Thank you Sammia

Hi Everyone                     [OPENING SLIDE]

In order to set up the rest of the session I have been tasked with doing two things

1st – to introduce Ineke Buskens' framework for gender and development research

2nd - to translate that framework it into a Typology of ICT4D initiatives 
	a typology that Tigist and Sammia will use during the next part of your session 

I expect this intro to take about 15 minutes

OK let me get started on the first task: Ineke's framework [SLIDE]

I am not going to dwell on these first three slides
but the context for this research was that influential reviews of the field of ICT4D
which have suggested that ICT4D research is insufficiently critical 
and that researchers and practitioners often take for granted 
the relationship between ICT and Development.[SLIDE]

There are a growing number of researchers developing an alternative critical approach  
but this is a minority approach and it is not yet well known.
By developing a framework for assessing the Transformative Potential of ICT4D initiatives
we hope today to make a small contribution to that process.

OK

Last year Ineke Buskens was asked by IDRC to write an internal think-piece for their own staff on approaches to gender and development research 

The purpose of the framework is to help researchers to deconstruct potential research approaches 
in order to bring their research design into alignment with 
what they really want their research to do, 
and at the same time to make their thinking transparent to stakeholders.

As part of that work for IDRC Ineke developed a ninefold grid of research choices by intersecting three types of researcher intentionality with three choices of research methodology

I think some of you have a handout of Ineke's matrix of research intent and methods

Ineke's framework builds on Jurgen Habermas’s knowledge constitutive interests 
[SLIDE HABERMAS]: 

As because my second task is to build a typology of ICT4D initiatives 
it is worth noting here that Tim Unwin also used these knowledge constitutive interests 
as part of the theoretical framework for his 2009 book on ICT4D


Habermas argued that knowledge-interests are grounded in three fundamental human drives: 

The human interest for technical control of the world – he argues -gives rise to the 
Empirical Analytical Approach which is linked with positivism and to quantitative methods
 
Secondly  -The human interest in Communicative-Understanding gives rise to the 
Hermeneutic-Interpretive paradigm, which is characterised by qualitative research methods

and 

Thirdly -  The human interest in Emancipation from Domination gives rise to the 
Critical-Emancipatory research paradigm and to participatory action research methods


Ineke takes these research paradigms and methods as one axis of her framework [SLIDE INEKE]
and intersects them with her three categories of researcher intent 
which she calls conformist, reformist and transformist. [SLIDE INTENTs]

For Ineke conformist researcher intent - aims to produce knowledge 
in order to understand how best to assist women to conform to existing unequal gender relations 
and to the structural power interests that support them.

The second category Reformist researcher intent - aims to produce knowledge in order to understand how to reform existing unequal gender  relationships – 
but does so without addressing the underlying  structural power interests 
The root-causes that give rise to and which support those unequal relations.

The third category Transformist researcher intent - aims to enable women to produce knowledge themselves – so that they better understand for themselves existing unequal gender relations - and the structural power interests that support them  - in order to transform them both.

 You can see more detail in your handout that here on screen [SLIDE INTENTs]

Before beginning my second task I need to say two things in order to do justice to Ineke who can't be here with us today: In presenting her framework she made only modest claims for it and made two major caveats:

1.  It is understood that paradigms are under-determined by methods and methods are under determined by paradigms, meaning that any research method can be used in the context of any of the three knowledge interests and the paradigms they are linked to 

2nd caveat.  This is only an overview. The framework is too simplistic to represent any given actual research project. It is intended only as a tool to initiate a conversation about the relationship between researcher intent and their choice of research methodology 
in order that the research might contribute to gender equality. 



In my own research I found Ineke's framework really useful in thinking through 
what my gender and development research was for and 
what I wanted the knowledge produced to do.

But the more familiar I became with Ineke's approach  
the more convinced I became that it had wider application; 
both beyond gender and beyond research. 

I think that as a research framework it is equally useful for thinking and talking about 
other unequal social relations 
including, for example, those of class and race.

My own opinion is that Ineke's framework is useful as a basis for assessing 
all ICT4D research and practice 
and not only for gender and development research. 


OK so now my second task is to translate this research framework 
into a typology of ICT4D practice. 

[SLIDE TYPOLOGY]

The purpose of the typology of ICT4D practice is to help practitioners 
to assess potential development practices for their ICT4D projects and initiatives, 
to enable them to align their project design with their practical intent, 
and to make transparent their thinking so that stakeholders can all input at each stage of the process. 

So you have a handout of the Typology of ICT4D intiatives.

There are three main changes from Ineke's gender and research framework

1. The typology does not relate to research practices 
but rather to operational ICT4D practices of development 

2. The typology is not limited to gender but speaks to any unequal social relations including gender, race and class and the intersectionality thereof. 

3. As the focus of the ICT4D Typology is operational practices and not research 
I have substituted Ineke's axis of research paradigms with Habermas' three categories of human interests [SLIDE]  

So in my matrix the horizontal categories are the human interests – 
for technical-control, communicative-understanding and emancipation from domination. 

And I argue they give rise to particular types of ICT4D practice: [SLIDE]

The human interest in technical control may be seen as giving rise to a 
top-down
technology-centred 
approach to ICT4D – 
and to a drive for technical fixes to control human and political problems.

The second human interest – the human interest in communicative-understanding may be seen as giving rise to communication-centred approaches and to development practices that aim
to amplify voices and share information and knowledge. 

The third human interest – the interest in emancipation from domination – can be seen as giving rise to an a human-centred approach to ICT4D – an approach to development in which the aim is that disadvantaged people themselves appropriate ICTs in their own efforts to produce new knowledge about their situation that enables them better to transform it. 

By intersecting these three choices of practice – with Ineke's unchanged categories of intent– 
we arrive at a typology of nine kinds of ICT4D practice.

Like Ineke I immediately make two caveats

1. The claim made for this typology is modest. 
It is a tool for talking and thinking about intent and practices
It is too simplistic to represent the full complexity of  reality 
In real life ICT4D projects will straddle categories along both dimensions. 
The typology is intended only as a means to initiate a conversation about stakeholder intentions during the process of ICT4D project design, implementation and evaluation.


[SLIDE EXAMPLES]

2. Although I have provided exemplar ICT4D projects to illustrate the categories in the typology 
in reality a project type like a government Health Management Information System 
– which I have used as an exemplar of a top-down, technology-centred ICT4D initiative – 
can be implemented in different ways by different governments – 
so in practice it will always be the situated and contextual realities that will be definitive – 
and not the project type. 

OK I hope that gives us a starting point for the rest of the workshop? 

[SLIDE THANK YOU]

I will upload this presentation and the powerpoint to my blog today if anyone is interested to have a second look at it.


I will now hand you back to Tigist and Sammia. 

   

  
 

 
  


