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Preamble

Mainstream poverty research, even after expertgbkadrally accepted the need for a
multi-dimensional view of poverty, going beyondanee/consumption measures to
take account of holdings of assets and hence gelorun security, and of the factor
of self-respect (see Chambers 1988, 1992), hasajgniiled to address the
dynamic, structural and relational factors thaegige to poverty. There is a great
deal of technically sophisticated research, mudhlmdsed on household surveys that
have become increasingly refined over the pastd#eoaso, that has provided ever
more detailed profiles of poverty in different ctiims and regions. This research has
also come up with any number of studies of ‘povestgamics’ — ‘why some people
escape from poverty and others don't, in the tifl@ne World Bank Working Paper
(Grootaert et al 1995) - that show the implicasidior example, of the distribution of
assets in a society or of access to human calpitgeneral, indeed, this research tends
to converge around much the same set of conclusimusehold characteristics,
especially dependency ratios, matter; ownershgsséts is highly significant; access
to insurance such as that provided by holding alaegsecure job, or through being
able to claim such a resource as a ration cardersatind education counts for a lot.
Latterly these studies have been extended to @&dauat, too, of social relationships
through the concept of social capital. But it islgably rather commonly the case — as
it is in Guatemala (according to Ibanez et al 2G0#)at it is better educated,
relatively wealthy, middle-aged men who enjoy neastial capital, and on the other
hand that being very poor seriously constrains [g®pbilities to invest in social
capital, even within the family (Cleaver 2005).iSis far from being clear that this
factor cuts through the self-reinforcing circlefactors that are associated with
movements out of poverty (see also Adato, Cartdraay 2006; Kumar and
Corbridge 2002). Little, if any, of this researéma to address the questions of how
and why it is that the factors that are consideweddistributed in the way they are
through a society. These are questions of theigalléconomy of contemporary
capitalism, and of cultural politics. That they &rgely ignored shows that poverty



research plays a part in depoliticising what aressence political problems. Itis a
part of what James Ferguson memorably describ#tedanti-politics machine’.
Poverty research in international development shiar&he idea that scientific
knowledge holds the key to solving social problemdiich, as Alice O’Connor says,
‘has long been an article of faith in American tdlesm’ (2001: 3). If only — the
implicit reasoning runs — ‘we’ can build a goodesttific understanding of poverty
then ‘we’ will be able to solve the problem. Bugtteality is that poverty knowledge
is profoundly political, as is shown up so cleanyontemporary debates over
poverty trends in India in the 1990s (see Deatahkarzel 2004). The problem is that
long chains of assumptions are necessarily madeievle most sophisticated
measurements of poverty so that they are always tmpguestion; and which
assumptions different specialists are most readgtept depends on value
judgements. There is also an important sense inhwhs O’Connor argues, poverty
research, dominated as it is — in the case offiat@mal development - by people
educated in a small number of mainly American ursies, is an exercise in power.
This has been recognised in recent years at theecginpoverty knowledge, in the
World Bank, in its celebratédoices of the Poostudy. But the possible implications
of that study, which are to argue for a differemtd®l of knowledge as the basis for
action on poverty, have been ignored. Poverty reseseems to show that the social
sciences should, as Flyvberg has argued (2001¢ ¢edsy to emulate the natural
sciences. They are more effective in generatingiting of knowledge that grows out
of familiarity with practice in particular contextiselping people to question
relationships of knowledge and power - such asetlgpgang rise to poverty - and
thereby to work to produce change. Such a viewghée profound implications for
the design of poverty research.

Re-conceptualising poverty: the story so far

My first epigraph comes from a paper written by BalChambers for the World
Bank in Delhi twenty years ago, with the title ‘Foty in India: concepts, research
and reality’ (Chambers 1988, 1992). Though thisgpayas not on its own
responsible for bringing about re-thinking on tlka@ept and the nature of poverty in
the 1990s (shown up in the differences betw&&R 1990andWDR 2000, it was
certainly a reflection of the changing ideas oftihee. | start with Chambers’
arguments because | think that it may be helpfukflect upon the extent to which or

the ways in which analysis and understanding hbeaged — or not — since he wrote.

Chambers argued that there are two possible gigrdmts for understanding poverty
and ways of reducing it: with the perceptions affpssionals — social scientists and
development practitioners; or with the perceptiohgoor people themselves. His

paper compares these two sets of perceptions. rbfespionals define poverty in



terms of deprivation and ‘the poor’ are those wieia various ways deprived. But in
practice the professionals have concerned thensselitk those aspects of
deprivation that are most readily measured — floliecome or consumption — and a
huge amount of intellectual energy and resources bane, and continue to go into
poverty research which is concerned with refinimgse measures (which involve a
chain of assumptions). But as Chambers says, therfydine — which is what so
much research has been about defining — ‘is natexored with wealth or material
possessions, nor with aspects of deprivation rejdt access to water, shelter, health
services, education or transport, nor with delpedeence, isolation, migration,
vulnerability, powerlessness, physical weaknesisability, high mortality or short
life expectancy; nor with social disadvantage ustatr self-respect’ (1992: ). Many
possible aspects of deprivation are left out ofvemrtional poverty measurement,
therefore (though of course some effort has ganeede wrote, into trying to
incorporate some of these possible aspects of fyomeo measurement) — and thus it
was that Chambers argued that poverty has come égjliated with what can most
readily be measured. ‘Conceptually’, he suggespedfessionals are caught in their
own poverty trap’ (1992: 304). And when it comestbion too, he thought,
professionals also tend to focus on poverty defingdrms of lack of income, and
perhaps physical weakness and isolation, rathaeraghahose aspects of poverty that
have to do with vulnerability and powerlessnesshaes because ‘Members of elite
groups ... find [these] less threatening aspectepfidation to measure and tackle’
(1992:).

Chambers contrasts this ‘professional’ way of timgkabout poverty with the
concepts of the poor themselves, at least as Haaebeen interpreted
ethnographically. He was particularly influencedtbg analysis of poverty trends in
villages in his native Rajasthan by the Indian abstientist N S Jodha. Drawing on
data and experience from over twenty years Jodbnaesth that while according to
conventional measurement poverty had increasedrdiog to almost all of the very
many ways in which — given his understanding oséheays of thinking — village
people themselves conceptualise changes in thdibeiag, they had become better
off. In summary they were better off because theyewnore independent and relied
less on particular patrons; relied less on low ptiyebs or options; had improved

liquidity and mobility; consumed a greater rangea@hmodities; and owned more



consumer durables. Reflection upon Jodha’s findiagd those of several other close
observers of rural India led Chambers to argueithag’ (professional outsiders)
take account of poor people’s own concepts andarasachen we should give much
greater weight to qualitative social and psychalabaspects of well-being. And he
summed up by arguing that we should think abouepgun terms of different
dimensions that are all relevant to poor peoplen@ves. Incomes and consumption
do matter (he labels this dimension ‘survival’)t ba do net assets and secdrity
(labelled ‘security’) and beyond even security éhisrthe dimension of independence

and self-respect (‘self-respect’).

These arguments contributed to establishing theiitapce of taking account of the
multi-dimensional character of poverty, and of alkdwing it to be understood
simply in terms of the flows that are most easigasured. They also helped to bring
much more sharply into focus the importance ofrtglkiccount of the perceptions and
understandings of poor people themselves — regogrof which led in the next
decade to that major programme of participatorgaesh undertaken by the World
Bank that gave rise in the end to celebrated patitins on the “Voices of the Poor’.
These adumbrated parts of Chambers’ original argtreeflected in the list of
chapters that discuss the ten dimensions of posgréss and illbeing that emerged
from the study, and in the summing up ‘call to @atiin the volumeCrying Out For
Change(Narayan et al 2000): ‘From material poverty tequaate assets and
livelihoods’, ‘From isolation and poor infrastructuto access and services’, ‘From
illness and incapability to health, information sedtlication’, ‘From unequal and
troubled gender relations to equity and harmoriyfom fear and lack of protection to
peace and security’, ‘From exclusion and impotenaarganization, inclusion and
empowerment’ and ‘From corruption and abuse to stynend fair treatment’. This
list of headings recalls Chambers’ earlier listoiglifferent dimensions of
deprivation or poverty (quoted above) rather cipsiough it was derived from large
numbers of interviews in 23 countries in which @ssMfound that ‘Despite very
different political, social and economic contexttgre are striking similarities in poor
people’s experiences’ (Narayan et al 2000: 1). ®@orders whether these ‘striking

1 At about the same time that Chambers was wriimajyses of the ways in which people respond to
the stress of drought and famine showed, of cothaéjn these circumstances they may choose to
forego consumption in order to maintain assetsjisty to balance out immediate survival and longer
run security: see, e.g de Waal 19 .



similarities’ are not the artifacts of the categsrthat were employed, and of the
universalising drive of the sort of normal scietitat underlay the ‘Voices’ research
as much as it does econometric cross-country rese@ertainly the results of the
research, as they are presented, display the saheds that characterise the
literature on the measurement of poverty: causdsffects are muddled up, and the
characteristics of individuals, or of householtsittare associated/correlated with
poverty are represented as causal. There is ngsiaf the structures and

relationships that give rise to the effects thattaken to define poverty.

This is also the principal limitation of Chambeasialysis of the conceptualisation of
poverty, and of poverty research: in his accourit pbverty remains a characteristic
of individuals or of households (it is individuals households that lack incomes,
security and self-respect) and the effects of pgwae sometimes represented as
causes. Still, his paper does show that ‘povest@ construct, and that it is construed
in different ways by different actors; he does hdgirecognise that these
constructions are profoundly political — in the §iag remark about those ideas of
poverty that maybe suit the interests of elites! #ere is more than a suggestion
there that conventional poverty analysis rests onstaken view of ‘science’ that
elevates measurement and disregards contextuaisatie last is a point to which |
return later in this paper. The other points thaave raised here have been taken up
by several other writers in the more recent liter@f poverty, perhaps notably by
Maia Green and David Hulme (Green 2005; Green anlchel 2005). The core of
their arguments is that through the way in whiak tonceptualised in mainstream
poverty research, poverty becomes a tangible ewtity state that is external to the
people affected by it: individuals or householdkifdo it, or are trapped in it, or they
escape from it. It is not seen as the consequdrsiacl relations or of the categories
through which people classify and act upon theadeeorld. Notably the way in

which poverty is conceptualised separates it fAioensocial processes of the
accumulation and distribution of wealth, which digpmses it — and depoliticisation

is of course a profoundly political intellectuak.athe result is that there may be
continuity between analyses of poverty and theugliegs of social elites about the
poor: poverty is the outcome of the behaviourdhobe who are affected by it, and

they may in fact be judged adversely because ahi;it has to be eliminated to



maintain social functionalify Poverty is a kind of a social aberration rathantan
aspect of the ways in which the modern state andrket society function.

What has been going on in mainstream poverty rekaarthe time since Chambers
wrote his seminal critique? How much has reseaegmlthanged by the changing
ideas that Chambers’ paper exemplifies? In pradieigh there has been more
exploration of alternative approaches, as in sohtkeeowork of the CPRC, a great
deal of intellectual effort has continued to beenged on poverty measurement, and
on the related analysis of ‘poverty dynamics’ bynparison of the characteristics of
individuals or households that have remained pioathe sense of being below the
conventionally defined poverty line) over time,tbat have moved into or out of
poverty. Poverty research in the World Bank, fatamce ‘... aims to (i) improve
current data and methods of poverty and inequahslysis, including greater
standardisation of household survey data, and rgadata more accessible to users;
(ii) use the improved data and existing data sautocdetter understand what makes
‘pro-poor growth’: why do some growth processesehanore impact on poverty than
others?’. These clearly stated objectives responhat is perceived as governments’
needs for ‘resources and tools to fully grasp tttere and distribution of poverty in
their countries; to analyse the forces behind gg\wend growth, and to develop
policies to ensure that the poor benefit disprapoately from growth’ (Quotations
from the World Bank website). The focus remainsr@asurement, which still relies
on the headcount measure, and is based on nayioeptesentative income and/or
expenditure surveys, involving — as pointed oulie&ar chains of assumptions. There
is also work going on dealing with risk and vulrglity, and aspects of social
exclusion, but it appears to be somewhat peripherte main thrusts of World Bank

poverty research.

Another vein in recent research that departs sagmfly from the mainstream work
of World Bank researchers is that of the assetébapproach developed by
Christopher Barrett, Michael Carter and their agges (which finds strong
expression in a special issue of flmeirnal of Development Studjéebruary 2006).

2 An example of how the prejudices of elites inflae understandings of poverty — and in this case
how poverty has been sought to be eliminated inite djteral way is in Nandin Gooptu’s work on
‘The “Problem” of the Urban Poor’ in northern Indiethe interwar period (Gooptu 1996).



This is based on the persuasive view that ‘...flovaguges tend to be more subject to
considerable measurement error than stock variages in well-run surveys,
because they can only rarely be directly observeldvarified. Moreover, productive
assets are the durable inputs used to generat@méncoUnderstanding the dynamics
of assets is thus fundamental to understandingspens poverty and longer-term
socio-economic dynamics’ (Barrett, Carter and €itD06: 169). The asset-based
approach — which in fact recalls in some respecikwone in the 1970s on
differentiation and class formation in agrarianremmies (a point discussed later) —
has come up with impressive results, drawing ogitadinal data of both qualitative
and quantitative kindsthat show up the factors influencing movements amd out

of poverty and highlight the existence of povergps. The possession of assets,
whether of land, labour, livestock, human or socalital, greatly influences the
capacities of individuals and households to withdtshocks, such as drought or — as
is shown very often to be of particular significareepisodes of ill-health (reflecting
the fact of the particular dependence of the vexyr pn their own bodies). Greater
attention is paid in this work to structural detaramts of poverty but it is a moot
point as to whether it has much to say about ‘theachics of those underlying
structural positions’ — as Barrett, Carter andl&itlaim in their introduction to the
Special Issue (2006: 169) — as opposed to treptiegpitating causes of movements

into or out of persistent poverty.

| will come back to the asset-based approach iatiéris paper but turn now to
examine two country cases in which a lot of eff@$ gone into poverty analysis on
the lines suggested by the World Bank poverty mesearogramme, Vietham and
India. | aim to point up difficulties that deriveoin the model of knowledge that

underlies the poverty research industry.

® The way in which this work has sought very detittely to build links between quantitative and
gualitative research in the way suggested irtbmversations Between Economists and
Anthropologistsorchestrated by Pranab Bardhan (1989) is vergamat, though in some cases the use
of qualitative cases studies is only to providecdpsive support to arguments drawn from quantitati
analysis.



Questioning the mainstream model of poverty knowlege

Vietnam is very widely regarded as a success stolijperalisation and economic
globalisation (see, for instancEye Economisfugust 5-11 2006). Economic reform
and integration into the global economy are heldawe brought about economic
growth that has been remarkably pro-poor (Klump Badschab 2004). Indeed,
according to data from the Vietnam Household Liv8tgndards Surveys (VHLSS)
poverty fell by one-third between 2002 and 2004icWiscarcely seems credible. The
Vietnam story depends on analysis of the Vietnannii Standards Surveys of 1992-
93 and 1997-98, and then of the two rounds the V&L IShough sample designs and
sample sizes in these surveys have changed théyelakéo provide comparable
results and they are widely used and widely regpedtet Pincus and Sender (2006)
have recently shown that there are serious problgthsthe design of these surveys
that are likely to have resulted in under-estimatbthe total numbers of very poor
people in Viethnam. These authors do not deny #atirgrowth in Vietnam has
improved living standards for many, but they shbat there are strong grounds for
believing that there are many more very poor pewptae country than are
represented in the surveys on which poverty measmts are based. It is particularly
those who migrate for wage work who are likely &wé been missed and Pincus and
Sender argue that ‘... the failure to capture migramsurveys that aim to measure
living standards in a rapidly urbanising countryhich the structure of the labour
force is experiencing profound change leads totgquessconcerning thmtent,
representativeness and accuracy of the survey86(2Q my emphasis, JH). Migrants
are excluded because the sampling frame consist®bthe official lists of

registered households in communes and urban waiMigtmam, who must have

lived in the enumeration area for at least six rhenThe problem is compounded by
the fact that these lists of registered househadsanyway often outdated. The
resulting exclusion of mobile people reflects thegarious legal position of migrants
in Vietnam where th@o khausystem of registration of households, designed to
control migration to cities, makes it difficult fpeople to migrate legally. The two
authors show by means of comparison of VHLSS ditative evidence of surveys

conducted by the Statistics Office of Ho Chi MintlyGhat the former excludes quite



large numbers of young migrants; and that VHLSSupedon estimates and census
figures don’t match up, especially for those age@€2. Yet in an experimental
survey conducted in rural areas of Hanoi and faigtbouring provinces Pincus and
Sender found that they were able easily to ideméfgtively large numbers of

‘illegal’ migrants, in spite of the blocking tacsitn some cases of local
administrators, and they show that such migramist-all of whom, by any means,
are poor - have very diverse characteristics. Tineey still makes it clear that ‘large
numbers of desperately poor people are living mggaphical areas that conventional
analysis has classified as “non-poor™, and thiasdems likely that VHLSS has mis-
estimated poverty by excluding a large number of y®or and vulnerable
households ... (2002: 40). Pincus and Sender furtiadee the point that it is difficult
to square claims from the living standards survegsrding the rapid decrease in the
incidence of income poverty with anthropometricadat with data on child

malnutrition.

Analysis of the ‘determinants’ of poverty in Viemabased on the living standards
surveys — it is rather analysis of the characiessif those who are shown as still
being poor — highlights geographical factors (Kluamal Bonschab 2004, for
example, refer to emerging regional imbalancesie@inam), and those of household
size, ethnicity and educational attainment (the@alsuspects’); and this analysis has
led through to policy recommendations in @@mprehensive Poverty Reduction and
Growth Strategyhat is Vietham’s PRSP. Poverty reduction is etgukto be driven

in future by private sector development, especlfousehold enterprises; and it
will be assisted by better targeting to ensure ploat people get access to basic
services, by the provision of infrastructure foopand remote communes, and by
giving ethnic minorities greater voice in the desgj anti-poverty programmes.
Pincus and Sender argue that what is striking ath@se ‘standard policy
recommendations’ is what is omitted. The emphasmnihousehold enterprise, when
‘Studies from a range of developing countries skiwat the most secure route out of
poverty for the majority of the poor is accessdaguiar waged employment [the
argument is spelled out in Sender 2003; but thetpsialso made in a recent study of
poverty reduction in Bangladesh, in which it iswed that it has been waged
employment in the rural non-farm sector rather thalftemployment that has been

associated with poverty reduction: Sen et al 20@#hough the standard



recommendations cite job creation as a major abgabo attempt is made to account
for labour market dynamics, the determinants ofgiteevth of unskilled wage

employment and real wages’ (2006: 22).

It is very odd indeed, as Pincus and Sender sayirtta country like Vietham where
so much emphasis is placed on urbanisation andethelopment of labour intensive
industries, poverty rates should be calculateddasedata ‘that systematically
exclude migrants to cities and industrial area@0@ 41). It is not that the
significance of migration has not previously beecognised (it is discussed for
instance by Klump and Bonschab 2004), and the wtlocsis argue that ‘It is
inexcusable that the poverty analyses for Vietnaoukl make no reference to the
fact that the VHLSS sample is limited to long-tetagally registered households’
(2006: 41). It is for this reason that they sedb@eateintenton the part of poverty
analysts in the World Bank and the government tot@aparticular picture of poverty
reduction in the country. This may be going tog baut it is easy to understand how
one narrative of change, attractive to those pelesdidy theoretical arguments in
favour of particular policies, comes to drive tlmmstruction and interpretation of
data. The way in which Vietham is constructed asiecessful globaliser’ may not be
quite so crass as the way in which Lesotho wastaaied by development
professionals as an ‘underdeveloped economy’ iL87®s (as shown by Ferguson
1990), but the process is the same. Narrativese sfrthem having almost the status
of myth, drive the collection and interpretationdafta — as Roe and others have
analysed (Roe 1991) — and the whole process is ardess transparently political.

Just how politically charged the apparently scfentask of counting the poor can
become is shown up very starkly in what Deatontéozkl (2004) refer to as ‘the
Great Indian Poverty Debate’. This is the debats tive impact of India’s

liberalising economic reforms, initiated in 1991, the incidence of poverty.

Different perceptions have become highly politidige circumstances in which the
gap in terms of the measure of average consumgaawed from the National
Accounts on the one hand, and from the resultshemwther, of the regular household
income and expenditure surveys run by the NatiSaahple Survey Organisation has
grown wider, and the reporting periods used instimaple surveys for different

categories of consumption have been changed. Q¢ cleanges in reporting
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periods in an experiment conducted by the NSSGasad estimates of per capita
incomes by 15-18 per cent, thus halving the numbgtise poor. Those who are
supportive of the economic reforms prefer one prigation of inconsistent data sets,
while the critics of reform prefer another. Deatond others have attempted a
considered reconciliation of the data, but the tkeha a whole shows just how
sensitive measures of poverty are to statisticablpms and the different ways in
which these problems are addressed. It also exiéespEhambers’ point that ‘poverty
becomes what has been measured’. Even if therenagtee particular technical
problems that have arisen because of changes deslign of the sample surveys in
the 1990s, so that successive rounds of the NSSoakmasily compared with each
other, it would still be the case that the measergnf trends in the incidence of

poverty is highly sensitive to judgements made whale string of assumptions.

What puzzles many observers of Indian developnswhit the economic processes
are that can have brought about the kind of redngati income poverty that is
claimed by some. How can it be that poverty hasimkset as much as some maintain
when, as is widely recognised, India has been expeng high rates of growth but
without the creation of many regular jobs — ‘jolsiggowth’, as it is described - and
when the agricultural economy over much of the ¢guis reasonably understood as
being in a state of crisis? The problem is broughtin studies of employment and
poverty trends in the city of Ahmedabad, once knawsrthe Manchester of India’. In
the last twenty years of the last century as mani/0® 000 ‘good jobs’ were lost in
the cotton textile industry, and there has beearsskve casualisation of employment
— as has happened very widely. Ethnographic relsestiaws that in these
circumstances households have very often become degrendent upon women’s
work for their survival — in what has been desatibs the ‘global feminisation’ of
labour (see, for example, Castells 1997). Thispguaed a serious threat to the dignity
and the self-esteem of men, who have reacted iis Weat may have harmful social
and political consequences (an important themel tbeinot pursue here). There are
scholars, however, who argue that the evidence kbmedabad shows that the
policy of flexibilising labour markets — which lematb casualisation of labour - is
working, because there has been (in the 1990s)asutzd growth in employment, a
rise in the level of real wages and greater pgdiodon of both men and women in the

labour process. Such positive conclusions fromatiedysis of National Sample
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Survey data (by the Deshpandes, by Dutta and Batldyy Kundu) conflict with
those from the ethnographic research of Jan Brg@@01). This shows that the
increased vulnerability of households has led ¢ogiteater involvement of dependent
members of families, both women and children, imkivand that while workers may
have ‘regular’ jobs in the dynamic sectors of thgam economy such as powerloom
units, diamond ateliers and garment workshops, theybe dismissed at any time and
do not enjoy the social provisions that have histdly accompanied ‘formal sector’
employment. Breman further points out, on the baksgirvey evidence, that
underemployment and low pay are extensive andhtlegbercentage of the population
living in slum areas almost doubled between 19&811896-97. These differing views
of what is going on in Ahmedabad reflect precigbaly point made by Kanbur in his
comparable observations of the radical differenbasexist in perceptions of poverty
trends in Ghana (2002): both the ‘optimists’ angl ‘hessimists’ can in a sense be
‘right’ because they are looking at different thsn@he optimists may be right.
Employment in Ahmedabad may have increased. But albaut the quality of that
employment, asks Breman? If more people’s liveldsare more vulnerable, doesn’t
this connote a deterioration in levels of well-lggiaven if real wages have risen?
Doesn’t it mean that they are more likely to eméo relations of dependence on
particular patrons, with negative implications fioeir self-respect and psychological

well-being?

Going against ‘normal science’ and making social gence matter

Reflection upon these examples of the kinds ofdiffies that arise in poverty
measurement — difficulties that are ontologicalvali as practical problems of
methodology - points to the underlying problem wite whole model of knowledge
on which conventional poverty analysis rests. thesmodel of what we may call
‘normal science’ which aims at developing explanaind predictive theory of
universal application, based on generalisation feonpirical observation. This is a
model that has worked well in the natural sciewgeeh have been characterised by
the cumulation of knowledge as well as by shiffi@gadigms. It is quite clear, |
believe, that the social sciences have not dondynsawell as the natural sciences in

developing explanatory and predictive theory olvarsal application (there are few
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law-like generalisations that can be made aboutamupehaviour). Neither have they
done very well in cumulating knowledge, while treng characterised — as Bent
Flyvberg has put it — not so much by paradigm stz by style changes: ‘... it is not
a case of evolution [in the social sciences] butentd fashion’ (Flyvberg 2001: 30).
And there are powerful reasons for this differewbech have to do essentially with
the nature of the phenomena with which social sisesndeal — the actions/behaviour
of self-reflecting human beings, while the backgrm@onditions of the natural
sciences are physical facts. In social sciencelbfect of analysis is a subject,
whereas the objects of research in the naturahsegedon’t talk back. Of course
studies of science have shown that there is neahdistinction between the natural
and the social sciendesnd hermeneutics is now recognised as applyingtioral
science too — but it can still be demonstratedtti@nhatural sciences are relatively
cumulative and predictive, and the social scieme#s This has been a source of
considerable anxiety for many social scientistsflected in my own experience, in
regard to poverty research, in the ‘Conversatigta/een anthropologists and
economists’ set up by Pranab Bardhan (Bardhan 198&)ese conversations some
argued tenaciously that it must be possible tdoéista‘the facts’ about poverty and to
develop predictive theory of universal applicatiereas others (not all of them
anthropologists) argued that knowledge about pgvarttst always be context-
dependent. Now there is even greater fear amongsy social scientists of a descent
to relativism, which the currents of post-moderner the last two decades have

served to intensify.

Flyvberg’'s argument iMaking Social Science Matter: why social inquirjdand
how it can succeed aga{@001) is that social scientists set themselveshaossible
task in seeking to emulate the natural sciences.cfix of the difficulty for the social
sciences is that human beings are ‘skilful’ — nefer essentially to the ability of
human beings to make judgements, and change thgs of thinking and of

behaving. Human skills go well beyond followingesy they are context-dependent.

* This is brought out eloquently in Stephen Jay|@sthistory of geology ifTime’s Arrow, Time’s
Cycle(1987), which shows how archetypal differencesvben scholars in terms of their conceptions
of time and history led to very different theora@mout the ‘facts’ of geology.

® There are fascinating studies of the sociologgoince in the development literature like thekooo
by Michael Thompson and others callgdcertainty on a Himalayan Sca{@986) which shows just
how uncertain the physical facts about land dediadare. But still, as Thompson says at one point,
water does almost invariably flow downhill. There astablished physical facts.
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The kind of theory that is developed in ‘normaksaie’, on the other hand, depends
on freedom from context and the existence of r(des Flyvberg’s summary of his
arguments, 2001: 47). The social sciences, howbaeg distinctive strengths in
areas where the natural sciences are weak — fdyeitisiealing with reflexive
analysis and discussion of values and interestsh Soalysis is necessarily context-
dependent; but recognising the centrality of canties not mean descending into

relativism.

Flyvberg's aim is ‘to help to restore social sciema its classical position [based on
Aristotelian concepts] as a practical intellectactivity aimed at clarifying the
problems, risks and possibilities we face as hunaassocieties, and at contributing
to social and political praxis’ (2001: 4). On tleeé of it this is probably not a
radically different ambition from that of thosedikhe poverty measurers who seek to
pursue social-science-as-normal-science. But ther lvork with a model of
knowledge which implies that scientific analysis establish, for example, whether
or not policy changes in India in the 1990s hawdetéea reduction in poverty, and that
policy-making can be an exercise in rational probkolving. Flyvberg’s view,
however, of what sort of knowledge is possible alpaople and societies is that it is
interpretative, and dialogical. In social-scienserarmal-science the key task is
taken to be the making of deductions and discogesfrgeneral principles across
large samples, and detailed case study reseaofteisregarded as unproductive (as it
was by some of the economists at the ‘Conversatcamgerence to which | referred
earlier). If we recognise the context-dependendauaian action, however, then the
kind of concrete, context-dependent knowledge eyt be derived from careful case
study research is seen as being ‘more valuablettigavmain search for predictive
theories and universals’ (Flyvberg 2001: 72). les¢ingly, a very similar conclusion
is reached by two economists in a recent reviethedry and of empirical research
on economic growth. Kenny and Williams follow Perxan arguing that ‘economics
has yet to get to grips with the idea that indigldeconomic agents are active,
thinking persons, not simply through-puts in thekirng out of timeless and
spaceless economic laws and relations’ (2001:th8y; argue that ‘the social world is
more causally complex than the natural world’ arat tevents rarely, if ever, have a
single cause, but are rather the result of a catjue of several factors or conditions’

[so particular historical analysis is essentiajd2: 13); and they conclude that ‘more
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energy should be directed toward understandingadhglex and varied inner
workings of actual economies rather than tryinggsimilate them into abstract
universal models’ (2001: 16)

The approach to research that Flyvberg advocdtesefore, is to address real-world
problems of particular societies, probably usirg@se-study methodology, in an
interactive and engaged way (not to be equatedetwerywith ‘action research’) and
to be ready to use a good deal of bricolage in thgan the work of other
professional social scientists — doing ‘what wotksaddress the key underlying
guestions: (i) where are we going?; (ii) who gaargj who loses, by what
mechanisms of power?; (iii) is this desirable?) yWat should be done? Let me come
back to this approach later in this paper whentlirmua different approach to poverty

research from the currently prevalent fashion.

Poverty research and the ‘anti-politics machine’

There are very strong similarities between theohysof poverty research and (less
clearly so, perhaps) policy practice in the contéhinhternational development, and
that of ‘poverty knowledge’ in the United States this has been analysed by Alice
O’Connor (2001) — and I find it quite striking th@tConnor’s suggestions about
‘what is to be done’ in poverty research are cipseimparable with Flyvberg's
general propositions for ‘making social sciencetaratO’Connor’s argument starts
with the observations that ‘The idea that sciemtifiowledge holds the key to solving
social problems has long been an article of faitAmerican liberalism [and that]
Nowhere is this more apparent than when it comesliong the “poverty problem™
(2001: 3). As | have suggested earlier, the intewnal poverty research industry, too,
rests on the same article of faith - that scienkfiowledge holds the key to solving
the poverty problem. O’Connor shows that althougthlyevork on poverty in the
United States linked it with unemployment, low waglebour exploitation and
political disenfranchisement — ‘and more gener@dlith) the social disruptions
associated with large-scale urbanization and im@distapitalism’ (2001: 18) [note the

similarity with Pincus and Sender’s arguments alsontemporary Vietnam] — it was
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quite soon turned away from these matters of palikconomy. Latterly this has been
associated with the influence of research foundatand government agencies, which
have provided large amounts of funding for poveesearch, and have been able to
set the agenda. They have required that reseaocidshe ‘policy relevant’,

‘scientific’ and free from ideology — but in alleélwork that they have financed
poverty has never been defined as anything otlaer @nindividual condition.

Poverty knowledge rests on an ethos of scientdigtrality, but it is very clearly
distinguished by what it is not: ‘(C)ontemporarywpay knowledge does not define
itself as an enquiry into the political economy @mtture of late Twentieth Century
capitalism; it is knowledge about the charactersstind behaviour, and, especially in
recent years, about the welfare status of the pdmrdoes it much countenance
knowledge honed in direct action or everyday exgrexe ...(which) kind of
knowledge does not translate into measurable Vasdbat are the common currency
of “objective”, “scientific” and hence authoritaéiypoverty research’ (2001: 4). The
technically very sophisticated survey researcharepy that has been carried on has
by now built up a very accurate statistical pottedipoverty in America, but the
results of the interactions between politicians policy makers, research foundations
and researchers have been to ensure that povesgisas the failure of individuals
or of the welfare system ‘... rather than of an ecoypan which middle- and
working-class as well as officially poor Americaased diminishing opportunities’
(2001: 241) [cf. contemporary India?].

Very similar features characterise poverty knowgedythe international context as
well. Here too early studies of poverty - such asl@bhai Naoroji'$overty and Un-
British Rule inindia (1901) which sought explanation for endemic pgvertindia in
the political economy of colonialism - were conaawith the structural conditions
that caused the effects of poverty, but the powesgarch industry that became
established in the 1970s has turned to analysisapiliy of the characteristics of the
poor and of the correlates of poverty. Studiedqefdauses of poverty, or latterly of
‘poverty dynamics’ establish correlations betwdssn ¢haracteristics of individuals
and households and poverty — generally understotetins of flows of consumption.
Such studies have tended to highlight much the $aoed set of factors: features of
households (high dependency ratios; female head#ifygalth of members); assets

(holding few productive assets); education (ilb&y); nature of occupations (lack of

16



regular waged employment amongst household memierther resident or working
elsewhere); sometimes factors having to with ettynand/or geography (e.g being a
‘tribal’/indigenous person in a remote area) — Hralsignificance of crises or of other
idiosyncratic factors which in turn highlights theneral problem of the lack of
insurance. What international poverty researchnisadone very much has been to
explain how and why these factors have the effidetg do, in the context of an
analysis of the political economy of the localitydeof the state. Poverty research
does not usually address the processes of accuonuiatcontemporary capitalism
and evades the problems of the distribution of enua resources and of political
power, apparently offering technical solutionshe problem in a way that is not
threatening to the elites who benefit from exisstigictures and relationships. The
current mantra about the role of ‘private businasgjrowth and — it is hoped — in
‘pro-poor growth’ and the achievement of the Milium Development Goals is only
one, particularly egregious instance of how languagtters. International poverty
research, too, aims to be ‘objective’ and ‘scigcitdnd — Chambers’ paper and the
later ‘Voices of the Poor’ work notwithstanding ashnot much countenanced
knowledge deriving from direct action or everydaperience. Just as it is striking
that in the United States the problems of the awe not been connected with the
economics of rising inequality but rather have beentred squarely on issues
framed as “family values™ (O’Connor 2001: 10), is@s striking that in Vietnam, for
instance, contemporary poverty knowledge shouldrgthe everyday experience
which teaches that the industrialising, urbanigngnomy draws in large numbers of
migrant workers who are likely to be missed oud sampling frame drawn from lists
of only registered households. As O’Connor sayhénsecond of the epigraphs of
this paper, poverty knowledge in the United Statesopened itself to conservative
interpretation. Poverty knowledge in the internagilbcontext, too, opens itself to
conservative interpretation, at least in the sémseby reducing the problem of
poverty to the characteristics of individuals, afsted from class and other power
relationships — note the language of ‘private besshrather than of ‘capitalism’ - it
has the effect of depoliticising it. The povertgearch industry constitutes a part of
what James Ferguson (1990) memorably describatiesnti-politics machine’.
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Alice O’Connor concludes her history of poverty twtedge in the United States by
arguing that this knowledge needs to be recongiduand she suggests five important

steps towards this reconstruction:

1. Shifting from explanation of individual depriv@t to explanation of inequalities in
the distribution of power, wealth and opportunity;

2. Recognising that studying poverty is not to geated with ‘studying the poor’;

3. Getting away from the research industry model;

4. Challenging the privilege attached to hypothéssting models of enquiry;

5. Recognising that the ideas of value-free s@uence and of finding scientific

‘cures’ for social problems are chimaeras.

The last three of these points correspond veryetlosith Flyvberg's general critique
of the attempt to establish social-science-as-nbsaiance, and all are entirely
apposite in the case of international poverty neted/ery significant amounts of
money and of intellectual resources continue tpdagred into surveys like the
Vietnam Household Living Standards Survey, forghaduction of poverty
headcounts based on detailed expenditure survayari prone to enormous errors —
think, for instance of the impact on poverty estesgor India of changing reporting
periods. To what end? They can never provide dafenanswers to a question like
that of ‘what has been the impact on well-beindpding of liberalising economic
reforms?’, and they actually provide very littlddrmation on the causes of poverty.
In so far as it is important to monitor trendsncome and its distribution then there
may be simpler and cheaper methods, such as @afjadsually-confirmed data on
the consumer durables owned by households, orllscting information on the
education of all household members. There is a ipgpody of research showing
that the ranking of households by these meanstisigwoificantly different from that
obtained by collecting information on householdoime per capita (work by Filmer
and Pritchett 1998; Sahn and Stifel 2000; Stifel @hristiaensen 2006, all cited by
Pincus and Sender 2006). And how many more stadéeseeded to test hypotheses
on poverty dynamics using data obtained from ligtendards surveys? Such studies
have often tended to confirm what Pincus and Semdeonably describe as more or

less ‘standard’ policy recommendations derivingrfrdemographic and geographic
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explanations that downplay the role of class foramaand factors such as gender

discrimination in the labour market.

Re-focusing poverty research

Rather than devoting international poverty resetwahe refinement of measurement
(in the way that happened years before in povedgarch in the United States) and to
hypothesis testing aimed at establishing predi¢heery, it will be more productive

to redirect research so as give greater attervidimet analysis of the social processes,
structures and relationships that give rise to ggverecognising that the creation
and re-creation of poverty is inherent within tly@amics of capitalism (Harriss-
White 2006). Such research will often be basedi@tegically selected case studies,
in which researchers build up familiarity with salgpractice in particular contexts (as
Hulme and Shepherd suggest is likely to be necggsanalysing chronic/persistent
poverty: 2003) — and desirably will help peoplentiselves to question the relations of
knowledge and power that give rise to poverty (ol is clearly essential in this
case that this is done responsibly so that pogolpere not left to be victims of
reprisals at the hands of the power-holders).

Within current poverty research some of the mastre@sting work is that around the
assets-based approach. It is quite striking, hovwevat this recalls in significant
respects a much earlier vein of research on diftexgon and class formation in rural
societies. Assets researchers construct indicassaits (such as ‘Tropical Livestock
Units’ in the work of Little and others on Ethiod2006], or Livestock and Asset
Points in Whitehead’s work on Ghana [2006]) anadhtisentify thresholds — such as
the ‘asset poverty line’ used by Adato, Carter Biay, ‘defined as the level of assets
needed to generate an expected living standard exjthee poverty line’ (Adato et al
2006: 230). This is similar to the procedure adofig scholars who sought to study
peasant differentiation (see for example Harrisg2]1%or an analysis that involved the
construction of an index of ‘Livelihood Units’, explaining patterns of
differentiation amongst rural people in northermillaNadu in the 1970s). Recent
work, encouraged by development agencies, onitiveld diversification’ is also

anticipated in the differentiation literature — wiiwas concerned with the portfolios
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of livelihood activities of peasants in differemepumptive classes, and drew attention
to the importance of rural non-farm activity atearly stage (see, e.g Byres 1981,
Harriss 1985; Bhaduri et al 1986). Indeed, thdyamaof processes of differentiation
in rural societies in some respects went beyondivbhoods approach that has

found such favour with development agencies. Ttterla..is less (well) able to

grasp the external influences on (the) disparatepoments (‘of income that rural
people have to pull together in order to make iadj\of sorts’) (and) the extent to
which rural dwellers are embedded in regional aadsnational economies’ (Green
and Hulme 2005: 868). Precisely these ‘externéianfces’ are brought into the
analysis of the reproduction of households in theext of the development of

capitalism — for example by Deere and de Janvry L9

The point of drawing attention to the ways in whedme aspects of contemporary
poverty analysis are anticipated in this olderétere is not just because the writer is
an old curmudgeon, but because the older literdtasecertain strengths that are less
apparent in contemporary assets-based approadiese o help to identify
structural determinants of poverty and they areatgic’ in so far as they show how
households move in and out of poverty. But thematyic analysis remains quite
descriptive, and though they are sometimes condesite social relationships (as in
the work on social capital and social exclusiorAojato, Carter and May, 2006), they
do not address questions of political economy,dwovery much to link up local
patterns with wider processes of capitalist accatiui (see also Green and Hulme
2005: [9 of web copy]). This is attempted in thdeslliterature on the political
economy of agrarian change. For instance, the workfrican rural economies of
Henry Bernstein and others shows how places fay petnmodity production are
continually destroyed and re-created with the dgwalent of capitalism, and his
analysis of the ‘simple reproduction squeeze’ tacWisuch producers may be subject
places them into relation with other classes: & iglational analysis, showing how
poverty is reproduced under capitalism to the ben&bwners mainly of money
capital (see, e.g Bernstein 1977; 1990). The aisahas the qualities that Green and
Hulme look for in the concept of chronic povergyemtifying ‘those in society who
have minimal or no prospects for economic and $ooidility and are structurally
constrained by the social relations which produmeepty effects’ (2005: [9 of web

copy]) Work of this kind has some of the featueddeast, of the sort of social science
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advocated by Flyvberg. It does address his keytqunss (i) where are we going?; (ii)
who gains, and who loses, by what mechanisms oep&iwiii) is this desirable?; (iv)

what should be done?

To give a further, more detailed example: analgéishat was labelled ‘semi-
feudalism’ in West Bengal has been concerned wighré¢lationships that give rise to
poverty rather than with measurement (though @ alme up with convenient
measures of assets). This is a context in whicletige majority of rural people who
own very small holdings of land, or whose liveliligaare based upon agricultural and
other forms of casual labour, depend upon theaticships with the small class of
larger landholders who are themselves subordinateet overarching power of the
numerically tiny but economically overwhelminglyemponderant group of rice-
millers. Household reproduction in this contexdéscribed in village studies from the
1950s (AERC 1958), and was analysed and modellg&htiyBhaduri some years
later (Bhaduri 1973). He shows how relationshipdegendence (and the
‘compulsive involvement’ in markets, or ‘forced corarce’ that it entaif$ ensure

that the class of larger landholders comes to obntost of the product of the region
through rents from share-cropping and interesbang for subsistence and for
production, so that they are then able to earnugtaze profits from trading in rice.
He then sought to show, more controversially, howhese circumstances the larger
landholders would have no incentive to invest iodoictivity raising technology,
because this could relax the dependence upon thédme emall producers — but in the
present context what is significant about this wisrthe way in which it shows how
processes of accumulation bring about the repramtuct poverty. The wealth of
some is causally linked to the crushing povertgtokrs. Some years later | showed
how, in spite of changes in the rural economy tblddwed from the modest land
reforms that had been brought about by the thesntBcelected Left Front
government of West Bengal, the reproduction of bbokls depended upon the same

mechanisms (Harriss 1982a[2006]). This analysis sif®wed how a variety of non-

® | refer here to the comparable arguments of KiasBharadwaj (1985) on ‘compulsive involvement’
in markets, and of Amit Bhaduri (1986a) on ‘fora@inmerce’. Both are concerned with the
implications of the ways in which the commercidiisa of rural economies takes place, in
circumstances in which there are big disparitiesntitiements.

" As Maureen Mackintosh has put it in a criticainroentary on the nature of markets ‘profits of a few
thrive in conditions of uncertainty, inequality ating vulnerability of those who sell their labour
power, and of most consumers’ (Mackintosh 1990: 50)
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crop agriculture based activities, and some nomactivities, were involved in the
survival of ‘poor peasant’ and agricultural labtauseholds (‘livelihoods analysis’,
according to the more recent terminology). WorkBaybara Harriss(-White) on the
paddy and rice trade (1983), conducted at the sianeein the early 1980s showed
how legislation enacted to ensure rice suppligSaicutta underpinned the
overarching power of the rice millers, on whoseitedgpthe entire rural economy
ultimately rested. Connections were made, theeefwoith wider processes of
capitalist accumulation, and the whole body oféitare and the analysis it develops
shows how poverty is reproduced through these pease More recent work has
shown how agrarian reform in West Bengal, the tustin of panchayats and (in
some instances) political mobilisation of agrictdiudabour, have been instrumental
in relaxing the conditions of ‘semi-feudalism’ aimdbringing about higher levels of
agricultural productivity and the reduction of imee poverty — with the development
of rural capitalism (see Harriss 2006 for a sheview of literature). The widely
attested relative success of the state of West@aengeducing poverty (see Besley,
Burgess and Esteve-Volart 2004) has come aboufisaymtly as a result of structural

reforms and innovations rather than through prognasifocussed on ‘the poor’.

Considerations of space preclude the developmentibfer examples of research
that shows how relationships that arise in theexiraf the development of capitalism
influence the reproduction of poverty. The commengbove on the work of Pincus
and Sender on Vietnam refers to their emphasialoour markets and how they
work. Another example of research that tracesittkes Ibetween the operations of
labour markets and poverty is in the work of Gillidart in Indonesia (Hart 1986). In
all of this it is extremely important to bring geasndelations into the analysis — as, for
instance, Ann Whitehead shows in relation to Wddtan societies (e.g 1981), and
Bina Agarwal in regard to South Asia (e.g. 1994).

Conclusion

| have argued here that mainstream research ontgomenternational development
suffers from the same flaws as those that Aliceddir brings out in her analysis of

‘poverty knowledge’ with regard to the United Stateand for similar reasons.
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O’Connor refers to the role of research fundingnages in bringing about a
preoccupation with measurement that has abstragcteetty from its context in the
way in which a particular capitalist economy isdtioning, and to the mistaken
appeal to ‘scientific neutrality’ as the meansuadtifying this. She then shows how
this kind of poverty knowledge has suited conséveanterests. The same
conclusions can reasonably be drawn in regardi¢onational development — and
they substantially explain the persisting dominaoiceneasurement approaches’ in
spite of the strength of critiques, like that ofdea Chambers, that were developed
more than twenty years ago. Poverty knowledge ekdesothe kind of social science
that is critiqued powerfully by Bent Flyvberg, atietre is reason for taking seriously
his arguments about building ‘social science thattens’ — arguments that converge
with O’Connor’s on the reconstruction of knowledg®ut poverty. These are worth
recalling here: shifting from explanation of indlvial deprivation to explanation of
inequalities in the distribution of power, wealtideopportunity; recognising that
studying poverty is not to be equated with ‘studytihe poor’; getting away from the
research industry model; challenging the privilaggached to hypothesis-testing
models of enquiry; recognising that the ideas tliedree social science and of
finding scientific ‘cures’ for social problems athimaeras. Though the ‘assets-
approach’ in the recent literature has brought sadwances it too fails to examine
the social and political-economic relationshipg thréng about the effect of poverty. |
have argued that the earlier and now largely desxdy literature on the development
of capitalism in rural economies (discouraged,afrse, by what O’Connor refers to
as the ‘research industry’) does develop the arsatfghese relationships - that is so
strikingly lacking in mainstream research on poyarttinternational development. It
is a literature, it is true, that is concerned varych with ‘process’ rather than with
‘output’ (following one of the distinctions betweanthropological and economics-
based approaches recently made by Bardhan and@®&Yy 2 but this seems more
likely to be conducive to practical action (incladi‘policy’) to address the causes of

poverty.

Chennai
August 2006

23



References

Adato, M, M Carter and J May 2006 ‘Exploring Poyefraps and Social Exclusion
in South Africa Using Qualitative and Quantitatbata’, Journal of Development
Studies42, 2 pp 226-247

AERC 1958.Sahajapur, West Bengal: Socio-economic Study dfag¥, by J.P.
Bhattacharjee and associates. Agro-Economic Rds€atre for East India, Visva
Bharati University, Santiniketan

Agarwal, B 1994

Bardhan, P 198%onversations Between Economists and Anthropoogist
Methodological Issues in Measuring Economic Changdeural India Delhi: Oxford
University Press

Bardhan, P and | Ray 2006 ‘Methodological Appleeecto the Question of the
Commons’ Economic Development and Cultural Changé, 3

Barrett, C, M Carter and P Little (eds) 2006derstanding and Reducing Persistent
Poverty in Africa Special Issue of the Journal of Development $&jdiol 42, no 2 ;
and these authors ‘Introduction’, pps 167-177

Bernstein, H., 1977. Notes on capital and peasaReyview of African Political
Economyl0.

Bernstein, H., 1990. Taking the part of peasantd?.IBernsteiret al. (eds)The Food
Question: Profits versus Peopledndon: Earthscan.

Besley, T, R Burgess and B Esteve-Volart, 2004.r@pmalising pro-poor growth:
India case study. Department of Economics, Londdro8! of Economics

Bhaduri, A., 1973. A study in agricultural backwaeds under semi-feudalism.
Economic JournalMarch 1973.

Bhaduri A. et al.,, 1986. Persistence and polaopata study in the dynamics of
agrarian contradictiordournal of Peasant Studiek3, 3, pp. 82-9.

Bhaduri A., 1986a. Forced commerce and agrariawthc&Vorld Development4.

Bharadwaj K., 1985. A view on commercialization lmdian agriculture and the
development of capitalisrdournal of Peasant Studié2 (4).

Breman, J 2001 ‘An Informalised Labour System: Bhdabour Market Dualisn’,
Economic and Political WeeklReview of Labour, 29 December 2001

Byres, T 1981

Castells, M 1997

24



Chambers, R 198B8overty in India: Concepts Measurement and RedDp
Working Paper. Also 1992 in Harriss, B et al, delsyerty in India: Research and
Policy. Delhi: Oxford University Press

Cleaver, F 2005 ‘The Inequality of Social Cap#al the Reproduction of Chronic
Poverty’,World DevelopmenB3, 6, pp 893-906

Deaton, A and V Kozel 2004 Data and Dogma: theaGindian Poverty Debate.
World Bank

Deere, C and A de Janvry 1979

Ferguson, J 1990he Anti-Politics Machine: ‘Development’, Depolisation and
Bureaucratic Power in Lesoth@ambridge: Cambridge University Press

Flyvberg, B 2001Making Social Science Matter: why social inquirjdand how it
can succeed agailCambridge: Cambridge University Press

Gooptu, N 1996 ‘The “Problem” of the Urban pooti®pand Discourse of Local
Administration: a study in Uttar Pradesh in theetatar Period’ Economic and
Political Weekly December 14, pp 3245-3254

Gould, SJ 198Time’s Arrow, Time’s Cycle: Myth and Metaphor i thiscovery
of Geological TimeHarvard University Press

Green, M 2005 Representing poverty and attackipgesentations: some
anthropological perspectives on poverty and devaty. Global Poverty Research
Group. Working Paper No 9

Green, M and D Hulme 2005 ‘From correlates andaittaristics to causes: thinking
about poverty from a chronic poverty perspectiVégrld DevelopmenB3, 6, pp
867-79

Grootaert, C et al 199Bhe dynamics of poverty: why some people escape fro
poverty and others don’t — an African case stifprid Bank WPS 1499

Harriss B. 1983 Paddy and Rice Marketing in a BeDggtrict. Cressida
Transaction2.

Harriss, J 198ZCapitalism and Peasant Farming: Agrarian Structuaied ideology
in Northern Tamil NaduBombay: Oxford University Press

Harriss, J 1982a[2006] ‘Making Out on Limited Resms: or, What Happened to
Semi-Feudalism in a West Bengal Distrietoscience: CRESSIDA Transactions
Volume 2, Numbers 1 & 2, 1982, pps 16-76. Reproduceart in J.Harriss 2006
Power Matters: Essays on Institutions, Politics &watiety in IndiaDelhi: Oxford
University Press

25



Harriss, J 1985 What happened to the Green Reawepolut South India? Economic
Trends, Household Mobility, and the Politics ofAamkward Class. Discussion Paper
No. 175, School of Development Studies, Universitizast Anglia.

Harriss, J 2006 ‘Postscript on Agrarian Reform Agdcultural Development in
West Bengal’, irPower Matters: Essays on Institutions, Politics @wtiety in India
Delhi: Oxford University Press

Harriss-White, B 2006 ‘Poverty and CapitalisiBgonomic and Political Weekly
April 1-7

Hart, G 1986Power, Labor and Livelihood8erkeley: University of California
Press

Hulme, D and A Shepherd 2003 ‘Conceptualising siarpoverty’,World
Development31, 3, pp 403-424

Ibanez, I-M et al 2002 Social capital in Guatemalanixed methods analysis. World
Bank, Guatemala Poverty Assessment Programme, itatiitaper No 12

Kanbur, R 2002 Introduction to the Special secta Cross-Disciplinary
Approaches in International Developmémorid DevelopmenBO0, 3

Kenny, C and D Williams 2001 ‘What Do We Know Albdtconomic Growth? Or,
Why Don’'t We Know Very Much’World Developmen®9, 1, pp 1-22

Klump, R and T.Bonschab 20@berationalizing Pro-Poor Growth: A Country
Case Study on Vietna®hFD, BMZ, DFID and the World Bank.

Kumar, S and S Corbridge 2002 ‘Programmed to E2@®elopment Projects and the
Politics of Participation’, Journal of Developmettdies, 39 (2): 73-103

Mackintosh, M., 1990. ‘Abstract Markets and Reakd, in, H.Bernstein, B.Crow,

M.Mackintosh and C.Martin (ed3he Food Question: Profits versus People?
London: Earthscan

Narayan, D et al 200&Woices of the Poor: Crying Out for Chandéew York:
Oxford University Press for the World Bank

O’Connor, A 2001Poverty Knowledge: Social Science, Social Poliay #éne Poor
in Twentieth Century US HistarPrinceton and Oxford: Princeton University Press

Pincus, J and J Sender 2006 Quantifying Povert§ietnam: Who Counts? Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the AssociatioAsian Studies, San Francisco

Roe, E 1991 ‘Development narratives, or makingtet of blueprint development’,
World Developmentl9, 4, pp 287-300

Sen, B et al 200Dperationalising Pro-Poor Growth. Country Case Stuah
Bangladesh

26



Sender, J 2003 ‘Rural Poverty and Gender: Anall/fitameworks and Policy
Proposals’, in H-J Chang, edit®ethinking Development Economitendon:
Anthem Press

Thompson, M et al 198®ncertainty on a Himalayan Scale
Whitehead, A 1981 "I'm hungry, mum”: The politic§ domestic budgeting in

Northeast ghana’, in K Young, C Wolkovitz and R Md&gh, edsOf Marriage and
the MarketLondon: CSE Books

27



