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‘What we are doing in the field (…) is unclear to the people 

with whom we have shared not more than a fleeting moment’
(Latour 2005).

Introduction 
Debates about the relationship between research and practice are not new and not confined to the field of conservation. At the same time, the debate is far from resolved, as for example demonstrated in the Special Edition of Conservation and Society that discusses the ‘Politics of Engagement between Biodiversity Conservation and the Social Sciences’.(1) The rift between practitioners and researchers manifested itself to both authors in the context of Namibia’s Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) Programme. Building on experiences of practitioner-researcher relationships in Namibia this article builds on the findings of the abovementioned journal issue. It argues, however, that the divide between researchers and practitioners is characterised by antagonisms between two distinct epistemic entities rather than a divide between natural and social sciences and can be overcome through spending more time in the field, building closer relationships but especially trust between the two parties. Importantly, the article not only ‘examine(s) the practice of social research’ as recommended by Büscher & Wolmer (2007) but attempts to contrast the knowledge generation practices of practitioners and researchers in the case of Namibia’s CBNRM programme to pinpoint to some fundamental differences that have thus far received inadequate attention in the literature. 

The special edition of Conservation and Society is representative of the predominant foci surrounding the “research-practitioner” debate in conservation: one of its themes concerns the political dynamics emanating from the engagement of social scientists in community-based conservation. Specifically, it exposes the fallacy that participatory research necessarily gives a voice to the poor (Mavhunga and Dressler 2007; Tapela, Makuleke et al. 2007). This resonates with different themes in the wider anthropological and social science literature including power relations and dynamics between researcher and researched in developing countries (Devereux and Hoddinot 1992; Wax 1998); the arguments for and against the political involvement of researchers in  their research subjects’ causes, referred to as action research (Lamphere 2003; Hale 2006); attempts to unearth “traditional” or “indigenous” knowledge; and the question of its value in combination with scientific knowledge to enhance locally driven natural resource management (Arce-Nazario 2007).
The second theme analyses the dichotomy between the social and natural sciences in biodiversity conservation and natural resource management and the recurrent failure -on both sides - to constructively work with the respective “other” (Büscher and Wolmer 2007; King, Biggs et al. 2007). While in the late 1990s, social scientists’ role was reduced to at best analysing the diversity of opinions on ecosystem management options, a decade later social researchers have become an intrinsic part of ecosystem management (Büscher & Wolmer 2007). Nevertheless, the interplay between conservationists and social scientists remains problematic. Büscher & Wolmer (2007) attribute this on the one hand, to social scientists’ inability to recognise the political implications of their work. On the other, they question whether conservationists have really attempted to understand the role of social scientists in conservation. Rather than attempting to describe the divide, King, Biggs et al (2007), seek to identify common concepts between the social and the natural sciences aiming to view the world as an integrated socio-ecological system rather than a compartmentalised one. 
Brosius (2006) recognises an “epistemological gulf” between research and practice, a concept on which this article builds, and includes differences in (research) priorities, viewpoints and scales, and antagonisms arising from notions of inequality relative to the respective other. Brosius characterises this epistemological divide as stemming from different viewpoints on what is necessary and useful knowledge, and from different cognitions of power relations. 
These theoretical approaches are not sufficient to explain the dynamics between researchers and practitioners, at least in the case of Namibia. Firstly, research-practitioner difficulties have not solely arisen between conservation biologists and social scientists. Although much of the CBNRM work has been driven by natural scientists, or “conservationists,” a number of CBNRM practitioners with a social science background have found themselves at odds with academic practices of other social scientists. Secondly, these analyses do not account for positive experiences between research and practice that the authors have observed in Namibia. Thirdly, drawing on findings in the organisational learning literature (e.g. Rhynes, Bartunek, et al 2001; Nutley, Walter et al, 2002) we argue that at the bottom of the “epistemological gulf” lie differences of two “epistemic communities” in the Foucauldian sense, that differ not only on what is true or false, useful or useless, but on who has valid claims to knowledge. Ultimately, the article shows that the gap is widened by simplifications and generalisations made on both sides, due to the lack of genuine interactions. 
Approach
The research is informed by the authors’ respective experiences as doctoral researcher and natural resource economist working in Namibia. Both were foreigners in Namibia, both female and white, and both worked in the field of Namibia’s Community based natural resource management programme (CBNRM). This programme strives to combine sustainable natural resource management and biodiversity conservation with rural development. Its most important element is the community conservancy programme that bestows “limited rights of ownership over certain animal species and use rights over others” to “communities that meet the conditions to register [a conservancy].”(2) These entitlements open a variety of new income opportunities mainly based on tourism activities such as game viewing, tourist accommodation and trophy hunting. 
The first author Taylor spent eight months between 2003 and 2006 in the north-east of Namibia. Collecting data for her doctoral research brought her into close contact with the NGO Integrated Rural Development and Nature Conservation (IRDNC) which forms the backbone of the CBNRM programme in the North West and North East of Namibia. Having been the first organisation to experiment with community based approaches to tourism and nature conservation, being a member of the Namibian Association of Conservancy Support Organisations (NACSO) and through its office in Windhoek, IRDNC has been instrumental in setting the agenda of Namibia’s CBNRM programme. Importantly, IRDNC staff both in the North East and in Windhoek bridge the academic-practitioner divide.
The second author Karaisl, worked for two years as “research practitioner” with the Namibia Nature Foundation (NNF) and the Directorate for Environmental Affairs in the Ministry of Environment and Tourism based in Windhoek. Similar to IRDNC, NNF is tightly linked to both project design and implementation of projects within the CBNRM programme and is instrumental to the overall direction of the programme through its NACSO membership. The Economics Unit of the Department of Environmental Affairs contributes to Namibia’s sustainable natural resource management by providing economic analyses not only of the opportunities and costs of different natural resource uses but also analysing the socio-economic impacts of the CBNRM programme as a whole.
Both authors worked on issues related to Namibia’s CBNRM Programme. However, being located in different regions and working with different CBNRM partners, each author acquired different perspectives on Namibia’s CBNRM programme. Although framed as a programme, and in part coordinated through the umbrella organisation NACSO, the CBNRM programme consists of a multitude of support organisations responsible for project design and implementation in the various regions of Namibia. These organisations shape their respective implementation strategies on the ground through their inherent organisational cultures and perspectives of CBNRM.  
Information used in this article could be called ethnographic data, if collected more systemically. In line with our arguments below we prefer to refer to it as the collection of “tacit knowledge” that was assembled through participation and socialisation. Both authors obtained much of their information by personally integrating into their respective social environments, socialising with work colleagues and local people outside work, participating in workshops, and in local festivities. In short, both developed relationships with the country and its people that allowed them not just to hear about conditions and events but to personally experience them. 

Following the authors’ departure from the field, information from these personal observations was complemented through a series of email exchanges mostly with CBNRM research-practitioners working in Southern Africa at the beginning of 2007. The Namibian correspondents represent a cross-section of support organisations (including NGOs, the government, the Polytechnic of Namibia), independent consultants and researchers who have been or are currently involved in the programme providing consultancy and scientific services.  We confine our analysis to the relationship between researchers and practitioners, being fully aware of the intricate dynamics between researchers and other research subjects including ‘community’ members involved in CBNRM.  
Our correspondents do not represent a random sample but specifically targeted individuals who work at the interstices of research and practice: that is, they are practitioners who have been involved in postgraduate research, held university affiliations and/or published articles. Thus, importantly respondents are to a certain extent familiar to both worlds and the antagonisms between them. 

In our selection we attempted to overcome the most obvious biases, such as gender and race, but we received a higher response rate from white correspondents, which may result in a certain degree of bias in our analysis. This paper was initially presented at a session of the 2007 Annual Conference of the Royal Geographic Society, and was later shared with our respondents to verify our interpretation of their answers. 

The nature of the gap between practitioners and researchers
Summarising our observations made in Namibia, as well as the findings derived from our email correspondence, we attempt here to identify the nature of the gap between practitioners and researchers. In line with Brosius (2006), we found that researchers and practitioners often differed on what constitutes most useful knowledge. Beyond the issue of usability lie fundamental differences in their perspectives on what makes knowledge valid and questions of legitimacy. 
What kind of knowledge is useful? 

In line with Brosius (2006), the first supposed dichotomy arises from the questions that practitioners and academics ask. Just as in organisational science, ‘researchers (analysing conservation issues) rarely turn to practitioners for inspiration in setting their research questions’ (Rhynes, Bartunek et al 2001: 340). Rather, researchers identify knowledge gaps from literature reviews of the academic community, addressing what has not been addressed or what appears questionable. In this sense the following statement of our correspondents expressed succinctly what other project colleagues circumscribed: ‘Questions are pre-defined before going into the field’ and therefore hardly consider practitioners needs and demands. (3) Yet, as became obvious to us from project meetings and reports, practitioners have a number of questions and knowledge gaps, potentially even relevant from an academic perspective. 
These questions, however, appear to circulate in the confined space of project partners, probably due to the problem that much knowledge and thus knowledge gaps, exist in “grey” or “oral” form rather than in reports or academic articles. It is thus hard to access to an academic at the outside. This may also be the cause that some practitioners complained that academics rather than producing new knowledge often lagged behind practitioners’ observations.
Our experiences showed that practitioners often seek information which provides direct insights for decision making, such as preliminary assessments and analyses of new project developments; tracking progress and impact; and identifying problems, solutions and best practices in the case of on-going projects. In other words, practitioners whom we met felt that they required contextualised constructive ideas and criticism, including recommendations on how to overcome problems and impasses. In contrast, they appear to feel that academics, even if employing case studies, sometimes seek to use these to prove or falsify more abstracted bodies of theories, in some cases never intending to contribute to, or shying away from, policy recommendations, cognizant of the multiple implications and unforeseen dynamics that a change in ceteris paribus may entail. But ‘the fact that anthropologists, although prepared to critique, often fail to provide alternatives, only reinforces the perception that their criticisms are corrosive, irresponsible, and without validity.’ (Brosius 2006: 684). If we were to generalise, while the practitioner requires knowledge as a means to an end, for the academic knowledge is often the end in itself.

Even some of our correspondents stressed that practitioners have to recognise that academics have the right to ask their own independent questions.(4) Research knowledge even if not directly applicable today or in the future, is in itself important.(5) This observation is also made in the organisational literature: ‘even if not directly used, research knowledge may offer insights and ideas and new understanding of practice and once it becomes more common currency and more accepted can eventually lead to change practice’ (Nutley, Walter, et al. 2002).
The second dichotomy concerns the way questions are answered. In this respect, our correspondents particularly criticised the analysis of conclusions in isolation from historic and institutional context. One correspondent pointed out that ‘CBNRM is dynamic and literally changing from week to week’ and this dynamism is not well represented by ‘short term snapshots’ that are derived from data collected at a specific point in time focusing on a defined set of actors.(6)  Moreover, these findings are often ‘set in stone’ (ibid.) through publication in journals and reports. Another correspondent identified the problem that this narrow focus can bring singular events into disproportionate prominence, and ‘elevate 'the community'(7) into some sort of holy body’ on the one hand and/or ‘empower a few local community field assistants/ informants to speak as if they are representative of all groups within fragmented and diverse 'communities' of people’.(8)
We attribute these practitioners’ criticisms to the fact that for those who are involved with a project for years, a time span of a few months – let alone a few weeks – loses relative significance, being aware that both ‘good’ as well as ‘bad’ project outcomes may only be temporary.  In a stylised simplification, we attribute this gap to two types of problems on the side of researchers. Firstly, academic researchers, unless they work within a multi-disciplinary framework, seem to be somewhat bound by rigid theoretical frameworks that are useful for an abstracted analysis of a given question, but are of lesser use within complex project realities. Secondly, many researchers, especially those coming from abroad have limited time and / or financial resources to extend their stay in the field. An illustrative example of the latter is that of a World Bank economist who worked on a survey focused on the impacts of Namibia’s CBNRM programme on households. The researcher initially planned to spend about 10 days in Namibia to prepare the questionnaire and support the firm commissioned to collect field data in technical questions. Although the research covered various regions – and thus hugely diverse socio-economic, cultural and political contexts – the researcher did not plan to attend even parts of the data collection and initially not even the testing of questionnaires in the field. In our view, the researcher implicitly discarded the relevance of information not addressed within the bounds of the questionnaire.
Yet, judging from the responses of our correspondents and from comments and discussions during our work in Namibia, time spent in the field is of particular importance for practitioners to legitimise researchers for two reasons: prolonged exposure to project and field realities is considered vital a) to give the researcher the necessary contextual knowledge to evaluate data accurately, b) to allow for a dialogic evaluation of research findings and c) to build the researcher’s legitimacy to critique. 
The role of experience as basis for knowledge 
Having worked with and observed practitioners in Namibia closely in their daily work, the importance they place in experience in the field becomes obvious. Over years, practitioners continuously collect a variety of quantitative as well as qualitative information through their day-to-day engagement in project implementation and monitoring. In addition, they collect and analyse information through social and professional networking. Practitioners thus possess and process a wealth of information through personal experience without undertaking formalised research. With this in mind, it becomes somewhat understandable that practitioners consider experience-based knowledge an essential complement to formally collected field research data. In other words, practitioners even if not directly disproving of purely academic research, repeatedly voiced their preference that researchers should actively engage in practical work in the field, in order to understand and interpret local contexts better.(9) In contrast, our correspondents voiced particular dislike about ‘armchair’ type research done abroad ‘at some remote university’ based on other peoples’ primary field research, on which they cast their own interpretation.(10)
In reverse, in the CBNRM programme the preference to combine both explicit data and personal work experience is reflected in the way research is contracted out: research is often directly commissioned to individuals with a long term engagement as research-practitioners in the field of CBNRM or related areas in the Southern African region. These research-practitioners are valued not because of the individual’s experience as researcher, but their engagement as practitioner. In other words, it is the understanding gained through learning-by-doing rather than by merely observing processes in the field. 
In contrast, a straightforward academic career in most cases does not involve nor requires practical engagement in projects or work that go beyond field work and data collection. In fact, as the action research literature shows, practical involvement and personal engagement are considered by some as a hindrance to objective evaluation. As already stated above, limited financial and time resources may further hinder researchers to extend their stays in the research location. At least in the case of Namibia, the problem is aggravated that especially independent researchers, i.e. not contracted by the programme, are often foreigners or based in foreign institutions. 
The importance of dialogue 
The second critical advantage of spending time in the field is the possibility to build relationships that allow for a fruitful exchange of knowledge and discussions of findings. One of our correspondents was very adamant about researchers who “depend on practitioners for lifts and other logistic support and then
provide superficial research or trash them in their findings’.(11) This statement resonates with similar comments that were made more or less directly by other practitioners in Namibia’s CBNRM programme. The gist of the problem at least in this particular case seems to lie in the way how knowledge is discussed and communicated. 
The case of Sullivan (2002, 2003) provides a good example. She conducted anthropological research over several years on community conservancies in Namibia and her research findings were highly contested in the practitioner community. Sullivan criticises the difficulties she experienced with practitioner in Namibia in at least two papers (Sullivan 2002, 2003). Importantly, she concedes that ‘implementers uncomfortable with independent analyses have the right to respond to critique.’ Further, she points out that ‘in academia there are accepted channels for doing so, and review and critique are expected as part of debate’ (Sullivan, 2003). However she herself does not specify what these accepted channels are that practitioners could use to contribute to the debate and respond to criticism. 
In general, academics evaluate their data and thus develop their arguments on an individual basis or in small research groups. Once a paper is more or less finalised, it will often be presented for review and discussion to the academic community through conferences, the publication of (mostly freely accessible) working papers, or to reviewers of peer-reviewed academic journals. For researchers, this process may provide acceptable channels not only for academics but also for those practitioners. Yet, what is an open and transparent process for the academic community may not be easily accessible for practitioners. Resonating with Tapela et al (2007) and Mavhunga and Dressler (2007), we conclude that practitioners may feel excluded from data evaluation and discussions, even where participatory processes are employed. While Mavhunga and Dressler (2007) attribute the problem that practitioners ‘can hear but not speak back’ solely to the power position researchers assume, we argue that at least in the case of CBNRM in Namibia both sides are somewhat responsible for stifling a more collaborative process. 
From our observations we conclude that practitioners of Namibia’s CBNRM programme discuss findings, apply them in the field, revisit, adapt and thus continuously mould them through formal and informal interaction with colleagues and project partners. Similarly, where research is contracted out, responsible researchers will maintain close relations with project implementers, keep them informed about research processes and discuss preliminary findings before finalising them. Similarly, Taylor’s (2007) research relied not only on the established channels of academia but on practitioners’ methods of communication. Her experience showed that feeding back information on a regular basis, although potentially time-consuming and sometimes challenging, allowed for a more constructive relationship: ‘despite occasional disagreements, however, my commitment to maintaining regular communication and sharing my academic work with IRDNC staff over the years proved important for building trust and gaining insights into the organisation’s identity, structure and approaches’ (Taylor 2007:11). 

While fruitful in one way this close relation between researcher and practitioner can harbour risks for academic freedom. Again, Taylor (2007) who worked hard to build relationships with her host NGO notes that “it was not always easy to straddle the various responsibilities towards different groups. (...) I did not always overcome NGO suspicions about and frustrations with researchers…I was very conscious of IRDNC’s gatekeeper role in my upcoming research,” This resonates with Sullivan (2003) who expresses similar sentiments even more explicitly. 
The importance of legitimacy and trust 
The issues of experience and criticism are strongly related to questions of legitimacy of the researcher. Considering academic debates about action research, there appears to be a strong tendency in research circles that researchers who are not directly implicated with the project and who employ “objective research methodologies” are best equipped to conduct unbiased research. In the case of Namibia, Sullivan as a representative of the researcher group provides a strong argument for the legitimacy of the disengaged researcher: ‘given that most evaluation of CBNRM projects is donor-led and written by a relatively small group of consultants, who in many cases are intimately involved with the formulation and implementation of national CBNRM programmes, academic research actually has a crucial role to play (…)’ (Sullivan 2002: 179). Indeed, this was confirmed by some of our correspondents: ‘practitioners are embroiled in their day to day activities and it is difficult to step out and find the mental space to look and reflect on impacts’.(12) Therefore, as one practitioner reported, ‘researchers could provide insights that may escape practitioners focused solely on their organisation's agenda’.(13) 
However, even if practitioners in Namibia recognise that they are not necessarily in a position to conduct research, this does not, in their view, automatically legitimise researchers. Whilst our correspondents recognised the importance of independency from the project and specialised research skills, they are not sufficient to create credibility or the legitimacy to analyse and especially to criticise.(14) The academic literature especially in fields such as Development Studies, discusses this problem prominently in terms of the legitimacy of foreigners to conduct research. However, from our correspondence and observations we gathered that in the case of Namibia geographic origins are of lesser importance. The researcher can be external to the programme, and even foreign, as long as s/he invests time and effort to understand the local context. ‘Ultimately, it doesn’t matter who does it, as long as it is rigorous and well-done’.(15) Another practitioner supported the idea that research and knowledge generation should not be about creating a ‘local club’ but that research should provide ‘fresh perspectives’.(16) In fact, the independence of foreigners can sometimes be advantageous, as Duffy’s (2000) ‘Killing for Conservation: Wildlife Policy in Zimbabwe’ showed. According to one of our correspondents ‘no other than a foreigner could have given an independent and unbiased view. Yet, it requires sensitivity [towards to] the country (emphasis added)’.(17) Another respondent, and our observations, confirmed this at a slightly more general level when she stated that ‘scholar-practitioners make the best researchers; but they need to very careful not to bring their own field work with them as a filter’.(18) 

Perceived or real arrogance on the side of the researchers seems to be a key factor undermining researchers’ legitimacy with practitioners. One of our correspondents pointed out her impression that ‘most researchers seem to think their role is to evaluate a program - how arrogant to think that he/she is qualified to do so.’(19)  From our observations we derive two possible explanations for this legitimacy gap: the limited personal exposure of researchers and thus their lack in “experience” as discussed above, and researchers’ lack of accountability for the repercussions that their criticism entails: in the extreme some practitioners saw researchers as sometimes exploiting their academic position as ‘power without responsibility’.(20)
The issue of legitimacy extends into the question of who represents or speaks for the marginalised. Sullivan (2003) for example argues that, ‘academics have a role to play to counteract the categorisations and homogenisation of diverse groups by practitioners (and international donors) (especially since) large organisations have the resources to silence weaker minority groups’ (see also Brosius 2006). The role of social scientists and anthropologists as spokespeople for the marginalised is rooted in their critique of “fortress style” conservation which contributed to the shift towards community-based conservation approaches (Büscher & Wolmer 2006). No wonder therefore, that social scientists in general and anthropologists specifically continue this legacy, critically scrutinising the supposed democratisation of conservation (West, Igoe et al. 2006). 
Nonetheless, some practitioners in Namibia were wary of “good-willed” academics holding ‘power but no responsibility to any local stakeholder’.(21) Some practitioners saw themselves as ‘the people who are doing all the hard work on the ground - year after year after year, with little public acclaim or recognition’.(22) Academics by contrast were considered at best a potential obstruction, and at worst could jeopardise project activities.(23) The perception that ‘there needs to be a combination of a respectful researcher - someone who genuinely has the interest of the communities (and of the people working with these communities in mind)’(24) demonstrates that practitioners generally perceive academics to be more interested in their own research rather than local agendas.

Consequently, in order to gain legitimacy a researcher has to demonstrate a) respect for the interests of local people and the work of practitioners b) willingness to properly understand the local context ideally by complementing his or her data collection with direct hands-on field experience over a longer period of time; and c) responsibility towards practitioners and research subjects. To gain this legitimacy requires immersing oneself in the practical reality of practitioners. Moreover, such engagement opens doors to develop relationships and gaining trust ‘[which] at the end of the day, it all comes down to’.(25) There remain consequences for academic freedom, as discussed above. 

Conclusion: Overcoming the gap 
To summarise, the gap between practitioners and researchers can be characterised as divide between two separate epistemic entities rather than a disciplinary divide as suggested by Büscher & Wolmer (2007) and King, Biggs et al (2007). Rather than differing about anthropocentric or eco-centric viewpoints (Brosius 2006) researchers and practitioners differ on much more fundamental issues such as what counts as “valid knowledge”, how to generate it and who can legitimately critique. In the extreme case, researchers and practitioners belong to two different worlds that operate in different time-scales, use different languages, have different needs and incentives, and lack common cultural ground (Nutley, Walter et al. 2002). 
On the one hand, these differences are developed on an individual basis grounded, as Mosse (2005) argues for anthropologists, in the diverging careers of development professionals versus scholarly academics, which incarnates the divide between constructive engagement versus disengaged critical analysis. Indeed, the individual determines the width of the gap not only through his affiliation with either practice or academia but also through his respective behaviour in the field. Both are individually responsible to turn the encounter between researcher and practitioner into a fruitful engagement. 
On the other hand, the gap is widened by institutional settings that restrain an individual’s flexibility. Most important in this respect, is a “spatial divide” between practitioners and researchers reflected for example in the following statement: ‘each August, we (academics) come to talk with each other; during the rest of the year we read each others’ papers in our journals and write our own papers so that we may, in turn have an audience the following August: an incestuous, closed loop’ (Hambrick 1994:13 in Rynes, Bartunek et al. 2001).(26) Congruently, when drawing up lists of project workshops in Namibia individual practitioners often did not perceive much value in including university representatives – although in most cases they were included. Possible points of interaction, therefore, (e.g. conferences and workshops) are in many cases exclusive to one or the other side. In instances where the authors witnessed practitioners and researchers coming together in conferences or workshops, discussions showed that specialised language, as well as differing perspectives, tended to impede effective communication between the groups.(27) 
A further reason for this divide is that neither academia nor the practical world “rewards” interaction with the respective other. For academics, a key issue for professional entry into academia is the number of articles published, whilst practical experience is often undervalued. Practice in this sense is slightly more positively oriented towards academia: many jobs require a university qualification, i.e. at least some exposure to academia. Lastly, as described above, academia in general and journal editors in particular create barriers for the involvement of practitioners through only recognising a standardised set of knowledge techniques and writing styles which are mostly unfamiliar to the practitioner. Underlying this division are unnecessarily rigid definitions of “researcher” and “practitioner” which sharpens the “identities” on both sides. In reality however, especially in countries such as Namibia, the boundaries are much more fluid and there are a number of “research-practitioners” or “practicing researchers” in the field. 

Is the gap between researchers and practitioners really that wide or is it rather opened through individual experiences on both sides that prejudice interaction in the future. Revisiting the stories of “bad” researchers and contrasting them with stories of “good” researchers that we heard and discussed in Namibia, it appears that the quality of relations between researchers and practitioners is strongly determined by individual behaviour on both sides. Although it is impossible to prescribe behaviour, the lessons from Namibia coupled with some concepts of the organisational learning theory provide some theoretic suggestions on how to improve researcher-practitioners relations to the benefit of both parties. 
To simplify the above analysis, we can identify one important factor that appears to make or break researcher-practitioner relations from a practitioner’s point of view: time spent on interaction. Broadly speaking this time should be spent building up experience that cannot be obtained through formalised data collection methods, ideally through learning-by-doing; communicating with practitioners; and thus building trust and legitimacy. In this respect it transpired, that practitioners place the onus on the researcher especially if s/he comes with his/her own research project. 

From a theoretical perspective, the organisational learning literature shows that especially learning-by-doing, or the acquisition and exchange of ‘tacit knowledge’ between research and practice lead to more efficient and effective knowledge generation on both sides. In the academic literature, the importance of tacit knowledge has been stressed across various disciplines such as evolutionary economics and organisational learning theories (Nonaka 1994). Nonaka (1994) argues that knowledge generation is most effective when tacit and explicit knowledge are combined. On the one hand, individuals acquire knowledge most effectively when combining hands on practical experiences (tacit knowledge) with critical reflection (explicit knowledge). On the other hand, this knowledge can be amplified through the process of sharing both explicit and tacit knowledge with other individuals within an organisation and/or institution. This resonates with Hovland’s (2003) recommendation for ‘double loop learning’: the important and gradual contribution that research makes through stimulating reflection and debate. ‘Single loop learning’, by contrast, comes from research that brings about short-term corrective action within existing guidelines. 
In the words of one of our correspondents: ‘I personally believe any researcher should do at least a few months working in the field with an NGO or government etc. before doing research, their point of view will change.’(28) This comment and our observations suggest that even participant observation or ethnographic research can in many cases not simulate the nature of problems and challenges that practitioners are confronted with. To really understand certain issues requires personal exposure, ideally in a role of responsibility. To give an example: someone who has never him/herself organised a ‘participatory workshop’ in a rural area will hardly be able to understand the logistic challenges behind it. In contrast, the personal involvement in the organisation of such a workshop is likely to change one’s theoretic perspective of “all-inclusive participatory development” for good. Yet, personal engagement is an ideal case for which few researchers will find either time or financial resources. Thus, interaction will have to find other forms, which have already been alluded to in the above analysis and will be summarised in the following paragraph:
Right at the outset, ideally before setting the research question, researchers can make contact with field-based practitioners and local people. In an ideal scenario, the researcher could even expose him or herself to the field context before formulating the research questions. Research methodology design, as well as the setting of appropriate benchmarks against which to compare results, should be worked out in cooperation with practitioners and research subjects. Critically, once data is collected it should be shared with all stakeholders involved, in an accessible medium, e.g. through presentations, informal discussions, or in short written reports. Moreover, findings and analyses should be shared and opened to discussions before publication, to provide practitioners with the opportunity to provide feedback and give researchers the opportunity to triangulate their findings.
Last but not least and particularly emphasised by practitioners, researchers should consider a longer term engagement with their fieldwork site. This could either be on an individual basis or through a “faculty approach”(29) which allows him/her not only to gain insight and expertise but also to adequately represent the continuously dynamic environment that constitutes CBNRM practice. In addition, researchers may wish to develop joint research papers with practitioners, as well as acknowledge the role of practitioners in material used for publications.
At the same time, researchers cannot integrate into projects and activities without the cooperation of practitioners. Rather than fearing or excluding researchers, practitioners need to recognise the advantages and contributions that research can make as discussed above and facilitate interaction. In this respect, practitioners could initiate liaison by advertising open research questions to universities and offer defined cooperation with researchers who address their questions. Practitioners can also potentially contribute to the design of effective research methodologies and data collection; help identify useful questions for interviews or surveys as well as sensitive topics; provide advice on local procedures and etiquettes; and provide access to important informants. Simultaneously, practitioners can learn more about research methodologies and processes themselves, which will provide them with skills to critically assess research and identify modes of joint knowledge collection. This could allow practitioners to voice concerns about ambiguities, deficiencies, potential misrepresentations and sensitive findings. Yet practitioners need to be careful not to use this process to undermine new research insights even if the research yields negative findings. Beyond these basic points of interactions, there are no boundaries to deepen the relationships. 

In summary, sound academic-practitioner interactions should be built on a) respect for the other and an appreciation of their respective expertise b) the will for dialogue and mutual exchange, such that researchers can clarify research goals and facilitate wider benefits from research findings, and for practitioners to provide perspectives without silencing researchers and c) reciprocity, where both sides attempt to build a “two-way exchange” to maximise respective gains from their interaction. Ultimately, the above suggestions call for a revision of the respective roles of “researchers” and “practitioner” with their respective claims to valid knowledge. Both sides have to step outside their professional boundaries to engage with the “other”. This requires that both practitioners and academics relinquish exclusive claims to expertise and acknowledge their simultaneous roles as teachers and learners.(30) Placing oneself in this dual role undoubtedly creates new challenges but stimulates greater learning and productive questions for both sides.
Table 1: Quoted Respondents 

	Respondent 1 
	White male CBNRM practitioner, Namibia

	Respondent 2
	White male CBNRM researcher-practitioner. Zimbabwe

	Respondent 3 
	White female socio-economic development and CBNRM practitioner, Namibia and Botswana

	Respondent 4 
	White female CBNRM practitioner, Namibia

	Respondent 5 
	Policy analyst, technical advisor and researcher for the CBNRM programme, Namibia

	Respondent 6 
	White female socio-economic development practitioner. Botswana.

	Respondent 7 
	PhD student based at Oxford University 



	Respondent 8 
	Independent researcher / Consultant based in Namibia 
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NOTES:
(1) Conservation and Society, Volume 5, Number 1, 2007

(2) See the CBNRM programme details as presented by Namibia’s Ministry of Environment and Tourism: http://www.met.gov.na/programmes/cbnrm/cbnrmHome.htm
(3) Respondent 1.

(4) Respondent 2

(5) Respondent 2, Respondent 3

(6) Respondent 4
(7) We have attempted to avoid the use of the highly contested term “community” throughout the article and employ it solely where it has been used by respondents in quotes.
(8) Respondent 4
(9) Respondents 1; 4; 5
(10) Respondent 2
(11) Respondent 5
(12) Respondent 6

(13) Respondent 7

(14) In the academic literature the problem is prominently discussed in terms the legitimacy of foreigners to conduct research. From our correspondences and observations we gather that geographic origins are at least in the Namibian context of lesser importance. The researcher can be external to the programme, even external to the country as long as s/he invests time and effort to understand the respective (Namibian context). “Ultimately, it doesn’t matter who does it, as long as it is rigorous and well-done” (Respondent 5). In fact, research and knowledge generation should not be about creating a “local club” but researcher’s importance is to provide “fresh perspectives” (Respondent 3). In fact, the independence of foreigners can sometimes be of advantage as R. Duffy in her book “Killing for Conservation: Wildlife Policy in Zimbabwe” shows. According to one of our correspondents “no other than a foreigner could have given an independent and unbiased view. Yet, it requires sensitivity for the country (emphasis added)” (Respondent 2). One of our respondents brings it to the point, and our observations confirm this at a slightly more general level when she states that “scholar-practitioners make the best researchers; but they need to very careful not to bring their own field work with them as a filter” (Respondent 4).

(15) Respondent 5

(16) Respondent 3

(17) Respondent 2

(18) Respondent 4
(19) Respondent 4
(20) Respondent 4
(21) Respondent 4

(22) Respondent 3

(23) Respondent 4

(24) Respondent 3

(25) Respondent 3
(26) Hambrick, D. C. 1994. 1993 presidential address: What if the Academy actually mattered? Academy of Management Review, 19: 11-16.

(27) Two specific instances were a workshop on CBNRM at the Oxford University Centre for Environment (OUCE) in December 2006; a second instance a workshop on European Security in Berlin in March 2007.

(28) Respondent 4.

(29) Respondent 1. The “faculty approach” refers to the attempt of a researcher engaged in CBNRM research to establish long term relations between Namibia’s CBNRM programme and his university faculty.
(30) Respondent 2
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