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Abstract:

It is 2015. George Clooney is US President. Bold@Gehnd Bono, respectively, Irish
President and Prime Minister. China has just okertghe US as the world’s largest
economy. India is not so far behind thanks to Eesgi Amartya Sen. Some of the
MDGs were met. Some were not. The MDGs on incont education were met
globally but with huge disparities. Progress inigdraccelerated following large aid
flows but repayments are now looming. The other MD&re missed though not as
badly as expected. Climate change/chaos has ifieghgiith many of the impacts felt
in the South. Urbanisation is accelerating. Whesgt for international development
research? As we move closer to 2015 space willylibpen to rethink notions of
‘development’ post-2015 (and then likely shrink iagance any post-2015 targets are
chosen by the international community). This creat@me breathing space. A chance
to reimagine notions of ‘development’ beyond absohlleprivation, and ‘our’ agenda
for ‘them’ in the South. This article asks is demhent research fit for the purpose?
Indeed, what is development studies and what cslubddd it be?



1. INTRODUCTION

It is 2015. George Clooney is US President. BolGehnd Bono, respectively, Irish

President and Prime Minister. China has just okertahe US as the world’s largest
economy. India is not so far behind thanks to Eesgi Amartya Sen. Some of the
MDGs were met. Some were not. The MDGs on incont education were met

globally but with huge disparities. Progress inigdraccelerated following large aid
flows but repayments are now looming. The other MD&re missed though not as
badly as expected. Climate change/chaos has ifieghaiith many of the impacts felt

in the South. Urbanisation is accelerating. Wheagt for international development
research?

As we move closer to 2015 space will likely opemdthink notions of ‘development’
post-2015 (and then likely shrink again once anst2®15 targets are chosen by the
international community). This creates some breatlspace. A chance to reimagine
notions of ‘development’ beyond absolute deprivati@and ‘our’ agenda for ‘them’ in
the South.

We ask what is development studies? What couldldtibhe?
2. DEVELOPMENT STUDIES: THE PAST?

When did DS emerge and why? Harriss (2005:17) ntajege when ‘development
studies’ began... ... is a matter for debate... ... [it] exeerin a particular intellectual
and political context in the 1960s”. The term D3yorame into being as a teaching
course title relatively recently — in the 1960s a&fivOs — and many well known
development journals and institutions date frors time period.

A number of key development research and traimisgtutes were established in the
1960s, including the Overseas Development Insti(utendon) and the Institute of
Development Studies (at the University of Sussexhe United Kingdom. One issue
which tends to recur is where to situate DS intgand courses. Some would argue
that to have DS research and training instituteatkd in developing countries is an
anachronism since virtually all socio-economic asdociated research and training in
these countries would be expected to be ‘developoented’. On the other hand
the location of DS research and teaching in indhlsted countries would be
consistent with the maintenance of hegemony in gtikject area, and with the
development policy-related concerns of ‘metropaliteountry governments and of
aid institutions. However, notwithstanding thessues and concerns a number of
notable DS institutions have been established weldping countries and are still
active and respected — examples being the Insbfudevelopment Studies in Nairobi
University, Kenya and the Bangladesh Institute ef&@opment Studies in Dhaka.

However, the issue of when DS emerged as a cohanehéxplicit subject area for
study and research is, of course, more complex idhamtifying the first use of the
term DS for teaching programmes or journal titlesiro institutional names. The
emergence of DS has traces in both colonial antdqmdsnial eras. Kothari (2005:47-
8), for example, has argued that DS emerged owoflwnial studies but that DS
“rarely acknowledges [its] colonial roots...... and thariety of ways in which the
west produces knowledge about other people in qilages”.

There is certainly a continuity between colonialdss in the past and current DS.
During the period of colonial administration quit® number of significant



anthropological and economic studies were undemntake British colonies in the late
1940s and 1950s with funding and other support fileenUK Colonial Office. Some
of those who worked for the colonial administratidmefore independence became
academics, development researchers and practsiafter independence.

It has also been argued that DS is a product gbdisé-colonial period and of the de-
colonization process in the 1950s and 1960s (LgX694; Molteberg and Bergstrgm
2000; Shaw, 2004). The 1960s also witnessed tke WiN “Development Decade”
with the establishment of new UN institutions (sashUNCTAD) and the conversion
of other institutions towards a more developmergsded role.

Other features of the 1960s were influential omKimg and activism as Harriss
noted in the quotation in the opening of this s8T{2005:17). European events of
1968 (including the Paris uprising) had a majoeefbn intellectuals, and there was a
resurgence of Marxist socio-economic theory togethigh the articulation of neo-
Marxist dependency theory in a development context.

Revolution was in the air. The independence of rddstan colonies had recently
taken place and declarations of ‘African Socialism@re popular (Kwame Nkrumah
in Ghana, Julius Nyerere in Tanzania, and Leop@dg8or in Senegal as well as
black liberation movements in South Africa fightidgartheid such as the African
National Congress — for discussion see Mereditl)5p0We might also note the
importance of Nkrumah’s bodKeo-colonialism: the last stage of imperialism (1965)
and of the collection of Nyerere’s speeches (1966 4968). In West Africa
Senghor’s political writings were very influenti@d964) although he also contributed
significantly to African creative writing togetharth North African authors such as
Fanon (1970) and Camus (1966). From India, NeHa#dership of the non-aligned
movement together with Gandhi’'s pacifist philosopnd anti-colonial standpoint
played a considerable international role. There ass radical thinking and political
action in Europe at the time, an influential creghts movement in the USA, and the
Indo-China experience (including the Vietnam wakhese influences all gave a
political dimension to writing and thinking abouteérnational development and to the
independence of former colonies.

In the 1960s and 1970s there was an internatiataliz of influences on academic
establishments affecting teaching and research, mady nationals of newly
independent countries studied in countries othen the former metropolitan colonial
powers. For example, before independence in Eas$tVélast Africa most of the
expatriate staff in universities were British, aafter independence North Americans
(US and Canada in patrticular), Dutch, Scandinayigtumgarians, and others joined
in making the endeavour more international in bo#ihsonnel and in thinking. The
development of new and expanded universities ineldging countries created a
significant demand for academic staff, and in thet finstance this demand was
largely met by expatriates. With the movement talsdocalization of academic staff
the displaced expatriate staff needed to find aepla their home countries (for the
most part) and so many academics working in a dpweént context of a certain age
are ‘returnees’ from this development process. ificeeased number of indigenous
academics in developing countries was also of sagmce, with the evolution of
developing country socio-economic research andarekanstitutions.

Intellectually, as noted above, neo-Marxism as waslinon-Marxist Structuralism
was a major feature in the development literatarthat time. Andre Gunder Frank
and leading Latin American intellectuals such als@€€&urtado had a major influence
on development thinking.



Thomas Kuhn’she Sructure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) added to a sense of
intellectual revolution with his discussion of "pdigms”. Kuhn argued that science
does not evolve but that key anomalies build upratjaghe dominant theory. These
anomalies eventually lead to a ’scientific revalatji paradigm change (a structural
shift in theory) resulting in a new world-view.

Since the 1960s DS has experienced some major ebamtxamples of these
changes include the shifting concepts and intempogts of ‘development’ and the
stronger emergence of cross-disciplinarity. A mioigrumental approach in DS has
also been evident since the mid 1980s followingceoms about an alleged lack of
relevance of DS to development practitioners angddor people. The debate of the
1980s was triggered by seminal pieces by David Baotd Mike Edwards. Since this
time DS has encompassed an approach that is mstreinrental and which more
directly informs policy/practice/action through easch rather than emphasizing high
theory.

3. DEVELOPMENT STUDIES: THE PRESENT?

There is a growing literature on the nature of B®8X, 2007; Harriss 2002; Hulme
and Toye 2005; Loxley 2004; Molteberg and Bergst@f®2a; 2002b;". Across this
literature, three common dimensions emerge. Onetavaisualize this is to imagine a
matrix in the form of a 3 x 3 x Bubik cube (see Figure). This cube, with 27 elements,
could be viewed as DS in its entirétyndividual pieces of research being located at
different points within the cube.

What is development studies?

= DS is about development (however defined — seenhelo

= DS is (to a greater or lesser extent) about crassplinary insights. DS
increasingly seeks to draw on the insights of ntlba& one discipline but does
not necessarily always achieve this satisfactorily.

= DS is (to a large extent) about applied or instrtaleresearch.DS tends not
to be interested in knowledge generation for its @ake but for its applied or
instrumental value. DS is concerned with real-wgrldblems (even when
theorising). Many members of the DS ‘community’ lse® “make a
difference”.

Each of these three characteristics are elementsnvthe 3 x 3 x 3 cube. The first,
about the dimensions of development can be sulbetivinto development a) as a
process of change, b) as a policy/practice relaemluative outcome or c) as a
dominant discourse. This could be viewed as a soath from arguably value-free
(development as change) at one end of the contintumesearch which is more
explicitly value-laden (development as a policyfpice related evaluative outcome)
at the other end. We would argue that these are¢htiee discernable definitions of
‘development’. The first is historical and longfteand arguably relatively value-free
— emphasizing ‘development’ as a process of chafige second is policy-related and
evaluative or indicator-led, is based on value @grdgnts (relating, for example, to
‘good’ change), and has short- to medium-term thngzons — development as the
achievement of the MDGs, for example. The third pest-modernist, drawing

attention to the ethnocentric and ideologically de@ Western conceptions of
‘development’ and raising the possibilities of afiive conceptions. A common



theme within most definitions is that ‘developmemticompasses ‘change’ in a
variety of aspects of the human condition. Inde®t; of the simplest definitions of
‘development’ is probably Chambers’ notion of “gocldange”, although this raises
all sorts of questions a) about what is “good” avitht sort of “change” matters (as
Chambers acknowledges), b) about the role of valusd c) whether ‘bad change’ is
also viewed as a form of development. Althoughttieene of ‘change’ may be over-
riding, what constitutes ‘good change’ is boundé¢ocontested.

The second dimension of the development cube, tatrmss-disciplinary insights’,
can also be placed in a continuum of approaches uki-disciplinary, inter-
disciplinary, or trans-disciplinary research — demp an increasing level of
integration between constituent disciplines. Depealent Studies seeks to be cross-
disciplinary. However, there are significant inéeliual and professional or
institutional barriers between disciplines. Thesaribrs are both ontological and
epistemological, and are also based on the steuctuuniversities and of university
politics. Haddad (2006:3) and McGregor (2006:33)enboth referred to the fact that
different disciplines have distinctly different oidgical and epistemological
approaches — to problem definition, to axioms asglimptions concerning the nature
of reality and of human beings, and to analyticathods and techniques. Indeed,
some disciplines even have language (or jargon¢hwisi almost incomprehensible to
those ‘outside’ the discipline.

Additionally, there is some confusion over termsos3-disciplinarity is a generic
term meaningny kind of mixing of disciplines. Multi-disciplinargntails researchers
in teams conducting research from their own digwgpy viewpoint but where the
team as a whole includes researchers from a nuailzBsciplines. Interdisciplinarity
is a step further towards integration rather tharexistence and means that the
different disciplines are still discernable but sorhevel of deeper integration is
evident. Individuals (or teams) seek to integratecepts and methodologies from the
outset. Most of the individual researchers will édamiliarity with at least a second
discipline. Transdisciplinarity relates to completategration of two or more
disciplines with the possibility of forming a nevisdipline. As an example the field
research method known as ethnography originatestinropology but took insights
from psychology, philosophy, sociology, and othescighlines. A final option in this
classification is ‘non-disciplinarity’, which is hdéhe same as trans-disciplinarity and
represents a deliberate attempt to move away frmmotion that one should work
within well-defined disciplinary boundaries, a gasi which might be taken by those
working in a post-modernist perspective. Thereois,course, the possibility that
deliberately rejecting the methods and techniguesstablished disciplines could
result in description which is devoid of analysis.

These conceptualizations of DS have been representbe figure below reflecting
Bergstrem and Molteberg’s perception of cross-gistary concepts as being within
a continuum, with ‘additive’ approaches at one émallti-disciplinarity) and fully
‘integrative’ approaches at the other end (tramgolimarity) (2000:11).

Diagrammatic presentation of Cross-disciplinantydevelopment Studies
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If the first dimension is the foci — i.e. ‘developnt’ (however defined) and the
second dimension of the cube is the approach —ciass-disciplinarity, the third
dimension of the development cube is the aim op@sg. This can again be placed
within a continuum of purpose — from research Miithited instrumentality (such as
theory/abstraction) at one end of the continuumes®arch with high instrumentality
at the other (research which is focused on polmrgctice, or on an action-based
approach) with combinations of the two in betwddany people are attracted to DS
by some sense of concern and commitment aboutlgasiice and the prevailing
levels of global poverty and inequality. One avefarehis commitment is a focus on
informing policy." Definitions of DS typically identify some level afstrumentality,
as in Molteberg and Bergstram’s (2000:7) propositivat “knowledge generation is
not an end in itself”. This makes DS, in the woadsMehta et al. (2006:1) “more
loaded and contested than other kinds of research”.

Indeed, instrumentality in DS has been a centretbfain many critiques of DS. It
has led many to contend that DS is “the source afiyrof the problems of the so-
called Third World” (Corbridge, 2005:1). The poattissue relates particularly to the
nature of interventions in the lives of the peopWo are the ‘subjects’ or
‘participants’ of DS research who are often frondifferent social and cultural
background to that of the researcher. Rahnema’37(895) remark that “who are
we... ... to intervene in other people’s lives?” isitgb of this viewpoint. In short, if
the purpose of DS research is often instrumentapmiied it should be clear that
issues of legitimacy are raised by this orientatitewards ‘good intentions’. The
ethics-related (and methodological) issues assmtiatith this legitimacy need far
greater discussion of researchers impact and atdality (see below).

4. DEVELOPMENT STUDIES: THE FUTURE?
4a. Towards global development studies?

DS could expand to be more global in perspectitieerathan its primary focus on
‘them’ and deprivation in the South. This is nohew idea but one that seems to
resurface regularly but never quite get off theugeh The case is this — that the
concerns of DS extend beyond developing countilibsre is poverty and wealth in
every country. Further, China is a ‘developing doyinwith high poverty levels
which is one of the world’s largest economies @92 it is predicted to pass the US
and be the largest). Inequalities within high ineoocountries mean that the types of
policy analysis applied to poverty reduction progsain developing countries have a



broader relevance. Life expectancy at the beginoinpe 2% century in the Calton
area of Glasgow in the United Kingdom at 53.9 yefimsexample, is lower than the
average life expectancy in many developing cousitti@he socio-economic impact
of demographic and technological dynamics (as ekesnpf structural change)
requires careful policy-relevant research in indakzed countries just as much as in
developing countries. All countries are developingsome sense of the term, and
industrialized countries experience structural geaof a socio-economic nature just
as much as the developing countries. So crossptliisaiy analysis which is familiar
to DS researchers is also relevant to industridlc®intries.

A number of other socio-economic issues in indakpmed countries are also
associated with the concerns of DS. For examptdlems of ‘over-development’ in
the industrialized countries, such as unhealthy aiel obesity, have complex socio-
economic causes and effects. High consumptiondevigh their associated high O
emissions in the industrialized countries not dmye an impact on these countries,
but also impact developing countries through tlabgl environmental effects of the
emissions. Other examples of increasing intercaedeess between industrialized
and developing countries are represented by thieatipation of terrorism, security
issues and pandemics (HIV/AIDS and avian flu foareple) mean that a cross-
disciplinary approach to research and policy amalis increasingly relevant in an
international context.

Seers (1963) provided a seminal discussion of thersity of developed country
characteristics, and their divergence from the attaristics of developing countries.
On this basis he could justify calling the develbper industrialized, countries “a
special case”. The determining characteristicsunietl factors of production (e.g.
literacy and the mobility of labour), sectors oé thconomy (e.g. manufacturing much
larger than either agriculture or mining), publicaince (e.g. reliance on direct taxes),
households (e.g. very few below subsistence |leveéleamoderately equal distribution
of income), savings and investment (e.g. well dgyed financial intermediaries), and
‘dynamic influences’ (e.g. slow population growthdahigh urbanization). When
Maxwell reviewed Seer’s arguments 35 years latesuggested that they were really
no longer appropriate because of the blurring afrolaries between developed and
developing countries in recent years and although

the poverty line in the UK... ... is 17 times the poyelihe [the

dollar-a-day] established by the World Bank for eleping

countries... the argument [for comparatives] restsarolevels of
living, so much as on the economic, political andcial

characteristics of different groups of countriesl @m the tools of
analysis deployed to study them (1998:25).

Widening the international scope of DS in this visglso consistent with a view of
development as structural change and with the pastern broad conceptualization
of development within a discourse. It will be réedlthat to a large extent the basis of
the post-modernist critique of development is that dominant discourse of western
modernity is imposed on the Third World. Howevér,development’ is defined to
encompass the entire planet (reminiscent of theoapp of the Brandt Commission —
the Independent Commission on International Devalag Issues, 1980 — and of the
Brundtland Commission — the World Commission onitanment and Development,
1987), to include increased interconnectednessst¢he planet through globalization
as well as diversity of value systems (for exanquitural or spiritual) without any
connotation of inferior or superior conditions thtee extent of inconsistency between
the first and third conceptualizations which we daestablished would be



considerably reduced. A possible response to tigisnaent from the post-modernists
might be that perspectives of socio-economic changieveloping countries is best
left to nationals of those countries and that tkgaesion of the scope of DS to cover
global development is simply a another way of inpgsthe values of the
industrialized countries on developing countrieewdver, such a response would
imply a remarkably compartmentalized view of intgronal development at a time
when boundaries are becoming less significant inynspheres if human activity.

4b. Towards trans-disciplinary devel opment studies?

DS could expand to be more cross-disciplinary aarthggps one day transdisciplinary.
Again, not a new idea but an one that has madeapsrbome progress but there is
still some way to go. Ultimately successful crogseighlinarity may require relaxation
of some of the assumptions which divide disciplines which restrain the
development of what some would regard as a neviptlise (rather than as a subject)
such as DS. It has been argued that there is afrigising the intellectual strengths of
individual disciplines within cross-disciplinary search through the weakening of
assumptions. Harriss argues:

‘Discipline’ in research is productive.. ... But edjy it is extremely

important that academic disciplines, or the paldictsets of rules’

that predominate within any one of them ... ... are ecibjo critical

scrutiny from other approaches... ...there is a semseavhich

‘disciplines’ need to be saved from themselves 22084).
It may be necessary to take small steps within alasi approach to these
controversial issues. Kanbur argues (2002:484), tladihough genuine inter-
disciplinarity may be worth striving for, it is pgible that the best that can be hoped
for is multi-disciplinarity. It is necessary to tmguish between the positive
contributions which each individual discipline lygsto a research problem and the
aspects of the research problem to which each ptlirsei can offer only limited
insights.

There are several stages in the process of fogtemimd encouraging inter-
disciplinarity and cross-disciplinarity. The firsan awareness and understanding
stage, might involve each discipline learning armhrsg the axioms of other
disciplines. The second, a conceptualizing stadeng a general or specific problem
and deciding which disciplines are most relevanttiie research question and
establishing the basic assumptions of those diseplabout the nature of reality.
What methodologies — overall research strategidsnagthods — including individual
data collection techniques — are commonly usecéndisciplines which are being
considered? Are there substantial areas of agrdeatsout the similarities and
complementarities between disciplines or are tbataght conflicts? The third stage,
a ‘team stage’, relates to the formation of an appate research team which depends
upon multi-, inter-, or trans-disciplinarity, andvolves a degree of relaxation of
disciplinary assumptions and the matching of methodhe exploitation of
complementarities between disciplines remains drieeomost challenging areas for
DS. Researchers need shared (but not identicagf®about reality, goals of enquiry
and language, as well as mutual respect and ‘spaitein which a dialogue (or
discourse) can take place. This involves issueshefprocess rather than of the
content of research. Myerson (1994:1515) suggestede of practice for cross-
disciplinary research based on four pre-requideproductive cross-disciplinary as
follows: People should be disposed to communiaddas, and this requires contexts



within which it is safe and easy to do so; Wayshaiking which favour comparisons,

which are relative in that sense, and are not sacdg relativistic; Creative forms of

negation, which present new possibilities, or wisadpplement previous propositions
and active tolerance of difficult emotions involvad the exchange of ideas and
opinions.’

4c. Towards ethical development studies?

It could be argued that DS could, and should, payemattention to ethical
considerations — by which we mean a concern witeeach impact and
accountability. To the extent that DS is instrunaéntand if it is increasingly
concerned with informing policy, practice and astibien ethical considerations are
crucial because researchers will inevitably intaevén the lives of ‘the Othet" in
two respects. First, DS research is not undertéletnose who are responsible for
policy decision-making, so that the relationshipw@zn researchers and policy- and
decision-makers raises ethical issues. Second.eB&rch (and many other areas of
research) involves an inter-relationship betweenrtsearchers and the ‘researched’
(who may be respondents to surveys within primatgadollection, or who may be
the targets of policy change based on researchghwhas ethical dimensions. In
short, we are referring to research accountataliy impact .

In this discussion, we are referring to the etloicthe developmertommunity itself.
First, for example, in more instrumental policyfdree/action-based research we may
ask to what extent researchers have a respongibolit the outcomes from their
research, or whether these are the responsibifityhe decision-makers. Where
development research has been commissioned byotlog-makers, sometimes with
explicit terms of reference, or where the policykera provide research funding and
control the research agenda the responsibility pathaps fall more upon the policy-
makers than upon the researchers. However, whaaketonsiderations raise serious
doubts about the undertaking of certain types séaech ultimately the researchers
can decide not to be involved. Second, applyinguess to development-related
research may increase the knowledge base, butniedsssary to demonstrate that
resources allocated to research have higher rethams with alternative usésThe
basic question is which has more impact — resowspesat on development research
or resources used in development programmes dgitec@luestions for reflection
among researchers might include: Do outsiderswdrout’ or ‘crowd in’ local
researchers? Does research ‘build’ capacity — aodld it aim to do so? To whom
should researchers be accountable and what protessountability should occur?
To whom are researchers actually accountable arat wtocess of accountability
occurs in practice? Who controls the research agengrinciple, and what process of
control occurs? Who controls the research agendadotice, and what process of
control occurs? What is the role of developed cguimistitutes for research in
developing countries? What should this role be? Aesearchers independent -
independent from whom — and how is independencared® What does policy
relevant research mean? Should all DS research dbey prelevant? Do DS
researchers have responsibility for the policy ontes arising from their research?
What kind of relationships should researchers hewt the decision makers,
policymakers and elites which their research méyemce?

This debate around the issue of ethics goes thehe of DS. It is about the ethics
of being a development researcher — that is the ethical and moral issues associated
with interventions into the lives of others. Thetkical and moral issues arise for all
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researchers and practitioners working in their h@am@ronment, and the fact that a
considerable body of DS researchers and practisorveork in countries and
environments which are not ‘home’ and where they rmon-indigenous makes the
issues more critical. For a field of enquiry predéd on an ethical point of departure
— improving peoples lives in the ‘Third World’ — Di&s been surprisingly slow at
addressing the ethical implications of interveningpeople lives and claiming to
‘know’ what is ‘good’ for them. This has led to wiifacheyvens and Storey (2003:2)
have called a “crisis of development researcheggimacy”. It has led some people
to abandon development research altogether, otbetiake a relativist position that
‘privileges’ local knowledge, and yet others to gue participatory research as means
to overcome criticisms of DS researchers in theditWorld as ‘academic tourists’ or
‘research travellers’ where the process of resedschbeneficial only to the
researcher’s career (Lather, 1988:570).

It is necessary to place greater weight on theifsignce of the impact of
interventions on the lives of other people. ThisLaher's “catalytic validity” of
research and “the degree to which the researchegsoceorients, focuses, and
energizes participants towards knowing reality rdeo to transform it” (1988:272).
This also implies thinking about the accountabilifyDS researchers. Who should
decide the research agenda? What kinds of collaboranodels (non-hierarchical)
are appropriate? What kind of research reducesriy@viVhat are the transmission
channels between knowledge and societal changeseHre all big questions with no
easy answers. What could researchers do more imted In the context of the
point about guiding principles rather than guidesinPham and Jones (2006:2-3, 5)
propose four dimensions of social-justice relatskarch as follows:

[The four dimensions are] self-reflexivity in thesearch process;
reciprocity dialogue with research participants; cawering

marginalised knowledges; and rethinking definitiooé research
design and validity.

5. CONCLUSIONS: TOWARDS GLOBAL, ETHICAL, TRANS
DISCIPLINARY DS?

Critics have argued that DS has been, at bestreleviance which has failed to meet
its own aims to improve standards of living andwatst, has been a neo-colonial or
western imposition on ‘the Other’ by claiming tandw’ about ‘the Other’ and what
is good for 'the Other’. By the end of the™Qentury, some were even predicting the
total demise of DS due to the disappearance of Thed World’ as a coherent
category following the end of the Cold War. HowevBXS has thrived and has
expanded its role in spite of, or perhaps becadiseesponses to these criticisms.
Certainly, in terms of international policy intetethe volume of literature published,
or in student numbers studying DS the subject basliminished.
In countering the post-modernist critique Par0@2:6—7, 83) provides an

ethical exploration of why DS exists. He argues thig not inevitable that DS is

an imperialist discourse. Indeed, he argues thathlees of ‘social minorities’ (i.e.

those with relatively more power) are ethicallyigbd to assist the ‘social

majorities’ (i.e. those with less power) wherevet live. This draws heavily on

Emmanuel Levinas (in particular, 1969; 1998) whesek was concerned with the

ethics of ‘the Other’. Levinas argued that the goedss not “why do we exist?”

but “how do we justify our existence?”. Levinas tmed that human beings have
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an infinite responsibility for ‘the Other’ becaube sense of identity is constructed
from ‘positionality’ regarding, and relationshipsthy other human beings. His
central proposition is that relationships with ‘Qéer’ are associated with self-
identity to a large extent. Indeed, human beindg bave a sense of identity
through the existence of others, and there is ther@ fundamental obligation to
treat other human beings well because of dependemtteem for a sense of
identity. Levinas’ ethics thus provide a basis, teit an inevitable imperative, for
engaging in DS because of its role in establisaimgdentity as a constituent
element in universal human characteristics.

In reply to the ‘effectiveness’ critique, a largarpof the ‘Third World’ — notably
East Asia and China — has seen some kind of pesitansformation, albeit with
contestation of the qualitative nature, extent alistribution of social progress.
Whether DS can make any claims to be in part resplais — of course — a highly
contentious question. One might also note developrseccess stories’ (again with
caveats) in countries such as India and Vietnam ‘amgrovements’ in a range of
international development indicators. Of course s@muntries have not experienced
any great progress since the emergence of DS ii1968s — a number of obvious
examples are located in Sub-Saharan Africa.

When Apthorpe asked (1999:544-5) ‘is there a futéoe development
studies?’ there was a range of answers from thplsityes’ or ‘no’ to more complex,
‘yes, but...” or ‘no, but...”. Mehta et al., (2006:5pae that DS should exist but needs
to change:

Our view is that development research can avoidstme fate of

colonial studies and emerge as a way of learnimaytatevelopment

and exclusion in both rich and poor countries, &at the way in

terms of forging new approaches in connecting dlabd local issues,
policies, solutions and researchers. To do so wst start by forging

equitable relationships between northern and souttesearchers and
institutes and decentralizing research processeall{s we hope that

over the next 40 years, development research watl juost study

processes of change, but also be an integral pérem (Mehta et al.,

2006:5).

In sum, we need to reflect on the role which theeaecher and the practitioner in
international development studies play in interai development and on the links
between knowledge, power and social change. As Wdokl (2007:57) proposes a
community of “practical thinkers” and “reflectiveers”.
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ENDNOTES

' This article draws upon a forthcoming book by s@me authors - ‘International Development
Studies: Theory and Methods in Research and Peadfffage: London).

" The University of Nairobi's Institute for Developmt Studies was founded in 1965, and further
information can be obtained from the website
(http://www.uonbi.ac.ke/departmerdept_page.php?dept_code=NH&fac_code=45). The Bdegta
Institute of Development Studies (BIDS) was ori¢linastablished in 1957, and was moved to Dhaka
in 1971 after the separation of East and West Rakiand the foundation of the state of Bangladesh.
Further details can be found on the BIDS websiti (//www.bids-bd.org/about/index.hjm

" Over the period since 2004 a number of countrgtampers on the nature and role of development
studies have been added to the EADI dossier at
http://www.eadi.org/detail_page.phtml?page=dossievstudies

v Of course, if the matrix was increased to 4 x4+ikwould contain 72 elements — so the matrix may
be thought of as being generic rather than beingtcained to the 3 x 3 x 3 of tiReibik cube.

Y Some scholars refer to DS using the word ‘norngatiThis is clear in the sense of meaning a
commitment to practice-oriented work and to welfanprovements but can easily be confused with
the meaning of ‘normative’ as being the obverséositive' economics in the sense of being 'value-
free'. A problem in this context is the 'hidden‘ai towards the status quo (or towards contemporary
power relations) represented by “value free” nexssical economics. To say that DS is applied or
instrumental is not the same as saying that D&tisedy normative because there are both positha a
normative points of departure to practice-orientedrk. The distinction between positive and
normative is that the positive approach aspirdsetévalue free’ in the sense that biases and vaues
explicitly excluded from the analysis. Normativeabsis explicitly or implicitly includes these bies
and values. Many researchers would argue therealmihys be some form of bias or implicit inclusion
of values in both research and analytical writing ¢hat the issue is how to exercise control anleto
aware of bias. Some researchers and writers watfldourse, argue that their work is completely
objective and value-free or bias-free — but manyetigpment specialists would not believe them.

I A recent survey of 43 heads of European developmesearch institutes found that 88% saw the
research community itself as an important audiehae82% also said that policy makers in their own
country were an important audience (EADI, 2006: 6).

Vi Seehttp://politics.qguardian.co.uk/publicservices/stor$1032,1691742,00.html

I “The Other’ here are the researched.

X Surr et al., (2002:8-9) list many studies that purport to destaate the strength of research in
reducing poverty. Agricultural research in partaulvould seem to have a high rate of return. 8urr
al., note that research suggests that the cost afdiftine person out of poverty through agriculture
research was US$180-190 per person, compared \@#2|304 per person for lifting one person out of
poverty through aid spending in general.
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