform as they are expected by those in control. At this end of the process, there is often a stage called evalua​tion, to see how well users/beneficiaries have ‘adopted’ the new knowledge.

3. CASE STUDIES
Case Study #1(The Company and the NGO: Power meets Dedication 

A large, profit-oriented and monetarily successful First World consulting firm was inappro​priately paired (by the donor agency) with a small, comparatively low-key non-profit national NGO contracted to set up and manage a regional training programme. The programme was run out of the NGO’s small local office, set up to make the corporation staff feel as comfortable and welcome as possible. The corporation’s headquarters staff, who arrived to assist the NGO during programme start-up, interpreted their role as bringing the NGO into the ‘real world’ of high-visi​bility, high-powered development players, in the image of the corporation’s organisational culture. The corporation staff were keen on hiring ‘team players’ for the programme; i.e., national and international staff members who were ‘hungry’ for hard work.
 Project staff were expected to perform corporation style in high gear and frequently on overtime, within a social system more attuned to the operational values of a service-oriented NGO, giving emphasis to a more measured and careful approach, with sincere ‘dedication’ to a social cause, not to corporate success or personal aggrandisement. 

The corporation employed an experienced First World development advisor, a senior anthro​pologist familiar with the region, with NGOs and the local language, to assist the NGO’s local team leader. The corporation staff expected him, ‘their company man’, to push an assertive high-key strong-armed leadership agenda(to ‘kick chairs’, as an observant outsider has called it (though none of this intention appeared in the anthropologist’s TOR, of course). When the company’s local person-on-the-spot empathised more with the low-key style and values (culture) of the NGO, the corporation staff from headquarters became uncomfortable. At the same time, the advisor was equally uncomfortable with the degree of compliance with the corporation’s style of development assistance that was expected to give, a cultural style that to the anthropologist was not relevant; i.e., not in keeping with the NGO organisational and behavioural values. Unwilling to do their ‘chair-kicking’, the anthropologist left the project after eight weeks, by mutual agreement.

Early on, the two corporation’s headquarters staff quickly showed up an inappropriate conten​tiousness and personal cultural arrogance reflecting their interpretation of a corporate worldview that clearly exemplified their company’s hard-nosed profit-making corporate values, obviously out of tune with the NGO’s softly-softly non-profit culture of service. (A glance at their respective ‘vision statements’ clearly shows the marked differences in their cultural understanding of how to ‘do’ development. They do not have a ‘shared vision’.) 

The personal cultural arrogance of the corporation staff was exhibited in several cultural scenes played out in and around NGO’s programme office. For one, in the face of a low-key dress code (e.g., everyone in sandals, leave your street shoes at the door to keep the office clean,
 men in sport shirts and women in equally casual dress with formal attire worn only when visiting a government office, etc.), one of the corporation staff appeared daily with street shoes on and stiffly attired in suit and tie. (The only occasion when this individual ‘dressed down’ he simply took off his tie, and only after 8 weeks of frequent subtle reminders about the dress code did he finally condescend to wear sandals(slightly incongruous under the suit and tie(somewhat ironically on the very day that the expatriate anthropologist resigned.) For another, in a context of the NGO’s polite, appreciative and mentoring style of interpersonal relationships, both of them exhibited an uncanny ability to ‘blow off’ in the office, shouting angrily and insensitively about misunderstandings and small misdemeanours as the advisor was learning the new role. Further, in a society where sharing meals at home with host country programme staff is taken as an impor​tant sign of friendship and collegiality, one of the two consistently refused (except once when the invitation was to eat with the NGO staff at a restaurant), feigning ‘tummy trouble’, ‘jet lag’, and the like. And, in a blatantly insensitive expression of personal cultural-of-power arrogance, one of them spoke a colloquial ‘mod’ English slang that was often unintelligible to his host national partners. (The anthropologist was frequently asked, in the local language quietly and carefully so as not to embarrass the outsider, to ‘interpret’ the man’s jargon-riddled language, which arose from his own culture.) At the same time, this same individual feigned adopting some of the jargon of the NGO and of anthropology to appear ‘on the beam’, ‘with it’ and ‘in the ballgame’, hence able to ‘talk the talk’(to quote some of the milder of his own obtuse slang. On top of all this was the corporation staffs’ expression of an immutable ‘only one right way’ model of rendering technical assistance. It was clear from the beginning that no deviation, no attempt at modifying the approach, no adaptive learning to assure cultural appropriateness, would be condoned. There was only one ‘pipeline’ method for the transfer of corporate culture, and the NGO was to be ‘whipped into shape’ to follow it; i.e., not allowed to proceed in any other way. The combination of these inappropriate cultural expressions and behaviours, both personal and organisational, caused considerable discomfort within the NGO office.
 The paradox here is that the NGO was selected to lead the project because of its track record of being effective and efficient in its line of work. 

In retrospect, among all the actors in this drama, the cultural behaviours of two outside sets of actors, the donor agency and the corporation staff, were problematic. Instead of pairing the huge powerful profit-making corporation with the small, but effective, efficient and successful national NGO, the donor agency would have been better advised to pair the local NGO with a regional or international NGO (such as CARE or OXFAM), which worked in the same technical field of development. This would have been a far more responsible and culturally-appropriate partner for the up-and-coming local NGO. At the same time, a more cautious, open-minded, less antagonis​tic, ‘learning approach’ to the situation on the part of the corporation’s headquarter staff would also have been more appropriate, useful and productive. 

Case Study #2(Scientist Culture in Development Research: The Hard and the Soft of It

Two of the major policy objectives of an international group of scientific research centres is to ensure responsiveness to the needs of stakeholders and to remain pro-poor. Specific goals include focusing on poverty reduction, keeping research focused on major problems of global signifi​cance, and to ensure that research is demand driven. Recent studies of success in living up to these goals describe how the culture of an organisation defines and produces engagement between researchers and farmers, as a process. It also tells a great deal about the engagement between traditional technological researchers and social scientists promoting a more participatory research agenda. A closer examination of these relationships provides an important window of understanding on how such a relationship comes to be produced and maintained, or not, within a research centre. The values, beliefs, attitudes and practices of the organisation are an important element of the engagement process between researchers (organisational members, both techno​logists and social scientists) and their constituents (poor farmers in the developing world).

Within the last decade, the value of participatory research has become recognised as an important methodology to ensure that research is adaptive to the needs of the rural poor. Where there is support for the adoption of participatory social science approaches from donors, there tends to be good support and acceptance for such ‘soft’ methodologies by bio-physical scientists. Nonethe​less, we must ask how the ‘pro-poor’ policy rhetoric and acceptance of ‘soft’ participatory approaches by bio-physical scientists plays out in an actual process of engagement with the different staff of the organisation. And, how has the participatory discourse become appropriated into a scientific and technological paradigm within the organisation. This process is achieved as much by bio-physical scientists using participatory approaches for a functional end (efficiency in producing adoptable technologies) as it is by the compliance of social scientists operating in the system. 

Participatory research, in a most general sense, applies to a wide range of applications of ‘partici​patory approaches’ to promote extension, to elicit local knowledge, and to develop the capacity of end users for research. These participatory approaches can be broadly categorised into functional or empowering categories,
 depending on the objectives and actual practice of how they are employed in the process engaging farmers. This dichotomy symbolises a long standing debate about the role of social science in organisations with a technically-oriented mandate for generat​ing agricultural technologies.

In one international crop and commodities research centre, approximately 34% of all projects claim to be conducting participatory research, largely in extension. Projects staff and researchers in this category tend to view ‘participatory research’ as a useful tool in two stages of the innova​tion process; first, when feeding information to researchers prior to initiating research, followed by their participation in the dissemination of the finished product or technology. There are also a lesser number of projects, mostly headed by social scientists, employing participatory approaches to help develop the capacities of farmers to make demands on the researchers and the research process itself. These include various capacity development initiatives, particularly to enhance farmer capacity to conduct research (e.g., plant breeding) and to strengthen their capacity to organise.

In the past, an important strategy to bridge the gap between the functional and empowering categories was through ‘experiential learning’, a process in which social scientists working ‘side by side’ with bio-physical scientists is believed to lead to a process of mutual learning, thereby enhancing the nature and quality of engagement between the researchers and their constituents. Reconciling the two contesting objectives, functional and empowering, has not been easy. Looking at it historically, it is interesting to see how social scientists have proceeded to define a strategy focused on a systems approach (and hence neces​sarily involving a process that includes working with multiple stakeholder constituents, partici​patory methodologies and multi-disciplinary teams). The implicit objective of this approach is to demonstrate the viability and effectiveness of social science and the participatory approach to bio-physical colleagues not schooled in it.

In the case at hand, the centre’s leadership, acting under pressure from donors to expand the research mandate away from a narrow technology focus, made structural changes in an existing crop research program. They included the development of multi-disciplinary teams to ensure that the research focus would extend beyond the narrow crop focus to the environment in which it applied, and from a strictly technocratic approach to research to one in which participatory approaches are embedded in an action research mode. 

In this particular centre, some traditional researchers responded to these reforms by revising their objectives, then went on to develop an impressive range of research projects ostensibly scaled up from single commodities or crop specialisations to the management of natural resources, and from purely technocratic approaches to approaches which included participatory modes of engagement. Despite the apparent achievements in project design, however, severe limitations showed up when they continued to focus on single crops or commodities rather than whole eco​systems, and as they continued to produce research results without much input from the farmers or reference to other multidisciplinary colleagues. In short, the researchers adopted the termi​nology and goals of the changes in their research designs, but continued to act in the ways most familiar to them, in the cultural styles of traditional research. Their style was to co-opt the language, but not the practice. 

Thus, the new objectives were pursued in a manner consistent with earlier and more comfortable approaches to innovation. In particular, the exclusion of rural people from their systems of inter​est meant that there was little scope for those stakeholders to take part in negotiating definitions of the research questions to be addressed and hence, in the design of the innovations that resulted from this process (e.g., see Reece 1998).

During a staff presentation at this research centre, the participatory principles and practices of a demand driven model of innovation was compared with a linear ‘pipeline’ model of research and development. When the pipeline approach was described as inappropriate in addressing complex environmental and social realities of small holders, it elicited strong, defensive reactions from some senior scientists who perceived the comparison as an ‘attack’ upon their work. 

Another reason for resistence by some bio-physical scientists to changing the cultural paradigm of research away from the pipeline model to a more participatory model, came up in an interview between a staff social scientist and a bio-physical researcher who has strongly promoted the change. When asked about the adoption of participatory research in his work, a conflict between the two cultures of research came directly to the front. ‘What concerns me’, he said, ‘is when the participatory research methodology becomes less than a tool and more of an end in itself. All research dealing with agriculture is participatory by its very nature.’ What must be avoided, he went on, is ‘the messianic mode…’ (and elsewhere he used the term ‘evangelical’). If it becomes like a dogma associated with one person, then ‘it becomes offensive to many…’ Note that while talking about promoting the ‘new’ participatory research as ‘messianic’, he failed to reflect on the fact that he was as committed to his own ‘messianic’ promotion of the traditional technocratic pipeline model. 

What this case study demonstrates is that addressing structural change alone has little chance of success unless accompanied by a shift in scientific cultures, particularly if resistance is embedded in the values, beliefs, attitudes of organisational members. Combined with these deeply-held views, the quality of personal relationships between bio-physical and social scientists (mistrust, power relations, access to donor funds) all play an important role in how views of participatory research and social science in general, are generated and maintained. Subsequently, these influ​ence and determine how participatory approaches are employed in practice by technology gener​ating scientists. 

There is an explicit suggestion that participatory research should not become more than a tool and any suggestion by advocates within the organisation to move it into a non-functional role is seen as being ‘messianic’. The deliberate use of the words like ‘messianic’ and ‘evangelical’ conjures images of a cult (at worst) and a ‘non scientific’ approach (at best). What this suggests is the need to ‘salvage’ a degree of ‘professionalism’ in the discourse. The notion that associates the discus​sion of personalities, or personal relationships, as being ‘unprofessional’ is a particularly ‘Western’ one. 

The notion that social science jargon (long with how it is perceived when used or promoted) and, thus, its unacceptability within the research system, is a gross simplification of a more deep rooted problem that is embedded in the view of knowledge production and cultural adaptation. We must ask, if ‘participatory research’ is the jargon of social scientists, is there no jargon among the bio-scientists? 

In an organisational paradigm that is dominated by practitioners of a ‘linear and rational’ science, the process of knowledge production can aptly described by the metaphor of a ‘pipeline’. Within such a system, the status and subsequent practice of social science is fraught with ‘misgivings’, affronts (both to one’s personal sense of self-esteem and discipline) and a general ‘dumbing down’ to suit a functional and instrumental function to spread technologies that will ‘alleviate poverty’. The relative isolation from end-users or farmers is rooted in the centre’s conventional wisdom, one that holds that scientists work most effectively when they are protected from ‘politi​cal’ pressures and are free to get on with the job of developing valuable technologies. Underlying this view is the assumption ‘new technology is the key leading factor in the process of desired social change’ (Anderson, Levy and Morrison 1991: 31). Finally, note the paradox here: that social analysis of the generation and diffusion of technology shows that it rarely follows the pipeline model. 

Case Study #3(Paper and the People: Project Initiatives vs. Parallel Innovations

In 1980 a UN agency in collaboration with a small farmer development programme funded a project in a small Asian nation to rejuvenate an ancient handmade paper industry combined with the commercialisation of a traditional block printing process to make stationeries for local and international sale. Prior to the project, the local handmade paper industry had fallen into decline due to competition by modern paper imports from a nearby and highly industrialised country. The handmade paper is made from the bark of a common forest shrub by small groups of farm fami​lies in rural communities. The project began by providing start-up loans to individual poor farm​ers who worked in groups, and simultaneously established a block printing factory that would buy their product. The finished paper products were then purchased by the UN agency to supply a worldwide marketing enterprise that has proved very successful. 

The project included a community development program in the paper making villages, and a personal welfare scheme to benefit the workers, mainly poor women, at the factory. It also kept the sustainability of the forest resource firmly in mind, establishing several mechanisms to assure a continuing and sustainable supply of raw materials and the fuelwood necessary to cook the bark fibres into the slurry necessary for making paper. Overall, the project worked quite well and much of it continues today a quarter century on, following much of the original design. 

It is certain parallel innovations that sprang up at the macro level independent of the project, however, that capture our attention. As a result of the high quality stationeries produced on the project, an international niche market was established and buyers came from around the world looking for handmade paper products(well beyond what the original factory could supply. This, in turn, helped spur a wider handmade paper and block printing industry for making stationeries and related paper products. Seeing a healthy and growing international market, a number of new factories, unassociated with the project, sprang up in the private and NGO sector. In recent years, exports of handmade paper products from all sources in this country have increased foreign exchange earnings by over 25% per year.

In addition, it is important to note that some private companies and NGOs promote their products on the world market by openly describing (in their ads and promotional write-ups) their adher​ence to standards of fair trade, exhibiting positive ethical behaviours through forms of social service towards their employees and the wider community, and the idea that their unique paper products are produced in traditional fashion by exotic ethnic peoples.

While the project has continued much as it was planned, and continues to supply its UN agency buyer, it is in the private and NGO sector that services a variety of other international buyers that very interesting institutional innovations have taken place. The NGO-based paper makers, and some of the leading private firms have established ancillary divisions or affiliated organisations into which a percentage of the profits from paper product sales are channelled to support socially responsible civic service activities. These include employee and community educational, health and economic initiatives aimed at the poor, and especially at women, such as the building and renovation of schools, provision of women’s and children’s education, medical services, HIV/AIDS awareness and prevention campaigns, savings schemes and other poverty alleviation programs, and the like. In addition, many of the local NGOs and private companies in this indus​try have joined national and international fair trade groups. The fair trade code also promotes ethical work conditions and both company and community based welfare activities. 

The private sector has also recently established a handmade paper business service association that, concerned with lobbying government on policy and regulatory functions to assure sustain​ability of the industries’ natural resource base, and the development and maintenance of equitable export systems. It is also concerned with social welfare issues which practical day-to-day ways of implanting socially responsible behaviour in commercial activities. Recently, the business asso​ciation’s leaders saw the need for an industry wide marketing strategy. They promptly sought advice from the government’s trade promotion centre that, in turn, put them in touch with inter​national specialists who helped them find and develop further markets for handmade paper products in Europe and America. The association is also beginning to work closely with commu​nity forestry user groups nationwide (in the civil society) to manage the necessary forest resources in a more sustainable manner. In view of these private and NGO sector initiatives, well beyond the purview of the original project (but beholden to it, to a degree, for initially rejuve​nating the local paper making industry), recent assessments show success in both the economic enterprise of handmade paper production and the sustainability of the natural resource base. Of particular interest here, however, is the various self-taxing initiatives, the resultant establishment of company and community welfare schemes, adherence to both national and international fair and ethical trade codes of practice. 

It is particularly noteworthy that these private and NGO sector initiatives have occurred well out​side of the original project. They are not donor-funded, although the business service association has occasionally requested small and limited assistance from donor agency sources for special activities. What is striking is that although the project was instrumental in rejuvenating the hand​made paper products industry, it was local innovative behaviour outside of the project that has given rise to highly creative and dynamic institutional changes and progress within the wider industry. These changes are firmly based in a type of traditional Nepali culture of socially respon​sible behaviour. The private sector actors in this innovation system (i.e., both private companies and NGOs) base their expression of ethical values on traditional systems of civic service and social responsibility dating back many generations in the national society. Thus, the particular innovations adopted by the industry today have come from within. They are viable and dynamic in the country’s political, cultural and economic context. And, it is evident that they, more so than the time- and design-limited donor project, are more likely to grow and remain sustainable over the long term. Unfortunately, the original project created a dependency relationship between the paper making and factory operations, following rules established by the outside donor agency. By comparison, the data show that the independent private enterprise (private companies and local NGO operations), following traditions of ethical business behaviour and, especially, their expres​sions of social responsibility handed down over many generations within the society, demonstrate a much more viable and sustainable mode of development. 

4. DISCUSSION

A Contentious Culture of Arrogance

Personally arrogant behaviour shows up clearly in Case Studies No. 1 and 2. Where the corpora​tion met the NGO, it appeared in the belief of ‘one right way’ to institutionalise a particular pipe​line model of development, and in the use of an esoteric slang that often made no sense to others. In the research institute, it is the arrogance of the bio-scientists who perceived the ‘messianic’ imposition of participatory research as threatening to their findings, their future careers, etc. They even saw themselves as victims. In stark comparison, however, in Case Study No. 3 about inno​vative developments within handmade paper industry, we find no such arrogance. Instead, we find a culture that openly promotes a culture of social responsibility and that is, at the same time, realistic and pragmatic as regards a sustainable resource base and investment in the development and maintenance of local and international markets. 

An Appropriation of Cultural Language

In Case Study No.1, the corporate staff person adopted some of the operational jargon of both the NGO and the anthropologist-advisor in order to appear ‘with it’, on the surface. In Case Study No.2, the bio-scientists at the research centre were happy to appropriate the language of partici​patory research, while keeping to their own pipeline culture. Both cases describe what the inno​cent child said about proverbial emperor having no clothes, only in reverse. A perceptive aid agency officer we know recently described it as ‘a co-option of language, and nothing under​neath’. 

In Case Study No.3, in contrast, the members of the industry are using terms such as ‘social responsibility’, ‘sustainable resource management’, ‘ethnically-produced’ products, and codes of ‘fair trade’, etc., to sell their products, with all honesty and integrity. It is clear that they are abiding by the norms of fair trade and civic service and while some of the language used is designed to ‘sell’ their products on the international niche market, beneath the terminology is a sincere commitment to action. This is clearly evident in their personal practice of self-taxing profits to fund socially responsible community activities, by adopting fair trade codes for more than purely functional reasons.

Co-option and Fusion

The old days of seeing the problems and analysing the cultures of development as being ‘out there’ somewhere are over. In the words on one aid agency leader: ‘It is no longer about them as much as it is (now) about us.’ That is, the onus is now ‘in here’, in the black box of aid agencies, research organisations and academic research institutions, for example, whose goals are to practice international research and development to alleviate poverty, encourage empowerment, support social inclusion, and the like. Whether language, methods, theories, etc., are co-opted, modified, fussed, or scaled-up, etc., depends on the culture of the project, the organisation, or the programme. And while co-option will surely continue and genuine change will likely continue to take place, the old “them-and-us” dichotomy is no longer meaningful as a way to speak and behave as we engage in the hard work of development. Pandora’s Box is open, and it will be hard to close. Rosalind Eyben’s studies (2003a,b) and others that are coming into the literature (some from this very workshop; see also Ekboir 2002) reflect that at least some international develop​ment agencies are now showing a propensity to shift the focus of Clyde Kluckhohn’s ‘great mirror’ to reflect inward, on agency actors and their behaviours, to seek the source of some of the internal organisational and cultural incompatibilities that undercut our best efforts at develop​ment. 

Conclusions: Personal Choice

The move towards more transparency, more reflexive attitudes in the workplace, etc., brings us to focus on the importance of the choices we all make about what worldview and type of personal behaviours we wish to develop, and what types of workplace culture we choose to support by our actions. 
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� 	Some of this literature comes under the stakeholder advocacy and manuals for action (Grimble and Wellard 1997; Richards, Davies and Yaron 2003)In some of that conceptualisation, the development agents and the researchers themselves are left out of the analysis. For an example of explicit inclusion of development personnel in the analysis (see Biggs and Matsaert 2003).


� 	For a detailed discussion of the limitations of the pipeline model in agricultural research and development see Biggs, 1990. For a more general critique of this model when articulated as ‘the policy cycle’ see Clay and Schaffer 1984, and when used in the ‘project cycle’ see Biggs and Smith, 2003.


� 	The issue, of course, was not about ‘hard work’ per se, for the culture of hard work was already well established in the NGO. Rather, it was a matter of hard work to promote the particular corporate style of development. 


� 	The country where streets are often very dirty, there is a very good reason for the practice of leaving shoes at the door. 


�	And, of course, we must remind ourselves that another set of corporation actors may have behaved quite differently, perhaps more sensitively and appropriately (or conceivably, even less so) in the NGO setting, and that individuals within a cultural setting or scene vary considerably among themselves in how they interpret and act on the knowledge and act out the values, beliefs and rules of a particular cultural entity. We do not subscribe to the all too facile notion that there may be one modal corporate (or NGO, or national,…etc.) cultural type (see Shweder 2000:163 after Kaplan 1954; and Spiro 1961), for as Shweder correctly warns: ‘Looking for types of personalities to explain differences in cultural practices is a dead end’ (Shweder 2000:164, and Shweder 1991).


� 	This case study is based upon a forthcoming study by Gurung and Menter (in press).


� 	These represent two extremes of a wide range of participation modes (Biggs 1989, White 1996).


� 	This case study is based upon the work of Messerschmidt (1988) and Biggs and Messerschmidt (n.d.). 
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