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Abstract


This paper raises more questions that it answers; its aim is to stimulate discussion and debate concerning the interconnected issues of methodology, representation and politics involved in First World academics writing about Third World people. In order to understand representations I argue that it is necessary to `go back a step' to inspect the actual fieldwork process of gaining information. The (gendered and `raced') role(s) of the fieldworker will influence the data collected and the manner in which it is interpreted, written-up and disseminated; in other words it will influence the creation of knowledge. Methodology and representation are connected issues; both are linked to questions of power. This power can be conceptualised at a variety of scales, from the inter-personal level (between the researcher and the `researched') to the global level (the position of the academy in an exploitative global hierarchy). Through a consideration of these layers of power relations I question whether ethical research is possible in an unethical world and conclude that the answer to this question will depend on what we `make' of our research, whether it is used to augment or confront the existing power dynamics between the First and Third Worlds. The paper ends with some thoughts about future research content, theory and practice in Africa. 





Introduction: the threads of the tapestry


In this paper I wish to untangle some threads of an intricate tapestry that resulted in my Ph.D thesis on gender issues in the collecting economy of rural Gambian households�. These interconnected threads include the politics of undertaking research in a `Third World' country�, the methodological techniques employed to gain information and the final(ish) representations used in the thesis text�. Specifically, this paper attempts to link these threads of knowledge construction to a network of unequal power relations which operate at several scales and from various points. An examination of these power relations may enable the deep-seated nature of Eurocentric knowledge construction about the `Third World' to be acknowledged, and potentially challenged.  


	From the outset I wish to clearly state that this paper is written tentatively; it is certainly not a definitive positioning. Its aim is to stimulate discussion and debate in the multiple arenas of the geographic discipline� and I am aware of some of the multiplicity of different ways it might be `read' by my audience�. The paper is written in a `conversational' style, for it aims to be accessible to as wide an audience as possible. The strategy of using the autobiographical `I' is also deliberate, signalling the acknowledgement of knowledge construction, rather than knowledge discovery (Ribbens 1993). While not entirely happy with the extensive use of footnotes I have included them (to be read alongside the main text) to illustrate the sub-text flowing through this paper. 


	The paper is divided into six interconnected sections. The first section places this paper in the context of relevant debates in the geographical literature. The second section explores what happens to `reality' when it is shipped abroad (Geertz 1988:130); it examines the sensitive question of representation, specifically exploring some of the power issues involved in my representations of `Africa' in my Ph.D thesis�. The third section argues that in order to fully understand such representations it is necessary to `go back a step', to inspect the actual fieldwork process of gaining information�. I argue that my gendered and raced role(s) as a fieldworker influenced the data I collected and the manner in which I interpreted, wrote-up and disseminated this information; in other words it influenced the creation of knowledge�. In the fourth section the inter-personal power relations between the researcher and the `researched' made explicit in the previous section are linked to global power relations�. Through a consideration of these layers of power relations I question whether ethical research is possible in an unethical world and conclude that the answer to this question will depend on what we `make' of our research, whether it is used to augment or confront the existing power dynamics between the First and Third Worlds. The fifth section contemplates future research content, theory and practice in Africa. The paper concludes by encouraging a (clear and fearless) debate on the issues raised.





Geographical knowledge: the context


There has recently arisen an interest in the `politics' and `ethics' of research in the Third World by geographers (Crush 1991, Gilbert 1992, Katz 1992, Madge 1993a, Potter 1993, Radcliffe (forthcoming), Sidaway 1992). While such commentaries are long over due and (generally) to be applauded, I feel that the debates do not go far enough. The literature tends to lack an explicit exploration of the `positionality' of the researcher which thus renders discussions `race' and gender neutral, a rather odd paradox considering the reflexivity that the issue of doing research in the Third World necessarily involves�. Furthermore, the `politics' or `ethics' of these discussions often remains diffuse and untheorized with, I perceive, the underlying assumption being that the politics is `left', restricted to the domain of the state and `ethics' refers vaguely to a set of moral principals in which the researcher `does no harm' (Madge, submitted). It is almost as if this literature assumes a common understanding of ethical and political values, but there is no theorisation of the power relations upon which those values rest.


	While the politics/ethics literature has often not contemplated questions of gender, race and power, the `women and development' literature in geography has been less successful at addressing the political/ethical debate. Although Brydon and Chant (1989:1) attempt `...as far as possible, to avoid ethnocentric value judgements' and Momsen and Kinnaird (1993:1) spend some time in the introduction of their book deliberating `positionality' which they suggest will affect both the choice of topic and the intellectual `baggage' brought to the work, they `...find it difficult to avoid the dominant discourses of patriarchal and hegemonic Western scholarship because of the institutional and conservative (Christopherson 1989) system through which we operate.' Thus while claims of sensitivity towards positionality and politics are made, these are not adequately theorized nor built into the writing process and final text. 


	Much of the literature written by First World women about Third World women has been criticised for its ethnocentrism (Amos and Parmar 1984, hooks 1989, Ramazanoglu 1989, Spivak 1987, Trinh 1989). For example, some time ago Mohanty (1984:63) suggested that a sizable extent of Western feminist work on women in the Third World had `colonized' and appropriated women of colour's experiences, while Roberts (1984) criticized mainstream feminist theory for its limited relevance to African women. Specifically, I would identify that there has been a significant `silence' on the issue of race by feminist geographers writing about the Third World. This silence or `subtle white solipsism' (Donaldson 1992:1) can passively collude with racist culture. This silence also reflects geography's colonial roots, its Eurocentric assumptions based on white supremacist discourse�, and the privileged position of the Western academy within a global system of knowledge production (Berg 1993, Livingstone 1992, McGee 1991, Sanders 1990, 1992, Smith 1990)�.


	 Thus while McDowell (1992) suggests that gender makes a difference when contemplating the creation of geographic knowledge, there has been less explicit exploration of how self-identity as `white' or `black' women will influence our choice of research topic, methods employed, data collected, interpretation of findings and methods of dissemination of information (Amadiume 1993, Stanfield and Dennis 1993, Vera-Sanso 1993)�. Callaway (1992:30), for example, recommends that: `It is through a deepening understanding of our own gendered identities and the coded complexities of our being that offer the best resources for gaining insights into the lives of others' but makes no reference to racial  identity. Is this because white researchers have up to now taken their racial identity as the `norm', as `neutral', not needing contemplation? Have feminist geographers ignored the racially-saturated nature of all gender relations? As Frankenberg (1993) has highlighted, race shapes white women's lives as much as it shapes black women's lives and this can no longer be ignored, particularly by geographers doing research in the Third World.  


	Despite there being ample work suggesting that the gendered identity of the researcher is a significant issue during the data collection process (Cook and Fonow 1990, Easterday et al. 1982, Okely 1975, Warren and Rasmussen 1977), it is common that during the procedure of producing final written texts geographical writings become `disembodied', the self� becomes `sanitised' and the text often remains ungendered and invariably `unraced'�. Such topics have been `hidden' from geographical writing in an attempt to promote the `scientific observer' as a `neutral knower' producing `author-evacuated' texts (Geertz 1988:141). This is an indisputable shortcoming for as Callaway (1992:30) observes: `Since there are no ungendered lives there can be no ungendered texts.' I would also suggest, for the purpose of this argument, that as there are also no `unraced' lives there can also be no `unraced' texts. 


	Historical geographers suggest that there has been a `white gaze' to geographical discourse and have explored it by demonstrating how knowledge about Third World societies was constructed in the past, how people in `other' places were represented in texts, showing how this was linked to European views of the world and how Third World societies selected, resisted and adapted European discourses about themselves (Jarosz 1992, McGreevy 1992, Pratt 1992b). This research on historical texts unquestionably has a role to play in the `decolonialisation' of knowledge about the Third World but I do think that it is important to use the insights gained from such studies to bring the debate on representation `up to date'. It seems to me that `reading between the lines' to rewrite history still upholds relations of power. Who, for example, is doing the re-presentation and who is re-presented? Driver (1992:35) speculates on the extent to which histories of geography serve to legitimize the present. Are `new worlds' being made out of old texts in an on-going process of inter-textuality in which the role of the First World academic in upholding systems of power is rarely questioned�? For example, while there are numerous texts about Victorian `lady' travellers (Birkett 1989, Domosh 1991, Monicat 1994), where are the discussions on current representations by (for example) First World geographers on Africa, Asia, the Caribbean and South America? Where are researchers/we `coming from' in their/our writings about the Third World today? It is in response to this apparent lack of introspection, this silence within the published literature of geography, that this paper explores some questions about representation, methodology and politics involved in writing about the Third World, concentrating on a West African context�. 








Representing Africa- or what happens to `reality' when it is shipped abroad? (Geertz 1988:13) 


In this section I examine some of the representations I used in my recently completed Ph.D thesis, entitled Medicine, Money and Masquerades: Gender, Collecting and Rural Development in The Gambia.� First, I wish to describe and analyze the representation of Gambian women that I employed in my thesis text and, secondly, to interrogate my conclusions regarding agro-forestry practices. I will try to comprehend my representations and explain why I gave such readings. 


	Not long after returning to England from The Gambia I gave a seminar at Birmingham University entitled `Gambian women: so strong a force?' This summed up many of the representations in my thesis text. I saw the women as powerful, centred, in control�. However, I now feel that such representations were `describers descriptions'. Some women did have power, (sometimes) but not necessarily authority; some did have respect and control within the family (sometimes) but at a broader political and economic scale, many changes were beyond their control. I am now critical of my conceptualisation of the binary structure of power/powerlessness. Power is dynamic and varies not only in time and with place, but also according to personality and social location within a uneven political economy. So where were the representations coming from in my thesis text (and where are my representations coming from now in this paper)�? 


	The representations were in part a reaction to the negative images of African women in the 1980s literature which I had read before going to The Gambia (for example Cutrufelli 1983, Lindsay 1983). African women were portrayed as `the poorest of the poor', people lacking `agency' who were `subjugated' and powerless. However, on arriving in The Gambia I was impressed by (what I labelled as) the power women held through their separation from male life and from working `behind the scenes'. I was also interested in the enormous esteem women appeared to command in the community as a result of their reproductive potential, their potential to create, to produce life. So the representations in my thesis were partly an attempt to overcome the negative images and blatant Eurocentrism of 1980s feminist literature. 


	However, the positive roles of African women that I represented were also probably a result of my own perceived relative powerlessness as a young woman in the lower ranks of the academic establishment, finding it disorientating, disinterested and alienating (see McDowell 1990). In comparison with how I felt about myself at that time, the Gambian women appeared sure, confident, comfortable with themselves. In this instance I felt powerless and in the only framework I then knew (self/other) I represented the Gambian women as powerful. At this stage I did not link this `naming' to the creation of an `other' with me at the centre, the norm. The interesting issue, on reflection now, is that in trying to overcome one set of Eurocentric discourses I was activity creating a new set. A further example will best clarify this point. 


	In addition to representing Gambian women as powerful I also made some attempt to differentiate between women, according to age, status, position in household, number of children and wealth. This was again a reaction against the portrayal of the homogenous `African Women' in the literature. I thus attempted to `pull apart' this monolithic category to show the importance of differences between women. Unfortunately my work was essentially descriptive and I failed to conceptualise that these differences were constructed between women through specific social processes, in which I was implicated (Liu 1991). In attempting to examine `difference' I actually silenced (in my thesis text) one of the most important set of differences of the research process; the differences between myself and the Gambian women I was working and living with. I silenced the differences of our life experiences (and chances), our geographical, racial and social locations and identities. So in attempting to challenge the Eurocentrism underlying the notion of the undifferentiated African Woman, I was at the same time also replicating imperialistic discourse for I was silencing my being `there', and the history of violence and inequality which enabled me to be there. I was rendering invisible the fact that my representations, my knowledge creations, were intimately linked to power. The significant point about representations is not simply to `deconstruct' them but to also think about who has the opportunity to create representations and how and why such opportunities have come about. 


	I now wish to consider a second example to delve deeper into the issue of representation and power; that of indigenous plant and animal species . In my thesis conclusions I suggested that indigenous tree species had great potential for alleviating the food `crisis' in Africa, owing to their adaption to the local micro-environment and owing to their importance as food, medicine, structural materials and as a means of earning cash (Madge 1993b). However, I have become increasing cynical of this conclusion for while my focus on local adaptions, innovations and knowledge stemmed from a genuine desire to be sensitive to `local' people's understandings of their problems and arose from a wish to explore internally developed `solutions' rather than outside `imposed' ones, I inadequately conceptualised my research within a wider political economy framework. I feel sure that the villagers with whom I lived and worked were also aware of this at the time of my fieldwork. I remember a well-respected village elder telling me: `We do not like to cut down our trees. We are not fools but we have no choice. If you are hungry what can you do? Poverty has killed the forest.' 


	My conclusions to plant more indigenous trees were a Western-orientated `technical-fix' solution in which poverty and privilege of underdevelopment were silenced�. This policy-orientated representation can be attributed to my position as a Ph.D student, feeling that I had to come up with some positive `solutions' in my thesis conclusions, not feeling confident enough to give room for uncertainty or geopolitics in my thesis text. Again, this example demonstrates that representations are linked to power, in this case the hegemony that the academy holds over its members to `speak' in a certain (neutral/authorative) way. Paradoxically, however, while I felt powerless within the academic hierarchy I was also simultaneously located in a relatively elevated social position in which I could have been labelled an `expert', an authority, able to make pronouncements over other people's lives. An example will highlight the dangers involved in such `status building'. 


	In the village where I lived and worked one young man began an orchard project, growing indigenous tree seedlings but his mother asked him to remove the seedlings. Investigation into the reasoning behind this request revealed three overlapping explanations and highlights the complexities of environmental decision-making. First, the request was made for practical reasons; some indigenous medicinal species would be harmful if consumed by animals or children. Secondly, there was a socio-political explanation; it was considered bad luck for man under 35 years of age to plant trees. This belief was linked to the social power structure of the village. Positions of power were invested in the elders in traditional Jola society, reliant on social control based on the commercial revenue gained from the sale of oil palm produce. Control of the use of trees by elder members of Jola society was thus crucial for continued political power. Therefore a young man planting trees was a threat to the authority of elders and the established social order, and was thus discouraged.


	Thirdly the cultural beliefs of the Jola about people's relationship with the environment were also important in understanding the situation. In the village there was a strong cultural abhorrence to growing indigenous tree species. This was because the Jola did not see themselves as separate from the forest, but as part of it, both fearing and respecting it. As such, they did not see themselves as agents or replenishers of the forest; nor were they its `masters', they saw themselves as part of, intimately connected to, the `natural world'. To plant indigenous species was thus to act as a `god', to act against the social `order' between people and trees, to subvert commonly accepted ecological power relations. Moreover, indigenous forest trees were considered to be publicly owned, held in custodial guardianship by the ancestors. In contrast, tree seedlings cultivated specifically by an individual were considered privately owned. To cultivate indigenous seedings was thus to `act against' Jola beliefs about their relationship with trees and with their ancestors; it was a challenge to the custodial role of the ancestors and the traditionally held property rites regarding trees and their use. The planting of indigenous seedlings was thus a `dangerous' cultural act.


	This example highlights the (unstated) Eurocentrism of my thesis conclusions and demonstrates how unlikely any policy based on my recommendations would have been to succeed. Representations by (self-proclaimed) `experts' can be dangerous, for those representations may be translated into inappropriate policy. Representations are not neutral but charged with power which can influence the way in which our world is shaped and resources are distributed within it�. 








Friend and stranger: the multiple self in the `contact zone' (Pratt 1992b)


The discussion so far shows some of the complexity and contradictions involved in representing Africa. However, I believe one way to comprehend these representations is to go `back a step' to inspect the actual data collection process. Here I wish to examine some of the methodological concerns involved in participatory fieldwork and the role of the (multiple) self in the research process, indicating how both will influence final representations. 


	In my fieldwork in The Gambia I used a plurality of research `tools', ranging from quantitative surveys to participatory methods, which `evolved' as the research proceeded. In this discussion I will focus specifically on participatory research methods. The use of such methods in my fieldwork was an endeavour to limit my Eurocentric bias through an (rather naive?) attempt to let the villagers have an active role in the development of the research project, in an effort to be responsive to their `knowledge' and their way of seeing the world. At all times I attempted to be sensitive towards the people with whom I was living and working, experimenting with fieldwork methods that were `less authorial, authorative and authoritarian' (Pile 1991:458). All very laudable in theory, but what actually happened in practice?


	A central tenet of participatory research is the idea that a researcher can maintain a `delicate balance of distance and closeness' (Shaffir and Stebbins 1991:143), being at the same time an `insider' and an `outsider'. During participatory research the researcher becomes involved in the life world of the research population, builds up personal relationships, becomes a friend. Yet during the break between fieldwork and text (involved in the analysis, writing up and dissemination of information), the researcher often becomes detached, switches back to `Western mode' to write and develops `distance' to use information gained through friendships. In other words, becomes a stranger. I found this `delicate balance' of being both a friend and a stranger laden with complications. Indeed, as Jarvie (1982:68) suggests, to play the roles of friend and stranger with integrity, while trying to combine them is impossible (see also Facio 1993 and Rose 1993). This is perhaps inevitable, for as Cassell and Wax (1980:259) have stated: `Because fieldworkers become involved in intimate relationships with those they study most find themselves morally involved. Human relationships are inevitably moral relationships.' An example will best illustrate this point. 


	During my years' stay in The Gambia I learnt much `privileged information' through my personal relationships/friendships with individuals, informally chatting or through daily participation�. However, after returning to England I did not feel that I could suddenly become the detached stranger and use this information in my thesis for my academic advancement. I had learnt much information about the use of herbal medicines specifically for female ailments, and although an integral aspect of my study was to investigate the role of herbal medicines to rural Gambians, I did not use this information in my thesis. To do so would have been to betray the trust of my friends and, as in this context medicinal knowledge was linked to village power structures, I may have disempowered the women through the use of such information�. 


	This example shows that understandings of myself and my relations with the people I was working with intimately influenced what I created as knowledge. Moreover, it renders suspect the validity of the dichotomous divisions of friend and stranger; rather I suggest that participant observation involves playing out a multiplicity of changing roles during the course of the research. These roles, which are sometimes complementary, sometimes clashing, and which are contingent on our race and gender, will influence the data given/gained and subsequent interpretations�. My argument is that in order to understand our representations we must explicitly examine our roles in the fieldwork process. As researchers we stand at the heart of the research process and who we are will influence our research findings. Indeed, Kleinman (1991:185) argues that: `Our attitudes affect what we choose to study, what we concentrate on, who we hang around with or interview, our interpretation of events and even our investment of time and effort in the field.' Below I attempt to highlight one of the roles I played during my research and pinpoint a `moment' of disorientation in playing that role, which may help to illuminate the dynamic interfaces of power/lessness involved in the research process which influence knowledge creation. 


	During the initial stages of my fieldwork in The Gambia I perceived that I was allocated the position (or played the role) of `honourary white man'�. I could read and write, was from `tubabadoo' (white people's land), and hung around in male circles owing to my inability to communicate effectively in Jola at the beginning of my visit (few women spoke English). However, in retrospect, I now perceive that I had associated my (dislocated) self identity with that of `male' when in fact I had probably occupied a `Third Space' (Homi Bhabha quoted by Rutherford, 1990) of not male/not female, an ambivalent, dynamic and confusing location! This confusion developed from my perceived destabilized identity, how I saw myself in relation to the women with whom I lived, how inadequate I felt because I could not speak Jola, pound, sing and dance and because I had no children. I thus no longer felt secure with my meanings and understandings of womanhood `imported' from England to The Gambian cultural context. I was a woman, but not a woman. I was not a man, yet sometimes `male'. 	I also experienced this confusion with respect to my being a white woman and yet at the same time feeling a discomfort with that `whiteness' (absence of colour?) for what it historically/economically represented to me�. 


	For example, when I first started living in the village, I insisted on washing my own clothes because the thought of anyone else doing my domestic work for me was abhorrent. However, this situation was insulting to the family with whom I was living as I only understood at a later date. Any `stranger' that visits a Jola family is treated with `respect' and `hospitality' which includes not undertaking heavy domestic work for the first few months of a visit. While my insistence to wash my own clothes was because I did not want to get any special `privileges' because of my racial identity, this insistence in itself was based on a privileged positioning! Rather than acknowledging my whiteness I wished to obscure it, hide behind it to conceal my difference, to shroud my power, to wish away the historical relations that surrounded it. In England, surrounded predominately (sometimes, someplaces) by white people and white cultural and economic hegemony it was easy for me to ignore my privileges as a white person, to see them as the `norm'. This was not possible in The Gambia. Perhaps for the first time I really had to consider my `whiteness' and the social location that it had placed me in�. I had to face the `fact' that my research, my being `there' had only been made possible through historical racism. My mind and body catapulted as I desperately sought for a justification for my continuing to be `there'. I experienced a severe degree of `internal dislocation' as I found myself in a location (geographically and socially) in which I was simultaneously powerful (materially rich, white person, academic), yet I felt so powerless (psychologically/cognitively)�. 


	I give this example for a consideration of our moments of dislocation, can open up `spaces' to examine how we see ourselves in relation to the people with whom we are living and working. From this so-called `situated perspective' it has been suggested that the role of the all-knowing researcher may be destabilized in a systematic way, enabling acknowledgement to be made that a particular (multiple-subjected) person is writing at a particular time from a specific place (Haraway 1988, Pratt 1992a). For example, through a consideration of the tensions involved in my own self-identity I am exploring whether I can avoid positioning myself and the people I work with in the role of oppressor/oppressed, subject/object, self/other, insider/outsider. Possibly, this `geometry of difference' (Haraway 1991) is one way to consider relations of difference in ways other than as hierarchical domination (McDowell 1993:311)? Through trying to comprehend what I am and what I am not (and why and where I am what I am), I can `locate' myself and other individuals in a particular place at a particular time, within broader macro-structures. Through trying to understand my silences and my communications I am starting to see how, in writing about Africa, I am connected to a network of unequal power relations at a variety of scales. To reiterate; in thinking through the roles that I played during the data collection process, and realizing how that influenced the information I collected, I am reconsidering the content, analysis and textual strategies I use in my writings about Africa; through having had the opportunity to go to Africa and meet African people and to exchange information about our lives, I am reconsidering what the effect, the consequence, of my writings about Africa should/can be.  


	Perhaps, then, the issue at stake is not the act of writing, it is not what researcher is told, but it is the outcome of that writing, what the researcher decides to `make' of that information (Amadiume 1993:197)�? Is, then, the key issue not whether I have a right to write about Africa but whether my version is taken as most authorative (hooks 1989)? I have the opportunity (not right) to write about Africa so I need to think about whether my writings will be used to support or subvert dominant structures of knowledge and power. As hooks (1989:43) has argued: `When we write about the experiences of a group to which we do not belong, we should think about the ethics of our action, considering whether or not our work will be used to reinforce and perpetuate domination.' Power is acquired and sustained through the creation of consensus and authority, as well as through coercion and violence (of body and mind). Challenging such authority and consensus may act as a direct challenge to structures of power. This leads me to question the role I play, as an academic, in supporting our unequal economic, political and cultural system. As Mohanty (1984:63) cautions, Western feminist scholarship cannot avoid the challenge of situating itself and examining its role within such a global economic and political framework for to do any less would be to ignore the complex interconnections between the First and Third Worlds which enables Western scholarship to produce, publish and distribute information and ideas within a global hegemony. 





Is ethical research possible in an unethical world? (Patai 1991)


There are, as I have hinted, overlapping scales at which we can conceptualise the power relations involved in knowledge construction, from the inter-personal (as examined above), to the global. At the global scale there is evidence to suggest that there has been/is a (prevalently) one-way flow of information from the Third World to the First World, a process of `data mining'. Academic geographers are part of this system of knowledge production that has created powerful systems of knowledge which are centred in the First World, viewed from the perspective of the First World, and often (unwittingly), produce `stories' that are aligned to these centres of power and privilege. Such power of knowledge has been coined `academic imperialism' by Ake (1979). This academic imperialism is highly difficult to avoid, for research by first World geographers in the Third World is, after all, aided by global systematic inequality. Is Edwards (1989:117) correct in speculating that: `Many of us who are involved in the field of development studies have become part of the problems, rather than being part of the solutions to the problems.'? 


	While I am sympathetic to the general thrust of his argument I would also contend that whether we are part of the problems or solutions will depend on various factors. It will be influenced by where we choose to position ourselves within the academic hierarchy and the world beyond it; it hinges on what we choose to write about and the styles of communication that we choose to use; it relates to the personal relations we make with people and the extent to which we are willing (and able) to learn from these relationships. Above all, it depends on what we choose to do with research findings, who we choose to speak to and what we `make' of the social positioning that accrues to us as members of the academy. 


	The sorts of questions that need to be addressed include what constitutes `knowledge'? Who decides? Who has access to becoming an academic and creating knowledge? What is the outcome of knowledge creation? Is it enough that research does not `harm' those who are `studied' by fieldwork or by subsequent release of findings? Should research not also make some commitment to the improvement of the lives of the people `studied'? Is research only justified to the extent that it `returns to the people what truly belongs to them; to the extent that it represents, not an attempt to learn about the people, but to come to know with them the reality that challenges them' (Freire 1972:82 quoting Brazilian sociologist Maria Edy Ferreira)�? What of the resources used to produce knowledge? For example, I have spent over £100 on purchasing books and spent over 200 hours deliberating and constructing this paper. Is the end product justified? What could those resources have done if they had been channelled into the village in The Gambia or into political campaigning in this country? How is research linked to the political economy, for example, to grant awarding bodies, to economic and political developments in Higher Education? Has, as Curry (1991) cautions, knowledge become commodified and what role do we play as academics in supporting this commodification? 


	I do not have answers for these questions but I would contend that the roles we play, and the knowledge that we create as a result of these roles, is linked to the position of the academy within an inequitable global hierarchy. As academics and individuals we can choose our relationship (support, toleration, challenge, opposition)  with this hierarchy. Below I give some thoughts as to how this relationship might feed into academic research, theory and practice in Africa. 





Discussion: Where now? 


If texts are fictions, saying more about the researcher than about the reality of other peoples lives, and if as members of the academy we are helping to perpetuate the systematic inequality that we (so readily?) write about, then is the only safe way of not violating principals of professional ethics to refrain from research in the Third World altogether (Bronfenbrenner 1952:453)? This is how I felt after returning from The Gambia (and still do some/much of the time). I thought that perhaps the `solution' was to do research `at home', studying the society of which I am part�. However, four years after my return from The Gambia I am uncertain of this stance of `coming home' for three reasons. First, the `coming home' of geography does not appear to have solved ethical dilemmas (Burgess 1982). Research is still often undertaken by the powerful on the powerless, both in the First and Third Worlds (although the symmetries of power may be different in different places). Secondly, by taking this `get out' stance I was almost denying the relationships I had/have made with people, ignoring the unwritten contracts, hiding from my complicity in the power relationships involved in being a member of the academy. `Getting out' thus appeared also to be rather `giving in', coming to a Eurocentric guilt-ridden 1990s paralysis. It appeared an abdication of commitment; it was almost like going there, doing the research, getting the benefits and getting out�.


	Thirdly, I am also wary of the `coming home' solution as geography appears set to become increasingly centred on Europe, with reduced funding for research in Africa, with fewer departments teaching courses on Africa. This is problematic considering the increasingly complex relationships and the growing inequalities between Africa and the First World and the overt/insidious racism of British society. As McGee (1991:334) suggests, the space-time compression that is presently occurring has reduced spatial barriers between (some?) people of the world, thus creating the opportunity for escaping from or reinforcing Eurocentrism. I feel that unfortunately `coming home' may result in reinforced Eurocentrism, without necessarily an examination of the power relationships between Europe with other areas of the world. 


	If `coming home' is not a feasible solution, then what other suggestions can I make? I do feel that it is important to consider `where to go from here'. As Watts (1991:9) demonstrates, postmodernism's `logic of disintegration' has resulted in a fragmentation of the political which I am rather uneasy with. I do think it is vital to explore if there are ways in which I can do research in Africa which I am comfortable with. The introspections and musings of the self can be self-congratulatory mumblings unless some sort of commitment to change is a result of our discourses (Ribbens 1993, Sangren 1992). I thus wish to raise some ideas/comments regarding research theory, content and practice which will hopefully stimulate discussion.


	Continued reflections on the issues involved are essential if we are to be sensitive to the problems and wishes of the people with whom one lives and works. Professional integrity should be maintained throughout fieldwork and with dissemination of information, and the participants of the research project should be informed as to the purpose and funding of the investigation and to its long term consequences�. Additionally, the results of the research should be shared with the people involved in the research and relevant Third World Government departments and Universities. We should constantly be aware of the limitations of our research and our knowledge, and include such an awareness in our texts. We must have the confidence to be unsure, to be ambivalent. 


	Perhaps research in Africa could also link into practical projects in conjunction with Non Governmental Organisations (Pottier 1993). However, I am a bit wary of this `technical-fix solution' since it does not guarantee any `decolonialisation' of knowledge and thus practice. This is perhaps because this approach is also, simultaneously, an `ethical-fix' in which underdevelopment can be taken as `given', rather than as being constantly produced and reproduced. There may be a consequent lack of consideration of power relations and the role of technicians in the production of knowledge which can result in small-scale, local solutions which ignore the inequitable global political economy. These issues are particularly important when viewed in the context of the increased pressure for academics to undertake consultancy work. 


	Another popular current solution to the representation dilemma is the adoption of co-authorship, encouraging Africans to represent their own societies in conjunction with First World academics in a mutually cooperative venture. However, I feel great care needs to be taken to ensure that African academics are not expropriated and `adopted' by First World academics so prestige, research funding and decisions about what constitutes knowledge remains under control of the First World academic�. Maybe there should be a call for greater resources and funding for African academic institutions from the First World? However, this suggestion is again fraught with difficulties, such as who has the power to chose who is educated? Who decides what education and knowledge are? If an academic is from Africa, does this mean that problems of representation have disappeared? As Haraway (1988) suggests, no stand-points are innocent. To support and encourage African academic practice is not, however, simply a matter of `flipping the coin'. A new set of questions, techniques, working practices and textual forms may develop and we will have to be humble in our attempt to understand them. 


	We need also to consider textual practice. This is important, for according to Barnes and Duncan (1992:1): `Very little attention has been paid to writing in human geography.' However, feminist researchers (Miller 1986, Moi 1985) have examined the issue of communication in some depth since the decision to write in a particular way is clearly a political act. Differing readings and interpretations of a situation by different agents might illuminate the ambiguity involved in research. For example, Goody and Goody (1992) have recently presented different versions of the interpretation of Gonja drum recitals in north Ghana. They show how two different `experts' (J.A. Braimah, future chief paramount and Ester Goody, anthropologist, in conjunction with the drummers themselves) heard the sound of the drums differently and translated the `words' differently. Vansina (1990) also explored the pivotal role of writing and problematizing data sources in constructing a history of equatorial Africa, while Pankhurst (1993) reveals the ambivalent research strategy employed in her work in the Menz region of Ethiopia. 


	Stanley (1993) has investigated the issue of auto/biography, illustrating the profound theoretical and epistemological implications of disrupting conventional writing styles and re-thinking conventional dichotomies of public/private, self/other, immediacy/memory. Sociologists have urged the need for `intellectual autobiography', which advocates an explicitly autobiographical performance within the act of criticism (Miller 1991:1, quoted by Aldridge 1993:54). Anthropologists (Spencer 1992) have also grappled with the writing up of inter-personal experience, suggesting that the autobiography of fieldwork is about `lived interactions, participatory experience and embodied knowledge' (Okely 1992:3). While geographers can learn from these explorations of textual strategy, I would stress that care should be taken not to retreat into textuality so reflexivity becomes `academic therapy' (Mascia-Lees et al. 1989:32) and texts can only be `read' by those in the `know'.


	It is also crucially important for First World academics to understand how they construct other people and themselves in relation to other people when attempting to understand the power politics involved in writing about the Third World�. This can be explored, as I have tried to illustrate in this paper, through a consideration of the `boundary dispute' (Bhabha 1983), the `borderland' (Anzaldua 1988, Slater 1992), the `space of betweenness' (Katz 1992) which is a place of `...incommensurable contradictions within which people strive, are politically active and change' (Bhabha 1989 quoted by Watts 1991:11). It is at these borders of (mis)trust, (mis)comprehension that meanings are contested and identities are shaped. Through these `interface encounters' (Arce and Long 1992) one may produce `cartographies' of power and knowledge which range from bodily experiences to the global political economy. 


	At a contextual level there are also issues worth raising. Perhaps academic research in Africa needs to concentrate on the `powerful' and the manner in which they replicate and uphold the power relations between the First World and Africa. Williams (1993), for example, suggest that we must refrain from studying the `victims', rather we need to understand the `oppressor's' behaviour. We need to contemplate the role of the academy, of aid agencies, banks and multinational corporations, illustrating how their economic and political power is constructed, negotiated and resisted at a variety of scales (Howwitt 1992). Marcus (1992:492) also proposes an exploration of professional practices shaping our ability as academics to be empowered, such as the academy's links with law, diplomacy, grant funding bodies, business and government. Research could also be expanded to show how `development' is a discursive field, a system of power relations, in the vein of work by Escobar (1992) and Pieterse (1991).


	We also need to be aware of the reciprocal relationship between the locality and wider interdependent forces (Katz 1992). The form and structure these interdependent links will take will depend on their interaction with the existing African culture and society. Bledsoe (1992), for example, has recently demonstrated how the Mende of Sierra Leone used their own cultural framework to interpret the meaning of educational establishments and learning philosophies imposed on them by colonists and missionaries. This example shows that local societies do not simply accept `alien' structures but will constantly accommodate, mediate and transform undesired innovations and cultural practices. This `transculturation' (Pratt 1992b) is significant and requires greater research priority, particularly considering the increased `Westernization' of Africa through the aid economy, media penetration and tourism. Colonialism and cultural imperialism were not simply historical `moments' but continue in different forms today. Africans (and Europeans) have been changed by the process, and have resisted the process, and so we need to deliberate how First World power structures are received and resisted in Africa (and Europe) today. Thus we need not only to explore power `over' but also power `to' act, negotiate and resist. 





Concluding comment


I must state that I still feel ambivalent about doing research in Africa. I am both attracted to it and repelled by it. I want to air my uneasiness about writing about Africa, but I also wish to express my hope that it might be possible to do so in a manner that is challenging and thought-provoking. I do think that there is ample room for debate, indeed the time is right for a discussion of the politics of research in Africa, for a consideration of the role of the multiple self, the society that constructs the (multiple) self and the role of Western imperialism in the process of research and representation of/in Africa. However, I also wish to stress that apologising for `privilege' will not make the world a better place. The relationship I have/had with African people I do/did research with is unlikely (given the global political economy) to be a relationship based on material equality. However, if I can challenge this system of material inequality through considering myself and my relationship with other people and determining how these link into structures of inequality and domination at a larger scale, I (sometimes) feel that I do have a contribution to make in writing about Africa. 


	If geographers really feel committed to a `progressive' human geography (Lowe and Short 1990), then we need to be sensitive not only to issues of representation and methodology but also to questions about power relations. We need to engage in some sort of action� as a result of our deliberations, not just take package trips into the life of African people to `get a bit of the other' (Moore 1988) and then return to our safe(ish) academic worlds without challenging the existing First World/African dynamic�. However, I must acknowledge, considering the global political economy and considering the way in which power is psychically reaffirmed in both the First and Third Worlds, any change is extraordinarily difficult to imagine. It will be very difficult to `excavate' a genuinely postcolonial space.


	A quote by Galeano (1988:122) recently greatly moved me:


		`If what is written is read seriously and to some extent changes or nourishes the consciousness of the reader, a writer has justified his or her role in the process of change...Our effectiveness depends on our capacity to be audacious and astute, clear and appealing. I would hope that we can create a language more fearless and beautiful than that used by conformist writers to greet the twilight.'





I do not consider that I have, in this conventionally structured academic paper, created a `fearless and beautiful' language, but I hope that this quote will encourage other individuals to engage in the debate in such a manner. 


�
Postscript


In March 1993 I returned to The Gambia to visit the friends I had made during my research. We had kept regular correspondence during the four years since I had lived in The Gambia and I had briefly visited them in 1991. I talked to them about the difficulties I had experienced writing my Ph.D. Their response was that I should continue to do research in The Gambia. They stressed that they had not seen anything that I had written that was `untrue', that my thesis was important to them for it recorded much of their knowledge about indigenous trees which was being lost, and since they did not have the power or resources to be able to publish information on the Jola culture, I should use my position to do so. They also stressed that they had `lost nothing' through my research. I give these comments only to highlight some of the complexities involved in the debate, to illustrate (again) the provisional nature of my comments and to stress that while reading and thinking about this paper it is important to remember the many different individuals with different positions that are involved in the issues. 
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    � Collecting refers to indigenous animal and plant species obtained from local forest, river and fallow land by gathering, fishing and hunting. This paper is based on observations and experiences during 12 months (February 1988 to February 1989) living and working with one Jola community in The Gambia, West Africa and the subsequent four years of `writing up', thinking about and evaluating these experiences in Birmingham and Leicester, United Kingdom.


    � Throughout the paper the term `Third World' is employed (with reservation) to refer to those nations which during the process of the formation of the existing world order did not become materially rich owing to their peripherality in a system produced by the expansion of world capital. The diversity of cultures, economies and political strategies within this group of countries is acknowledged. `First World' is employed to denote societies which became `developed' through the `underdevelopment' of Africa, Asia, South America and the Caribbean. However, reservation is expressed with the use of the term, owing to the diversity of countries, societies and values held within the `First World' and owing to the changing global positioning of countries within the First and Third Worlds. Deleuze and Guattari (1988:468-9), for example, suggest that there are many internal Third Worlds within the First World. Furthermore, the concept is a `figment of the imagination' which embodies imperialist assumptions and, through its focus on spatially fixed boundaries and territorial divisions, is divisive for the creation of potential alliances and oppositional struggles to lines of power (Mohanty 1991). However, the term is used in this instance `as the worst term, apart from all the others'. One of the specific problems with the use of the term is that the process and politics of research will vary according to the specific yet dynamic characteristics and historical relationships of the First and Third World countries and people involved. This discussion focuses on a Gambian/British context. 


    � Final(ish) because my process of re-interpretation continues to this day. Not only do we change our minds about all kinds of issues but understandings of those issues may be revised through time (Caplan 1992, Harding 1992). I thus reject the acceptance of one positioning and stress the dynamic contradictions involved in the representation issue. In this paper I have attempted to illustrate that my understanding/interpretation of the issues has not been a linear process and it has also altered with time (Pratt 1993). It is those `moments' of change that I have tried to emphasize in the text, for it is at these times that I have learnt most. 


    � This discussion targets a geographical audience, for while there has been much debate on these topics in the social sciences and feminist studies, there has been less in geography (Rogers 1991:132). However, I hope that some of the points raised will be of relevance to a wider audience.


    � The issue of whom one is writing for is crucial. The manner in which this paper will be read will vary enormously according to the nationality, race, sexuality, gender and social and economic status position of the reader (see Byron 1993, Hale 1991, Mani 1992). This text will be re-produced by you (the reader) and thus my representations will be `recycled'. My hope is that this recycling will open up dialogue and debate.


    � `Reality' is a complex concept. There is no one sole reality observable by all. Reality is observed through the filters of age, race, class, gender, sexuality, culture, politics and personality.  


    � `Fieldwork' is subjective in terms of what is chosen as the content of the fieldwork which then becomes `encoded' as knowledge at a later date. Also what is considered fieldwork to the researcher may be the `life-world' of the informants. 


    � There has recently been critical scrutiny of the concepts of `gender' and `race'. The category gender has been criticised for erasing the multiple differences among women. `Race' should also not be employed uncritically for it refers to a socially constructed phenomena in which the ideology of `racial difference' has allowed powerful social groups to maintain their hegemonic position through prejudice and discrimination. Moreover, it is a term that is often unstable and contested. Dyck (1993) and Whitehead and Conway (1986) suggest gender and ethnic identities are fragmentary, intersecting with, for example, class, nationality, age, martial status, sexuality, religion. Such identities are dynamic and change in time and with place. In this paper I concentrate on a consideration of race and gender (owing to restrictions on the length of the paper) but these clearly intersect with issues of class, age and sexuality (Newton 1993).


    � I use the term `researched' tentatively for as Parvati Raghuram notes (personal communication) it implies a degree of passivity when it is probable that the participants of the research project will influence the topics studied and the nature of interpretation. As this paper demonstrates, the dichotomy of researcher/researched is too simplistic a dualism when attempting to understand the complex web of research relationships. It should also not be assumed that the `truth' has been gained by the researcher for informants may un/intentionally disinform, giving only partial information. This reminds me of a Sierra Leonean proverb: `Say half and leave half unsaid' (quoted in Richards 1993:74). As Richards (1993) suggests, this `holding back' of knowledge is a most sensible strategy for life, people and the dynamics of power are unpredictable.


    � Reflexivity refers to the treatment of one's self as subject for intellectual inquiry (Stanley 1993:44). `Taking it personally' can provide important academic insights (Wilkins 1993). Consideration of `the self' is not mere `navel gazing', for the self is considered in relation to others. Reflexivity thus forces us to think through our relation with others, be they under conditions of reciprocity, asymmetry or potential exploitation (Okely 1992:2). However, as Patai (1991) cautions, situating oneself should not be like deploying a `badge' (white, middle class etc), through which it is suggested that one has paid respect to `difference' and owned up to `privilege'; this `deployment' can shift attention away from the inequalities which promoted the necessity for such a positioning in the first place.


    � Why is it that the phrase `white supremacy' disturbs me? Is it because the instability/insecurity that constitutes that `supremacy' is rendered invisible through the phrase? Is it because it begs the question, which people support/resist this ideology, in what ways and at what times?  


    � `Knowledge' generation is a dynamic process which is partial and flexible. Often, knowledge does not consist of an abstract conceptual `system' but it is contingent and contested. 


    � The dichotomy white/black is unhelpful as racial identities are fragmentary and dynamic, shifting with social, political, economic, historical and geographical location (Jeater 1992). Destabilising dichotomous thought is important for often one category of the dichotomy is valued above the other. `Pulling apart' dichotomies can break down stereotypes and present the opportunity for `disavowal' and subversion of dominant discourses.


    � I am not entirely happy with the use of the term the `self' since each individual has many selves (see Gomez-Pena 1988, Williamson 1992). Additionally, the use of the term `we' is problematic since it disregards the diversity of the academic experience. See Bonner et al. (1992:7-8) for an interesting discussion of the use of the term `we'.


    � Is the insensitivity/cumbersome nature of the word `raced' indicative of how infrequently/superficially I/we articulate issues of race in geographical writing, despite everyday vocabulary being race-saturated (Essed 1991)?


    � Inter-textuality refers to the idea that most written accounts are highly mediated by an already produced corpus of knowledge. The social world is thus understood through a `lens' of prior representations.


    � While there is not much published work on these issues in the geographical literature, much time is spent by academics discussing such issues `informally', such as at the 1993 Institute of British Geographers Women's Study Group Workshop session entitled `Effective communication: reading, writing and authority' and the 1993 Women and Geography Dayschool on `Whiteness'. 


    � The concept of `development' is deeply problematic and has been related to the growth of ignorance (Hobart 1993), Western cultural supremacy (Amin 1989, Sachs 1992), a will to geopolitical power (Slater 1993) and ecological maladaption (Shiva 1991). As Gustavo Esteva (1987:135) states in a simple, yet brilliant statement which delights me for its clarity: `You must be either very dumb or very rich if you fail to notice that "development" stinks.' 


    � The meaning here of power has been a focus of much debate across the social sciences. However, the accepted usage focuses on the ability to achieve certain ends through the capability to get a person or a group to do something against their will. Power is dynamic and is distributed in society according to age, gender, race etc. Authority is a sub-type of power in which people willingly obey commands because they see the exercise of power as legitimate. 


    � This is a significant point for every position is provisional and contingent. For example, in what ways am I still marginalizing the `other' (to the footnotes for example)? Is this another ethnocentric vision of First World relations with the Third World whereby I am central and the Gambian women are pushed to the periphery of the discussion? Am I seducing you, as the reader, to adopt the role of `armchair colonist'?


    � By `technical-fix' I am referring to the idea that problems in Africa can be solved through the application of First World technology/concepts. However, such solutions often fail to account for political and economic structures that produce and reproduce the inequalities between Africa and the First World. The technical-fix solution is thus often a `sticking plaster' approach whereby underdevelopment is taken as given. 


    � Methods of representation also need further investigation, such as the use of people's own words. The use of people's actual words has been based upon the desire to attempt to `equalise' the power relations involved in the research process (Opie 1992). However, I believe this idea of using own words simplistic. I support Callaway (1992:42) who suggests that words and stories become framed within the writer's perspective. Who, for example, chooses which words are to be used? In what context are the words employed? What are the hidden meanings behind words? What issues of dissemination are at stake? Hutcheon (1988:4) cautions that using own words to speak for another is not a politically innocent account. As Simmel has observed, the political act of owning knowledge is often more important than the knowledge itself (quoted in Bledsoe 1992:185). It is thus important to evaluate how `giving voice' can `...feed in to, connect with, impede, or enhance the active political process of dependency, domination or hegemony (Said 1989:218). 


    � It is not just in the field that such dilemmas arise. If meaningful personal relationships have been made, if the researcher has got personally involved to any extent (as qualitative methods would propose), it is likely that the researcher will keep in touch with friends. According to Wolf (1991:211) this `keeping in touch' has not been evaluated in depth but it is crucial to consider it if the power relations involved in the research process are to be examined. For example, are the `researched' sent draft copies of our work? Do we write to ask for permission to give papers, publish, use information collected in the field? Is confidentiality respected? Who `owns' the information collected in the field? Who controls the use and dissemination of that information? This on-going relationship with the people who are the `subject' of the research is particularly important in Africa where people invest time and energy in the short term to create healthy and enduring long-term relationships, a kind of covenantal relationship (May 1980). In a sense this long term relationship was an unwritten agreement for my research in the village in The Gambia, influencing the information given to me. As Amadiume (1993:196) suggests, reciprocity is not the ability to repay services with gifts but to a willingness to take on fully the citizenship granted through kinship and to contribute meaningfully to that society. 





    � Disempowerment is a complex concept which clearly depends on definitions of power. In this instance, it refers to the process by which the power, status and position of the relevant group is reduced at the level of inter-personal relationships and/or at the collective macro level. It refers to a reduced ability to challenge structures of domination and a diminished potential to create alternatives to those structures. 


    � The data collected, after all, depends on what the informants are willing to reveal to the researcher. This will depend on their appraisal of the researcher and the trust they place in the researcher. 


    � This was only one of the many roles I played in the village. Role playing is a mediated and contested two-way process. Not only did I position the villagers in certain roles (mother/friend/sister/advisor, which are, of course, context specific and dynamic) but they also designated certain roles for me (see Karim 1993). 


    � According to Frankenberg (1993) `whiteness' is not only a location of structural advantage, of race privilege, but it is also a place, a standpoint, from which white people look at themselves and others and at society. It usually refers to a set of cultural practices which are unmarked/unnamed. Clearly what my whiteness (absence of colour?) represented to the Gambian people I was with was very different to what it meant to me (hooks 1992) and must be understood in the context of colonial historical relations, the uneven political economy and increased Westernization of The Gambia through tourism and the aid economy. The ideology of white supremacy and European cultural hegemony was deeply embedded in (and resisted by) Gambian culture and society.


    � Once I had started to `see' the privileges bestowed on me because I was white, that way of `seeing' did not go away when I returned `home'. I started to understand the structural effects of racism on my life as a white person. My visit to Africa (colonial encounter?) thus initiated a reformulation of my (European?) self.  


    � This is an interesting point, for as Massey (1992:9) notes: `Those of us who worry about a sense of disorientation and a loss of control must have once felt they knew exactly where they were, and that they had control.'


    � I still have a lurking hesitancy about this statement for these conclusions I come to are not new but echo work by Amadiume (1993) and hooks (1989), which again raises the issue of authority. Also, I worry that this statement could be used as a `neat' solution, an easy `ethical fix' by some people for overcoming the highly complex issue of First World researchers working in a Third World context. Academic rhetoric is easy; action and change as a result of this rhetoric is much harder to achieve. 





    � Maria Edy Ferreira is referring here to investigations determining what key themes/words/concepts can be used on which to base popular community education programmes. However, I feel the sentiments may be broadened to consider research in general. 


    � I use the term `home' with reservation, for as hooks (1991) notes the meaning of the term home is very different for people who have been colonised. 


    � An alternative possibility is that I can give up research in Africa while maintaining the friendships with people I have met.


    � However, relying on professional integrity is not fail-safe. What, after all, is professional integrity? Maybe structural changes could be considered, such as the introduction of a code of ethics for the discipline and teaching ethics to students (Hanson 1988). 


    � In a similar manner to the way in which male theoreticians have expropriated feminist theories, while still supporting the male status quo of academic working practice.


    � This must be done carefully for such self-analysis has the potential of again centring the debate on the First World academic while marginalising Third World voices. Wole Soyinka (quoted in Tiffin 1991: xiv), for example, laments: `We have been blandly invited to submit ourselves to a second epoch of colonialism- this time by a universal-humanoid abstraction defined and conducted by individuals whose theories and prescriptions are derived from the appreciation of their  world and their history, their social neuroses and their value systems.'


    � `Action' may include the creation of non-racist, non-sexist work environments and support for equal opportunity procedures, effective `decolonialisation' of knowledge in lecture programmes with attention to authors included on booklists, the building of links between First World and African institutions, combined with a commitment to the reallocation of resources between such institutions. The point I am trying to make is that academic subject content, working practice and daily life are linked and there is no point in academic rhetoric if it is not undertaken in conjunction with `changing oneself'. The `politics' of research in the Third World is, for me, intimately linked to personal politics in this country.


    � I would, however, acknowledge the diversity of the academic experience and suggest that writing about Africa will depend on personal positioning with respect to Africa. Furthermore, it must be acknowledged that the role of the academy in political change may also be a limited one (see Carusi 1991). 
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