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Abstract  
 
Participatory communication through Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) 

has been identified to enhance self-dependency and equality for local communities in 

development projects. As well, ICTs served as an accelerator for citizen participation in social 

movements, such as in Egypt. However, it is still questionable how participation and ICTs are 

understood on a global scale where structural inequalities between developing and developed 

countries might influence communication processes.  

Similarly, international organizations often address a global network of stakeholders with 

various economic and social backgrounds. However, it is unclear how participatory 

communication and ICTs are used in global organizations aiming to foster sustainable 

development. Hence, this thesis investigates the understanding and practices of participatory 

communication and the role of ICTs in a global network organization, the Global Water 

Partnership (GWP) based in Stockholm.  

The GWPs network consists of 2964 institutional partners in 172 countries worldwide. It can 

be seen that the GWP aims to achieve dialogic communication with local partners, but that 

they do not have a mechanism that ensures continuous participation in all working processes, 

although the local partners demand more possibilities to contribute and participate. As well, 

ICTs play a minor role in addressing the GWP network. In fact, most of the partner 

organizations do not have reliable internet access and insufficient English literacy, which 

makes communication through ICTs especially challenging.  

This suggests that globally operating organizations should be careful not to reproduce existing 

power relationship between developed and developing countries through the use of ICTs. As 

well, more mechanisms need to be established which ensure more participation in 

organization’s processes. 

 

Keywords: Participatory Communication, Information and Communication Technologies 

(ICTs), Non-government organization (NGO), Communication for development, ICTs for 

development, digital divide, network organization 
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1. Introduction 
 

Development is a widely participatory process of social 

change in a society, intended to bring about both social and 

material advancement, including greater equality, freedom, 

and other valued qualities for the majority of people through 

their gaining greater control over their environment. 

            (Servaes 2008,1) 

 

Jan Servaes points out the dominating factor in development collaboration today: 

participation. Participation is regarded as a new paradigm in international development, aimed 

to achieve empowerment of people in all layers of society in order to gain greater control 

about their own destiny. Similarly, communication has been identified to foster participation 

and empowerment. Particularly, communication  for social change should challenge people to 

seek a “rights-oriented vision, advanced participatory knowledge production and 

dissemination and the creation of media campaigns related to justice equality, democratization 

and civic engagement” (Lemish and Caringer 2012, 2). Participatory communication follows 

similar goals as participation, namely dialogue and collaboration, but achieved through 

communication tools (Muñiz 2011). Previously, information diffusion from Western countries 

to the Global South was seen as the way for developing countries to modernize through 

receiving information about Western values, norms and technologies (Shah 2011, 7).  

 

The development sector is rising constantly, leading to the growth of non-profit organizations 

and to the growing importance of international institutions such as the UN (ALNAP 2012). 

Globalization and the emergence of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) lead 

to a development highlighting networks as the dominant form of social organization (Te’eni 

and Young 2003, 397), resulting in heterogeneous partners in terms of geographical location, 

cultural background and local conditions. International NGO’s often have to communicate 

beyond national and cultural borders. Their target audience, who is mostly situated in 

developing countries, is facing a different economic cultural and social reality than the 

communicators in the headquarters of big international organizations such as the UN. This 

leads to challenges concerning communication and participation across these borders. 

The Global Water Partnership (GWP), which will be the focus of this research, has its 

headquarters in Stockholm. Yet, the 2964 partner organizations of the GWP on the local level 

are located in 172 countries worldwide. The goal of the GWP is to advocate for sustainable 

water resources management through knowledge sharing, capacity building and participation. 
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However, it is questionable how an organization can manage to facilitate the cooperation 

among these diverse groups of partners. If participation is the new paradigm in development 

communication, it is open to question how participation can be ensured in an international and 

diverse network like the GWP. ICTs might be a helpful tool to achieve participation in a 

diverse setting. 

The use of ICTs “can enable development to take place through access to new markets, 

increased competitiveness, and access to knowledge and skill if applied to address local 

conditions and individual challenges” (Qureshi 2011, 249). A seminar report published by the 

United Nations indicated that ICTs are catalyst for participation in policy and decision-

making processes of citizens (UNPAN 2013). Castells argues that in the network society, 

networks, empowered by ICTs, often extend interpersonal relations making us communicate 

vertically across national boundaries (Castells 2000, 10-12).  

Also the GWP acknowledges ICTs in their communication strategy; with the ToolBox, they 

established an online database focusing on water-management related knowledge exchange. 

Thus, it is crucial to analyze if ICTs in general and social networks in particular foster 

participatory communication or not. However, an entirely techno-deterministic approach 

might be misleading, since cultural values of various backgrounds need to be recognized 

while applying different technologies. Hence, do participants on all levels benefit from the use 

of ICTs or is the participatory effect of ICTs determined by a Western-ethnocentric 

technically-determined view?   

1.1  Research purpose 

 

In light of the previously discussed problems, the purpose of this research is to analyze the 

way participatory communication is understood in the GWP’s strategy. As well, the research 

will analyze how this understanding subsequently informs practices throughout the GWP. 

Hence, the research can point out if participatory strategies of the headquarter differ from the 

actual practices throughout the network. 

Second, the thesis will attempt to develop an understanding what role ICTs have in relation to 

participatory communication in the GWP. Thus, the purpose is to analyze if ICTs are 

deliberately used to support participatory interventions and as well to point out the specific 

challenges the GWP is facing in connection to communication practices through ICTs. 
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1.2  Research questions 

 

Taking the research problem and research purpose in mind, there are two questions that 

emerge. Hence, the following research questions are stated:  

 

- How is participatory communication understood in the global GWP strategy? How 

does this understanding inform practices in the GWP network? 

 

- What role do ICTs play regarding participatory communication in the GWP? What 

are the challenges in using ICTs in the GWP network? 

1.3 Overview of the study 

Hancké introduces research design as the ”process of linking observations to theories, and 

thinking through which types of observations allow us to make valid statements about the 

implications of those theories” (Hancké 2009, 5). In the light of the research purpose and 

research question the following research design will be defined. 

First, the research will explore the theoretical developments that took place in the field of 

Communication for development from the 1950s until now. The discussion will be centered 

first on paradigms that focus on information dissemination and the modernization paradigm. It 

will be revealed which developments in society and in the development sector in general lead 

to a criticism of information dissemination. Consequently, new communication approaches 

can be introduced centering on participatory communication as a focus. Furthermore, the 

theoretical chapter will introduce criticism to participatory communication and thus highlight 

what challenges organizations may face.  

Secondly, the role of ICTs in development communication will be approached. The focus will 

lay on different theories ranging from a technologically–determined nature and more 

culturally-oriented origin. It will be approached, which forces might also influence ICT 

implementation and especially, which forces influence ICT implementation in a development 

context.  

 

It was decided to conduct a case study with an international NGO working in the development 

sector. A case study “investigates real-life events in their natural settings” (Yin 2004, xii). 

According to David, case study research is prominently used by the social science to describe, 
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analyze, compare (David 2006, xxxvi). David discusses that the particular aim of a case study 

might not always be to generalize results, “but to explore what is going on with the particular” 

(David 2006, xxxviii).  

The chosen organization is the Global Water Partnership, an international organization 

consisting of a global network, working towards a development of sustainable water 

management. With 84 national offices and more than 2964 partner organizations worldwide, 

communication needs to involve a variety of stakeholders from different geographical areas 

and cultural backgrounds. Different methods will be applied in order to conduct this case 

study. A document analysis of the communication strategy and other policy documents and 

brochures will be conducted. As well, interviews with the communication officer of the 

headquarters in Stockholm, the Knowledge Officer of the GWP and with a regional 

communications officer in Central America will add to the understanding how participatory 

communication is approached and understood. Secondly, a survey addressing the local 

partners of the GWP will be generated. The aim of the survey is to see how partners perceive 

their participation in the network and thus to explore if and in how far the communication 

approaches are implemented and realized. The survey also focuses on the use of ICTs 

especially on the use of the organization’s knowledge database, the ToolBox.  

1.4 Literature Review 

 

Despite extensive research, it should be highlighted that similar research, addressing 

participatory communication and the use of ICTs for internal communication purposes in an 

NGO have not been found. Hence, this literature review is addressing the research purpose 

and research question in different steps in order to identify a knowledge gap in previous 

research. 

 

In general, it has been argued that participatory interventions lead to more self-dependency 

and empowerment within local communities (Inagaki 2007; Huesca 2008; Fawcett et al. 

1995). It is said that the inclusion of the beneficiaries in every phase of a development project 

can have the power to enforce long-lasting structural changes.  

However, despite the promising outcomes of participatory endeavors, two main constrains 

have been previously identified. First, there is a difference between the theoretical promises 

and the practical implementations concerning participation. Second, participatory 

interventions have been predominantly used in small-scale micro development projects that 

are not directly affected by global power-relationships.  
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Pettit highlights that the available theories, frameworks methodologies and experiences are 

mainly highlighting the positive effects of participation. However “there remains a serious 

gap in realizing participatory approaches to reduce poverty on a wider scale (Pettit, 2012, 2). 

Particularly, Pettit highlights that many participatory theories focus on strengthening peoples 

agency to act for themselves, thereby neglecting the overall change of all actors, including the 

powerful (Pettit 2012, 3). This is confirmed by Cornish and Gosh (2007), who analyzed the 

implementation of participatory approaches in a community-led health project in India. By 

examining the local situation, especially concerning hierarchies and exploitative social 

relations in the community, they contribute to a realistic perspective that future projects may 

adopt. It can be concluded that the project is dependent on the power-relationships and 

negations between the community of sex workers and local clubs, professionals and funding 

agencies (Cornish and Ghosh 2007, 504). According to them, the underlying principle of a 

democratic and egalitarian system in the target community is unrealistic. The sex-workers 

project could just survive by carefully negotiating and cooperating with powerful groups in 

the community. Hence, participatory projects should describe power-relations within the 

community and how they are going to be addressed in order to successfully implementing a 

project. However, it needs to be highlighted that the experiences gained in single communities 

might not be directly transferable to situations that include global structural relations, like it is 

the case in globally-operating organizations. 

 

Second, it can already be seen that in the development sector there is a disparity between the 

claims of organizations and practitioners and the practical implementations. Definitions of 

terms such as empowerment, participation and capacity building are often diverse and blurry, 

resulting in skewed objectives of organizations and practitioners. Cornwall argues that in the 

development field these reoccurring buzzwords result in “politics of meaning” (Cornwall 

2007, 474). It is argued, that the deconstruction of the various layers and meaning of these 

buzzwords may help to promote the rehabilitation of these words (Cornwall 2007, 482). 

Hence, certain promises that institutions announce in their communication strategies, should 

be closely examined in their actual practice and implementation. Serveas (2007) agrees that 

these misunderstanding of certain terms can result in ”blurred objectives” and “claims about 

result or impact that are often not sustainable under scientific scrutiny” (Servaes 2007, 504). 

In general, his opinion reflects the attitude that many organizations do not entirely adhere to 

approaches that might foster a more equal exchange between the practitioners in the 

organization and the recipient on the local level. In the end, communication strategies that 
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reflect “’public relations or corporate communication’ wrapped in participatory diffusion 

rhetoric” (Servaes 2007, 490) are dominating organizations. 

 

The positive effects of participatory endeavors have been claimed in development projects on 

a micro-scale. However, as argued by Pettit, participatory interventions on a macro-scale have 

to take into account, the inherent structural power-relationships in order to achieve long-

lasting changes (Pettit 2012, 2).  

In international organizations working on a global scale, these power-relationships between 

the organizational units in developed and developing countries have to be considered. 

Furthermore, as well participatory communication within the internal structures of an 

international organization is facing various challenges when it comes to the implementation of 

participatory communication practices (Waisbord 2008). Waisbord identifies three main 

institutional impediments that constrain the incorporation of participatory approaches. First, 

he argues that the bureaucratic processes and standard institutional procedures favor 

information dissemination over assumed to be more resource-intensive participatory programs 

(Waisbord 2008, 511-513). Second, communication as a profession in international 

organizations and as a research subject is identified as possessing a weak status as subsidiary 

disciplines, related to “the art of messaging”. This undermines the aspiration of expanding 

knowledge and goals of participatory communication over pre-defined institutional goals 

(Waisbord 2008, 513-515). Third, communication is often limited to technical expertise, 

resulting in political questions being planned and implemented by technicians lacking a 

political understanding of the addressed problem (Waisbord 2008, 515f). Waisbord concludes 

that the understanding of communication in international development in combination with 

organizational routines needs to be broadened and reassessed in order to find alternatives to 

the paradigm of information dissemination from developed to developing countries (Waisbord 

2008, 519).  

 

The role of ICTs in participatory communication 

 

Previously, it has been argued that ICTs have a transformative character, resulting in citizen 

participation. ICTs can connect people, businesses and regions and thus transform and affect 

the  lives of people locally (Qureshi 2011; Castells 2001).  

The network society is the resulting predominant system that shapes people`s lives in all 

layers (Castells 2007; Castells 1996; van Dijk 2006). Van Dijk defines the network society as 
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“a social formation with an infrastructure of social and media networks enabling its prime 

mode of organization at all levels (individual, group/organizational and societal)“ (van Dijk 

2006, 20). This results in a global, informational economy with cooperation on a horizontal 

and vertical level between corporations, organizations, governments and other institutions. 

With the help of ICT, the activities of organizations are taking place in real time around the 

world. However, the unequal access to technologies worldwide leads to the exclusion of 

certain groups from this global network society (Fuchs and Horak 2008). The development of 

the network society simultaneously increases divisions and the connections between different 

actors and social affairs (Prey 2012, 255).  

 

Ali (2011) argues that through the emergence of the internet and social media, it is possible 

for people to be the initiator and owner of communication efforts. Ali thinks, that in social 

movements, such as in Egypt, social media platforms have been used by civilians to challenge 

those in power (Ali 2011, 210). Hence, social media previously helped marginalized groups o 

enforce empowerment and self-dependency over their own destiny. According to Ali, these 

developments can lead to the closing of the digital divide (Ali 2011). This empowering effect 

has not only been recognized in social movements, but also in small-scale developing 

projects. When the respective community is involved in the ICT implementation, ICTs can 

indeed have effects on people`s capacity to be self-dependent (Dasuki, Abbott, and 

Azerikatoa 2013). 

 

However, when it comes to the use and implementation of ICTs by international 

organizations, certain factors should be regarded and followed. In the report „Deepening 

Participation and Improving Aid Effectiveness through Media and ICTs“ by the Swiss 

Agency for Development and Cooperation in 2011, the experiences of people-centered 

approaches of ICTs in development projects and within organizations are reviewed. Certain 

recommendations for future programs are made. Firstly, ICTs are most effective “when they 

can relate and are supported by personal, peer or community communication” (Kalas and 

Spurk 2011, 20) meaning that information is easier shared and understood if there is a high 

level of understanding of each other’s culture and trust within the target community. Second, 

ICTs need to be combined with other social change programmes, since technology alone will 

not bring change but is just be the trigger (Kalas and Spurk 2011, 21). Hence, although the 

report puts ICTs and media in the centre to development projects and underlines the 

importance of it, the result claims that ICTs can just be effective and achieve people-centered 
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development results, if it adheres to other factors such as cultural understanding and a 

comprehensive policy.   

 

As well, previous studies and experiences have shown that ICTs need to be handled carefully 

in international organizations. It is argued that when implementing technologies, the different 

perspectives and understandings of the organizational members should be regarded (Harvey 

2011). Blane Harvey (2011) aims to explore the mutual relations between knowledge, 

communication technologies, power and culture in the environment of a network connected to  

climate change topics, AfricaAdapt. It is a network bringing together partners from different 

backgrounds, such as research, local community engagement and policy-making. The main 

aim is to “access information and findings from African research in a range of formats and 

languages, and establish new connections (both virtually and face- to-face) with others” 

(Harvey 2011, 23). The partners are connected through ICTs such as Skype and Wikis, but 

also connected to members via Youtube, Twitter and an own internal social network in a style 

similar to that of Facebook (Harvey 2011, 23). The author concludes that partners have 

different perceptions of concepts such as participation. In particular, the author underlines that 

”ICTs and other mediating technologies play an influential role, both in the negotiation of 

meaning, and in determining how we move from meaning to action” (Harvey 2011, 28-29). In 

other word, the study proposes a view on technology which is not techno-deterministic per se, 

but suggests instead that ICTs need to be handled sensibly when different cultural and 

institutional backgrounds are involved.  

 

Vaccaro and Madsen (2009) agree that ICTs have a transformative role in organizations, but 

also underline that different cultural and social realities need to be taken into account. They 

analyzed ICTs role on the transparency and accountability level of an Italian NGO. They 

highlighted that NGO´s are special institution obliged to a high degree of accountability and 

social responsibility to their external and internal peers. Although certain ethical and 

organizational forces to transparency and ICTs are identified, e.g. privacy and security 

concerns and interests of donors and competing institutions, the study gives an optimistic 

view on the use of ICTs. Vaccaro and Madsen conclude that ICTs can have a transformative 

potential in organizations when it comes to the goal of achieving transparency (Vaccaro and 

Madsen 2009, 228). Even if this study does not directly refer to ICTs in connection to a more 

equal and sustainable communication approach it definitely gives insights into the 

impediments when handling technology like interest from different internal or external 
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stakeholders. The use of ICTs, for example the streaming of board meetings online, lead to an 

extremely high degree of transparency with positive effects for internal and external 

stakeholders. Furthermore, it is underlined that a shared set of meaning and cultural 

understanding is needed in order to successfully implement ICTs (Kalas and Spurk 2011). 

These studies of ICTs in international organization give an account on how technologies are 

influencing these organizations with diverse stakeholders; yet, it is still left unclear how 

different stakeholders in the organization understand and use technologies and how this is 

connected to participation. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The literature underlines the importance of participatory communication in development 

projects today (e.g. Inagaki 2007). However, the concrete applications have mostly been done 

in rather small-scale development projects. The challenge of addressing structural inequalities 

and not just giving marginalized the agency, but also to change those who are in power has 

not always been addressed (Pettit 2012).   

For organizations this leads to disparities in their actual theoretical approaches and the 

implementation in practice (Cornwall 2007; Servaes 2007). As well, communication as a 

discipline has a weak status in organizations, making communications not being a prominent 

feature of an organizations strategy, but let it have a secondary position. Forces such as 

bureaucracy prevent organizations from realizing principles such as participation (Waisbord 

2008b). For participatory approaches, the understanding of the local context is essential and 

might also lead to an alteration of the original strategy. 

 

While the introduction of ICTs have lead to globally emerging networks, the divide between 

those who have the access and ability to use these technologies is widened (Castells 2009; C. 

Fuchs and Horak 2008). When organizations apply ICTs, they should be sensibility to the 

context of the various stakeholders and take into account different perceptions of reality 

(Harvey 2011, Kalas and Spurk 2011). Despite all contraining forces, ICTs possess a central 

and transformative role in organizations, generally reflecting an optimistic view on 

technologies (Vaccaro and Madsen 2009).  

 

However, the concrete learnings considering participation in internal communication 

structures of an organizations which are not yet formulated.  Furthermore, the roles of ICTs in 
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these internal participation processes are unclear. As well, the communication challenges of 

globally operating organizations should be captured and understood. This research aims to 

explore this knowledge gap through the case study of the internal communication structures of 

the Global Water Partnership.  

 

1.5  Contribution of the thesis 

 

In general, participatory communication practices of network organizations in a global 

context are understudied. Although this form of organizational structure is significant in the 

network society, studies concerning the actual communication practices in network operating 

in a global context are scarce. The GWP as a globally-operating NGO-network offers a 

unique opportunity to study how participation is understood and influences communication 

practices. Hence, the thesis can give valuable insights into actual practices of organizations 

and also broaden the perspective of participatory communication from a project-based to an 

internal-communication perspective. 

Second, the thesis gives new insights into the role of ICTs in a heterogeneous network. 

Previous studies concerning the use of ICTs in a development context mostly covered 

experiences gained from the implication of ICTs in development projects. By focusing the 

study on the internal use of ICTs in a heterogenous context the thesis attempts to extend this 

view towards the implications of ICTs in a global organizational context. Hence, the results 

can contribute to the development of communication policies of organizations working in the 

NGO-sector. 

Third, the GWP’s global network-structure can give a critical contribution concerning 

methodologies on how to approach such complex network organizations. Through the 

complexity of the GWP network’s structure, the methodological challenges can subsequently 

inform future research about critical challenges in the approach of such a complex 

organization.  
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2. Theory 

 

With the focus on the Global Water Partnership as case study, particular challenges arouse 

that might not be found in other organizations. These challenges of the GWP require a unique 

theoretical approach to the formulated research problem. The Global Water Partnership`s 

vision is to strive for a water secure world. It is stated that their “mission is to advance 

governance and management of water resources for sustainable and equitable development” 

(GWP website 2013). The main distinctive of the GWP are reflected in areas such as 

‘advocacy for water resources management’, ‘technical expertise and sharing knowledge’ and 

‘capacity building’ (GWP website 2013). Furthermore, as stated before their complex 

organizational structures with 2964 partners in 167 countries is resulting in particular 

challenges regarding the communication across these geographical and cultural borders. 

Particularly, through their main goals, aims and geographical reach, the main target group is 

developing countries. While a corporate organization which is located in one single country 

rather requires theories concerning internal communication strategies, the theories concerning 

the GWP’s communication lay in different fields. In this respect the theoretical chapter of the 

thesis will focus on approaches of communication for development, which is highlighting 

communication in the context of enforcing social changes. As well, in order to access the use 

of ICTs in the context of the GWP, the theoretical chapter also highlights the use of ICTs in a 

global context, aiming to enforce social changes.  

 

2.1 Communication for development  

 

Following, the theoretical chapter will provide a historical overview about the field of 

Communication for Development or referred to as Communication for Social Change, 

Development communication or such. Despite of wording differences, scholars in the field 

refer to the same constant intent, namely, 

The study of social change brought about by the application of communication 

research, theory and technologies to bring about development…the sharing of 

knowledge aimed at reaching a consensus for action that takes into account the 

interests, needs and capacities of all concerned.        (Servaes 2008, 14-15) 

Today, definitions from different scholars and institutions may differ, but certain common 

keywords are found such as “strengthening clients' ability to listen to their constituencies and 
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negotiate with stakeholders; empowering grassroots organizations to achieve a more 

participatory process” (World Bank 2004). Or, as stated by UNICEF, “Communication for 

development is seen as a two-way process for sharing ideas and knowledge using a range of 

communication tools and approaches that empower individuals and communities to take 

actions to improve their lives” (UNICEF 2014). These recent accounts of international 

organizations reveal, that today there is a consensus of certain concepts such as “empowering 

grassroots” or maintaining a “participatory process”. However, these approaches are the result 

of a development that started in the 1950s and which shows significant changes in attitude and 

alignment. 

2.2 Modernization paradigm 

Communication for development has been on the agenda of development practitioners and 

been discussed in academic circles after the Second World War. However, the start of the 

field has probably been marked by the influential book of Lerner in 1958 “The passing of 

traditional society: Modernizing the Middle East”. According to Shah (2011), Lerner’s study 

was among the first to publish a psychosocial theory of modernization. The book is based on 

US-funded research in the 1940s that investigated reaction of people in the Middle East 

listening to the “Voice of America” broadcasts. Lerner reanalyzed the data of the study in the 

light of the idea that the information communicated by Western mass media might transform 

countries in the Middle East according to Western ideals of modernization. Mass media has 

been identified as the catalyst for modernization processes (Shah 2011, 1-2).   

The book of Lerner marks a period in Communication for development that is shaped by the 

modernization paradigm. Modernization in a developing context is known as the 

incorporation of policies, political and economic behavior, of cultural norms, attitudes and 

information technologies from Western industrialized nations (Melkote 2010, 106). When 

modernization scholars talk about “modern” they automatically refer to “Western” (Shah 

2011, 3). The modernization paradigm describes the belief that certain catalysts for 

development in Western industrialized countries are also true for other parts of the world. 

Thus, the principles obtained by developed countries should serve as a model for less 
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developed countries
1
 to strive for (Madikiza and Bornman 2008, 22-23). Hence, Western 

knowledge and Western technologies are seen as key accelerators for the modernization of a 

country.  

In 1971, Quebral defined the concept of communication for development as “the art and 

science of human communication applied to the speedy transformation of a country and the 

mass of its people from poverty to a dynamic state of economic growth” (Quebral 1971, 54). 

According to Quebral, communication should also be in the hands of Western experts; 

“Communication scientists and practitioners from developed countries can help us…, but in 

the final analysis, only we [the Western expert] can have the gut determination to make 

development communication work” (Quebral 1971, 55). In this way, the planning and 

implementation of communication is based on Western ideals in terms of content and 

ownership. But also the type of media is supposed to be incorporated from Western societies 

and an indicator for the state of development of a nation. The first views on communication 

and modernization theory concentrated on the power of mass media and its indicator of the 

level of modernization of a country on a macro layer (Schramm 1964, 26).  In this view, just 

the existence of certain mass media in a country is an indicator of the level of modernization; 

such as the existence and use of television. Schramm notes “Because the media have this 

ability to report and inform so effectively, we can say with great confidence that they can 

perform certain essential services for a developing country”(Schramm 1964, 29). Schramm 

distinguishes between communication tasks of mass media: watchman, decision-maker and 

teacher.  

First of all, Schramm assigns mass media a watchman function, in terms of getting to know 

information about national development. According to Lerner (1958), the empathy to switch 

communication perspective and to understand mass media is a way to change a traditional 

view on issues by getting in contact with new ideas introduced externally. It was assumed that 

communication of individuals is a socio-psychological indicator for the capacity of a society 

to modernize. Schramm underlines this view and adds that media “by bridging what is distant 

near and making what is strange understandable, can help to bridge the transition between 

traditional and modern society” (Schramm 1964, 30). Attention to political and social 

                                                           
1
 The wording to refer to nations with lower living standards and a lower Human Development Index 

(HDI) is as complex and sensitive as the definition of the term “development” itself. Different words 
such as “Third World Country”, “Global South” or “Developing country” might have various critical 
connotations, mostly referring to an implied inferiority of a nation. This sensitivity should hereby be 
acknowledged when applying the term”developing/developed countries” throughout this study, as it is 
common practice in international organizations such as the UN (UN Statistics 2013).  
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problems and values, an aspiration to follow a certain political climate are effects that the 

introduction of mass media can bring and thus affect decision-making processes in the 

country (Schramm 1964, 30-31). Furthermore, mass media has an important function in 

education and training (Schramm 1964, 35). 

According to this view, media and ICTs, as well as their content should be directly transferred 

from developed countries to developing countries in order to facilitate modernization 

principles. Hence, mass media`s strength is valued because of the one-way and top-down 

character and the potential to gain a simultaneous and wide dissemination (Melkote 2010, 

110).  

 

2.2. Criticism on the modernization paradigm and introduction of 

dependency theory 
 

In the 1960s, the field of Communication for Development mirrored the general thinking of 

development scholars, seeing the only “obvious way for less developed countries to develop 

ways to become more like the developed countries” (Rogers 1976, 223). It was assumed that 

values of developed countries needed to be communicated to underdeveloped countries in 

order to procure those values which would lead to modernization of a state (Lerner 1958). 

Bordenave argues that the socioeconomic conditions in Latin America changed under which 

modernization theories were once formulated. Thus, it is time for Latin America to rethink 

modernization concepts. “Latin American communication scholars must overcome their 

mental compulsion to perceive their own reality through foreign concepts and ideologies, and 

they must learn to look at the communication and adoption of innovations from their own 

perspective” (Bordenave 1976, 108). Following, the major criticism on the modernization 

paradigm will be presented that also illustrates in how far the criticism refers to and addresses 

issues in development communication.  

 

The rise of critique on the modernization paradigm dates back to the struggle of independence 

of the colonialized countries. The liberation struggle of the African countries especially 

marked a period in which scholars and practitioners claimed that underdevelopment is not the 

result of certain cultural characteristics, but the outcome of long-lasting structural exploitation 

and discrimination of poor countries by rich ones (Inagaki 2007, 5-7).  
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This criticism of the modernization paradigm resulted in dependency theory. It addresses the 

one-way flow of information and is demanding the equivalent representation of developed 

and developing countries within communication for development (Inagaki 2007, 7). 

 

2.2.1 Critique modernization paradigm 

 

The main criticism of the modernization paradigm can be found in the intercultural 

ethnocentrism of Western development scholars and practitioners (Rogers 1976).  

Modernization theory reflected the background and economic situation of Western societies 

and “were both incommensurable and detrimental to the region`s social context” (Huesca 

2008, 181). The ideas and factors that were considered as crucial for a social development are 

being taken from Western economic models. They are all unique in the way of seeing a lack 

of (Western) knowledge and behavior as the trigger for underdevelopment and reinforce a 

top-down, one-way dissemination of modern ideas. Scholars leading the discussion were 

originated from the West and attributed underdevelopment to “traditional” ways of thinking 

and believed that “the route to modernization was to transform the people, to implant new 

values and beliefs” (Rogers 1976, 114). Also many Latin American, African and Asian 

scholars were following these thoughts since they or their teachers got educated in Europe or 

America (Rogers 1976, 114). The newly independent nations were still in some ways 

dependent on their former colonizers in terms of trade, capital and technology but also 

national languages and institutions. Thus, it was assumed that their ability to take 

responsibility for their nation’s development was limited (Rogers 1976). 

Accordingly, development communication projects faced communication challenges since 

“authentic communication is not carried out from ‘A’ to ‘B’ or by ‘A’ about ‘B’, but rather by 

‘A’ with ‘B’” (Freire 1970, 47). Instead, the individual human and the individual perspective 

must be recognized and incorporated into the project and communication efforts.  

Freie concludes,  

Many political and educational plans have failed because their authors designed 

them according to their own personal view of reality, never once taking into 

account (except as mere objects of their actions) the man-in-a-situation to whom 

their program was ostensibly directed.                                           (Freire 1970, 47) 

 

According to Freire, development projects would never lead to liberation of the people it is 

directed to. Instead, this can create even more fear of liberation from the dominating class. 

Political and educational programs can just succeed, if a dialogue with the people is 
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established which respects and reinforces “both their objective situation and the awareness of 

that situation - the various levels of perception of themselves and of the world in which and 

with which they exists” (Freire 1970, 48). 

 

Redefining the causes of underdevelopment 

 

With the intellectual ethnocentrism, the causes of underdevelopment are attributed to internal 

factors; external factors were mainly ignored. Hence, “international terms of trade, the 

economic imperialism of international corporations and the vulnerability and dependence of 

the recipients of technical–assistance programs” (Huesca 2008, 182) were not regarded as 

causes of underdevelopment. Within modernization, the accusation for underdevelopment was 

not even partly put on developed countries. During the 1970s, developing scholars started to 

redefine the causes of underdevelopment which recognized also external circumstances 

(Rogers 1976, 114-115). Concepts need to be found that  are not just directed to the symptoms 

of underdevelopment, but that address the underlying causes of  underdevelopment including 

domination and exploitation (Huesca 2008, 182). 

Furthermore, the view on the concept and definition of development changed. While the 

difference in development between countries is commonly measured in economic figures such 

as the gross national product, it was continuously broadened by other factors such as the 

satisfaction of basic needs, the unemployment level, interpersonal relationships or 

environmental protection. Hence, the definition of development changed with stronger focus 

on a “processes that should provide people with access to appropriate and sustainable 

opportunities to improve their lives and lives of others in their community” (Melkote 2010, 

113).   

Furthermore, central to the critique of the modernization paradigm was also the techno-

determinist attitude towards development. Large-scale technological innovations from 

Western cultures, for example innovations in agriculture, have been the solution to 

underdevelopment. Critique to this techno-deterministic view arose for example when the 

Green Revolution actually failed to serve the small-scale farmers (Rogers 1976, 115). This 

general criticism of the modernization approach in development was also reflected by a 

growing criticism of Communication for development. Scholars from Latin America 

concluded in 1978 that the use of mass media in development serves the interests of the 

dominant class and thus reproduces and legitimizes this social and material domination. 
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Instead, development communication should be guided by a framework focusing on 

dependency theory (Huesca 2008, 182).  

 
From the mid-70s on, these top-down and Western-ethnocentric approaches within the 

modernization paradigm are criticized for ignoring the individual historical and cultural 

characteristics of a country by imposing Western values (Inagaki 2007; Rogers 1976, 217-

218). Mass media was seen as an “extension of exploitive relationships” resulting in 

information diffusion and the association of a knowledge-gap between sender and receiver 

(Rogers 1976). With the critique towards the modernization paradigm new approaches arose, 

commonly referred to as dependency theory or sometimes to approaches for Another 

Development (Srampickal 2006, 7).  

 

2.2.2 Dependency theory 

 

Everett Rogers stated that “by the mid-1970s it seemed safe to conclude that the dominant 

paradigm had passed” in development communication (Rogers 1976, 223). Information 

diffusion from developed to developing countries and mass media were previously seen as 

accelerators for modernization. Alternatives to this paradigm gradually evolved that instead 

highlight participatory self-development and the  recognition of socio-economic factors in the 

assessment of communication processes (Rogers 1976). In fact, the academic field of 

communication for development underwent significant changes in terms of general 

orientation of approaches (Gumucio-Dagron and Tufte 2006; Rogers 1976).  

In 1980, on the First Intergovernmental Conference in Communication Policies in Africa 

(Yaoundé, Cameroon) this criticism was highlighted by stating,  

The success of development in African countries will increasingly depend on the 

practice of collective self-reliance. This policy, based on increased confidence in 

inner resources and their capacity for innovation, is the only one calculated to reduce 

excessive dependence on the outside world. This is true as in politics as in culture, in 

economics as in communication.    (UNESCO 2006, 132) 

New approaches instead centered on bottom-up communication highlighting the participation 

of people on all layers regarding design and implementation of a project. People on the local 

level being responsible for initiating, planning and implementing communication projects lead 

to higher self-development and empowerment of rural groups (Rogers 1976).   
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Praxis and dialogue, as a philosophical and epistemological framework and also as practical 

method stand in the core of early redefinitions of the modernization paradigm. Against early 

approaches, theory and praxis should be closely connected, leading to a detachment from 

scientific explanations and instead embracing practical experiences (Huesca 2008, 183). The 

idea originated in the work of Freire (1970) whose educational and pedagogical research 

highlighted a co-learning relationship between teacher and student guided by action and 

reflection. Thus, the distance between subject and object of study can be reduced and an 

action-based reflection be emphasized.  

Dialogic communication was highlighted as the new core principle in development 

communication and stands in contrast to information diffusion within the modernization 

paradigm. Freire says, “Human beings are not built in silence, but in word, in work, in action-

reflection” (Freire 1970, 44). In dialogue, the distinction between sender and receiver of 

messages is indeterminate, limiting the means of oppression and domination. As well, 

dialogue leads to higher moral standards and human relations within communication (Freire 

1970). Escobar highlights that “discourse also articulates relations between power and 

knowledge” and thus explores what possibilities might exists in order to change these 

(Escobar 1992).  

Furthermore, Huesca argues that communication approaches were criticized as being too 

static and linear and should instead embrace the dialectic and process attitude of 

communication (Huesca 2008, 182-184). Beltrán (1979) adds that this idea of the dialectic 

nature of communication should continuously eliminate vertical and highlight horizontal 

communication in development projects.  In summary, Beltrán comes up with a definition of 

development communication which highlights the foregoing arguments, 

Communication is the process of democratic social interaction, based upon 

exchange of symbols, by which human beings voluntarily share experiences under 

conditions of free and egalitarian access, dialogue and participation. Everyone has 

the right to communicate in order to satisfy communication needs by enjoying 

communication resources.        (Beltrán 1979, 168) 

 

 

2.3. Participatory communication  
 

The new consideration being made in developing communication opened up the path for 

research highlighting participation as being central to development and development 

communication. Melkote points out, that “(a)nother development considers participation by 

itself as central to the development process” (1991, 247).  Participation on all levels as well as 
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new uses of media should make communication “more expansive, flexible and humane” 

(Huesca 2008, 186). Participatory communication is following the same goals as 

participation,  namely dialogue and collaboration. In particular, participatory communication 

was defined as following by the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) of the UN in 

2005,  

[Participatory communication is]a planned activity based on the one hand on 

participatory processes, and on the other hand on media and interpersonal 

communication, which facilitates a dialogue among different stakeholders, around 

a common development problem or goal, with the objective of developing and 

implementing a set of activities to contribute to its solution, or its realization, and 

which supports and accompanies this initiative.     (FAO 2005) 

Yet, critical voices arose that labeled participatory communication approaches as utopian and 

far away from the global reality today. It is questionable if participation is employed on all 

layers of society or if participation is just a means and instrument to hide the still dominant 

modernization paradigm (Dervin and Huesca 1997).  

In order to employ a discussion on participatory communication approaches, the general 

principles of those need to be defined. Inagaki (2007) summarizes the features in participatory 

communication as following,  

(1) the participation of the intended beneficiaries in different or all of the 

project-cycle stages,  

(2) horizontal dialogue rather than vertical information transmission,  

(3) cultivation of trust and mutual understanding rather than persuasion,  

(4) local-level actions rather than national-level programs,  

(5) local knowledge,  

(6) the role of development specialists as the facilitator and equal participants 

rather than decision makers,  

(7) communication process rather than specific outcomes, and  

(8) the use of communication to articulate deep-seated social relations. 

           (Inagaki 2007, 7) 

Participation within communities is seen as a step towards recognizing the individual person`s 

needs and potential to foster social and political action. The communication between experts 

and the people is strengthened as the focus lays on co-equal knowledge sharing in order to 

understand the local context and cultural contiguity. As a result, participatory approaches can 

not only communicate certain behavioral changes on a programmatic level, for example 

condom use, but have the potential to facilitate structural changes, for example gender 

inequality (Inagaki 2007, 7).  
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All in all, the goal of every intervention inspired by participatory approaches is the 

empowerment of the local community. Empowerment is the “manifestation of social power at 

individual, organizational, and community level of analysis” (Speer and Hughey 1995, 730). 

The local community is placed in the centre of participatory interventions being the 

responsible actor to change own problems through own solutions. “Community empowerment 

is the process of increasing control by groups over consequences that are important to their 

members and to others in the broader community” (Fawcett et al. 1995, 678). Thus, the 

ownership of the communication is supposed to lie within all layers of society and so are the 

empowering outcomes.  

The scholarly attention for participatory approaches was accompanied by recommendations 

for development practitioners and on a policy level. The full participation of the beneficiaries 

should be included in all identified phases of development project – in planning, goal-setting 

and implementation (Huesca 2008, 187). Just by maintaining to this principle in every phase, 

the empowerment of the beneficiaries and a long-lasting structural change of power-

relationships can be ensured. Furthermore, these participatory claims did not just call for 

changes on a project level, but also called for the reorganization of major social institutions in 

order to bring their organizational structure in line with the new concepts (Huesca 2008).  

Participatory Action Research (PAR) serves as an example of an approach in the participatory 

paradigm. In the center of PAR lies the notion of people`s self-reflexivity to address and 

reflect upon the situation and practices in which they find themselves. “The reflective process 

is directly linked to action, influenced by understanding of history, culture, and local context 

and embedded in social relationships” (Baum, MacDougall, and Smith 2006, 854). Servaes  

points out that “the basic aim is to involve the people under study cooperatively in the 

planning and research process, with the planner and researcher as a facilitator and participant” 

(1989, 17). The PAR approaches values the understanding of people’s own culture and 

history; just the local people do truly understand their own local context. The development 

expert just serves as a trigger for participation; by motivating and activating people to think 

about their own situation. As a result, through the interaction between people from local 

communities and regional and national institutions, PAR achieves to empower the local 

community by placing local knowledge and local capacities in the center of discussion. In the 

end, the dominant and positivist discourse, that is rather taking a single reality for granted, is 

replaced by interaction and a counter discourse with authorities and achieves to creates space 

for peripheral parts of society to affect social change (Melkote 2010, 113; Baum, 

MacDougall, and Smith 2006, 854-855). Nevertheless, certain constraints exist, that can 
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prohibit participation. Participation of local communities can be restricted by an authoritarian 

structure of society, isolation and alienation of the poor and powerless or as well an 

inadequacy of local leadership and organization (Meltoke 1991, 244). These problems occur 

all the time and the problem arises that true participation cannot take place.  

2.3.1 A critical perspective on participatory communication 

 

Participation seems contradictory to the diffusion model in the modernization paradigm. 

Participatory communication was even labeled as a new paradigm in communication for 

development, thus marking the start to a new era of development work (Dervin and Huesca 

1997).  

Participatory communication addresses communication for development in a completely 

different manner, as it sees communication as an end; as a basic human right that represents 

development in itself and appreciates active and critical participation in the communication 

process by every actor involved. “Participatory communication, in this framework, is 

understood as being at the heart of what it means to be human; to have an identity, and to 

possess a sense of belonging vis-a-vis humanity, nature, and God” (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 

46). Participation-as-end is the very foundation of participatory communication and advocates 

that people on all levels in society have wisdom about their own conditions and thus must 

participate and determine their own destiny (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 47). Hence, promoting 

participation-as-end can be seen as a moral and political statement (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 

47). Communication-as-end approaches are especially appropriate when “organizing 

movements, transforming social relations and empowering individuals” (Huesca 2008, 188). 

However, scholars promoting participation-as-end approaches do offer “somewhat romantic 

beliefs that peasants, Indians and other marginalized persons processes are inherently 

humanizing, liberating and catalyzing” (Huesca 2008, 187). It is questionable how these 

approaches might be realized especially in social systems where the freedom of speech and 

equal access to resources is not always ensured. 

 

Participatory communication has been criticized, as true agenda setting and composition of 

messages was still in the hands of development experts. It is argued that participation is 

instrumentalized in order to cover dominant paradigm practices with participatory elements 

(Dervin and Huesca 1997). The benefit of participation was acknowledged, but it did not 

change the nature of top-down approaches. Instead, participation is “at best passive 
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collaboration, at worst manipulative consultation done only to help advance a predetermined 

objective“ (Huesca 2008, 187). Thus, true empowerment does not always take place as issues 

of power, dependency and control have not been considered in the development in most of 

these approaches (Melkote 2010, 113). As well, Escobar highlights that certain grassroot and 

social movements were contradictory in itself and often could not overcome the state of a 

certain “novelty” that the grassroots were commonly associated with (Escobar 1992). 

According to Thompson (2008), Cooke and Kothari (2001) identify three sets of ‘tyrannies’ in 

participatory methods in development: 

Decision-making and control, in which they critique the role of facilitators; 

tyranny of the group, in which they warn of the dangers of ‘groupthink’; and 

tyranny of method, in which they highlight a tendency of participative approaches 

to obscure other alternative viewpoints that might have emerged using other 

methods                     (Thompson 2008, 827) 

 

Dervin and Huesca (1997) argue that participatory communication is characterized by 

ambiguous theoretical notions that are dualistic in nature. The most polarized discussion and 

most prominent in development communication is focusing on the participation-as-means or 

participation-as-end dualism.  

 

Participation-as-means 

 

In contrast to participation as-end-approaches, the participations-as-means approach is 

describing the pragmatic side of participatory communication. Participation-as-means is 

addressing the form of participation as a tool to reach certain goals in development projects. 

In this way, participation is valued as a tool to transmit predefined ideas and is thus not far 

from information diffusion approaches (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 47). Indeed, Dervin and 

Huesca highlight that participation-as-means notions were inherent in many projects under the 

information diffusion paradigm (Dervin and Huesca 1997). Thus, participation-as-means is 

not recognized and certain projects are instead wrapped in ideological language. Participation 

is often just introduced from external forces and serves as a supplement to traditional 

communication approaches for instrumental purposes. Dervin and Huesca conclude, “too 

frequently at its extreme the focus moves to communication techniques that were not the 

result of a· participatory process” (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 47). Frances Cleaver (2001) 

supports Dervin and Huesca’s criticism and highlights that a lot of concepts in participatory 

communication remain vague and unclear. In the end, participation is too much of an abstract 

concept with no evidence on long-term claims (Cleaver 2001, 786-787).   
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Participatory communication as structure or process 

 

Participatory communication is too often a set of procedures and techniques which are getting 

instrumentalized in organizations. These technique-based solutions lack a deeper 

understanding of power relationships and information control thus not addressing the 

underling structural causes of inequality in communication (Cleaver 2001, 787). Dervin and 

Huesca (1997) discuss the duality when it comes to the application of development 

communication theories. Instead of participation integrated as a contiguous process, they 

argue that approaches “become mostly frozen as recipes for communicative action with the 

resulting communication applications too often appearing simplistic and overly optimistic” 

(Dervin and Huesca 1997). Furthermore, Cleaver argues that participatory approaches are 

now frequently used by institutions and organization s(Cleaver 2001, 788). According to him, 

this is a paradox in itself since institutions are connected to bureaucracy which participatory 

communication wants to avoid. As a result, communication is often seen as the final product 

of a communication process, e.g. a newsletter or a videotape; participation is just a by-product 

of the communication process (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 52) that is the result of a previous set 

of ideas and considerations. 

On the other hand, Dervin and Huesca embrace the view that participatory communication 

should be seen as more process-oriented. Ad-hoc solutions that embrace interactions of people 

outside formal organizations, should be applied (Cleaver 2001, 789). Approaches should not 

highlight structure, but communication as fluid processes, focusing on intersubjectivity and 

the construction of reality through praxis (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 48). Participatory 

communication should be a process in which the emphasis lies on the experiences in the 

collective communication process, from planning to implementation (Dervin and Huesca 

1997, 52). Processes can have higher and lower intensities in different stages of a project; 

however it should not be a fixed notions that can be switched on and off (Dervin and Huesca 

1997, 51). 

 

Cleaver underlines that communication for development should not be oriented towards a 

static concept, but should be flexible, allowing for dynamic definitions such as “institutions” 

and “community”. Efficiency of communication solutions that are oriented towards fixed 

solutions and recipes should be exchanged by individual ad-hoc solutions (Cleaver 2001). 
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Nevertheless, communication as dialogue between different cultural and social groups is an 

extremely difficult form of speech. It requires “the capacity to listen, to be silent, to suspend 

judgment, to critically investigate one`s own assumptions to ask reflexive questions and be 

open to change” (Hamelink 2002, 963). However, the time, patience and resources to fulfill 

these tasks are increasingly scarce.  

 

 

2.4 Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) 

 

“A knife is just a knife, a tool that can be used to 

hurt someone or to carve a beautiful wood 

sculpture.”  (Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 978) 

Two decades ago, when more telephone lines could be found in Manhattan than in most Sub-

Sahara Africa, it must have been a visionary idea that Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICTs) might play a transformative role in the live of people in developing 

countries (Bryant et al. 2013, 19). The first decade of ICTs for development research and 

practice has seen a return of modernization-inspired techno-deterministic attitudes. It is 

assumed that computers and Internet access will magically defeat poverty (Gumucio-Dagron 

2003, 977).  This attitude was resembled in the quest to provide access to ICTs in developing 

nations (Bryant et al. 2013, 25).  

However, today the growing access to the Internet, is to some extent influencing  

development communication (Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 976). In this way, ICTs can convey 

information and knowledge that is needed to understand development. One can argue that this 

development can be seen as a step back to an overall techno-determinism. Thompson (2008) 

argues that ICTs can create new inequalities, as well as accentuate existing ones. However, 

“ICTs are here to stay” (Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 978); thus evoking the development of 

policies that put technologies in a global social context.  

2.4.1 Understanding ICTs 

 

A definition of ICTs is presented as following: “ICT refers to technologies that provide access 

to information through telecommunications. It is similar to Information Technology, but 

focuses primarily on communication technologies” (TechTerms 2010). Hence, ICTs are 

described as a combination of three elements, namely information, communication and 

technologies.  
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While many communication scholars define ICTs along their respective technological 

features, Lievrouw and Livingstone (2006) underline that ICTs today are defined along their 

social context. For them, ICTs are about “the artifact or device that enables communication, 

the communication practices we engage in with these devices and the social arrangements 

around these devices and practices” (Lievrouw and Livingstone 2006, 18). Hence, ICTs in 

this research are not strictly defined by their technological features or the communication 

device itself, but by the way they are being used and constitute meaning.  

 

Thompson (2008) summarized the evolvement of the relationship between ICT-related 

disciplines and development studies. He argues that there are striking parallels with the 

attitude in development studies and the attitude concerning ICT disciplines. He summarizes 

that the early phase of development studies in the 1960s to the 1970s within the 

modernization paradigm was mainly techno-deterministic. The phase between the 1980s and 

1990s highlighted participation and social approaches to technologies such as actor-network 

theory of Latour (Thompson 2008). However the introduction of new ICTs recently, made 

path for a new phase in the discipline of ICTs for development.   

Van Dijk (2006) argues that in the history of media, several communication revolutions 

occurred. In structural revolutions, as he argues, fundamental changes in the coordination of 

time and space take place (van Dijk 2006, 5). When speaking of new media, Van Dijk 

highlights that it “leads to digital media no longer being fixed in time and space, and being 

able to combine both offline and online media (van Dijk 2006). Castells (2010) underlines 

that the current communication revolution is marked by the rise of mass self-communication: 

it is mass-communication since it reaches a global audience through wireless communication 

and internet connection and it is self-generated, self-directed and self-selected (Castells 2010, 

9). Hence, the use of ICTs evokes a new form in which our current society is organized: the 

network society. In contrast to hierarchical forms of information diffusion, networks have 

“broad, multiplex interconnection” between different nodes such as persons and organizations 

that can be both sender and receiver of a message (Lievrouw and Livingstone 2006, 24). 

Network communication is suggesting a more equal form of communication enabled through 

ICTs. 
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2.4.2 ICTs for Development as accelerators of participation 
 

Ali (2011) argues that ICTs inhabit an incredible capacity to support participation and 

empowerment in developing countries. For example, the revolution in Egypt was to a huge 

proportion triggered by people connecting and organizing through social media such as 

Twitter and Facebook (Ali 2011, 210). Organizations and policy makers can, according to 

him, use the “capacity of social media to attract a wide user base, stimulate content creation, 

promote basic ICT skills, and foster participation and democratization in developing nations” 

(Ali 2011, 213). Social Media and ICTs can empower individuals to create content that is 

locally relevant for them which leads to a greater participation in policy-making processes.  

Thompson underlines that the use of ICTs have not been more collaborative and democratic 

“for those lucky enough to get access” (Thompson 2008, 824). He argues, that with new ICTs 

a switch in the conceptualization of ICTs role in development occurred. 

The link between ICT as technical enabler (artifact) and the resulting social 

behaviours (ideas, ideologies) that are thus facilitated has never been more 

marked, and the shift from some early conceptions of ICT as top down, totalising 

instrument of efficiency and automation to the opposite view of ICT as enabler of 

bottom-up collaboration, diversity and multiple truths is now readily apparent. 

                  (Thompson 2008, 824) 

 

Ogan et al. conclude that “ICTs have been identified as important tools in the alleviation of 

poverty in a sustainable manner, in enhancing economic development and in empowering 

marginalized sections of the population” (Ogan et al. 2009, 665). ICTs have the potential to 

enhance political participation and can thus contribute to the democratization of nations. 

These effects of ICTs in society have been discussed frequently. However, it is crucial which 

effects technologies have in international organizations. Thompson argues that the access to 

“the network as platform”, enabled through ICTs, allows participation by eliminating factors 

that influenced participatory interventions previously: “decision- making and control, by 

eliminating facilitators; tyranny of the group, by eliminating the dangers of face-to-face 

‘groupthink’; and tyranny of method, by opening the network to the plurality of all who 

happen to be included” (Thompson 2008, 828). He argues that new ICTs can enforce new 

ways of group interaction.  
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2.4.3 ICT for development in organizational practices 

 

Castells underlines, that organizations play an important role in the network society, since the 

power and significance of organizations in the current society is growing (Castells 1996). 

Also the NGO-industry is growing constantly (Vaccaro and Madsen 2009, 222), which 

demands sustainable policies also concerning the use of ICTs. Ogan et al. argue that NGO’s 

should change their policies in order to integrate new technologies into their work and 

projects (Ogan et al. 2009).  

 

As argued by Cleaver (2001), the formalization of collective action through the formation of 

organizations might lead to functional interests and bureaucracy, preventing fluid and ad-hoc 

solutions. Cleaver argues that formal organizations ignore the interaction between people that 

is taken place outside organizational boundaries, thus neglecting important dynamics and 

interactions (Cleaver 2001, 789-790). Experiences from ICT4D projects can help to identify 

crucial issues important for the implementation of ICTs.  

Gumucio-Dragon identifies five crucial areas that determine the success of ICT for 

development projects. First, the ownership of the project should be with the local community. 

In this way, it is ensured that content will be locally produced in terms of culture and 

language, since the majority of online content is in English (Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 985-

986). Second, the chosen technology should be appropriate for the respective local situation in 

terms of infrastructure and literacy. Computer and technological literacy is not always given, 

also not in professional contexts and should be acknowledged (Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 986). 

Third, the ICT project should converge to other relevant communication projects and local 

institutions. Just if an ICT project is part of a broader network it may have a sustainable 

influence on policy and the local condition. Different segments of society, like policy-makers 

in non-profit organizations, the government, the business sector and community-

representatives, have to work together in order to effect sustainable change (Gumucio-Dagron 

2003; Ogan et al. 2009, 666). The local community should be the centre and owner of content 

and distribution, reaching out to policy maker in a second step. Thus, a change in national 

policies to support ICT adaption is possible and local use and innovation of ICT supported 

(Ogan et al. 2009).  

 

The Canadian International Development Research Centre shares their experiences in 

research and practice from ICT projects in the book “Connecting ICTs to Development- The 
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IDCR Experience”. The experiences shared give insights into the state of ICT4D within the 

development sector and the experiences in handling ICTs within development projects. It is 

indicated that the beginning of ICT4D research was marked by a techno-deterministic attitude 

which was reflected in the aim to catalyze access to ICTs in general (Bryant et al. 2013, 25). 

However, it was recognized that the digital development solutions of the West did not work 

out for developing countries (Fuchs and Elder 2013, 267). Reason for this was among others 

for example an unequal technological infrastructure such as missing fiber connections to East 

Africa from the rest of the world which results in extremely high telecommunication costs 

countries (Fuchs and Elder 2013, 267). Structural inequalities thus influence ICT projects to a 

high degree. In order to avoid a sort of digital colonialism, it is aimed to animate local 

awareness, skills and entrepreneurship and then to withdraw on time from certain projects in 

order to let local people be in charge (Fuchs and Elder 2013, 268). As well, working with 

partners in a network-cooperation could bring more sustainable effects. Networks enforce 

among other aspects knowledge sharing, capacity building, the development of resilience and 

cooperation and thus facilitate changes in policy and practice (Fuchs and Elder 2013, 274). 

Capacity building through the sharing of knowledge and more South-South cooperation is 

seen as a way to change power relationships in the long run.  

Social media in organizations 

As highlighted previously, social media has been identified to offer great potential concerning 

citizen participation in social movements. However, the use of social media and web 2.0 

platforms in NGO’s are still not formulated. 

Thomas Tufte in a lecture held at the UN Social Media Week in Copenhagen on February 

20
th

, 2014 speaks about the opportunities that new ICTs have for organizations that aim to 

employ development communication. Tufte is comparing the use of new ICTs in institutions 

to the use of ICTs and especially social media in social movements. Even if Tufte is not 

directly talking about organizations but social movements, the notions he underlines are 

significant for organizations as well. In fact, the different use of digital media in social 

movements in contrast to organizations underline that organizations might learn from the way 

social movements leverage the potential of digital media.  

 

Tufte underlines that in social movements “activists are using the technological opportunities 

to circulate information, to open spaces and facilitate new forms of social mobilization” 

(Tufte 2014). Social movements are characterized by a lose form of organization without 



31 
 

clear structures, without fixed members and without explicit communication strategies on 

paper. In contrast, institutions have very little in common with the way social movements use 

digital media. Organizations do have boundaries marked by their members and also their 

strategic orientation.  

Social movements work around “claimed spaces“ that are mainly citizen-driven to seek 

deliberation from the establishment (Tufte 2014). Here, new ICTs are used to circulate 

information and open spaces for new forms of social mobilization on order to facilitate social 

critique (Tufte 2014). In contrast, in most governments and in most development agencies, 

communication for development initiatives work around “invited spaces” of participation. 

Through strategic communicative interventions, target audiences are “invited” to participate, 

to gain knowledge, to deliberate and to change behavior. These “invited spaces” are system-

driven and participation is mainly tied to program- and project cycles. Institutions often 

cannot connect to the forms of participation through ICTs, as seen in social movements (Tufte 

2014). 

This differentiation in the use of ICTs is also seen in the work of Lance Bennett and 

Alexandra Segerberg (2012) who differentiate between collective and connective action 

network. For them, the logic of connective action network entails the recognition of digital 

and social media as the main means of organization beyond conventional means. 

Organizations have discovered that the growing sophistication and ubiquity of 

social media can reduce the resource costs of public outreach and coordination, but 

these uses of media do not change the action dynamics by altering the fundamental 

principles of organizing collectivities…digital media networking can change the 

organizational game, given the right interplay of technology, personal action 

frames, and, when organizations get in the game, their willingness to relax 

collective identification requirements in favor of personalized social networking 

among followers.                (Bennett and Segerberg 2012, 748) 

This use of digital media and the fluid and flexible organization culture is not exclusively 

destined for social, self-organized movements as seen in Egypt or Turkey, but also for 

organizationally enabled networks of connective action. The key element is that the 

organization steps back from projecting strong agenda and branding, but utilize digital 

technologies to establish personally-motivated networks (Bennett and Segerberg 2012, 756).  

Tufte underlines that the concrete learnings from the use of social media in institutions are 

still not formulated. However, he highlights that a way needs to be found to connect the 

principles of established systems to new opportunities of the internet. For him, 

communication itself should be an organizational principle. Organizations should instead 
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distance themselves from campaign-driven communication in which social media is used to 

reduce costs, but rather create spaces to act and participate (Tufte 2014). However, Tufte 

highlights that there are no concrete answers yet concerning the use of ICTs concerning the 

internal communication structure of organizations.  

2.4.4 Critical view on ICTs in the development context 
 

ICTs in development projects can be successful in facilitating participation on the local level 

(Gumucio-Dagron 2003). However, development practitioners and scholars need to be careful 

to not return to the old paradigm of techno-determinism where it was believed that 

technologies from the West are the key to a more sustainable development in other regions of 

this world. It is questionable, how participatory interventions through Web 2.0 platforms can 

enable an equal development, if just a small number of the African population, currently 18% 

(Kemp 2014),  have access to the internet, with the majority of them being located in 

Northern and South Africa (Thompson 2008). As well, it should be highlighted that the digital 

divide is “just a flashy manifestation of other divides that have been around for decades” 

(Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 979). If the inherent power relationships of a nation, region 

community or organization are not regarded when implementing ICTs, it is very likely that 

communication will return to information dissemination despite participatory endeavors. 

  

Fuchs and Horak (2008) highlight that global inequality is connected to the issues concerning 

the access and use of new communication technologies, since they are an important factor of 

economic and social activities. Van Dijk defines the digital divide as “the gap between those 

who do and do not have access to computers and the Internet” (van Dijk 2006, 178). 

Van Dijk and Hecker already highlighted that there are four types of lack of access: mental 

access (lack of digital experience), material access (no possession of hardware), skills access 

(lack of skills due to education and user-friendliness) and usage access (the lack of usage 

opportunities) (van Dijk and Hacker 2003, 315-316). The digital divide is more than just 

physical access to communication technologies, but it also addresses other issues such as the 

quality of participation the content and ownership and flow of information (Ali 2011, 188).  

Thompson underlines that the digital divide is a multifaceted phenomenon and addresses 

“physical, financial, cognitive, design, content, institutional and political components, access 

to all of which is required to participate in the information revolution.” (Thompson 2008, 

832). Thompson (2008) argues that with ICTs for development, we should think about a 
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broader range of influences concerning the diffusion of internet access: “first, social, 

economic and political structures; second, institutions; third, politics; and fourth, government 

policy” (Thompson 2008, 822). In general, ICTs and Web 2.0 interventions can just be 

successful, if they address power relationships and are implemented in broader policies of 

structural transformation. 

 

New techno-determinism in development communication 

It is argued, that the new focus on ICTs might lead to a return to modernization-inspired 

attitudes (Bryant et al. 2013; Ogan et al. 2009). Ogan et al. (2009) highlight that there has 

been less scholarly attention to the field of development communication before the new focus 

on ICTs after 2003. Today, ICTs are dominating development communication literature 

(James 2005, 286). Ogan et al. highlight that the majority of articles published in 

communication for development are now focusing on ICTs. Yet, the framing of these 

approaches often occur on a micro-level for example in communities or in single developing 

projects, leaving out a discussion about global structural inequalities on a macro-level (Ogan 

et al. 2009, 660). Thus, the general power relationships between different nations are often 

disregarded; a claim that was being made in dependency theory. Indeed, James (2005) argues 

that ICTs in a developing context are often separated from a general framing thorough 

paradigms in development communication.  

Ogan et al. underline that there is now a strong belief in ICTs to be an important accelerators 

to foster global development:  

We believe that the more recent attention to ICTs has to do with the constant 

search for the magic solution to bringing information to people to transform their 

lives, allowing them to improve their economic condition, educate their children, 

increase literacy and the levels of education and spread democracy in their 

countries. Despite years of research that tells us that information is necessary but 

insufficient to bring about this change, ICTs have become the most recent 

iteration of the holy grail for development.             (Ogan et al. 2009, 667) 

Scholars researching in ICTs are not always originating from communication disciplines but 

rather from information-based subjects who are not familiar with the theoretical foundations 

of development communication. The result of this is overall techno-deterministic, uncritical a-

theoretical analysis of development projects (Ogan et al. 2009). James demands that the fields 

of ICT and communication for development need to be combined in order to address a global 

context and structural inequalities (James 2005, 286). 
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Even if certain conditions for ICT implementation such as the local context, language and 

culture are identified to be crucial for the success of projects, the macro-level context of 

globalization should always be crucial and considered. Gumucio-Dagron (2003) summarizes 

this thinking and argues, 

We should remind ICT pushers that when we deal with technology we are only 

handling instruments, and we are not affecting the social, economic or cultural 

environment. A knife is just a knife, a tool that can be used to hurt someone or to 

carve a beautiful wood sculpture.                     (Gumucio-Dagron 2003, 978) 

 

2.5 Conclusion 
 

The theoretical section underlined the main developments in the field of communication 

for development and in ICTs for development. 

First, it could have been seen what the main goals and aims in development 

communication has been in the 1960s, with an emphasis on information diffusion through 

mass media from Western countries to developing nations (Lerner 1958). As well, it has 

been pointed out how and why this paradigm was challenged and lead to dependency 

theory in the 1970s. It is underlined that participation emerged as a main paradigm with 

the possibilities to enhance self-development and empowerment of the beneficiaries 

(Inagaki 2007). As well, the challenges of participatory communication were highlighted. 

It has been seen that if inherent structural relationships are not regarded, participatory 

communication can be just a means of displaying still dominant information diffusion 

approaches (Dervin and Huesca 1997).  

The same challenge applies for ICTs. Even if ICTs showed great promise to foster 

participation in social movements and development projects, when the structural 

relationships are ignored, it can result in techno-determinism and information diffusion. 

The social, cultural and economic context is important when applying ICTs, especially 

concerning the digital divide (Gumucio-Dagron 2003; Ogan et al. 2009). 

For this research, the theoretical notions help to analyze which paradigms of development 

communication might influence the internal communication of the GWP. The theory 

helps to point out important factors that should be inherent in participatory 

communication, for example the importance of participation in communication processes. 

Just through the involvement in working processes, structural relationships can be 
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challenged in the long run. The critical view on ICTs that has been pointed out should 

also be acknowledged in this thesis and be taken into account as a driver of participation 

and also a tool that might lead to more inequality. 
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3. Methodology 
 

For the purpose of analyzing the respective research question on hand, the research aim is to 

“develop detailed descriptions, integrate multiple perspectives and learn how events are 

interpreted” (Weiss 1995, 9) in order to understand a situation from the inside. Thus, it is 

possible to get a holistic overview about a system and “how it works or fails to work” (Weiss 

1995,9).  

The system that the research will analyze is the Global Water Partnership (GWP), an 

organization based in Stockholm. In detail, the purpose of this research is to analyze the way 

participatory communication is understood in the GWP’s strategies. As well, the research will 

analyze how this understanding subsequently informs practices within the GWP network. 

Hence, the research can point out if participatory strategies of the headquarters differ from the 

actual practices throughout the network. 

Second, the thesis will attempt to develop an understanding what role ICTs have in relation to 

participatory communication in the GWP. Thus, the purpose is to analyze if ICTs are 

deliberately used to support participatory interventions and as well to point out the specific 

challenges the GWP is facing in connection to communication practices through ICTs. 

Research question 

Taking the research problem and research purpose in mind, the two research questions are as 

following: 

 

- How is participatory communication understood in the global GWP strategy? How 

does this understanding inform practices in the GWP network? 

 

- What role do ICTs play regarding participatory communication in the GWP? What 

are the challenges in using ICTs in the GWP network? 

 

3.1 Case Study  

A single case study strategy will be chosen for this study. “A case is a particular one of a kind 

or a species, which may be considered a basic unit for study” (Jocher 2006, 40) or a “bounded 

system”,  as David terms it (David 2006, xxv). Single case studies have the benefit of 
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naturally setting the limitations and the scope of the analysis. “If there is no end, actually or 

theoretically to the number of people who could be interviewed or to observations that could 

be conducted, then the phenomenon is not bounded enough to qualify as a case” (Merrian 

1998, 28). Thus, a good selection of a case to be studied is crucial for the success of the 

research, as it makes the study manageable and the result of the case study transferable to 

other cases of a similar kind. Furthermore, case studies are primarily qualitative (Gillham 

2000), thus further determining the qualitative nature of this study.  Next to qualitative 

methods, also quantitative methods will be employed to collect the relevant data. The 

particularities of this will be discussed later.  

The Case: The Global Water Partnership 

There are various arguments influencing the choice of the case study to be analyzed. First, the 

case should be an organization engaged in topics that foster sustainable social, ecological or 

economic development and be of a non-profit character. Thus, a connection to the field of 

development communication and ICT for development can be established. In profit 

organizations the context, for example the access to financial resources, might be different to 

that of an NGO. As well, often the target audiences of profit organizations do not include 

developing countries. Second, the communication of the organization should address a variety 

of stakeholders in different countries - being more or less formally attached to the 

organization, for example through a network. Hence, it can be addressed how communication 

and participation is organized around these stakeholders and what role ICTs play in this 

process.  

The Global Water Partnership (GWP) with its main office in Stockholm fulfills these general 

criteria. The GWP is a worldwide network with 2964 local institutional partners, committed to 

the idea of sustainable water management. They describe themselves as advocates for water, 

with the mission “to support the sustainable development and management of water resources 

at all levels” (GWP homepage 2013). The main principles include the recognition of water as 

a finite resource and public good, the importance of a participatory approach with special 

attention and regard to the integration of women. Thus, the organization is fulfilling the 

criteria of working with issues towards the aim of a sustainable ecological development. 
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Figure 1: The composition of the GWP network with the different organizational units 

 

(Source: Document “All partners by Type, Q1/14”, provided by Kenge Guny, 2014a) 

 

The GWP was founded in 1996 after the UN conference on Environment and Development 

(UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro and takes its main values from the Dublin and Rio statements 

(1992)
2
 with the World Bank and the UNDP as main initiators and supporters. The GWP is 

connected to its partners through 13 Regional and 84 Country Water Partnerships. The 

Regional Partnerships avouch the sharing across national boundaries, while the Country 

Water Partnerships ensure the implementation and capacity building on the local level. 

Furthermore, a total of 2964 like-minded organizations are involved in the network with 

obligations to share experience and knowledge and thus contribute to the network’s success.  

 

Additionally, it could previously be identified that ICTs play a crucial role in the 

communication of the network. Particularly, the “ToolBox” the knowledge management 

database of the organizations was used to share knowledge across national boundaries.  

 

Mixed-methods to approach the Global Water Partnership 

Case studies in the social sciences favor qualitative methods to collect the relevant data 

(David 2006). Qualitative methods put an emphasis on interpretation rather than measurement 

(Gunter 2000, 23). They can capture “media-related behavior, reactions and the impact of 

                                                           
2
 The GWP adheres to four principles formulated in the Dublin Rio Summit in 1992: (1) Fresh water is an 

infinite resource essential to life, development and the environment; (2) Water development and development 

should be based on participatory approaches; (3) Gender equality in water management should be observed; (4) 

Water is a public good with social and economic value; more information about the Dublin Principles: 

(http://www.gwp.org/en/The-Challenge/What-is-IWRM/Dublin-Rio-Principles). 
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media…by placing artificial constraints on research respondents, either in the way such 

individuals are required to think about and report upon their personal experience or in the way 

their actual behavior is operationally defined and measured” (Gunter 2000, 41-42). 

Qualitative methods consist of a range of different approaches from interviews to focus group 

discussions and rhetorical analysis. Qualitative methods are prominently found in the 

pragmatist tradition that underlines the importance of the individual perspective and influence 

on the truth that emerges from this perspective (James 1907). 

As well, quantitative methods are used to describe phenomena numerically. Creswell (2003) 

highlights that quantitative research surveys can provide thorough information about a 

population.  

In general, mixed-method research ensures that the weaknesses of each methodology are 

complemented by the other. Additionally, new insights can be gained that would not have 

been possible by one method (Driscoll, Salib, and Rupert 2007). 

 

3.2 Research Design 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The research design and data collecting process is constituted through three different 

methods: document analysis, interviews and an online survey. The three data collecting 

methods have an equally important part in the following analysis.  

 

3.2.1 Document Analysis  

With the Internet, it is increasingly possible for researchers to access documentation of any 

kind (Karppinen and Harvard 2012), which will be the starting point for the data gathering 

Figure 2: Overview about the three parts of the research design 
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process for this study. The first step was to analyze material from the GWP through a 

document analysis. A document analysis is a systematic procedure of evaluating documents 

that existed prior to the encounter of the researcher (Altheide 1996). Thus, it is possible to 

evaluate past events and procedures out of the scope of the researchers influence and 

accessibility. Scott suggests that accessing and analyzing any kind of documentation should 

especially pay attention to three factors, namely “representation, authenticity and credibility” 

(Scott 1990). A document analysis produces predominantly descriptive data. Hence, a 

document analysis is also often conducted in combination with other qualitative methods 

(Altheide 1996) in order to not just describe but to explain and analyze.  

By evaluating a number of documents, assumptions about the goals, intentions and strategic 

direction of the GWP could be made that help to design the next methodological steps. It was 

decided to firstly use information gained from the website and the ToolBox, containing 

information from articles on the website, press releases, case studies in the ToolBox; but also 

for example a presentation about experiences using the ToolBox. Thanks to an open policy of 

accessing data by the GWP, these documents are available to the public without any 

restrictions. Furthermore, the global communication strategy was provided by Helene Komlos 

Grill as well as different brochures; that offered a valuable insight into the strategic intentions 

of most of the communication efforts. By that, it could be compared in how far the intentions 

and approaches of the communication strategy are actually applied in practice.  

 

In detail, the following documents were analyzed throughout this study: 

Name  Description 

“GWP Communications 2009-2013 Strategy 

and 2013 Workplan”. Vol. 46.  

Provided by the GWP Global Secretariat 

This document encompasses the 

communication strategy of the GWP. There, 

notions about the role of communication, the 

aim of communication in the GWP network, 

the different role of communication channels 

and as well responsibilities in the GWP are 

formulated. 

Website of the Global Water Partnership; 

www.gwp.org 

On the Website, general information about 

the aim, network structure and main 

approaches of the GWP could be accessed. 

The knowledge database of the GWP  

“The ToolBox”, www.gwp.org/en/ToolBox 

 

The ToolBox contains knowledge material 

about Integrated Water Resources 

Management and tools for water practitioners 

“Highlights of Towards 2020” by the GWP 

Global Secretariat 

 

Document containing summary of the not yet 

launched new GWP strategy. The strategy 

will be introduced by summer 2014. 

 “Lessons and regional linkages through the 

Tool Box in other GWP regions”, 

The Network Officer of the GWP Danka 

Thalmeinerova presents the ToolBox, the 
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Powerpoint presentation by Danka 

Thalmeinerova from 2009 

purpose, main functions and lessons learned 

from regional and local experiences 

Information brochure ”Water : Catalyst for 

Cooperation”, produced by the GWP in 2013 

It highlights that cooperation of different 

stakeholders is needed to address global 

water-related issues. 

“All partners by Type; Q1/14” by the GWP 

Global Secretariat 

It gives an overview about the numbers of 

partners in each region and country. As well, 

the document specifies the partner`s 

institutional belonging 

 

3.2.2 Interviews 
 

Interviews give the opportunity to gain an insight into processes and behaviors of the different 

members in the organization. “(I)nterview talk speaks to and emerges from the contemporary 

way of understanding, experiencing and talking about that specific interview topic. By taking 

into account the circumstances of their production, interviews can have the advantage of 

capturing experiences, identities, emotions and opinions” (Rapley 2004, 16). In semi-

structured interviews, the interviewer defines the major themes of the interview, but does not 

already formulate the questions or the order of questions. It is argued that interviewers already 

have certain theoretical foundations and knowledge about the interviewee. However, the 

researcher should be cautious to not limit the range of topics that are covered to certain 

assumptions that the researcher made, since it is not always the case that the interviewer and 

interviewee share the same understanding of certain concepts (Hollway and Jefferson 2000).  

 

The first interview took place at the Global Secretariat in Stockholm. The interviewee was the 

Communications Officer Helene Komlos Grill. Komlos Grill also helped as the main contact 

partner during the whole research and organization process by answering questions and also 

by helping out to find suitable interview partners in the regional offices. The interview took 

place in the realm of an initial meeting with the organization in the very beginning of the 

research project. This means that the interview should allow the interviewee to talk openly 

about topics that are especially relevant for the GWP. In this way, crucial areas on which to 

focus could be identified. Hence, the interview was conducted in the form of an open-ended 

interview, which allowed letting the interview flow as conversation without limiting it to a 

few initial questions (Legan, Keegan and Ward, 2003). A set of initial questions were 

prepared in advance; during the interview some of these questions have been helpful, 

although they mostly served to indicate the topics to cover. Initially, the interview partner was 

asked to describe the organizational structure, mission and vision of the Global Water 
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Partnership. Second, the topics of participation and relation to the different organizational 

units the Global Secretariat maintains. As well, the topic of communication technologies 

being used to maintain relationships and distribute information was addressed in the 

interview. Furthermore, problems and challenges concerning the working processes in the 

GWP network were addressed. All in all, the interview helped to cover the position and 

opinion of the Global Secretariat as the global communication and administrative unit of the 

network and the relations of this global unit in the network.  

After that, a second interview was held with Helene Komlos Grill, in which the topics were 

more specifically directed to the issues of participation in the GWP.  As well, the role of the 

ToolBox in the GWP in general and in participatory processes was addressed. However, 

Helene Komlos Grill highlighted that the ToolBox expert in the GWP is the Knowledge 

Officer Kenge Gunya. Hence, a third interview with Kenge Gunya was initiated in which the 

ToolBox was discussed more in-depth. Kenege Gunya also highlighted challenges when using 

the ToolBox and certain initiatives of the GWP to address these challenges.  

 

The interview with the communication specialist Marguerita Figuerola in the regional office 

of Latin America was conducted via Email. Although it was aimed to conduct this interview 

via Skype or phone, a suitable time and date for the interview could not been found. As well, 

Figuerola reported that her internet access is really unreliable, which would considerably 

influence the quality of the interview. All in all, nine open-ended questions were asked, which 

covered the role in the network, the relation to partners and other organizational units, daily 

tasks and use of ICTs. The interview had the aim to explore the position of the regional 

offices in the communication strategy of the GWP. The switch of perspectives allows to 

critically evaluate the communication strategy of the Global Secretariat. Especially, it was 

aimed to investigate in how far the regional offices have responsibilities and the option to 

create their region-specific communication strategy.  

3.2.3 Online survey 
 

As well, it was aimed to analyze the GWPs communication approach from the perspective of 

the local partner organizations. It was aimed to see to which extent the local partners are 

actually participating in the activities of the GWP. Since it assumed that ICTs might play an 

important role in participatory processes, the survey was aimed to address the partners view 

upon the use of ICTs.  
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Hence, a method needed to be chosen that could explore this local view. As the partners are 

located globally, it was important not just to cover one partner`s view from one cultural 

context, but to include a range of different countries. Hence, it was decided to design an 

online questionnaire to be answered by the GWP’s partners abroad. Thus, it is possible to get 

an overview about a population whose access is in some ways restricted, due to their 

geographical location. In addition to that, there is no restriction in time and place to 

participate in this survey (Wright 2005). As well, it has the benefit for the researcher of being 

time and cost effective for every stakeholder involved.  

All in all, the survey consisted of ten questions, with three open- ended questions and seven 

closed questions. Hence, the survey added a quantitative data perspective to the qualitative 

enquiries. All in all, 64 partners out of 2964 answered the survey, which was sent out to the 

partners by Helene Komlos Grill. 

3.3 Methodological challenges 
 

The study bears certain methodological challenges which should be acknowledged in the 

assessment and analysis of the gathered data. The limitations in the data gathering process in 

general and for the three data gathering methods in general will be discussed in the following 

elaborations.  

3.3.1 Objectivity and the role of the researcher 
 

What should be noted when dealing with qualitative methods is the individual perspective of 

the researcher and subjective representations of the data. Data gathering in qualitative 

methods implies an intensive and personal interaction with the research object. That is why 

qualitative data are always to some extend biased by factors such as the relation of the 

researcher and the research object (Majima and Moore 2009).  

However, Weber highlights that the prevention of perspective is not feasible since we are 

cultural beings and will always judge certain phenomena from our own perspective. He even 

argues that this choice and the personal matter of research is what makes research valuable 

(Weber 1949, 81). Objectivity should not be confused with neutrality (Haskell 1990, 134). As 

Ormerod (1996) also suggest, the study will be embedded in a theoretical framework which 

unravels the research question step by step. Beyond that, a critical discourse on various 

theoretical approaches will help the researcher to maintain a critical distance to the case.  
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Gillian Syman and Catherine Cassell (1998) point out that the determination of data collecting 

and data analysis may not be distinctive within qualitative methods. It is underlined, that a 

‘scientific objectivity’ cannot be guaranteed, as for example a relation between the researcher 

and the respondent always exists during an interview (Symon and Cassell 1998, 6). According 

to Guba and Lincoln (1986), criteria of authenticity such as applicability and strength of the 

argument, will objectify the analysis. In order to increase the credibility of the research, 

techniques to fulfill these criteria will be taken into consideration while analyzing and 

processing the qualitative data collected from the interviews and from accessing a variety of 

documents. These criteria include among others cross-checking of data in different sources or 

the active check for negative instances in the survey until no negative instances can be found 

(Lincoln and Guba 1986, 18-19). For this particular research, the mix- method design 

additionally ensures the verification of one form of data with the other one (Driscoll, Salib, 

and Rupert 2007, 20). Data triangulation makes it possible to detect false notes in the analysis 

(Hollway and Jefferson 2000, 132). By adhering to the criteria developed by Lincoln and 

Guba, the validity and authenticity of the study can be ensured. 

The respective methods to be chosen in the case study of the GWP and their advantages and 

disadvantages will be explained in the following elaborations.. 

3.3.2 Challenges in data collection 
 

Regarding the Interviews, it should be noted that especially Email interviews provide specific 

challenges. First and most obvious, the themes of the interview and the exact wording of the 

questions need to be defined which limits the possibilities of the researcher to react to the 

respective situation and context. In some cases, when no further conversation with the 

interview partner is developed, an Email interview can even be considered as closer to an 

online survey (Burns 2010). For this specific case, the aim was as well to conduct several 

more interviews with regional offices. Unfortunately, although several interview requests 

have been sent, no reply from other regional offices could be gathered. 

  

As well, online surveys should be handled cautiously. Holloway and Jefferson underline that 

“survey research interviews of this kind, where answers can be quantified on a Likert scale, 

are so prevalent that their capacity to produce evidence is taken for granted” (Hollway and 

Jefferson 2000, 7) are limiting the options  for respondents to express themselves. Predefined 

categories might minimize the possibilities for the respondents to develop an own 
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understanding of a particular situation. To avoid this, the researcher integrated places to 

comment for each question of the online survey.  

In this specific case, certain factors especially concerning the distribution, access and 

respondents of the survey should be considered.  

 

The online survey was sent out to the partner organizations not by the researcher herself, but 

by the Communication Officer Helene Komlos Grill. Not having the control over this process 

limited the researcher to motivate and engage in getting more answers, e.g. through sending 

out reminders via Email. In addition to that, the researcher could not control if all the partners 

received information about the survey which might influence the randomness of the sample. 

The process of getting a sufficient amount of answers was not easy; just a few of the partners 

managed to answer the survey in the first weeks. After asking Helene Komlos Grill to send 

out a reminder to partners, especially by getting involved the regional and local offices of the 

GWP to help distributing the survey, the number of answers increased significantly.  

However, Komlos Grill informed via Email that the partners had problems answering the 

survey in English, which affected also the number of answers and also the quality of answers 

of the survey. This language barrier significantly influenced the outcome of the survey and 

can also be used as an example of the general language problems the GWP is facing in their 

daily work. Some of the answers in the open questions the survey contained were hard to 

understand. This influenced the quality of accessing the problems and communicating the 

participant’s opinion, leading to misunderstandings and misconceptions of remarks. The 

language barrier also had a quantitative influence on the sample. The general English 

language literacy is reflected in the partner organizations who participated in the survey, with 

a low participation rate of African and South American countries. The English language 

barrier is discussed in several sources, dealing with working procedures in international 

organizations. As well, Graddol (2000) illustrates in how far English language literacy or 

illiteracy creates hierarchies within organizations.  

 

All in all, the geographical distribution of the sample reflects an unequal geographical 

distribution of the participants. In general, 64 partners answered the survey, representing 21 

out of the 172 countries the partners originate from. 
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(Source: GWP partner survey 2013) 

By GWP regions, there is a clear domination of the Central Asia and Caucasus Region, 

representing in total 43% of all respondents. As well, the regions reflect a clear 

underrepresentation of the African regions with in total just 5% of all African countries being 

represented in the survey. 

As well, four out of the 13 GWP made up 76,6 % of all survey respondents
3
. By country, 

29,1%  of the respondents are located in Georgia, which represents by far the highest number 

of participants in one country. The second and third highest participant rate can be found in 

Bangladesh and Venezuela with each 7,3% of the participants. 

                                                           
3
  The four regions in detail: Central Asia and Caucasus 43,3 % [26]; South America 13,3 % [8]; South 

Asia 10% [6]; Southeast Asia 10% [6] 
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Figure 3: Distribution of Survey respondents among GWP regions 
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(Source: GWP partner survey 2013 and Document “All partners by Type, Q1/14”) 

Regarding the distribution of GWP partner institutions distributed by regional belonging in 

the survey compared to the distribution of partners by regional belonging in the GWP network 

the numbers generally do not entirely correlate. Some GWP regions have a high percentage of 

partners in the GWP in general and also have a high number of participants in the survey, for 

example South America and South Asia. While others, for example West Africa have a high 

percentage of partners in the GWP network, they have no participants in the survey. As well, 

the high percentage of respondents from Central Asia and Caucasus cannot be explained by 

their high number of partners in the GWP network in general. While this region represents 

43,3 % of participants in the survey, it  stands for 5,36% of partners in the GWP in general 

(GWP partners distribution, 2014). As well, the country Georgia has 19 local partner 

institutions, which is, compared to other countries in the GWP, not a significant high number 

of partners (GWP partner distribution 2014).   

The initial plan and set up of the survey was design in a way that every partner has an equal 

chance to participate. However, the language barrier was underestimated by the researcher 

and as well by the Global Water Partnership.  

Apart from the language barrier, other factors might have influenced the sample distributions 

among the geographic locations of the partners. As the survey could not been sent out by the 
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research and also not directly by Helene Komlos Grill, a big responsibility lay in the initiative 

of the regional and country office to be cooperative and forward the survey to the relevant 

countries and partner organizations. In this way, there is no guarantee if the survey even 

reached all of the partner organizations. Apart from this, the survey included certain open 

qualitative questions, which implies a higher involvement with the survey and the topic and as 

well time to answer the questions. This is why a lack of time is probably a crucial factor for 

answering the survey. 

The practices and opinions expressed in the survey are dominated by certain regions while 

others are left out. It can be seen that partners who might have a more reliable internet access 

are more likely to participate in the survey. By comparing the internet penetration rate
4
 of the 

survey participants by country with the internet penetration rate of non-participants by 

country, it can be seen that the penetration rate of the participants is almost double as high as 

of the non-participants. While the participants have a medium internet penetration rate of 

37,8% penetration, the non-participant’s medium internet penetration rate is 20,89%. For 

example, considering that the amount of internet users in Africa is the lowest in comparison to 

other regions of the GWP
5
, it would have been of special importance to include their voices in 

the survey data. With ICTs and the digital divide as a crucial area in this study, especially 

analyzing the partners that are especially influenced by the digital divide would have been 

beneficial for this study. However, considering that the internet penetration rate for the GWP 

headquarter in Sweden is 92,7 %, the perspective of the participants in the survey with 37,8% 

internet penetration will still be significantly different. As well, this can be seen as well as an 

example of the daily challenges the GWP is facing in their communication practices. 

The same is true for the Asian and South American regions. The missing data from these 

crucial regions has to be considered while analyzing the survey and when formulating the 

results based on this data. This skewed distribution is especially significant concerning the 

background of communication for development as a main theme for the study in general. If 

the cultural context is crucial to the understanding of ICTs and Communication, an equal 

presentation of these cultures has to be achieved.  

                                                           
4
 According to Internet World Stats the internet penetration rate describes the percentage of the 

population of a respective country that uses the internet. Internet penetration rate by country was 

chosen as it does not only describe the internet access, but also includes information about the required 

knowledge on how to use internet technologies. The respective data was gathered in 2012. 

[http://www.internetworldstats.com/surfing.htm] 
5
  According to Internet World Stats [http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats1.htm], 7% of the 

internet users in 2012 worldwide are from Africa; representing an internet penetration in 2012 of 

15,6% of the African population; no other internet penetration rate among a population is as low.  



49 
 

3.4 Analytical framework 
 

As the true understanding about certain critical points in the communication strategy and 

knowledge management of the Global Water Partnership can just be understood through 

looking into the perspectives of different members of the organization, a methodology needed 

to be found that recognizes this. Phenomenology was chosen as a philosophical framework to 

process collected data. Phenomenology emphasizes the personal perception of a situation 

(Lester 1999, Groenewald 2004). Groenewald states, that in phenomenology “(t)he aim of the 

researcher is to describe as accurately as possible the phenomenon, refraining from any pre-

given framework, but remaining true to the fact” (Groenewald 2004, 5). In addition to that, 

Groenewald also highlights, that individual remarks about a specific situation are always 

including a certain paradigm, which he describes as a set of beliefs, the researchers world 

views or model according to which certain research actions are taken (Groenewald 2004, 6). 

Applying a phenomenological approach, offers to compare and jump between the theoretical 

remarks established in the first part and the collected data.  

The coding process 

In general, the documents, interviews and the online survey, were analyzed throughout a 

coding process, which helps to structure and accumulate data in specific topics and themes. 

According to Saldaña, a code is “a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a 

summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-

based or visual data” (Saldaña 2009, 3). Saldaña highlights that descriptive coding is best 

used to capture the perspectives from multiple actors acquired in qualitative data collecting 

processes (2009, 7). In descriptive coding, open codes are produced, that are further processed 

through a second cycle coding process. In the end, this coding process makes it possible for 

the researcher to form categories according to similar characteristics of codes (Saldaña 2009, 

8). Through this coding process, it was possible to identify certain groups and themes that 

could be used in order to access the research questions and relate the collected data to the 

theoretical remarks (Spencer, Ritchie, and O’Conner 2003). However, it should be highlighted 

that the theoretical notions influenced the coding process by already targeting important 

aspects that the codes are focusing on. As well, the coding process was affected by the natural 

boundaries that the case of the GWP had, for example analyzing the organizational structure.  
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Figure 5: Categories and Codes 

1. Participation in the GWP 

- The GWP’s network structure 

- Local and regional participation 

- Empowerment through participation? 

 

2. Communication in the GWP 

- The role of communication in the GWP strategy 

- Communication in and with local organizational units 

- Communication as process or product 

 

3. Participatory Communication 

 

4. Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICTs) in the GWP 

- ICTs used for external communication 

- ICT used for internal communication 

- ICTs and participation 

- How the GWP adapt to communication challenges 

 

 

 

Concerning the online survey it should be 

highlighted that simple mathematical 

procedures have been used in the analysis of 

the collected data, for example to calculate 

the distribution of partners by GWP regions.  

All in all, the data is structured according to 

codes structured in five categories: (1) 

Participation in the GWP network (2) 

Communication in the GWP (3) Participatory 

communication in the GWP and (4) The role 

of ICTs in the GWP. 
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4. Analysis 

In the light of the previous theoretical and methodological discussions, the research purpose 

and research questions should be recalled in order to tie the research to the specific aim.  

The purpose of this research is to analyze the way participatory communication is understood 

in the GWP strategies. As well, the research will analyze how this understanding subsequently 

informs practices throughout the GWP. Hence, the research can point out if participatory 

strategies of the headquarters differ from the actual practices throughout the network. 

Second, the thesis will attempt to develop an understanding what role ICTs have in relation to 

participatory communication in the GWP. Thus, the purpose is to analyze if ICTs are 

deliberately used to support participatory interventions and as well to point out the specific 

challenges the GWP is facing in connection to communication practices through ICTs. 

The research questions that are raised in this thesis are: 

- How is participatory communication understood in the global GWP strategy? How 

does this understanding inform practices in the GWP network? 

 

- What role do ICTs play regarding participatory communication in the GWP? What 

are the challenges in using ICTs in the GWP network? 

4.1 General goals of the GWP 

 

The GWP state on their website: “The Global Water Partnership's vision is for a water secure 

world. Our mission is to support the sustainable development and management of water 

resources at all levels” (GWP Website 2013). The GWP wants to promote Integrated Water 

Resource Management (IWRM) in all areas of society and sees itself as “advocates or 

diplomats for water, “bringing together different interest groups from tourism to industry, 

agriculture and governments across national boundaries (Komlos Grill 2013). Hence, GWP is 

not working on the very practical level of water management but they rather see themselves as 

policy makers influencing water issues on a global level, for instance on world summits. For 

them, the approach to IWRM comprises among others the recognition of water as a finite 

resource, water as a thread and water being tied to other major global conflicts such as climate 

change or urbanization.   
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Their main values comprise “inclusiveness, openness, transparency, accountability, respect, 

gender sensitivity and solidarity”, which aim to strengthen dialogue, neutrality and credibility 

(GWP homepage 2013). In detail, four goals are formulated, namely: “(1) an operational goal, 

(2) an advocacy goal, (3) a knowledge goal and (4) a partnering goal” (GWP homepage 

2013).   

The operational and advocacy goal comprise the need to integrate or strengthen water policies 

in national development plans and to bring different governmental, civil society or industrial 

actors together. The GWP aims to achieve a critical understanding of water security especially 

within the background of global developments and conflicts such as climate change or food 

production. A reinforcement of knowledge sharing and communications is the emphasis of 

goal three which in particular highlights the aim to achieve knowledge and capacity building 

at all levels of the organization, stakeholders and society to promote a participatory 

communication culture. Goal four, the partnering goal, focuses on strengthening ties within 

the GWP network to make it more effective and stronger in order to increase the 

collaboration, especially to support the partners of the GWP network.  

 

4.2 Participation in the GWP network 

 

4.2.1 The GWP’s network structure  

Approaches for another development highlight participation as the prerequisite for a “more 

expansive, flexible and humane” (Huesca 2008, 186) communications culture. The 

participation as-end and participation-as means dualism revealed, that participation is often an 

instrument to hide information diffusion that is sometimes still apparent. Analyzing the GWP 

network and each organizational unit will reveal, if power structures and hierarchies are still 

determining the working processes and it will make clear to what extend local partners can 

participate in and contribute to the network’s processes.  

The operational focus of the GWP lies on the organizational structure in order to simplify 

procedures. It is highlighted that the roles and responsibilities of all units of the GWP should 

be acknowledged and that the dynamics of the network are essential for reaching the GWP´s 

goals. A “robust network and communication system is seen as a key competency for the 

GWP to function effectively. “If the GWP network mutates into a centralised hierarchy it will 



53 
 

lose its comparative advantage. If it becomes too flexible it will lose its credibility and brand 

reputation”(GWP Website 2013).  

The next part will describe the different units of the network with their goal, tasks and 

communication flows to other units. The goal is to identify the relations between the different 

units and in how far collaboration is taking place between them. All in all, the GWP network 

has four different organizational units: The Global Secretariat with the Technical Committee, 

Regional Water Partnerships, Country Water Partnerships and Partners. 

 

The Global Secretariat 

It is based in Stockholm and “provides overall support and coordination to the network” 

(GWP homepage 2013) on a global level. The Global Secretariat is responsible for managing 

finances and funding and as well serves as a unit to coordinate communications around the 

network. Komlos Grill highlights that the Global Secretariat is operating on a global level. 

The aim is to tie different stakeholders on different levels in society, interested in water 

management, together. She explains, “We should make sure that different interest groups 

meet, but we need to provide a platform which is neutral for dialogue, so what we do is, we 

do a lot of meetings, we do a lot of workshops where we build capacity” (Komlos Grill 2013). 

Hence, the Global Secretariat is described as a unit, having an overall administrative role, an 

umbrella, for the whole global network. The aim is to coordinate the regional and local GWP 

activities in a way that capacity is developed on all levels. Although the Global Secretariat 

sees itself as a global, neutral unit, regional and local issues are considered and influence their 

daily work. 

The Technical Committee is closely tied to the Global Secretariat on the global level. The 

Technical Committee, also referred to as the ‘technical hub’ (GWP website 2013), is an 

organizational unit of the GWP working exclusively with knowledge material. It consists of 

14 selected recognized professionals of different disciplines relating to integrated water 

resources management. The main tasks of the Technical Committee is the production of high-

quality and peer-reviewed knowledge material that is distributed to water practitioners (GWP 

website 2013). As well, the members of the committee provide advice and support and are 

supposed to facilitate knowledge sharing.  

 

The Global Secretariat is in a daily exchange with the communications colleagues in the 

regional offices, for example in order to produce certain communication materials such as 
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information brochures. Komlos Grill points out that she is in contact with the regional offices 

frequently. As well, the GWP provides certain capacity building workshops and trainings for 

the regional partners. Komlos Grill explains, “and then we have a training on the website or 

social media or storytelling. So they feel they are part of the team“ (Komlos Grill 2013).  

39,2% of the partners share information regularly with the Global Secretariat. Nevertheless, 

the majority of partners are not in a regular contact with the Global Secretariat. It shows, that 

the relationship between the Global Secretariat as the global unit and the partners as the local 

unit is still relatively distanced.  

Table 2: Frequency of partners being in contact with the Global Secretariat 

 
regularly 

  
never no comment 

Sharing information with 
the Global Secretariat 

39,2% (20) 19,6% (10) 21,6% (11) 19,6% (10) 0,0% (0) 

 

Komlos Grill points out, that the Global Secretariat is not working directly with the local 

partners. Collaboration with local partner organizations is a task that is more fulfilled by the 

Regional Water Partnerships and Country Water Partnerships which have a bridging function 

in the network.  

 

Regional Water Partnerships 

 

The GWP network comprises about 13 Regional Water Partnerships (RWP)
6
. Regional Water 

Partnerships have the function to ensure the communication and sharing across national 

boundaries. They are self-governed and are aimed to implement the strategies, policies and 

knowledge gathered on the global level. Being the regional unit of the GWP network, the 

regional offices serve as bridges between the global and the local level, helping to 

communicate the globally developed strategies (GWP homepage 2013). The Regional Water 

Partnerships should be as autonomous as possible from the Global Secretariat. They also 

develop their own strategy. The regional activities are summarized in a monthly report for the 

Global Secretariat (Figuerola 2013).  

Komlos Grill underlines that the GWP is aimed to employ a communicator in each of the 13 

regions. However, not all of the regions actually do have a full-time communicator and most 

                                                           
6
 In detail, the 13 Regional Water Partnership consists of the following regions: Caribbean, Central 

Africa , Central America, Central and Eastern Europe, Central Asia and Caucasus, China, Eastern 

Africa, Mediterranean, South America, South Asia, Southeast Asia, Southern Africa and West Africa. 

 

http://www.gwp.org/en/gwp-in-action/Central-Africa/Contact-GWP-Central-Africa/
http://www.gwp.org/en/gwp-in-action/Central-Africa/Contact-GWP-Central-Africa/
http://www.gwp.org/en/gwp-in-action/West-Africa/Contact-GWP-West-Africa/
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of the titled Communication Officers split their time between other activities 

(Communications strategy 2013, 8). The duties of the Regional Water Partnership’s 

Communication Officers are “Strategy Development, Communications Management and 

Relationships” (Communiation Strategy 2013). Figuerola, the Communication Officer in the 

RWP in South America, understands her position as following, “I try to keep the different 

GWP audiences informed of the national, regional and global GWP/ activities, and in this way 

keep them engaged in the water issues of our region.”  

In general, the regular communication activities of the RWP are basically focused on 

communication between the Global Secretariat and the Country Offices. Figurola describes to 

be “in constant contact with the country Chairs, and less frequently with partners”. The RWP 

communicators produce material in cooperation with the Country Water Partnership and also 

cooperating with partners. Figuerola underlines that she for example is writing her monthly 

report with the help of information send in by the Country Water Partnerships (Figuerola 

2013). Hence, the bridging function of the regional offices is underlined.  

Country Water Partnerships 

 

The GWP also comprises about 84 Country Water Partnerships (CWP)
7
. As well as the 

regional partnerships, the country water partnerships are self-governed. In general, the tasks 

of the country offices mirror the ones of the duties of the regional offices, although they can 

implement issues on the level of their local context. Hence, the Country Water Partnerships 

serve as bridges between the regions and the partners; promoting water issues in the local 

context. They maintain the contact to local partners in order to be “informed by local 

experiences and good practices from across the network” (GWP Website 2013). Komlos Grill 

states that the CWP do have a communicator. However, they are not employed by the GWP 

itself, but are employees of other organizations being tied to the GWP. In addition to that, the 

communicator in the country offices may not devote all of their time to communications, but 

do inhabit other functions (Komlos Grill 2013).  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
 A detailed list of the GWP´s Country Water Partnerships can be accessed here: 

http://www.gwp.org/en/About-GWP/Country-Water-Partnerships/ 
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Institutional partners  

 

The GWPs network comprises about 2964 partners being informally attached to the 

organization. The partners origin in a variety of backgrounds- “water experts, development 

agencies, public institutions, government agencies, private companies, professional 

organizations, academic institutions, and other” (Toolbox 2013); devoted to the issue of 

sustainable water management. Hence, the partners represent the most local level that is 

attached to the GWP network.  

When it comes to the distribution of partners by GWP region, it can be seen that certain 

regions such as South Asia have a relatively high amount of partners [520], while other 

regions, such a Mediterranean have significantly fewer partners [83].  

 

 
                   (Source: Document “All partners by Type, Q1/14, provided by Kenge Gunya) 

 

When it comes to the institutional belonging in the GWP network, it can be seen that most of the 

partner institutions are NGO`s [35%]. Also government ministries or departments [15,82%] and 

Private enterprises [12,65%] make up a relatively high number of the partners. Komlos Grill also 
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Figure 6: Distribution of GWP partners by GWP region 
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highlights that the partners concentrate on a variety of different topics, e.g. draught management, 

floods or urbanization.  

 

                 (Source: Document “All partners by Type, Q1/14”, provided by Kenge Gunya) 

 

However, it should be highlighted that not all the partners are equally large when it comes to 

their actual size, concerning financial and human resources (Komlos Grill 2014). This has 

significant influences on the possibilities to contribute to the GWP network. For example the 

NGO “Water for People” from Guatemala (www.waterforpeople.org) states that “there are 

some resources to do it [participate] and sometimes we [they] share our experiences in 

conferences, meetings and other related events” (Survey 2013). However, other partners state 

in the survey that they do not have time and resources to participate, for example the NGO 

“Bruder JGM” from Venezuela (http://bruderjgm.com). As well, official ministries and 

universities might have more influence on policies and strategies than relatively small NGO`s.  

In general, it can be concluded that partner organization, influenced by their geographical and 

cultural origin, by their institutional belonging and by their size, do have a diverse perspective 

on reality. As well, these institutions face different challenges that are among others 

determined by the prior factors.  

35,36% 

15,82% 12,65% 

10,16% 

6,68 % 

6,07% 

3,41% 

3,34 % 

2,94% 
1,89 

1,25% 
0,37 % 

0,07% 

NGO (35,36%) 

Goverment ministry or 
department (15,82%) 
Private Enterprise (12,65%) 

Public Agency or Comission 
(10,16%) 
Research Institutions (6,68%) 

University (6,10%) 

Professional Association (3,41%) 

Other (3,34%) 

Educational Institution (2,94%) 

Network (1,89%) 

Other International Organization 
(1,25%) 
UN Body (0,37%) 

International River Basin 
Organization (0,07%) 

Figure 7: Distribution of partner organizations by instituional belonging 

http://www.waterforpeople.org/
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Becoming a partner is free and not tied to any more formal obligations that are formulated in 

official contracts. Partners are obliged to coordinate activities and share information with 

other partners and contribute to the network with advice and experience free of charge to a 

certain agreed level. On the other hand, partners are supposed to benefit from new contacts 

and partners, guidance and the opportunity to contribute to the field of water management 

(GWP Website 2013). 

The following table shows the motivation of the partners to join the GWP network, according 

to the survey. Generally, it can be seen that the partners want to contribute and participate 

rather than to receive information from the GWP’s headquarters.  

 

Table 2: The local partner’s strongest motivation to join the GWP network 

 % # 

Contribute to a 

development in the field of 

water management 

80,3 49 

Gain new information 

about water management 

70,5 43 

Participate in workshops 

and trainings 

49,2 30 

Receive coordination and 

guidance of my own 

activities 

32,8 20 

Increase awareness about 

my organization 

31,1 19 

Gain opportunity to 

enlarge own network 

29,5 18 

Enhance the reputation in 

my own network 

14,8 9 

 (Source: Survey with the partners, 2013) 

 

Described as an obligation on the webpage, the partners state that they are highly motivated to 

contribute to a development in the field of water management; 80 % of the partners see it as 

their main motivation to join the GWP network. Gaining new information in the field of water 

management is with 70,5 % an almost equally strong incentive to join the network. 

Furthermore, 49,5 % of the partners want to benefit from the workshops and trainings the 

GWP network is offering. All in all, the partners show a strong interest sharing their 

experiences and knowledge with the network. As well, partners underline that their goal is 

rather to “(s)upport to local community for water use, management and conservation” 

(Namsaling Community Development Center (NCDC), Ilam [Nepal] ) then to enlarge their 

own organization’s reputation.  
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The survey also reveals that the partners are most likely to be in contact with the more local 

units like the country offices than with the global units of the GWP network, as it could have 

also been seen with other organizational units. Hence, partners state to be in regular contact 

and share information with the country offices (69,9%). Thus, the country offices are the 

partner´s main contact point in the working processes of the GWP network.  

4.2.2 Local and regional participation 
 

The establishment of Regional and Country Water Partnership and as well the possibility to 

become a member of the network is a step towards the recognition of the local level and their 

participation in the working processes. The Regional Water Partnerships and Country Water 

Partnerships serve as a bridge between the global and local units of the GWP. Projects and 

programmes thus have a better chance to be specifically tied to the respective local context. 

The survey revealed that the partners on the local level are in regular contact with the country 

offices and less frequently with the regional offices and the Global Secretariat. By having the 

country offices, it is possible to better integrate cultural differences in the GWP network, 

which is a general aim of the GWP. Komlos Grill highlights “we are very likely about 

bringing it down to the local level in every aspect. And so we don’t want to be top down, 

more flat; we are even button-up I would say. So we try to listen to them” (Komlos Grill 

2013).  

In general, participation of local partners in the GWP processes is taking place. However, it 

should be analyzed if there is a qualitative difference in the involvement of the different 

organizational units. First of all the financial support of the different organizational units 

differs immensely. Just the activities of the Global Secretariat and of the Regional Offices are 

paid by the Global Water Partnership. The Country offices and partners are financially 

dependent on other organizations (Komlos Grill 2013). Yet, the partner’s participation is 

based on a complete voluntary basis. This reflects the professional level that the different 

units are involved in with a clear focus on the global units rather than the local level.  

Ways to participate 

It is highlighted that the GWP is working to establish a ‘knowledge chain’ (Komlos Grill 

2014). Knowledge should not just be produced and transmitted by the Technical Committee, 

but should integrate the local partner’s view and knowledge as well. Komlos Grill explains, 
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And so we have a whole set of different actors, Regional Water Partnership and 

the Technical Committee that produces a product and then you have the 

interconnectivity between all those. So it is important that they produce a product 

that is relevant for the regions in terms of which knowledge do they need to have. 

And at the same time what is produced by the Technical Committee needs to be as 

well on the very global level.        (Komlos Grill 2014) 

In this way, the Regional Water Partnerships will collaborate with partners in the production 

of knowledge material related to water management, for example through capacity building 

workshops, especially in cooperation with schools and universities (Komlos Grill 2014). The 

contribution that the partners can make to the network is the collaboration in this knowledge 

production and sharing process.“That´s what we want from partners; that they provide and 

give knowledge to GWP.” (Komlos Grill, 2014). The GWP defines the strategy and the 

thematic areas on the global level, the local level is then applying it to their respective 

context.  In this way, the GWP network is benefitting from the knowledge of the partners and 

the opportunity to apply their global strategy to a local contact. On the other hand, the 

partners are profiting from the opportunity that this network of water professionals offer. 

Hence, participation can take place in forms of submitted knowledge material, for example 

case studies. The partners can produce case studies on their own, but the collaboration with 

other partners through the Regional Water Partnerships is recommended. Partners with similar 

thematic interests may meet and work on a specific case or policy that determines their work.  

As well, the GWP is holding an annual meeting with the partners, the Consulting Partners 

Meeting in Stockholm. Each Regional Water Partnership may invite three to four partners to 

be present at this meeting in which strategic issues are discussed. In this way, the partners can 

participate in the global level of the GWP network directly and may have direct influences on 

overall global strategic direction (Komlos Grill 2014). 

Motivation to participate 

Despite the highlighted collaborative working processes of the GWP network, not all of the 

2964 partners are active. Komlos Grill highlights that some people are not active at all, ye 

other partners may make a difference in changing the respective governance structures and 

water resources management in their region and also on a global scale. It is underlined that 

there are key active and powerful partners in each region which contribute the most with their 

knowledge. Komlos Grill underlines that the loose network structure makes it very difficult to 

maintain the overview about all the partners and coordinate their activity and engagement. 
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She even underlines that the Global Secretariat is not responsible for motivating partners to 

participate. 

They can join, we can always work on making them more active, but it is up to 

them to do what they want with their membership at the GWP. And we of course 

want them to participate. We have newsletters in the regions; we have meetings 

that they are invited to etc. But its up to them. We cannot tell them what to do. It’s 

a loose network.”      (Komlos Grill 2014) 

In knowledge-sharing it is particularly difficult for the GWP to also provide the relevant 

knowledge for the partners, if they are inactive. Komlos Grill reports that partners ask for 

specific information, but sometimes do not even take the time to read their monthly 

newsletters to be updated about their activities.  

However, the survey revealed that 80,3% of the partners see their contribution to the field of 

water management as a main motivation to join the GWP and thus outcompetes other factors 

such as enlarging one’s own network. The partners want to share knowledge and share their 

experiences, but do not always know how they can contribute to the GWP. Missing resources 

are the biggest impediment to share knowledge for more than half of the survey respondents 

[51,7%]. As well, time constraints make knowledge sharing hard. Although the GWP states it 

to be their main working principle, to integrate partners into their work, 22,4 % of the partners 

do not know how to transmit information to the GWP network. One of the partners explains 

the biggest challenges when it comes to collaborating with the GWP, 

To make the most of the network, meaning to be able to take the advantages of 

GWP to share information, experiences and to maximize the benefits for all the 

organizations involved. For instance we don´t take part in many of the potential 

ways of sharing because they are not well known by all members.    

                        (Survey respondent 2013) 

The partners think that there is a “lack of guidance on how to get involved” (Survey 

respondent 2013). Especially when the time and resources are scarce, it should be specified 

how each partner can make a contribution to the network. With the wish for more 

transparency on how to contribute, goes the demand for more “simplicity in communication 

and its applicability to local current and future problems” (Survey respondent 2013). Too 

many knowledge products are produced, reflecting complex academic case studies that take 

time and resources to analyze and reflect upon.  
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Komlos Grill is aware of the high amount of scientific knowledge in the GWP network and 

the problem to motivate people to engage with this material, 

And we try to also promote a case study every month in a newsletter, we use 

social media to make people read it. But it’s difficult. Because a case study is 

supposed to be a very scientific information. And if you post it on Facebook then 

people, they don’t want to read this long document. But it’s this balance that 

makes it difficult too.       (Komlos Grill 2014) 

However, the steps that the Global Secretariat does is to give partners the capacity to 

collaborate, for example in forms of workshops in which they specify certain topics such as 

participatory approaches or gender awareness or address specific water issues such as draught 

management (Water : Catalyst for Cooperation booklet, 35). According to Komlos Grill, the 

Regional Partnerships try to engage their partners through face-to-face meetings in groups 

collaborating in specific areas. But key players that are especially active are highlighted to 

play a major role in participatory interventions 

4.2.3 Empowerment through participation? 
 

Participation should be a key to empowerment of local entities and the key to enforce 

structural changes in power relationships (Inagaki 2007, 7). The local level should be the 

owner of their own problem through dialogic communication. Local entities should be 

included in all stages of planning, analysis and implementation processes, thus achieving 

empowering outcomes (Huesca 2008, 186-188).  

The Global Secretariat is defining the strategic and thematic direction that the GWP wants to 

follow and the regional and country offices take it and apply it to their context. To a certain 

extent, the partners can also have influence on the global strategy, but that again is dependent 

on the commitment of the partners, as Komlos Grill highlights. 

When we have had a consultative process, when we have produced this [the 

2014-2019] strategy, we have had meetings in four regions where we have invited 

the people that the regions thought would be beneficial to have at that strategy 

meeting and who are the key people to discuss these issues with. So it is very 

much I would say the global level with defining the overall picture and the 

strategy and then it goes down to the regions. The regions would take the pieces 

that they think is important.                      (Komlos Grill 2014) 

It can be seen that the partners for instance can have influence on the strategic decisions. But 

it is just the key partner in the regions. The others have to take the strategy in their local 

context. The GWP highlights that collaboration is everything, that everything they do is about 
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bringing key people with knowledge in water resources management together. More partners 

are joining, the GWP network is growing. The amount of partner organizations grew from 

around 500 in 2004, to around 2000 in 2009 and 2964 in 2014 (Gubicki 2013). 

However, as said before, the growth of the network and the amount of partners does not make 

it possible to include everyone in the consultative process. Participation is not ensured for all 

the partners in the GWP network. Hence, just a few of the partners are actually participating, 

that have the time and the resources to contribute to the network. Empowerment as an 

outcome of participatory communication is not guaranteed for all of the partners of the GWP. 

Participation is not ensured for the many, but for the few active and probably powerful 

partners. Participation in the GWP can be possible, but it has to be motivated by the partners 

itself. There is no easy and quick way to participate for the partners with little contributions; 

but instead the possibilities to contribute through scientific materials are rather slow and time-

consuming. 

Empowerment through participatory processes can just be ensured for the partners who have 

the time and resources to contribute. But for the partners as a whole, participation is not 

guaranteed. Materials produced by the GWP can be accessed but is not the result of 

participatory processes through the partners.  

In general, already existing structural power relationships in the GWP network are not 

addressed through participatory interventions. For example, there is no difference in 

approaching relatively large and influential government agencies and a relatively small NGO. 

It should be recognized that their specific situation and possibilities to contribute might be 

very different from each other. Still, as the GWP highlights in their main approaches, they 

need all those voices to collectively achieve sustainable water management.  

 

4.3 Communication 

Communication as a dialogue is “democratic social interaction” (Beltrán 1979, 168) connected 

to participation and empowerment.  Communication thus should enforce the equal exchange 

of information and knowledge between partners and thus enforcing participation and 

empowerment. Following, the role of communication in the GWP will be analyzed. It is 

aimed to see how communication is connected to the GWPs main goals and what 

communication itself means for the GWP. In the end, it can be determined in how far GWP’s 

understanding of communication affects participation in the network. The results of the 
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survey and the interviews will then show how the GWPs strategy and understanding of 

communication is implemented in practice. 

4.3.1 The role of communication in the GWP strategy 

Communication is integrated in goal three of the overall strategy, namely “Reinforce 

knowledge sharing and communications” (Communication Strategy 2013). “The focus of 

Goal # 3 is on developing the capacity to share knowledge and to promote a dynamic 

communications culture so as to support better water management” (Communication Strategy 

2013, 2). In detail, the GWP aims to achieve particular outcomes through their 

communication strategy. The first outcome is directed towards the spreading of knowledge 

gathered within the network to stakeholders outside the water sector. Second, the 

communication strategy is about to achieve the development of capacities in all levels of the 

network. The GWP is aimed to “develop products, services and platforms that make 

communication easier” and enhance knowledge sharing. The toolbox is central to these 

efforts. Third, the communication approach addresses a communication culture that is 

integrated into all levels of the network and as well into all program activities.  

GWP will shape its internal communication culture to improve dialogue and 

share lessons more widely among regional and country Partners. This means 

finding ways to make it easier for the whole network to share knowledge, 

experiences and information. GWP will help people realise that sharing 

information between departments, regions and cooperating Partners strengthens 

the network and augments its contribution to the wider world   

                                                                    (Communication strategy 2013) 

Communication is highlighted as a central part of the GWPs work and should be integrated at 

all levels of the network. “Communications makes its biggest impact when it is embedded 

from the start in a program or initiative” (Global Secretariat 2013, 4). In fact, Komlos Grill 

underlines that “everything we do is communication” (Komlos Grill 2014). All programmes 

that are drafted in the regions will thus be checked on the global level if communication is 

included as a main component. “If there is no component on communications in this 

programme, they have to add it. Because they can´t just run a programme and not 

communicate about it and have no budget to produce a report, to do social media or to do 

anything” (Komlos Grill 2014).  
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4.3.2 Communication in and with local organizational units  

As well, the GWP takes account of the various cultures that are involved in the GWP 

network. It is emphasized that messages must be tailored to the specific audience that they 

address. As well, the Regional and Country Offices are supposed be as autonomous as 

possible; “the stronger they are, the stronger the network” (Communication Strategy, 5). 

Hence, communication embraces the importance of strong local partners that can act 

independently of the Global Secretariat. In order to strengthen the status of communication in 

the GWP in general, it is aimed to create a position for a communicator in all the regional 

offices. As well, a regional strategy should be established that highlights the regions’ 

specifics. The practice in the regions, however is mixed. Not every region employs a 

communicator who devotes all their time to communication tasks, as Komlos Grill highlights. 

Mikaela Figuerola underlines that her specific tasks focus “around specific communication 

products” (Figuerola 2013), for example the newsletter, the maintenance of digital media 

platforms and annual publications. Figuerola does not refer to the duties of strategic 

development making her position seem to be a rare Communications Management and 

message developing function, aiming to produce final communication products.  

 

4.3.3 Communication as process or product 
 

Dervin and Huesca discussed that communication practices may adopt a process approach, 

focusing “on the experience of collectively planning, producing, and reading or viewing a 

mediated product. The emphasis is on the growth and learning experienced by the participants 

engaged in the communication activities” (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 52). On the other hand, 

communication practices might focus on a final communication product, meaning, the 

“narrative and aesthetic qualities of a final videotape, newsletter or photograph without much 

concern for participation in production of these products” (Dervin and Huesca 1997, 52).  

In the communication strategy, it is emphasized that communication is seen as a dialogue in 

the GWP. “Communications is an iterative process that designs and delivers audience-

informed messages, and then gathers feedback to assess impact” (Communication Strategy, 

4). Komlos Grill underlines that communication in the GWP is a process. For her this is 

essential since the concept of integrated water resources management that the GWP is 

promoting, is a consultative process involving communications on all levels. “So it’s a 
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process. Like it’s the whole concept we are promoting. We are promoting IWRM, that is a 

process between many different people, partners, actors, who engage in the same issues. So it 

is very loose. And I would say everything we do is communication” (Komlos Grill 2014).   

At the same time, the GWP is focusing on the production of communication products. 

Komlos Grill highlights that for example handing out brochures at the local level or the 

production of a newsletter by the regions to keep the partners updated is an essential part of 

their work. The monthly communication products such as newsletters are mainly produced 

individually. However, input might come from other levels of the network, as Figuerola 

highlights, “the newsletter is “built” with the monthly activity reports that are sent in by the 

Country Water Partnerships (in our case that means 6 countries), regional activities which 

comes from our office, and global issues which comes from the Global Secretariat” (Figuerola 

2013). Other publications such as specific brochures or the “Entre Aguas” an annual 

publication containing editorials, interviews and articles, is produced in close collaborations 

with the partners (Figuerola 2013).  

Collaboration in the production of communication products is taking place to a certain extent. 

However, the main purpose to be in contact with other organizational units is to inform, rather 

than to cooperate (Figuerola 2013). Yet, the communication strategy also reflects course of 

action that might be closer to see communication as public relations and marketing. The 

importance of branding and strategic messaging is seen as a way to strengthen the position 

and to communicate “niche accomplishments in a competitive donor environment” 

(Communication Strategy, 4). Thus, the emphasis rather rests on the final product and not on 

the communication process itself. Komlos Grill highlights that the major tasks of her and the 

regional communication officers encompass the production of communication material such 

as brochures. Communication rather reflects “the art of messaging”, related to external 

communication as in marketing or public relations (Communication strategy 2013).  

 

4.4 Participatory communication in the GWP 

Communication and participation are inherently connected in recent approaches in 

development communication. However, communication techniques are not always the result 

of participatory processes. The deeper understanding of the inherent power-relationships, the 

structural causes of inequality are not always understood and addressed (Dervin and Huesca 

1997).  
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It is crucial how the network structure of the GWP and its approach to communication are 

reflecting together an understanding and implementation of participatory communication. 

Hence, the following notions take into account the analysis of the network structure and as 

well the GWPs understanding and implementation of communication. 

Empowerment for a few partners 

The participatory process in the GWP network is dominated by a few local partners who 

regularly participate in the regional and global activities. For those partners, the participatory 

communication of the GWP is actually a process, a way to have influence in the network. For 

example, certain active partners can get invited to meetings in the regions that are directed to 

certain thematic areas. Or, influential partners also might get invited to the annual Consulting 

Partners Meeting in Stockholm (Komlos Grill 2014). Thus, their local views can have 

influence in their regions and also determine the strategic direction on a global level. 

For these few active partners, the participatory approach of the GWP is actually resulting in 

empowerment of the partners. Here, the participatory communication of the GWP is 

highlighting participation-as-end approaches, the view that people in all levels of society have 

the responsibility and knowledge about their own condition and can determine their own 

destiny, thus transforming social power relations in the long run (Inagaki 2007, 7): 

Communication for these partners is involved in participatory processes, in which they can 

continuously give and receive feedback and can contribute with their knowledge on all 

program activities.  

Many partners are inactive 

However, participatory communication is not reaching all the partners of the network. Just a 

few partners are actively participating in the GWP network; involving all the 2964 partners is 

not possible. Komlos Grill underlines that the loose network structure makes it hard to include 

every partner in their processes. 

I mean not all of them are active. So you have to understand how they work. 

Some of them just maybe think it is good for them to show…that they are partners 

of this big organization. But they don’t really participate so much in our work. 

And then you have others who are really much engaged and give their 

contributions…into the GWP’s work in changing governance structures and 

Water Resources Management. That´s what makes it so difficult in a way; it´s so 

loose. But in every region…they know who their main partners are.   

                  (Komlos Grill 2014) 
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Also the survey revealed that not all partners are actively involved in the working processes of 

the GWP network. The central contact point for the partners is the Country Office. Less 

frequently, partners are in direct contact with the regional offices or the Global Secretariat. 

Hence, partners miss the overall connection to the global network ”while country level 

initiatives are encouraging, I find regional access is inert and often you need to access through 

the regional route” (Survey respondent 2013). 

Table 3: Survey question number three: How strongly do you participate in the following 

activities in the GWP network? 

 
regularly 

  
never no comment # of answers 

Producing material 
for the toolbox 

20,5% (9) 11,4% (5) 
29,5% 
(13) 

27,3% 
(12) 

11,4% (5) 44 

Producing stories to 
be published 
through the GWPs 
communication 
channels 

28,9% (13) 13,3% (6) 
15,6% 

(7) 
26,7% 
(12) 

15,6% (7) 45 

 

Despite a motivation to contribute from 80% of the survey respondents (see Table 2, page 58), 

just a relative small number of participations are actively producing material for the GWP, 

some even say to never ever produce material at all. In fact, some partners feel that certain 

initiatives to participate and to share their views are not sufficiently promoted by the GWP, 

resulting in a lack of information on how to participate, as 22,4 % of the survey respondents 

stated. One of the survey respondents explains what the major obstacles in the work processes 

of the GWP are. 

To make the most of the network, meaning to be able to take the advantages of 

GWP to share information, experiences and to maximize the benefits for all the 

organizations involved. For instance we don´t take part in many of the potential 

ways of sharing because they are not well known by all members.     

           (Survey participant Universidad Nacional Agraria) 

Survey respondents frequently announced that they wish to participate more, but do not know 

how to do it. In general, this leads to a lack of participation and contribution from the majority 

of the GWPs partner organizations. Thus, the participatory communication efforts by the 

Global Secretariat are just addressing some of the partners. The others gain information and 

communication products that are not the result of participatory processes they were involved 

in. For the majority of the partners, participation is just taking place in forms of 

communication and knowledge material that is distributed in the networks. The 

“communication chain” involving feedback from the partners and a collaborative working 

process, is not involving the majority of partners.   
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4.5 Information and Communication Technologies in the GWP 

4.5.1 ICTs used for external communication 
 

As stated in the Communication strategy the GWP uses specific media for outreach and 

campaign communication. It is underlined that digital and social media are central to this 

purpose; “today, the web is an indispensable platform for communicating to news media and 

beyond” (Communiations strategy 2013). Hence, the following media are being used for 

outreach communication: Facebook, Flickr, Slideshare, Twitter, Youtube, Wordpress Blog 

and LinkedIn.  

Helene Komlos Grill thinks that social media are important in the GWPs outreach 

communication, but they are not intended to facilitate any participation or interaction within 

the network. Komlos Grill underlines this assumption by saying “You have to have a 

Facebook. If you don’t have it, you don’t exist today.”   

The partner’s view upon social media as a suitable tool for communication is torn. The survey 

shows that there is a strong appreciation of social media on the one hand, but also a strong 

rejection of it on the other hand. However, mostly known and used are Youtube, Facebook 

and LinkedIn, having around 35% of the partner’s appraisal. In addition to that do 57,4 % of 

the partners think that discussion forums are a very suitable medium for communication in the 

GWP (Survey 2013).  

The purpose of social media in the GWP is to generate traffic to their website and for the 

mere sake of being present on these channels. Social media are not being used to engage their 

own internal network in discussions and leveraging participation. The GWP is not identifying 

it as a key to more engagement in the network. Knowledge Officer Kenge Gunya is afraid that 

social media could support interactions that are not focusing on water-related issues and thus 

diminish the qualitative reputation of the GWP network. The discussion in the GWP always 

has to be around water-related topics in forms of discussion about their qualitative knowledge 

material (Gunya 2014).  

All in all, the participatory potential and power of social media that was announced by Ali 

(2011), has not been identified for the GWP communication, as the following analysis of the 

internal communication of the GWP highlights.  
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4.5.2 ICTs used for internal communication 
 

First of all, the internal communication is dominated by technologies having a one-to one 

communication character. Email conversations are dominating the internal communication of 

the GWP. The survey shows that 85,7% of the partners think that Email is a suitable medium 

to transmit information. Marguerita Fuegerola from the regional office in Latin America states 

that Email and phone calls are still the dominant communication technologies in the GWPs 

daily work (Fuegerola 2013). Komlos Grill argues that telephone is problematic because the 

costs are still really high, that is why they actually prefer Emails instead. In addition to that, 

the GWP also uses video calls, in order to communicate with the regional and local units; but 

less frequently, as Komlos Grill underlines. As well, the electronic newsletters play a crucial 

role in the communication practices of the GWP. The Global Secretariat, The Regional Water 

Partnerships and the Country Water Partnerships each produce a monthly newsletter. The 

respective newsletters are created through the news from other organizational units. For 

example, the Regional Water Partnerships produce newsletters with information by the 

countries and partner organizations and with information gained by the Global Secretariat. 

Figuerola underlines that partners are more likely to be informed through newsletters from the 

regional offices (Figuerola 2013).  

It can be observed that there is no overall mechanism in the GWP network to establish a 

consistent internal communication system in the GWP network that allows for dialogic and 

two-way communication. The network is loose and communication is not coordinated by the 

Global Secretariat or in any strategic documents, such as the communication strategy. Thus, 

the responsibility of engaging the local partners through communication technologies lies 

with the respective Regional Water Partnership rather than with the Global Secretariat. 

Instead of ICTs, internal communication is linked to interpersonal communication in the 

countries or regions. Next to one-to-one communication through Email and through the 

phone, face-to face meetings are having and important status in the GWP (Komlos Grill 

2014).  

The only social media which is also addressing internal purposes is a group on the 

professional network LinkedIn. A LinkedIn group is used by the GWP also to address the 

partners; “we are on LinkedIn, we have quite big group there as well with discussions on 

different topics” (Komlos Grill 2013). In fact, the group “Global Water Partnership 
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Professional Network” on LinkedIn has 2.540 members (on May 17
th

, 2014). The group is 

relatively active with articles on water issues posted by members on a daily basis. 

The ToolBox 

The communication strategy highlights that knowledge sharing is connected to 

communication in the GWP. Also the Knowledge Officer Kenge Gunya is part of the 

communications team in the Global Secretariat. Hence, a knowledge platform was established 

in order to distribute knowledge in the GWP network. The ToolBox is defined as a knowledge 

database to accomplish knowledge sharing in the GWP network. The goal of the ToolBox is 

to support the exchange of knowledge and information concerning sustainable water 

management. Komlos Grill explains, “we have our own material [in the TollBox], but also 

material from other organizations on this topic. So we do global material; but then also the 

regions, they produce material on their region” (Komlos Grill 2013). Gunya clarifies that the 

ToolBox has been established right from the beginning where the GWP has been formed and 

is an integral part of the GWP’s work (Gunya 2014).  

Specifically, the main 

areas the ToolBox is 

adressing are formulated 

as such: “Dissemination of 

knowledge on Integrated 

Water Resources 

Management, training 

sessions based upon the 

needs and demands of the 

partners, and the 

development of case 

studies” (Thalmeinerova 

2009). The main mission 

of the ToolBox is 

described as helping to 

recognize suitable tools for 

practitioners in water management and to facilitate capturing experiences of water 

management and the knowledge of experts (Thalmeinerova 2009).  

Figure 8: The Toolbox´s starting page with the different kind of 

knowledge material that is accessible 

(Source:www.gwp.org/en/ToolBox, accessed May 17th 2014) 
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Through the toolbox, a variety of different kind of material is accessible. It reflects an 

immense amount of content concerning a broad range of subject areas and topics. However, 

the material also addresses a lot of specific cases and references designed for the individual 

needs of partners from different geographical areas.  

Kenge Gunya highlights that there is a variety of material accessible through the Toolbox, 

We have background papers, we have technical briefs. We have policy briefs. We 

have technical focus papers. This is the knowledge material produced by the 

Technical Committee. Apart from that, the Toolbox has a number of tools. We 

have 59 tools. And under each tool it is described what that tool is and how it can 

be applied. If it’s the transboundary river management; so how it can be applied. 

And each tool is supported with a dynamic component which is case studies and 

references.        (Gunya 2014) 

In this way, the toolbox is an online library, as Gunya underlines it, through which knowledge 

material of any kind can be accessed online and free of charge. In fact, the GWP Toolbox can 

be accessed without being a member of the GWP network.  

When it comes to the Toolbox, it can be observed that it is a static tool, a databse with no 

possibilities of interaction and engagement. Gunya is underlining that the ToolBox is defined 

as an online library; ”So it doesn`t matter where you are in the world. You can be at home or 

wherever you will be, you can access our knowledge online. So the role of the toolbox is to 

provide something that is globally accessible and free of charge” (Gunya 2014).  

4.5.3 ICTs and participation 
 

The description of the ICTs used by the GWP already revealed that social media and new 

ICTs are mainly used for external communication purposes. This is really important according 

to Komlos Grill, since the goal of the GWP is to promote Integrated Water Resources 

Management, and thus a huge part of the communication approach can be compared to Public 

Relations (Komlos Grill 2014).  

Internally, ICTs used for one-to-one communiation such as the telephone and Email are used 

in order to communicate. Komlos-Grill underlines that Emails are probably the most 

important communication medium for the network as a whole including the newsletters that 

are sent out regularly in order to inform each other. In fact, also 85% of the partners agree that 

Emails are most important in the GWPs communication.  
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It can be observed, that ICTs are not included in the overall GWP’s working processes, 

especially to create participation of the local organizational members. Engagement of the 

partners and participation is achieved though face-to-face meetings organized by the Regional 

and Country Water Partnerships 

When it comes to the ToolBox, it can be observed that there is no possibility to share 

information with partners or other stakeholders in real time. Partners have the possibility to 

contribute to the ToolBox. However, there is no direct way to submit knowledge material. 

Indeed, the possibilities to contribute with own experiences seems rather plain and small.  

Figure 9: Instructions on how to contribute to the ToolBox 

(Source:http://www.gwp.org/en/ToolBox/ABOUT/How-can-I-contribute) 

 

In a subsection of the Toolbox menu, it is possible to access documents that give instructions 

on how to send material by Email to the GWP. In this way, it is always the GWP themselves 

that approves and uploads documents sent in by partners. The reason for this is, according to 

Gunya, the qualitative appearance of the ToolBox. The knowledge material that they want to 

be published should be of a certain quality. Hence, the GWP sets out certain standards and 

reviews publication proposals that are handed in (GWP Toolbox 2014).  

This qualitative aspect of the ToolBox is valued by the partners. All in all, 52 % of the local 

partners think the ToolBox is a relevant medium for communicating information. Most of the 

partners state, that the toolbox is a relevant tool to gain new information and knowledge about 

IWRM (GWP partners survey 2013). The partners value it as an “excellent resource”, 

“supporting for the information sharing”, “a guide about how to do IWRM, This is important 
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for political actors, and decision makers”. The qualitative aspect is underlined by the partners; 

for them the toolbox is a reliable tool for qualitative knowledge material.  

Interaction in the Toolbox 

However, partners also identify major challenges related to the Toolbox. The partners do not 

think that the ToolBox is a fast medium in which to find practical information quickly. It is 

not always easy to integrate the ToolBox in their daily work. According to them, the ”biggest 

challenges in GWP is to find the way to use the ToolBox frequently, because we use to be on 

the day to day work, with full of information around, so is quite difficult to pick-up those that 

we could use immediately”(Fundación Natura). Although the ToolBox is valued as a great 

source for qualitative academic and scientific sources and knowledge, they do not think it is 

an immediate source helping them in their daily work. The lack of time and resources that the 

partners announced is not considered enough in the design of the toolbox.  

The biggest challenge concerning the use of the ToolBox that can be identified is the 

insufficient participation of the partners. The empirical material shows several indicators for 

this. The missing interaction between the users of the ToolBox seems to be an issue of 

importance for the partners.  

The Toolbox is relevant but it is not often used in my daily work. It is an excellent 

resource but there is room to improve the platform to allow more 

interaction/communication between users of the resource. As it stands now you 

can visit the site and use the various resources or tools but there is not a build in 

mechanism on the Toolbox for visitors to the site to share information in real 

time. (Global Water Partnership-Caribbean) 

In addition to that, there is no direct way to give feedback to or discuss the material in the 

ToolBox. There is contact information with Email addresses and homepages of the 

organization that submitted the respective material, but no way to interact openly with a 

variety of different stakeholders. The Global Secretariat is aware of this issue and is 

discussing it frequently, if there should be more possibilities for interaction for the partners 

on the ToolBox. However, the qualitative aspect that the ToolBox represents should be in 

the centre of this platform. 
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Komlos Grill is afraid that these interactive functions would not be used. 

We have a function where you discuss certain things online on our website and we 

haven´t activated it yet. So I think we will do that and it would be interesting to 

see if something happens. But maybe it doesn´t. Cause people today they tend to 

do discussions in groups such as LinkedIn. I would say that our LinkedIn group is 

extremely active. And that there are like 2-3 posts each day on specific topics. I 

think that’s how people more and more engage today. So not on a specific page, 

but rather they use their existing accounts.                             (Komlos Grill 2014) 

 

The idea of transforming the Toolbox from a database into a social network is discussed 

frequently in the GWP, as Komlos Grill highlights; ”I know, we have discussed it in the past. 

But I think that LinkedIn can replace that. I don’t think that the Toolbox should be a 

community”. Also Kenge Gunya thinks that “the Toolbox should stay like a library”. Both of 

them are referring instead to other social media channels that exist already. Gunya argues that 

these channels should be used for more informative purposes and interaction on a variety of 

topics. The Toolbox, however, should just be about knowledge and the discussions have to be 

content-related. Gunya is afraid, that having the Toolbox as a social network, would limit its 

qualitative appearance.  

Komlos Grill explains that the GWP actually wanted to set up a community; yet they never 

launched it. 

There was a time when everyone wanted to produce its own platform for 

exchanges, discussion platform. So we wanted to do a community, but it never 

happened. And I think its good cause people would not log in specifically to be a 

part of this community. And now LinkedIn and Facebook are taking over. And 

this was only years ago when we planned it. And I think it’s happening in these 

other communities instead. I don’t think there is a need for this. Cause we would 

put a lot of money into it and then it won´t be used. Cause people are on these 

other communities anyways.  

Participation in the GWP is not directly connected to the technologies and media that is 

used. Participation of partners in the processes and the collaborating is happening in the 

regions in form of face-to-face meetings. Personalized social networking in organizations, as 

it was highlighted by Bennet and Segerberg is not leveraged though ICTs. ICTs are having a 

minor role compared to one-to-one communication in the GWP network.  
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4.5.4 Communication challenges 
 

It should be considered that the GWP as a worldwide international network is addressing 

different stakeholders and thus facing a variety of problems that local or national networks 

might not face. Especially their target group that is basically situated in developing countries 

bears special challenges for the GWP, especially in connection to communication through 

ICTs.  

The empirical material reveals that there are several factors influencing the use of 

communication technologies and the communication and knowledge exchange within the 

GWP.  

Digital access 

First of all, the digital divide is apparent in the GWP network, influencing the daily work 

within the partner organizations and the GWP network. Internet connection is an issue that 

affects the use of communication technologies. The internet access and speed of internet 

connection in many of the partner countries is not as secure and solid as it is in the Global 

Secretariat. Komlos Grill reveals that the issue is apparent in the partner’s organization and is 

thus also affecting daily working routines, as internet access and quality is stable one day and 

can be down on the other (Komlos Grill, 2013). In addition to that, the partners reveal in the 

survey that the internet access in general (51,3%) and the speed of the internet connection 

(48,7%) is crucial in their daily work. Less partners think that the general technological 

infrastructure in their country (33,3%) or in their organization (25,5%) is leveraging the use of 

ICTs. 30,8% of the partners think the reason for struggles with ICTs are technical skills in 

their organization. However, as highlighted in the methodological limitations, the partners 

who are strongly affected by the digital divide, did not participate in the survey. While the 

internet penetration rate in the countries of the survey participants is 37,8%, the penetration 

rate of the non-participants is 20,89%. In general, the internet penetration rate in the overall 

GWP network is 29,35%, which is significantly different from the 92,7% internet penetration 

that the Global Secretariat has in Sweden. 

Komlos Grill goes on and discusses the consequences that the digital divide has on the work 

of the global organizational unit. “And for us, it is important that we work here and about 

99%, like 99% of the time we have good internet connection. And we have to understand that 

this is not the case with our colleagues.” For her, sensitivity in communication is crucial for 
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successful interaction with their local organizational units. Just if every unit of the 

organization is considering the unequal access to technologies in their daily work, a horizontal 

communication and discourse can take place.  

Gunya explains that the GWP in fact cannot rely on technologies since internet access is not 

guaranteed for most of the partners.  

Yes, technologies are very important. But you see, these days much of the 

technologies is internet-based. And much of the work, maybe 70% of our work is 

done in developing countries. And maybe in some countries where the internet is 

not really accessible. When it is there, then it is slow and very expensive and so 

on. And because of that, we don’t want to completely rely on digital technologies 

and the Internet.                 (Gunya 2014) 

Relying their internal communication on internet-based technologies would mean to exclude 

certain already marginalized regions. According to Gunya already existing power 

relationships would even be strengthened. 

Language skills 

Secondly, the survey reveals that the most striking issue in the work of the GWP are language 

skills. In general, almost all the publications on the GWP website and in the toolbox are in 

English. 53,8 % of the partners state that this especially complicates the knowledge exchange. 

Furthermore, asked for a special reason that influences communication, a striking amount of 

partners underlines the missing English language skills of their organization, for example 

“when documents are on English is not possible to share it with our technical staff” (GWP 

partners survey 2013). The missing language skills in a lot of the partner organizations 

became especially apparent after Helene Komlos Grill had to inform via Email that a lot of 

the partners are not able to answer the survey questions. As well, sometimes the quality of 

English in the answers makes it hard to understand their intent and to include it in the analysis 

of the partner’s view.   
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Acknowledging the local context 

Table 4: Question 4 from survey: How are you evaluating the realization of certain 

communication factors concerning the transmission of information within the GWP network ? 

  
well 
realized     

not 
realized 

no 
comment 

# of 
answers 

Understandable language 
52,8% (28) 

28,3% 
(15) 

13,2% 
(7) 

1,9% (1) 3,8% (2) 53 

Relevance of information for the 
organization's context 53,7% (29) 

33,3% 
(18) 

11,1% 
(6) 

1,9% (1) 0,0% (0) 54 

Reasonable quantity of 
information 

40,0% (20) 
36,0% 
(18) 

20,0% 
(10) 

2,0% (1) 2,0% (1) 50 

Consideration of local 
communication channels 

38,5% (20) 
25,0% 
(13) 

32,7% 
(17) 

1,9% (1) 1,9% (1) 52 

Adaptation of information to the 
local cultural context 28,6% (14) 

30,6% 
(15) 

32,7% 
(16) 

4,1% (2) 4,1% (2) 49 

 

If participatory communication should reach the partners on the local level of the 

organization, the communication efforts and knowledge material in the network needs to be 

adapted to the context of the respective partner. As well, local communication channels play a 

crucial role in the communication of the partners. The survey revealed that the contentment 

concerning the local relevance is indifferent. Around 50% of the survey respondents think that 

the language is understandable and that information is relevant for their organization’s 

context. It should be reminded of course that those partners that do not speak a certain level of 

English were not able to answer the survey, as Komlos Grill informed. When it comes to the 

adaptation of the information to the local context, the contentment is less positive. Also the 

consideration of local communication channels by the GWP network is relatively low, 

according to the partners’ view. 

In fact, the indifferent opinion concerning the adaptation to the local context shows that the 

different units of the GWP network do not entirely know what kind of information the partner 

need and in which way they can actually communicate them. The lack of participation is 

leading to problems in the communication chain, that also Komlos Grill sees; “For instance, 

we have our monthly newsletter and people still say: What do you do, can I have information 

on what you do? And then we say: You received the monthly newsletter, it’s all there” 

(Komlos Grill 2014). The relevance of the information for the organization also applies for 
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the simplicity of information. The scientific nature of the material that is distributed makes it 

hard for organizations with limited time and resources to always take the time to read all the 

material that is distributed. The partners call for “simplicity in communication and its 

applicability to local current and future problems” and “regular and consistent knowledge 

sharing in a fresh and exciting way” (Survey respondent 2013).  

4.5.5 How the GWP adapt to communication challenges 

The described problems concerning internet access and language skills are already considered 

by the GWP. Especially in their work with the Toolbox, the GWP already introduced several 

activities to circumvent these issues.  

Kenge Gunya explains that internet access limits the use of the Toolbox. He even says that the 

fact that the Toolbox is online-based is the most crucial drawback of it, “The most drawbacks 

I would say is that it is internet-based. Which means that for people to access it, they need 

reliable internet. So distributing the content to our target audience that is in developing 

countries, is not easy.” (Gunya 2014). This has, according to Gunya severe effects on the use 

of the Toolbox, “so some time back we have made a survey to see which countries are the 

most users of toolbox…And our target countries, developing countries, but we realized that 

the majority of users of the Toolbox actually came from developed countries instead” (Gunya 

2014). That the majority of partners are accessing the online-based Toolbox, corresponds with 

the distribution of the survey respondents where almost 50% of the respondents was not 

situated in developing countries. 

In order to include developing countries in the network and to give them the possibility to 

access the information and knowledge, the GWP is producing and handing out the Toolbox as 

an offline-version as well. Gunya explains, “we put all the material on memory sticks or we 

produce a CD. So we can hand it in to countries where Internet is not reliable” (Gunya 2014). 

As well, the GWP is supporting the use of the Toolbox in developing countries through 

workshops in collaboration with universities in the regions. This program is focused on 

capacity building to use the ToolBox adequately, as Komlos Grill highlights. Each training 

and workshop is addressing the respective area of water management the specific university is 

focusing on. She explains that the Network and Knowledge Management Officers of the 

GWP are travelling to the respective regions and hold these workshops there in collaboration 

with the Regional and Country Water Partnerships (Komlos Grill, 2014). Capacity-building is 

the answer of the GWP to the problem the organization is facing through the lack of internet 

access in developing countries.  
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Secondly, due to the lack of English language skills, the GWP started to launch new versions 

of the Toolbox, available in other languages besides English. Now the ToolBox is as well 

available in Spanish, French and in also Russian. Gunya explains that the launch of the 

different languages is very time- and cost intensive and will take a long time until the GWP 

can fully provide their material in other languages as well. Komlos Grill thinks that this is a 

huge step to more engagement with and contribution to the Toolbox by the partners; 

“especially when it comes to South America, if it’s not in Spanish, it won´t be used by the 

Spanish speaking people” (Komlos Grill 2014). 

In addition to that, taking into consideration the limited time and resources of the partners to 

access and read the knowledge material in the ToolBox, the GWP is finding ways to simplify 

this material. Gunya explains that the GWP is working on producing summaries in non-

scientific languages on their knowledge material. 

So what we do is like we have 100 pages of scientific publication. So what we 

have to do is we have to read it and then rewrite it in a few pages; like ten pages 

or fifteen pages. And we have to do that a lot more. So that’s the plan, to 

transcribe the scientific knowledge into more applicable information. 

 (Gunya 2014) 

 

Thus, the scientific sources can be easier accessed and understood and as well partners can 

work more time-efficiently by screening if a certain document might be relevant for their 

specific context or not (Gunya 2014).  
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5. Conclusion 
 

RQ 1: How is participatory understood in the global GWP strategy? How does this 

understanding inform practices in the GWP network? 

The purpose of this research is to explain and analyze the way participation is understood by 

the Global Secretariat. Second it is aimed to analyze how this understanding subsequently 

informs practices throughout the GWP.  

The preceding analysis showed that participation is a complex process in the GWP. The 

Global Secretariat aims to work towards establishing local participation and collectively 

sharing knowledge and experiences relating to water management throughout the GWP 

network. It is highlighted that a “communication chain” is aimed to be established with 

information flows from the Global Secretariat via the Regional and Country Water 

Partnerships to the local partner organizations. As well, the information should also flow back 

from the local partners to the Global Secretariat. 

In general, participation of local partners is possible in the GWP network. Partners can 

contribute through knowledge material in form of case studies or they can participate in 

regional and also global meetings. The Global Secretariat is encouraging this process through 

capacity building workshops and annual meetings.  

 

However, the analysis revealed that the understanding of participation in the global strategic 

document is not in line with the practices within the GWP network.  

In general, just a relatively small amount of the 2964 partners are actually actively involved in 

the GWP. There is no build-in and pre-formulated mechanism that predetermines 

participation processes. On the other hand do the geographically, culturally and economically 

diverse stakeholders call for flexible solutions to participation, as it was highlighted by Dervin 

and Huesca (1997). In the GWP it is thus not the Global Secretariat that controls these 

processes, but it is the regional and country offices instead that administrate participation in 

the respective region or country.  However, in the end participation of local partners in the 

GWP network is completely personally motivated. According to the Global Secretariat, it is 

up to the partners to decide if and how they want to participate in the GWP network. There is 

no incentive or no efforts by the side of the GWP to actively encourage the participation of 

the partners.  
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However, the partners do not always know how to contribute. Instructions how they can 

participate are rare, according to their view. The motivation of the partners to actively 

contribute to the network is high, but in the end just a few of the partners are benefitting from 

the opportunities to actively participate. There are just a few that are taking part in regional 

and global processes. Thus, some of them can actually change water management on a global 

level. Yet, the majority of the partners are not contributing actively to the GWP. 

The current situation in the GWP is just ensuring the participation for a few of the partners.  

Does the GWP actually have a responsibility to facilitate participatory processes for more of 

the partners? And what can actually be done to achieve this? Ensuring the participation of all 

the partners might be an extremely challenging task considering the geographical, cultural and 

social diversity of all stakeholders. Yet, to increase the participation rate from a few key 

players in each region should be the aim of an organization working towards fostering the 

sharing of knowledge across national boundaries. The partners underline that the ways to 

contribute in the GWP are time-consuming and resource-demanding. Hence, just the partners 

that already have the resources can actually participate. Already powerful partner 

organizations of the GWP thus dominate the participatory processes. A horizontal dialogue as 

it is proposed by dependency theory is not taking place. And if the GWP wants to achieve this 

dialogue, more has to be done in the future. A certain responsibility is still in the hand of the 

GWP as an organization to make it easier for partners to be an active part of the network. 

Denying the responsibility to encourage partners to participate would be a short-sighted view 

on changing structural power-relationships within the organization.  

RQ II: What role do ICTs play regarding participatory communication in the GWP? What 

are the challenges in using ICTs in the GWP network and the particular implications? 

From a Western perspective, the setup of an online community or an online social network 

would be a logical step to achieve more participation in this global network. ICTs have shown 

the potential to achieve more participatory communication, for example in social movements 

(Ali 2011). Hence, the aim of the research as well is to develop an understanding what role 

ICTs have in relation to participatory communication. Thus, the purpose is to analyze if ICTs 

are deliberately used to support participatory interventions and as well to point out the 

specific challenges the GWP is facing in connection to communication practices through 

ICTs. 
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In general, the analysis showed that ICTs are actually playing a minor role in participatory 

interventions in the GWP. New ICTs, such as online social networks are used by the GWP, 

but have a stronger role in external and outreach communication. Facebook and Twitter for 

example are used to promote content of the GWP, but not to engage their network of partners 

in more interactions. For the internal communication, ICTs with a one-to one communication 

character are dominating, for example Emails, phone conversations or Skype calls. As well, 

newsletters are used to distribute information. ICTs characterized by mass self-

communication, as highlighted by Castells (2010) are not a dominant form of addressing 

internal stakeholders in the GWP network. 

The Toolbox is a rather static tool without the possibilities to interact in real-time. The Global 

Secretariat also wants it to stay like this, like an online-library. They fear that the ToolBox 

can lose its qualitative character and as well it is highlight that the discussion is taking place 

on other already existing platforms, for example in their LinkedIn group. However, the 

partners are actually missing this form of interaction in the Toolbox. They actually think that 

exchange in real-time could make it easier to contribute and to follow the GWP activities. 

If the Toolbox should have the character of a static online-library or of an interactive social 

network is discussed in the GWP frequently. A social network has even been programmed a 

couple of years ago, but it was never launched. However, the GWP does not want to be 

techno-deterministic in their communication approach. They do not want to be dependent on 

ICTs in their communication and their working processes, since they think this might even 

enlarge already existing inequalities in participatory communication. And there is one major 

obstacle to online-technologies in the GWP. The digital divide is influencing the processes in 

the GWP network. A lot of their partners have no reliable internet connection. Basing the 

communication approach on an online network would exclude parts of their target groups in 

developing countries. The existing unequal power relationships concerning ICT access, 

technological skills and literacy could even be strengthened, making the possibilities of 

participation be even more unequal as it is now.  

On the other hand, the partners are demanding the ToolBox to be a social network. If the goal 

is just pure distribution of knowledge, then the current ICT strategy might fulfill these goals. 

But if the GWP wants to establish a collaborative network based in “connective action” as in 

Bennet and Segerberg, more interactive functions in the Toolbox should be introduced. The 

current strategy that focuses on knowledge exchange through face-to-face meetings and 

capacity building events should be maintained. Thus, partners that are to some extent 
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excluded from online-interactions can still take part in the GWP activities. Having in mind the 

cost-intensive setup of an online social network the GWP is underlining, the stepwise 

introduction of interactive features could be a way to see if these functions will be actively 

used by the GWP partners. However, the existing structural inequalities should always be 

considered when new ICTs are introduced in the GWP. 

Reproduction of structural inequalities through ICTs 

The assessment of the use of ICTs in the GWP network is raising the discussion if the use of 

ICTs in a global context is leading to the reproduction of global structural inequalities and 

power relationships. 

The theoretical section underlined that ideas towards modernization and information diffusion 

underwent resurgence with the new focus on ICTs (Ogan et al. 2009; J. James 2005). In 

general, it was claimed that ICTs are often framed in a micro, context, leaving out the 

influences of structural inequalities and global power relationships (Ogan et al. 2009, 660). In 

relation to ICTs, the digital divide should be especially recognized in global communication. 

The unequal access and unequal use of ICTs (van Dijk 2005). 

In general, the GWP is very aware of structural inequalities when it comes to the application 

of ICTs in their network. They highlight that they don`t want to rely on technologies since the 

access to the Internet is not guaranteed for most of the partners in developing countries. As 

highlighted before, they rather want to focus on face-to-face meetings and interpersonal 

communication. In this way, global inequalities are not reproduced by the GWP. However, 

global inequalities in the GWP network are also not reduced through this way of interaction.  

Participatory communication was previously identified to foster a more equal exchange in 

development communication (Huesca 2008; Inagaki 2007). Participation can lead to 

empowerment of local communities and to a long-lasting structural change of power 

relationships (Huesca 2008; Fawcett et al. 1995).  

Furthermore, ICTs have previously been identified to foster participatory communication in 

social movements and development projects (Ali 2011; Gumucio-Dagron 2003).  

While the GWP is extremely cautious when it comes to the use of ICTs, they do not actively 

try to use technologies to achieve a more equal exchange. ICTs have shown great potential in 

developing context and the GWP might even miss out on certain benefits of those 
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technologies by not using ICTs. In fact, not offering interactive functions in internal 

communication and ICTs might even be seen as a step towards information diffusion.  

For the GWP, the stepwise introduction of interactive features, especially in the Toolbox will 

be a start towards more participation and interaction through ICTs. In fact, in the realm of the 

launch of the new strategy in the spring 2014, the GWP introduced new interactive features in 

the Toolbox.  

As well, an approach to also integrate the voices of partners that do not have access online is 

to write reports and summaries of face-to-face meetings in the Toolbox and open up the 

possibilities to discuss them. Hence, all the partners have the opportunity to know what is 

happening in the regions. It could be a way to distribute information about how to participate 

to the local partners. In this way, they can see what is going on right now and where and how 

they can contribute. As well, it opens up the possibilities to discuss the content of these 

meetings.  

Future Steps with the GWP Toolbox 

 

In the beginning of 2014, the ToolBox has been relaunched. Kenge Gunya explains that the 

site is now more user-friendly. As well, the GWP started with some activities that make it 

easier for the diverse audience to share knowledge, for example the translation of the ToolBox 

into other languages besides English.  

As well, the GWP is planning on introducing interactive elements in the ToolBox. A 

discussion forum will be launched in 2014. As well, the possibility to comment on knowledge  

material will be there. In fact, these interactive options were introduced in April 2014 and 

give the possibility to comment and also be part of a community with more possibility to 

interact online.  
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Helene Komlos Grill is skeptical towards the use of these features. She thinks that the partners 

are active on other already existing social networks instead and will not use the ToolBox as an 

additional medium to interact. For her, the offline communication through personal meetings 

in the regions is more effective than an online community can be, especially when the internet 

connections is not guaranteed. The new strategy “Towards 2020”, that will be launched in 

2014, in which “strengthening partnerships”(GWP 2014) is one of the main goal to reach 

empowerment and capacity building of the partners. A step towards it might be interactive 

features in the Toolbox. However, it will be crucial to see if these features will be actively 

used in the future and if this leads to interaction, participation and empowerment of the 

partners on the local level of the GWP. 

General Implications for organizations and society 

All in all, the research showed that global organizations are facing major challenges regarding 

their number and diversity of members, their global geographical reach and the means 

through which they aim to coordinate these diverse stakeholders. Organizations should 

exercise accountability for more equal communication and more easier and fast, resource-

saving possibilities to participate, to share knowledge and to communicate with other 

members of the organizations. If not, organizations risk returning to information diffusion 

with Western norms dominating the norms of developing nations. In fact, if policies and 

strategies of global organizations are formulated according to the view of the headquarters in 

 Figure 10: New possibilities on how to comment and interact with other members on the 

ToolBox 

                

 

 

Figure 2Figure 4: Possibillity to interact with other members of the community 

 

 

 

Figure 3Figure 4: Possibillity to interact with other members of the communiity 
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Western nations, it is questionable how can these globally operating nations truly 

acknowledge the perspectives of their diverse group of stakeholders. If ICTs might play a 

determining role in challenging these procedures, is still not clear.  

However, organizations should constantly review and determine their strategic approaches. 

The goal should always be to include as many of the partners in the network as possible. Just 

through constantly raising these issues and actually asking local institutional members on how 

to integrate them best can be a way to avoid information diffusion and exclusion, and promote 

participatory communication in the strategic processes.  

Future Research 

As discussed previously, the results of the thesis can generate implication not only for the 

GWP, but also for other globally-operating organizations like the GWP. It could be seen that 

the recognition of challenges such as the digital divide, might not be the only step that needs 

to be considered when participation of the local organizational units should be enhanced.  

Hence, the research generates considerations for future investigation regarding the issue of 

participation and ICTs in organizations.   

First of all, future research should investigate the perspective of local organizational units ore 

thoroughly. Due to the scope and length of this research, the view of the local units, especially 

of those that might not had the possibility to participate in the survey, could not be 

considered. Hence, this offers room for an in-depth investigation in how organizations that are 

affected by the digital divide operate and communicate remotely with other organizations and 

partners.  

Secondly, as Tufte (2014) already identified, the results of how organizations should work 

with new ICTs and social media are still not formulated yet. Since the GWP does not use 

social media and ICTs with interactive features for their internal communication, it offers 

room for future research. It should especially be investigated what challenges those 

organizations face that use social media for their internal purposes. Hence, it can be identified 

if social media might lead to the reproduction of global power relationships. 

  

  

 



88 
 

6. References 

Ali, Amir Hatem. 2011. “The Power of Social Media in Developing Nations: New Tools for 

Closing the Global Digital Divide and Beyond.” Harvard Law School: 186–219. 

harvardhrj.com/wp-content/uploads/.../185-220.pdf. 

ALNAP. 2012. “The State of the Humanitarian System”. London. .alnap.org/pool/files/alnap-

sohs-2012-lo-res.pdf. 

Altheide, David L. 1996. “Process of Qualitative Document Analysis.” In Qualitative Media 

Analysis - Qualitative Research Methods Series Volume 38,, 23–43. Thousand Oaks, 

California: Sage University Paper. 

Baum, Fran, Colin MacDougall, and Danielle Smith. 2006. “Participatory Action Research.” 

Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 60 (10) (October): 854–7. 

doi:10.1136/jech.2004.028662.  

Beltrán, Luis Ramiro. 1979. “A Farewell to Aristotle:’Horizontal' Communication.” In 

Communication for Social Change Anthology: Historical and Contemporary Readings, 

edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron and Thomas Tufte, 157–173. New Delhi, India: 

Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Bennett, W. Lance, and Alexandra Segerberg. 2012. “The Logic of Connective Action.” 

Information, Communication & Society 15 (5) (June): 739–768. 

doi:10.1080/1369118X.2012.670661.  

Bordenave, Juan Díaz. 1976. “The Need For New Models Excerpt from: Communication of 

Agricultural Innovations in Latin America.” In Communication for Social Change 

Anthology: Historical and Contemporary Readings, edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron 

and Thomas Tufte, 108–109. New Jersey: Communication For Social Change 

Consortium. 

Bryant, Katie, Laurent Elder, Heloise Emdon, and Richard Fuchs. 2013. “Introduction Part II: 

From Beginning to End to BeBryant, K., Elder, L., Emdon, H., & Fuchs, R. (2013). In 

Connecting ICTs to Development- The IDCR Experience, edited by Laurent Elder, 

Heloise Emdon, Richard Fuchs, and Ben Petrazzini, 19–27. London: International 

Development Research Centre. 

Burns, Edgar. 2010. “Developing Email Interview Practices in Qualitative Research.” 

Sociological Research Online 14 (4). doi:10.5153/sro.2232. 

http://www.socresonline.org.uk/15/4/8.html. 

Castells, Manuel. 1996. The Rise of the Network Society. Malden, Mass: Wiley-Blackwell. 

———. 2000. “Materials for an Explorator y Theory of the Network Society.” British 

Journal of Sociology 1 (51): 5–24. 

———. 2001. The Internet Galaxy: Reflections on the Internet, Buisness and Society. New 

York: Oxford University Press. 



89 
 

———. 2007. “Communication , Power and Counter-Power in the Network Society 1” 1 

(June 2006): 238–266. 

———. 2009. Communication Power. Oxforf: Oxford University Press. 

Cleaver, Frances. 2001. “Institutions, Agency and the Limitations of Participatory 

Approaches to Development.” In Communication for Social Change Anthology: 

Historical and Contemporary Readings, edited by Thomas Tufte and Alfonso Gumucio-

Dagron, 786–799. New Jersey: Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Cornish, Flora, and Riddhi Ghosh. 2007. “The Necessary Contradictions of ‘Community-Led’ 

Health Promotion: A Case Study of HIV Prevention in an Indian Red Light District.” 

Social Science & Medicine 64 (2) (January): 496–507. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2006.09.009. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17055635. 

Cornwall, Andrea. 2007. “Development in Practice Buzzwords and Fuzzwords : 

Deconstructing Development Discourse.” Development in Practice 17 (4): 471–484. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09614520701469302  

Creswell, John W. 2003. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Method 

Approaches. Vol. 2.SAGE. 

Dasuki, S. I., P. Abbott, and D. Azerikatoa. 2013. “ICT and Empowerment to Participate: A 

Capability Approach.” Information Development (July 5): Das. 

doi:10.1177/0266666913485259.  

David, Matthew. 2006. Case Study Research Volume 1. London: Sage. 

Dervin, Brenda, and Robert Huesca. 1997. “Reaching for the Communicating in Participatory 

Communication.” Journal of International Communication 4 (2) (December): 46–74. 

doi:10.1080/13216597.1997.9751854.  

Driscoll, David L, Philip Salib, and Douglas J Rupert. 2007. “Merging Qualitative and 

Quantitative Data in Mixed Methods Research : How To and Why Not”: 18–28. 

Escobar, Arturo. 1992. “Reflections on ‘Development’: Grassroots Approaches and 

Alternative Politics in the Third World.” Futures 24 (5): 411–436. 

FAO (Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations). 2005. “Communication for 

Development Roundtable Report”. Rome. 

Fawcett, S B, a Paine-Andrews, V T Francisco, J a Schultz, K P Richter, R K Lewis, E L 

Williams, K J Harris, J Y Berkley, and J L Fisher. 1995. “Using Empowerment Theory 

in Collaborative Partnerships for Community Health and Development.” American 

Journal of Community Psychology 23 (5) (October): 677–97.  

Freire, Paulo. 1970. “Excerpts from: Pedagogy of the Oppressed.” In Communication for 

Social Change Anthology: Historical and Contemporary Readings, edited by Alfonso 

Gumucio-Dagron and Thomas Tufte, 44–48. New Jersey: Communication For Social 

Change Consortium. 



90 
 

Fuchs, Christian, and Eva Horak. 2008. “Africa and the Digital Divide.” Telematics and 

Informatics 25 (2) (May): 99–116. doi:10.1016/j.tele.2006.06.004. 

http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0736585306000359. 

Fuchs, Richard, and Laurent Elder. 2013. “Concusions: A Decade of Innovations That 

Matters.” In Connecting ICTs to Development- The IDCR Experience, edited by Laurent 

Elder, Heloise Emdon, Richard Fuchs, and Ben Petrazzini, 267–285. London: 

International Development Research Centre. 

G raddol, David. 2000. “The Future of English ?” 

http://www.officiallanguages.gc.ca/docs/f/Future_of_English.pdf 

Gillham, Bill. 2000. Case Study Research Methods. London: Continuum International 

Publishing. 

Groenewald, Thomas. 2004. “A Phenomenological Research Design Illustrated” 3 (1): 1–26. 

Gumucio-Dagron, Alfonso. 2003. “Take Five: A Handful of Essentials for ICTs in 

Development.” In Communication for Social Change Anthology: Historical and 

Contemporary Readings, edited by Thomas Tufte and Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron, 977–

989. New Jersey: Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Gumucio-Dagron, Alfonso, and Thomas Tufte. 2006. Communication for Social Change 

Anthology: Historical and Contemporary Readings. Edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron 

and Thomas Tufte. New Jersey: Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Gunter, Barrie. 2000. Media Research Methods. London: Sage Publications. 

Hamelink, Cees. 2002. “Social Development, Information and Knowledge: Whatever 

Happened to Communication?” In Communication for Social Change Anthology: 

Historical and Contemporary Readings, edited by Thomas Tufte and Alfonso Gumucio- 

Dagron, 960–964. New Jersey: Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Hancké, Bob. 2009. Intelligent Research Design: A Guide for Beginning Researchers in the 

Social Sciences. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Harvey, Blane. 2011. “Science , ICTs , and Participatory Development : Lessons from the 

AfricaAdapt Network” 7 (1): 19–31. 

Haskell, Thomas L. 1990. “Objectivity Is Not Neutrality : Rhetoric vs . Practice in Peter 

Novick ’ S That Noble Dream.” History and Theory 29 (2): 129–157. 

Hollway, Wendy, and Tony Jefferson. 2000. Doing Qualitative Research Differently. London: 

Sage. 

Huesca, Robert. 2008. “Tracing the History of Participatory Communication to Development: 

A Critical Appraisal.” In Communication For Development and Social Change, edited 

by Jan Servaes, 180–200. New Delhi, India: Sage Publications India. 



91 
 

Inagaki, Nobuya. 2007. “Communicating the Impact of Communication for Development 

Recent Trends in Empirical Research”. Washingtion D.C. doi:10.1596/978-0-8213-7167-

1. 

James, Jeffrey. 2005. “Technological Blending in the Age of the Internet: A Developing 

Country Perspective.” Telecommunications Policy 29 (4) (May): 285–296. 

doi:10.1016/j.telpol.2004.11.010. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0308596105000054. 

James, William. 1907. “What Pragmatism Means.” In Pragmatism, edited by Frederick H. 

Burkhard and Fredson Bowers. MA: Harvard University Press. 

Jocher, Katherine. 2006. “The Case Study Method in Social Research.” In Case Study 

Research Volume I, edited by Matthew David, 39–55. London: Sage Publications. 

Kalas, Patrick, and Christoph Spurk. 2011. “Deepening Participation and Improving Aid 

Effectiveness through Media and ICTs”. Berne. 

http://www.dochas.ie/Shared/Files/4/Deepening_Participation_and_Improving_Aid_Effe

ctiveness_through_Media_and_ICTs.pdf. 

Karppinen, Kari, and Moe Harvard. 2012. “What We Talk about When We Talk about 

Document Analysis.” In Trends in Communiation Policy Research, edited by Manuel 

Puppis and Natascha Just. London: Intellect Books. 

Kemp, Simon. 2014. “Social, Digital & Mobile in 2014.” 

http://wearesocial.sg/blog/2014/01/social-digital-mobile-2014/. 

Lemish, Peter, and Kelly Caringer. 2012. “The Civil Society Organization Media Manager as 

Critical Communicator.” Glocal Times- the Communications for Development Journal 

17 (18): 1–16. http://ojs.ub.gu.se/ojs/index.php/gt/article/view/1300. 

Lerner, Daniel. 1958. The Passing of Traditional Sociey: Modernizing the Middle East. 

Glencoe,IL: Free Press. 

Lester, Stan. 1999. An Introduction to Phenomenological Research. Tauntun, UK: Stan Lester 

Developments. www.sld.demon.co.uk/resmethy.pdf. 

Leah A Lievrouw, Sonia M. Livingstone.2006. Handbook of New Media: Student Edition. 

London: Sage Publications. 

Lincoln, Yvonna S., and Egon G. Guba. 1986. “But Is It Rigorous? Trustworthiness and 

Authenticity in Naturalistic Evaluation.” NEW DIRECTIONS FOR EVALUATION 

07/2007 (114): 11–255. doi:10.1002/ev. 

Madikiza, Lucky, and Elirea Bornman. 2008. “International Communication: Shifting 

Paradigms , Theories and Foci of Interest International Communication : Shifting 

Paradigms ,” South African Journal for Communication Theory and Research (May 

2013): 37–41. 

http://www.google.se/search?hl=de&tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Leah+A+Lievrouw%22&source=gbs_metadata_r&cad=11
http://www.google.se/search?hl=de&tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Sonia+M.+Livingstone%22&source=gbs_metadata_r&cad=11


92 
 

Majima, S., and N. Moore. 2009. “Introduction: Rethinking Qualitative and Quantitative 

Methods.” Cultural Sociology 3 (2) (July 6): 203–216. doi:10.1177/1749975509105531. 

http://cus.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.1177/1749975509105531. 

Melkote, Srinivas R. 1991. Communication for Development in the Third World. New Delhi, 

India: Sage Publications India. 

———. 2010. “Theories of Development Communication.” In International Communication: 

A Reader, edited by Daya Kishan Thussu. London ; New York, NY: Routledge. 

Merrian, Sharan B. 1998. Qualitative Research and Case Study Applications in Education. 

San Fransisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Muñiz, Soledad. 2011. “Participatory Development Communication: Between Rhetoric and 

Reality.” Glocal Times- the Communications for Development Journal (16). 

http://wpmu.mah.se/glocaltimes/?p=87. 

Ogan, Christine L., Manaf Bashir, Lindita Camaj, Yunjuan Luo, Brian Gaddie, Rosemary 

Pennington, Sonia Rana, and Mohammed Salih. 2009. “Development Communication: 

The State of Research in an Era of ICTs and Globalization.” International 

Communication Gazette 71 (8) (November 3): 655–670. 

doi:10.1177/1748048509345060.  

Ormerod, Richard. 1996. “Combining Management Consultancy and Research.” International 

Journal of Management Science 24 (1): 1–12. 

Pettit, Jethro. 2012. “Empowerment and Participation : Bridging the Gap between 

Understanding and Practice.” United Nations Headquaters. 

http://www.google.se/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8

&ved=0CD4QFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.un.org%2Fesa%2Fsocdev%2Fegms%

2Fdocs%2F2012%2FJethroPettit.pdf&ei=unp4U7GaLZL74QTC6IAg&usg=AFQjCNH8

TaNwJMAlzVRU3kyQ-

cSy4z9Qqw&sig2=eFb0MvE02LLoySAQ7d3jng&bvm=bv.66917471,d.bGE. 

Prey, Robert. 2012. “The Network ’ S Blindspot : Exclusion , Exploitation and Marx ’ S 

Process-Relational Ontology .” 10 (2): 253–273. 

Quebral, Nora C. 1971. “Development Communication in the Agricultural Context.” In 

Communication for Social Change Anthology: Historical and Contemporary Readings, 

edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron and Thomas Tufte, 54–59. New Jersey: 

Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Qureshi, Sajda. 2011. “Globalization in Development: Do Information and Communication 

Technologies Really Matter?” Information Technology for Development 17 (4) 

(October): 249–252. doi:10.1080/02681102.2011.610142. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02681102.2011.610142. 

Rapley, Tim. 2004. “Interviews.” In Quaitative Research Practice, edited by Clive Seale, 

Gobo Giampietro, Jaber F Gubrium, and David Silverman, 15–33. Londin: Sage 

Publications. 



93 
 

Rogers, Everett M. 1976. “Communication and Development: The Passing of the Dominant 

Paradigm.” In Communication for Social Change Anthology: Historical and 

Contemporary Readings, edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron and Thomas Tufte, 3:110–

126. New Jersey: Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

doi:10.1177/009365027600300207. 

Saldaña, Johnny. 2009. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. London: SAGE 

Publications. 

Schramm, Wilbur. 1964. “What Mass Communication Can Do and What It Can ‘Help’ to Do, 

in National Development.” In Communication for Social Change Anthology: Historical 

and Contemporary Readings, edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron and Thomas Tufte, 

26–36. New Delhi, India: Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

Scott, John. 1990. A Matter of Record. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Secretariat, GWP Global. 2013. Water : Catalyst for Cooperation. Stockholm. 

Servaes, Jan. 1989. “Participatory Communication Research within Social Movements”. 

Pune, India. 

———. 2007. “Harnessing the UN System Into a Common Approach On Communication for 

Development.” International Communication Gazette 69 (6) (December 1): 483–507. 

doi:10.1177/1748048507082838. 

http://gaz.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.1177/1748048507082838. 

———. 2008a. Communication For Development and Social Change. London: Sage. 

———. 2008b. Communication for Development and Social Change. New Delhi, India: Sage 

Publications India. 

Shah, Hemant. 2011. The Production of Modernization: Daniel Lerner, Mass Media, and The 

Passing of Traditional Society. Philadelphia, USA: Temple University Press. 

Speer, Paul W., and Joseph Hughey. 1995. “Community Organizing: An Ecological Route to 

Empowerment and Power.” American Journal of Community Psychology 23 (5): 729–

748. 

Spencer, Liz, Jane Ritchie, and William O’Conner. 2003. “Analysis: Practices, Principles and 

Processes.” In Qualitative Research Practice: A Guide for Social Science Students and 

Researchers, edited by Jane Ritchie and Jane Lewise, 199–218. London: Sage 

Publications. 

Srampickal, Jacob. 2006. “Development and Participatory Communication.” Communication 

Research Trends: Centre for the Study of Communication and Culture 25 (2). 

http://cscc.scu.edu/trends/v25/v25_2.pdf. 

Statistics, UN. 2013. “Composition of Macro Geographical (continental) Regions, 

Geographical Sub-Regions, and Selected Economic and Other Groupings.” 

(http://unstats.un.org/unsd/methods/m49/m49regin.htm). 



94 
 

Symon, Gillian, and Catherine Cassell. 1998. “Reflections on the Use of Qulitative Methods.” 

In Qualitative Methods and Analysis in Organizational Research, edited by Gillian 

Symon and Catherine Cassel. London: Sage Publications. 

TechTerms. January 4, 2010. “ICT”. http://www.techterms.com/definition/ict (Accessed April 

24, 2014) 

Te’eni, Dov, and Dennis R. Young. 2003. “The Changing Role of Nonprofits in the Network 

Economy.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 32 (3) (September 1): 397–414. 

doi:10.1177/0899764003254900.  

The World Bank. 2004. “World Bank Development Communication (DevComm).” 

http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTDEVCOMMENG/0,,me

nuPK:34000201~pagePK:34000189~piPK:34000199~theSitePK:423815,00.html. 

Thompson, Mark. 2008. “ICT and Deelopment Studies: Towards Development 2.0” 835: 

821–835. doi:10.1002/jid. 

Tufte, Thomas. 2014. “By Invitation Only? The Challenges of Activism and Digital Media for 

Institutions Communicating for Development.” UN Social Media Week, 2014. 

http://orecomm.net/videos/. 

UNESCO. 2006. “Excerpt from: Communication Recommendations Issued 1976-1980.” In 

Communication for Social Change Anthology: Historical and Contemporary Readings, 

edited by Alfonso Gumucio-Dagron and Thomas Tufte, 129–133. New Jersey: 

Communication For Social Change Consortium. 

UNICEF. 2014. “UNICEF- Communication for Development.” Accessed February 17. 

http://www.unicef.org/cbsc. 

UNPAN. 2013. “E-Participation: Empowering People through Information Communication 

Technologies (ICTs) A High Level Seminar”. Geneva. 

URL:http://www.unpan.org/Portals/0/Aide_Memoire_final_12Jun2013.pdf . 

Vaccaro, Andrew, and P. Madsen. 2009. “ICT and an NGO: Difficulties in Attempting to Be 

Extremely Transparent.” Ethics and Information Technology 11 (3) (January 29): 221–

231. doi:10.1007/s10676-009-9180-3. http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s10676-009-

9180-3. 

Van Dijk, Jan. 2006. The Network Society. London: Sage. 

Van Dijk, Jan 2005. The Deepening Divide: Inequality in the Information Society. Thousand 

Oaks: Sage Publications, cop. 

Van Dijk, Jan, and Kenneth Hacker. 2003. “The Digital Divide as a Complex and Dynamic 

Phenomenon” (September 2000): 315–326. doi:10.1080/01972240390227895. 

Waisbord, Silvio. 2008a. “The Institutional Challenges of Participatory Communication in 

International Aid.” Social Identities 14 (4) (July): 505–522. 

doi:10.1080/13504630802212009. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13504630802212009. 



95 
 

———. 2008b. “The Institutional Challenges of Participatory Communication in 

International Aid.” Social Identities 14 (4) (July): 505–522. 

doi:10.1080/13504630802212009. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13504630802212009. 

Weber, Max. 1949. “‘Objectivity’ of Social Science and Social Policy.” In On the 

Methodology of Social Sciences, edited by Edward Shils and Henry Finch, 49–112. 

Glencoe,IL: Free Press. 

Weiss, Robert S. 1995. Learning From Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative 

Interview Studies. New York: The Free Press. 

Wright, Kevin B. 2005. “Researching Internet-Based Populations: Advantages and 

Disadvantages of Online Survey Research, Online Questionnaire Authoring Software 

Packages, and Web Survey Services.” Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 

10 (3). doi:10.1111/j.1083-6101.2005.tb00259.x. 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1083-

6101.2005.tb00259.x/full?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter#. 

Yin, Robert. 2004. The Case Stud Anthology. London: Sage. 

 

Case Study References 

Interviews 

Fuegerola, Marguerita. 2013. Interview by author via Email. May 20
, 
2013. 

Komlos Grill, Helene.2013.Interview by author. Stockholm, April 23, 2013. 

Komlos Grill, Helene. 2014. Interview by author. Stockholm, March 26, 2014. 

Genya, Kenge James. 2014. Interview by author. Stockholm, April 4
th

, 2014. 

Documents 

Global Secretariat. 2013. “GWP Communications 2009-2013 Strategy and 2013 Workplan”. 

Vol. 46. Stockholm. 

GWP Global Secretariat. 2013. Homepage Global Water Partnership. http://www.gwp.org. 

GWP ToolBox. Database Global Water Partnership. www.gwptoolbox.org. 

GWP Global Secretariat. 2014. “Highlights of Towards 2020.” 

“GWP Global Secretariat.” 2013. Homepage Global Water Partnership. http://www.gwp.org. 

Thalmeinerova, Danka. 2009. “Lessons and regional linkages through the Tool Box in other 

GWP regions”, power point presentation. www.gwptoolbox.org. 



96 
 

GWP Brochure. 2013.Water : Catalyst for Cooperation. 

GWP Global Secretariat. 2014.“All partners by Type, Q1/14” 

Survey 

Survey among GWP partners. 2013. http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/S5K95NL. 

  



97 
 

7. Appendix 

7.1 Interview #1 with Helene Komlos-Grill;  

Communications Officer, Global Water Partnership 

 

Stockholm, 22.04.2013; length: ca 50 minutes 

 

date of transcription: 23.04.2013 

 

Helene Komlos Grill [HKG] 

Lena Nitsche [LN] 

 

[Introduction of herself and the main principles of the organization on the white board; 

Concentration on the fact that the networks tries to achieve communication and cooperation 

between stakeholders within water management and thus tries to achieve a more sustainable 

water development for every interest group] 

HKG: What we try to do is actually is, you can call that a network, but we also work together 

with lobbying or advocacy which is a nicer word for lobbying really. So what we are doing is 

that we are advocates or diplomats for water, and advocating for means that we need to 

explain the things I was drawing before to ministers who are taking decisions to their officers 

who would … well, we very much work on the policy level, we try to advocate for those who 

will take the decisions. So we do not work on the very practical level of water; digging wells 

or..(Laughter) or you know doing, making sure that a village has access to water, we work at 

the higher level, which means for instance, one example is that we have been proved in water 

very much in the climate change negotiations, you know the different coops… you follow that 

every year there is a big meeting called the cop 17, cop 18, cop 19.I think the latest one was, 

was it in Durban? And, you know, before that it was in Cancun, it was in Copenhagen a few 

years ago. So everyone taking decisions on climate change there will come to one meeting 

and discuss for two weeks… and sad enough water hasn’t been mentioned really cause again, 

they take water for granted. What would the effect of climate change would be? There will be 

draught, no water, right? What we see in many countries happening today is that there are 

many floods…and we say because of climate change, right? And we will have rise of sea 

levels, you know? We will have the president of the Maldives going out and saying in forty, 

fifty years there will be no islands here because the ocean will rise when you will have the 

glacial melting. But still,  even when people see this they do not talk about water, they talk 

about carbon emission, global warming; but they do not link to water. And that is what we try 

to do. 

LN: So your goal is kind of to get the communication about water started or to achieve a 

corporation between interest partners? 

HKG: Exactly.  

LN: And the main organizational unit is the Global Secretariat? And what is the role of the 

Global Secretariat? 
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HKG: Yes, so we have, we work at the global level, so we lead the delegation if there is a big 

coop meeting or we meet with WMO speaking about metrological.You know, figures or we 

meet at that global highest level; but then of course we have 13 regions ( I should have 

brought my strategy and just show you) we have 13 regions of cooperation in the world and; I 

think I want to show you this in a picture. Wait, I´ll come back  

[leaves the room for a few seconds and comes back with a brochure showing a world map 

with the 13 different regions] 

…here are our regional offices, so there are colour coded, so one office is in South America, 

one is in the Caribbean, Central America, five offices in Africa; there are a lot of processes 

going on concerning the Mediterranean, that is why we have these countries part of us, but 

really we concentrate on working in countries more here, but the office is actually based in 

Athens .. we have an office here following all the process on the Danube river which runs 

through so many different countries; we have an agent in Caucasus here and then China is its 

own region, it’s a bit strange, but it’s such a huge country and no one else speaks Chinese ,so 

they are kind of their won, they have River Partnership instead; they work a bit differently. 

South Asia and South East Asia… 

So in our mission you have the principles that we are following which is we should make sure 

what you just said that different interest groups meet, but we need to provide a platform  

which is neutral for dialogue, so what we do is, we do a lot of meetings, we do a lot of 

workshops where we build capacity, we do what I did now, to explain why we should, if you 

work at the ministry of finance; why should you worry about water, why should you if you 

work at the ministry of tourism worry about water. So, we can give this neutral platform 

which means that for instance in this region where we have a lot of conflicts around water, we 

are the only organization which can bring together the ministers from all these different 

countries. And we are then based in a country, but we do not speak on behalf of a country and 

in terms of communication, sometimes this can be a very, it can be tricky because we want to 

say this, we are part of bringing all the ministers together, sign an agreement and we are 

moving on. Everything will be much better 

[Laughter] 

But we are often ghostwriters, we are not supposed to show ourselves, so let’s say you have, 

we had a big success in the Himalayas where the glacials are melting; we had a lot ministers 

coming together who are in conflict which each other and who signed an agreement. 

I wrote a story of it on the website and then someone made a phone call and told me: You 

have to take it down, you have to take it down; you were not part of this, it was the ministers. 

You know who were there for the meeting; it was very political, you cannot show you are part 

of it, it has to be the ministers.  So it is very political sometimes and we have to be careful. 

LN: So political interests are influencing the communication a lot? 

HKG: Yes, exactly. So I wanted to say, after this phone call in which they asked me to delete 

the story for the website. And then we have to be sensible cause our interest is not really to 

tribute ourselves but of course on the other side if we don’t do it, if we don’t tell other people 
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what we do we will not get any more money to do it. So it is very much a balance. But in this 

case we just let it go and say ok, it’s your decision, your agreement and we won’t say how 

much involvement we actually had in bringing them together.  

LN: And you are also connected to smaller partners through Regional Partnerships or Country 

Partnerships? And how are you communicating with them, with your smaller partners? 

HKG: So, the global office is here in Stockholm and then we have Regional Water 

Partnerships with more than 2700 partners. And to become a member is free and then 

normally what you do is, you join a Country Water Partnerships which then belongs to a 

Regional Water Partnership. And, I would say that the communication is yes at a global level. 

We do communications, but then we also have communicators at each regional office around 

here and they are supposed to do regional communications. And then in the countries we have 

a person who is working; well not working, it is contributifoning time, they don’t a salary, 

they work for the organizations; for the cause really; it gains them to be part of our network. 

But all of them are really employed by other organizations and associations and companies 

either. And so, I am paid by the organization and everyone working in the Global Secretariat 

is, Regional Offices are also paid, and then at the country level it is. 

LN: And then you basically provide the knowledge here and give it to your partners? And 

like…how do you see the concept of participation with your partners; how can they give 

something back? 

HKG: We do knowledge material; I can say in terms of background papers or guidance 

documents or also at the global level we have a technical committee which consists of 

professors and others who are very, who know Water Resources Management very well… 

and they produce different papers; you can find them on our Website of course. And then also 

we have a thing called the toolbox which is our knowledge platform. There we have our own 

material but also material from other organizations on this topic. So we do global material; 

but then also the regions, they produce material on their region. In the Med Area there is a lot 

of draughts, so they have a lot of knowledge in that area. Here we have a lot of floods, they 

have a lot of knowledge here; so it’s a bit different. And then, they do workshops on capacity 

building and etc. at the regional level and then country level. And then also you have different 

universities who use a lot of our material for students which are maybe not even connected to 

us, but they use it.  So we have many different layers on knowledge sharing. 

LN: So the smaller partners can apply this knowledge; and do they also have the chance like 

to, like to give feedback if something is not applicable for them in their special situation? In 

how far is this considered also on a cultural level? 

HKG: Yes, the current chair of the technical committee, he always speaks about the 

knowledge chain. So he means we produce and it goes out etc. and then also it should come 

back as you say. We are supposed to be a very consultative network as a whole. Yes, we are 

supposed to be sharing with each other. And I mean sometimes it is easier, sometimes it is 

not. I mean it depends a little bit on who you are dealing with; it’s all about the people really. 

And the different topics you can say, transbundary issues are quite delicate you, know. And 

that is why it is important that we go with regions, you know. For example a lake is often 
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shared by many countries or a river as I said before will run downstream like this, and you 

will have conflicts between the different countries when it comes to this river, and that is why 

we have to work in a region and make them work together on water and not just specifically 

in a country. For instance you have the Nile which starts here in Uganda and goes all the way 

up and runs out here in the delta in Egypt. And just now recently Egypt changed and wanted 

to become part of this regional water partnership. [points to the East African partnership on 

the map]. Before they were part of the Med.  But because of the Nile and all of the processes 

around it they are much better off with this. Cause, as I said before, if they want to build a 

dam, there will be no water here. Egypt is a really dry country in some parts and. There can be 

a lot of conflicts really.  

LN: In terms of everyday communication; through which medium are you communicating 

with you partners? Is it phone calls or emails or…how are you doing it? 

HKG: I would say that most of the time it’s emails; skype interviews and of course we have a 

Facebook page which has grown quite a lot lately, I think we have around 8000 followers 

now; which is quite big for an organization like ours which is not a huge one if you think the 

secretariat only has 20 staff members. And then we have twitter, we use slideshare 

presentations, we have a wordpress blog, we are on LinkedIn, we have quite big group there 

as well with discussions on different topics.  

LN: And this is also for the partners within the network? 

HKG: I would say Emails is very much for the network as a whole, but yes, you cannot really 

close Linked in or other groups; we have certain closed groups on certain issues for a limited 

number of people; but that is all.  

LN: Did you ever face like that partners don’t have access to certain media or that they, or 

that skype interviews were not possible because of a bad connection? I mean, in how far is the 

digital divide influencing the communication in this global environment because of an 

unequal access? Did you ever face those problems? 

HKG: Yes, we do actually on a daily basis. Especially internet connection is a big problem, 

really. For example people would be online and everything will work fine and on the other 

day it would be much more difficult. And for us, it is important that we work here and about 

99 %, like 99% of the time we have good internet connection. And we have to understand that 

this is not the case with our colleagues. So I do think for instance in Africa, they do 

communicate less in that way and they do… well, pamphlets and flyers and a lot of physical 

meetings and so. And that is what it is so good about this network. We do not fly in 

consultants who will tell them , to tell Africa what to do, we build capacity in the region. And 

we use their capacity in the local level . So its people who do know much better than I do to 

communicate.  

LN: So basically, the communication strategy; is it based here, or is it based in the different 

regions? 



101 
 

HKG: Yeah, right. I can share ours with you, I can send it to you. We have a global strategy, 

a global graphical policy as well. Because when I said I was working here since 2007 we felt 

that the regions were graphically, the divisions were just so different. And so we wanted to 

make it more cooperate; developed a graphical strategy. And we also started a project in 

having a website which could host platforms for this, the regional websites. So, now I think its 

nine out of 13 regions who use our website platform. So this is also for consistency. But, I 

wanted to say so, but then they developed their own regional strategy to decide what they can 

do… 

LN: Also like on a cultural level? I mean this could be a problem like if you have like one 

global strategy. 

HKG: Yes, I think so too. So we are very like about bringing it down to the local level in 

every aspect. And so we don’t want to be top down, more flat; we are even button-up I would 

say. So we try to listen to them.  

LN: So there is like continuous feedback from the regions like how you could improve? 

HKG: Yes, yes…and in terms of communications, every region has three people employed. 

One coordinator, which is the manager of the team and one administrative assistant and a 

communications officer. And the communications Officer is quite lonely in the regions, it is 

the only person who speaks about… let’s do communications, let the people know what are 

our activities .In many regions you can see that the communications persons is only taking 

minutes. So what we try to do from the global level is really create a communications team. 

And we have one annual meeting and then one annual training where we meet; all these 

regions come together, the communications people come together. And then we have a 

training on website or social media or storytelling. So they feel they are part of the team. So 

on a daily basis I have contact with them and they might ask, for example… can we run this 

story, can we do it this way:  I ask them for feedback and so.  And for instance this book right 

now [Is showing another brochure]; this year water cooperation is the UN theme and all we 

do is water cooperation. That is really what our business is about. So to celebrate this year we 

created this booklet and it has stories from our different regions. So if you want to know a 

little bit more what we do on a practical level, you will find it here. And this was of course 

developed in corporation with my regional colleagues. So we are very close you can say. 

LN: Okay. So where do you see the biggest problems or constraints of your work or the 

communication? 

 

HKG: I think that the biggest problem or the biggest challenge is when you have a manager 

of the regional office who don’t think it’s important to do communications. Then you have a 

problem. We have, we can see many times; we can build the program on IWRM and how to 

promote it. But it’s all really technical. But then communication is not imbedded in all the 

steps you have to take. Then you go from A to D. And then when you are here you are like: 

Wow, we have to tell the donors what we are doing. They have to know about the process, etc 

etc.. And then they go to the communications person and say: Do a report. And this person 

has not been part of the process and how can you do a report then? And so what we try to do 
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now is to build capacity within the regional coordinators to understand that they have to work 

closely with communications.  

LN: And you do that through your annual meeting or are there other workshops or trainings? 

HKG: So at the highest level it is important… our global secretary, she is very positive about 

communications, so we have that support from here. So it goes down, you know. So we can 

go down and make sure that communications is given support. Then also we had before 

people who are not really communicators, they are maybe administrative people or assistants 

in different ways; but they did not have an education in communications. Which was.. it 

didn’t work. So now, if a regional communications person is hired I will do or Steven my 

manager will be part of the last stages of interviews to see if there is a communications… if 

this person is skilled in communications. And this is also a way of ensuring that we bring in 

good people.  

LN: Okay. So also for the regional offices? 

HKG: Yes. 

LN: So, do you think that all the partners involved in the networks are equally involved in a 

way or is there some kind of..maybe not hierarchy or knowledge base or like… 

HKG: Definitely.  Very good question. I mean that is really what we struggle with all the 

time how to engage our partners. And you can say that every region kind of have, they all 

have a groups of partners who are more active or other partners who are very passive and  do 

not really engage in what we do. And this is a big challenge especially for especially for the 

regional staff to get them more engaged. 

LN: And how do you do that? By continuously trying to ... 

HKG: Yes, what we try to. I see us very much as a support function to the regions. So I try to 

produce this kind of material that they can hand out. To make sure technical information is 

communicated in a more  understandable way etc.; …and bringing that together for them so 

they can use it on a local level when they try to meet and engage the partners. So, and then of 

course we go to events and we have an exhibition and so we stick to people there and we have 

receptions, where we invite etc. etc., but I would say we have to make sure that the regions do 

have nice communications material to use. And we produce a monthly newsletter and I am 

writing it today and so is Steven, it’s just a bit too much for us to do. So to write the stories 

and to follow up on stories or go back to the regions and maybe get some quotes and how it 

come about and more context to it and so people from the countries or the regions can 

recognize it. This is really important. And then it is also important to get more media attention 

to what we do as well. That is really important. 

LN: So your goal is also to get like mainstream media involved? 

HKG: Yes it is important; to have their support and let them understand more. 
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LN: Do you think that Social Media has in some parts changed the communication or has 

made it in some ways more equal? Or didn’t you see any big changes in also like in 

comparison to old media, to traditional media? 

HKG: I see that today you cannot only communicate and put something up on your website. 

You shouldn’t think that people will go to it on a daily basis. So I see these different channels 

as very important as a channel. So you can really; Facebook is interesting cause it is a group 

of people who actually decided to follow you. That’s interesting. Twitter is something I know 

is very much used by media for instance and then, this is a good channel for that. The blog is 

interesting because you can get comments back on what you have written. SO I just think that 

today you have so many different ways of getting your message out which I think is really 

good.  And,  but of course people are involved. You have to have a Facebook.  If you don’t 

have it, you don’t exist today. So, and youtube as well. For instance for this year we produced 

a video as well, you can watch it on our youtube channel. And I think it has; it is good 

because you can follow how many have, you can see numbers of how many did see it. So 

about 7.000 have watched it now. Which is good, because it is in some way keeping track 

about it. But as well, a minister will maybe not read about that in Facebook. And we have to 

produce one page brief about the issues, so you just have to be prepared about using all the 

different channels really.  

LN: Okay, okay. Do you have some issues that are probably important to know or some 

issues about communications that you face?  

HKG: I mean, one challenge too is that you have many water organizations playing in the 

water field; playing in the same arena. And so you have SIWI for instance, the Stockholm 

International Water Institute here, our neighbors; you have UN water and so anyways, you 

need to ensure to stand out among those organizations. We are different in what we are doing 

and that is always a challenge to have to make sure you have you niche and you know you are 

talking about. I think that is important. 

And then of course with a big network as ours people have to feel it is relevant to become and 

be members and to stay members. Otherwise, we do not have partners. And how do you keep 

them. And that’s where I think, again is we would have more people in the region for instance 

or even in the countries it would be, we could even engage them more. But I do think that we 

work a lot. All of the communications people are very busy and do so many different things. 

But if they could be, if we could have to communicators in each region… you can always do 

more. But it is interesting for instance, we have in Central America, they have a really active 

Facebook group and just by posting different messages to the group of people; my colleague 

said at the right moment in time for instance when there were floods she could really see the 

effects of you know, bigger interest in communications. So you have to be strategic really, if 

you just have a few people doing it. If you take the right decisions and…Shall we go here? 

Shall we do all these events? You know, there are so many events taking place all the time. 

No, we shouldn’t. Let’s just focus on this one and this one. So you have to be… strategic. 

LN: And this is always in corporation with some; the owners of the knowledge about 

water…how do you work together here? 
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HKG: We have people here, but also the chair of our technical committee is based in Rabat in 

Morocco and we have Email, of course, we are communicating all the time. But for us, it is 

also important if you publish something you need to make sure that it is correct and that you 

have a final approval so, a challenge for us is definitely to reach out more to media cause what 

we do is not as I said before…we deal with a lot of conflicts but we are not supposed to 

be…make bigger conflicts. We are very diplomatic. And so to raise media’s attention to 

something is quite challenging. It is only when you have a big catastrophe, you know, an 

earthquake, people dying or you have floods and draughts and all of these catastrophes. Then 

media is will go and write. But just normal business as usual, not so much. So that is a 

challenge. So we have for instance in one country now, which didn’t happen, we received a 

release the other day that the president of the country will sign a big agreement on having all 

the different users of water cooperating. Which is a fantastic thing for us. We know we were 

part of it and it is a big thing in this big country. And he was going to sign it in a certain time, 

we had it ready, everything was ready. But then there was a bomb thread or something so he 

couldn’t do it. And this was now two weeks ago and still we don’t have a signed agreement, 

you know. We are waiting and so.. SO these things can happen and its really you have to wait 

and see: When can we do it? When can we publish this story? You need to be careful. And I 

am very happy we didn’t publish it before we had the signature. 

LN: Of course, So you kind of need to be sensible for like different, like political and also 

cultural interests… 

HKG: Exactly, so, exactly. It is very political. But it is very interesting. [Laughter] 

LN: Yes, I can imagine it is a really challenging job.  

HKG: Yes, it is. And the reason too why we are here in Sweden is that the Swedish 

development agency called SIDA . They really want to push water issues. And so they said 

that they would support us that we are based here. 

LN: But then there is a German Water Partnership, also called GWP. I am fighting a bit with 

them because of their logo. It is very similar to our, not textwise, but you can go and have a 

look at it. And the colours are of course the german flag colours and there is another kind of 

thing they have. But you´ll see, it is very similar. [Laughter]But it is more of a business water 

partnership. But we own the name Global Water Partnership, but we cannot do more than 

that.  

HKG: So now what will happen to you, you will write some kind of paper? 

LN: Yes, well. I wanna look in how far organizations, especially global organizations, non-

governmental or governmental organizations like communicate in a global network ad what 

kind of issues they are facing. And in how far media or also cultural aspects have an influence 

on the communication. What would actually be really good for me if I could have the chance 

to speak to one of the partners actually and to look on the other side. Do you think that is 

possible? 

HKG : Of course,  yes, for you, on which part of the world would you be more interested in?  
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LN: That doesn’t really matter.. 

HKG: Yes, I´ll see. I just need to think a little bit who could be a partner to peak to… but the,  

that’s fine. I´ll just see . And then it would be an interview via Email or would it be a Skye 

call?  

LN: Well, that kind of depends on the partner I guess.  But I could do both. If it is possible, 

that would be perfect. And then in the next weeks I will look into where I can really have my 

emphasis… or an area which I will concentrate on. I wanna look into the broad organization 

as well. Right now I am looking into concepts of communication for development and so I 

will see which concept can be applied for your organization. 

HKG: Because it is also when we communicate… If I communicate to a policy maker, it has 

to be like this… but my colleague who works in Burkina Faso, for instance what he does is 

that he produces a cartoon, a magazine which he hand out in schools on water. So it’s… it all 

depends on paper,  its all on a different levels. It all depends on who your target group is and 

you have to segment with whoever you communicate…It is very different. 

LN: So my goal is to hopefully identify some crucial areas in the organization and see where 

some challenges are in the communication. 

HKG : Well, I think that the challenges are that you have to what I said. We are a support 

function to the local communicators in a sense because without its really when you meet 

people and communicate with them on that level is that you can have a change in behavior. 

And that is what we are asking for, a change in behavior. As a catalyst for cooperation… how 

do you change? How do you manage water? They can only communicate in the local level. If 

we are doing communication on the highest level, so it s really layers. 

So anyways, we are staying in contact and I will send you our strategy of communications and 

I will try and find a partner to interview. 

LN: Yes thank you. And I will stay in contact and let you know where my focus of the 

analysis will be and will of course come back with results.  
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7.2 Interview #2 with  Helene Komlos Grill  

Stockholm, March 26
th 

2014 

length: ca 40 minutes 

Interviewee: Helene Komlos Grill [HKGG] 

Interviewer: Lena Nitsche [LN] 

HKGG:.. it is all about knowledge. And at the same time, there is the question how to engage 

people. This is something that is discussed continuously in the GWP network of course. And 

we have different groups you can say; we have our partner organizations, we have our 

technical committee with the technical expertise and we have, well, the Global Secretariat and 

the Regional Offices which provide support in all of this. So, if we go to the partners I would 

say that if we can provide knowledge which is of interest for them, you know, they will go to 

the website and will be interested in participation in our meetings etc.. But for me it is 

difficult to talk about how we do it at the local level. It would really be good, again, if you 

could engage with someone at the local level; how they really do things. 

But in big terms we can say that we are participating in processes, for instance you have, in 

Central America they have been working on…well, there is a Water and Climate 

Development programme which we are now developing in almost all our regions right now. 

So for Water Climate and Development-who would you like to engage with? Who needs to be 

part of our work in order to really, to do something, you know, good in this field. So we 

organize of course a lot of personal meetings and so forth. And then we inform about this; we 

have Social Media Channels, we have a Website and Newsletter electronically.. But it is still 

very much about the personal engagement that people need who work in the same field. But, 

who will benefit? We will benefit from more partners joining; they will benefit from being 

part of this bigger group;  that is GWP.   

 

LN: You say that you have over 2000 partners: How do you manage this? Because this is 

such a huge amount of different groups of people and organizations. 

 

HKG: I mean not all of them, of these partners are active. So you have to understand how 

they work. Some of them just maybe think it is good for them to show in that what they do; 

that they are partners of this big organization. But they don’t really participate so much in our 

work. And then you have others who are really much much engaged and give their 

contributions you can say, into the GWP’s work in changing governance structures and Water 

Resources Management. That´s what makes it so difficult in a way; it´s so loose. But in every 

region, they have very ; they  know who their main partners is.  

LN: So it’s all about basically the regional offices, that they get the partner together on 

specific topics? 
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HKG: Exactly.So we at the global level, we give the umbrella, but we are not really.. and we 

are currently finalizing our strategy, which I will send as soon as we have it, it’s a new 

strategy for 2014-2019, and it’s called “Towards 2020”… So we give the overall umbrella, 

where we say for instance : We will work within thematic areas. For instance, climate change, 

urbanization, food security, water and energy.And then we also have cross-cutting issues 

which will be gender and news which will be communicate to the network. This is what we 

should focus on for the strategy period. And then they take it and they do what is possible for 

them at the local level.  

 

LN: But do you think that the very local level is somehow influencing the policies here at the 

global level? 

HKG: When we have had a consultative process , when we have produced this strategy, we 

have had meetings in four regions where we have invited the people that the regions thought 

would be beneficial to have at that strategy meeting and who are the key people to discuss this 

issues with. So it is very much I would say global level with defining the overall picture and 

the strategy and then it goes down to the regions. The regions would take the pieces that they 

think is important. In Eastern Africa for instance, they have a lot of work on gender and 

youth. So they are engaging with youth groups. And if you engage with youth groups you 

maybe need to work more on social media than if you are working with the high level 

ministers in South Asia. So it’s a bit like.. it’s really. We don’t really like to say that we are 

running different projects , but its like: this project-this target group. 

 

LN: So you specify the media that you need for each target group? 

 

HKG: Yes, for instance; for this Water and Climate Change programme that we are running 

we have,  we call it: 8 different work packages; one work package is capacity building and 

knowledge sharing. So within this package, we have, when this was drafted, it`s what we 

actually contribute with on the global level… this was drafted in the regions, it was sent to the 

global level; finance department, communications department and others, we had a look at it 

to see,..and I had a look at them to see the work packages and see if communication is 

considered in this programme. If there is no component on communications in this 

programme, they have to add it. Because they can´t just run a programme and not 

communicate about it and have no budget to produce a report, to do social media or to do 

anything. We cannot tell them what to do; but we support and we guide from the global level.  

LN: So you can say that there are some key figures within the partners that are more active 

but do you, how do you motivate the others? Is there anything you do for the others? 

HKG: I think they organize events in the regions. But I think it is, what their work plans look 

like, either you concentrate on the one´s that you already have and focus on them or you focus 

on finding new partners instead. I think they have a balance in this. Or if they are at a 

conference or event, I am sure that they are trying to get new partners in. So it’s very much 

the face t face meetings. Some of them have Facebook groups, we have over 2000 followers 
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for our LinkedIn group; I am sure we are; we are trying to recruit as many. You know if you 

join there is no free; but it is also up to you as a member; what you do, if you want to 

contribute to the GWP. So it is a balance. This is one of our most difficult issues that we deal 

with all the time. And you know, we organize an annual meeting each year which is called the 

Consulting Partner`s meeting ; so that`s a meeting where we meet partners; so each region… 

and we pay for them to come to the meeting…each region may bring 3-4 partners to the 

meeting I think. And there, they are part of the full discussion. So it is up to the regions to say: 

do we want to bring partners who are active or who are really new. And this always rerates a 

really good discussion platform. Where ou have different, I mean, the new ones that always 

ask a lot of questions and other who have been part of the GWP for a long time; they have a 

lot of knowledge to share. But they really try to rotate and make sure that new partners are 

coming to the meeting.  

LN: And when partners want to contribute, how can they do this? What do you want them to 

do? 

 

HKG: So we have for instance, we have something called the knowledge chain. The technical 

committee works with sharing knowledge, and they produce new knowledge and they also 

share existing knowledge. And so we have a whole set of different, Regional Water 

Partnership and the technical committee that produces a product and then you have the 

interconnectivity between all those. So it is important that they produce a product that is 

relevant or the regions in terms of which knowledge do they need to have. And at the same 

time what is produced by the technical committee needs to be as well on the very global level. 

So all of this it’s a mix between let’s say the regions in collaboration with partners, they will 

produce a document, a knowledge product on draught management for instance, and within 

this production they may have capacity building meetings where they discuss it first and then 

they have, and then they actually produce a handbook of some kind, and then they have other 

meetings maybe get engage with universities to train students and have a contact with 

teachers etc. So producing is very much in collaboration with partners.  

So that´s what we want from partners; that they provide and give knowledge to GWP. But 

also let’s say you have another kind of consulting process in terms of how water is managed 

and that you know, governments should fous for instance more on the connection between 

water and energy, this is the UN year of water and energy, so then you would need to 

organize a meeting where you have representatives from the energy sector and the private 

sector maybe environmentalists, eco-system experts and make sure that these people discuss 

and provide knowledge which can be used by policy makers. So I would say face to face 

meetings is important because there is no… and GWP can never call for these meetings  if 

there are no attracted collaborators. So we need to make sure that we stand out in 

communication and knowledge about what we do and who are are. And of course our people, 

our ambassadors they are key also to this communication. 

LN: What role does communication play in this process? How can the partners communicate 

this knowledge, show who they are and what they do. Is there any communication chain back 

to the Global Secretariat? 
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HKG: I mean in a way, we are just a service-function within the network. So it’s a process. 

Like it’s the whole concept we are promoting. We are promoting IWRM, that is a process 

between many different people, partners, actors, who engage in the same issues. So it is very 

loose. And I would say everything we do is communication. And also even if you say you 

could compare us, even if we talk about it as advocacy. We can compare it to Public Relations 

or lobby work if you would like. But that has a bad connotation, but we try to enlighten 

people´s knowledge about Water Resources Management and make them understand the 

connections. And we do this at different levels. So it is really important whom we engage. In 

some regions we have really high level people working at the parliament or government who 

will support GWP and what we say. We also work in a specific programme in collaboration 

with universities in capacity building and making sure that the toolbox is used in the 

curriculum on Water Resources Management. So we have a programme running where our 

project management officers go and giving regions to specific regions in the world. They just 

came back from Indonesia. Last year they did it in Africa and in the Caribbean last year. So 

very focus programme where we collaborate with university and partners involved and 

students etc. So it’s very focused. So that is education, then policy makers and civil society. 

SO they can turn to the GWP and be part of a bigger group.  

 

LN: The toolbox, what was the reason why it was established? What is the function of the 

toolbox? 

 

HKG: Of course it was established to provide a platform where all our resources are collected 

under the same platform. Not everything is produced by the GWP. But you will know it is 

peer-reviewed referenced material and Case Studies, which are there. That is a trusted 

platform online. It´s like a library. 

LN: So it is more like a database. 

HKG: Yes, it´s a database. 

LN: So how active do you think are different partners and regions? 

HKG: Actually, that is what we discussed now. WE have a function where you discuss 

certain things online on our website and we haven´t activated it yet. So I think we will do that 

and it would be interesting to see of something happens. But maybe it doesn´t. Cause people 

today they tend to do discussions in groups such as LinkedIn. I would say that our LinkedIn 

group is extremely active. And that there are like 2-3 posts each day on specific topics-. I 

think that’s people more and more engage today. So not on a specific page, but rather they use 

their existing accounts. And Facebook is more and more personally oriented and LinkedIn is 

the professional field. 

LN: If partners actually, If you think that the toolbox is actually the main knowledge sharing 

function, cause knowledge is about the fact and academic knowledge that you can gather in a 

report? Or do you think that it is helpful to engage them more with the discussion about these 

reports to be more engaged with the Toolbox? 
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HKG: Yes, I see that people can be more engaged, that you can work on that. I think that the 

training what they do is really good for the toolbox. I mean you can have it, but if no one uses 

it, it doesn´t really matter. But the trainingis supporting the use of he toolbox. And I think it is 

an important programme that started and will continue, it will definitely continue. We could 

do so much on the toolbox and more and more. And recently in August we launched a new 

version of it. We only had it available in English before as an online version. And now we 

have in Russian, French, Spanish and English. And I think that’s very good. Especially when 

it comes to South America, if its not in Spanish, it won´t be used by the Spanish speaking 

people. 

 

LN: Do you think that the toolbox is successful in a way or do you think that a lot of partners 

actually use it? 

 

HKG: It is debated all the time. And we could do more on the toolbox. It can be used even 

more. A lot of work is put into it, making sure that the material is there, that it is correct, tht it 

is up to date, great case studies with great references. And providing the Case Studie is made 

in collaboration with the network. Maybe there will be partners submitting a Case Study. But 

we can do a lot more. And we try to also promote a case study every month in a newsletter, 

we use social media to make people read it. But it’s difficult. Because a case study is 

supposed to be a very scientific information. And if you post it on Facebook then people they 

don’t want to read this long document. But it’s this balance that makes it difficult too. 

 

LN: What I saw in the survey is that partners say that they don’t have the time to read all of 

this material. That they would like to contribute, but sometime don’t know how to do that. 

HKG: And also, knowledge is interesting. If you work with knowledge and knowledge 

sharing and knowledge management it is that you can produce so much and yet there will 

always be someone who says: Can´t you produce this, why don’t you ave anything on this. 

We know there is a demand for it. And at the same time the are people who say: We don’t 

have time to read all of this- For instance, we have our monthly newsletter and people still 

say: What do you do, can I have information on what you do? And then we say: You received 

the monthly newsletter, it’s all there. And then they say: Oh no, we don’t have time to read 

that. And that’s the problem if you work with communication and knowledge and people and 

information. It’s there, you work really worked hard to get it there. And then people don´t 

take the time to read it. And of course people are swamped with information. 

LN: And do you think, it was my first thought, like changing the Toolbox to more like Social 

Network to present yourself and your work. 

HKG: I know, we have discussed it in the past. But I think that LinkedIn can replace that. I 

don’t think that the Toolbox should be a community. We did try to set up a community for the 

GWP. But it was never launched. There was a time when everyone wanted to produce its own 

platform for exchanges, discussion platform.. so we wanted to do a community.. but it never 

happened. And I think it’s good cause people would not log in specifically to be a part of this 
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community. And now LinkedIn and Facebook are taking over. And this was only years ago 

when we planned it. And I think it’s happening in these other communities instead. I don’t 

think there is a need for this. Cause we would put a lot of money into it and then it won´t be 

used. Cause people are on these other communities anyways. And this is the same thing when 

it come´s to you know. Do you know what Mooc is? 

LN: No. 

HKG: So everyone is talking about this now in the universities, we should produce online 

courses available online, people don’t have to travel, they don’t have to go to the university 

and physically be there, they will follow the course and get a diploma etc etc. Mooc is 

growing really fast. And we have also been discussed: Should we do a Mooc? And even if we 

are not an institutions in that sense, we o share knowledge and the universities can use the 

knowledge we share. But we have decided, and I think it’s a good decision that we will 

partner with universities who can do the promotion of that Mook, they use our material. But 

its not the GWP actually producing and doing the course. I think that’s how we should work. 

We shouldn´t create a community ourselves, we should use the existing platform. That´s how 

we collaborate, you don’t have to make so much investment. You have to use your money 

wisely.  

LN: How do you think can the future toolbox probably look like? What could be the next 

steps? 

HKG: I mean mooc and webinars where everyone is joining a meeting online; I think we 

need to go there. But we should continue collaborating and in that sense we are leverage our 

own product; if we collaborate with others. So there will be an online course now which will 

be held by a university in Canada. We collaborate with them. So the will use the GWP 

toolbox, the GWP material. And that s how I think we should reach out. We use existing 

channels. And that’s how we have been working all the time, also how we deal with our 

community and partners. It is the collaboration which is really the key in everything. Its not 

use going out there and telling everyone what to do. It´s us making sure that people move and 

communicate, discuss. And then something happens. And you can only do that if you are 

trusted, if people say that the GWP is interesting to collaborate. They will deliver, they will 

provide this neutral platform. Cause water issues can be very sensitive. And if there is a 

conflict, they will trust the GWP to be a part of it. 

 

LN: There are 2700 partners. Is it somehow possible to manage them? 

 

HKG: I don’t think so. And it is not our job to do this either. They can join, we can always 

work on making them more active, but it is up to the to do what they want with their 

membership at the GWP. And we of course want them to participate. We have newsletters in 

the regions, we have meetings that they are invited to etc. But its up to them. We can not tell 

them what to do. It’s a loose network. 
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7.3 Interview with Kenge Gunya, 

 Knowledge Officer Global Water Partnership 

Stockholm, April 4
th

, 2014 

Interviewer: Lena Nitsche(LN) 

Interviewee: Kenge James Gunya (KG) 

LN: I can actually just explain what I study. I study Media and Communications; we want to 

see how Media and Technology for example influence organizations. And that’s what I going 

to look at the GWP; like how people can participate in the network and if technologies are 

important and how you work with them, especially the Toolbox. That is my purpose.  

So what is your task? What are you doing in the GWP? 

KG: First of all, where I work is the Knowledge Management component of the GWP, which 

is basically under the communications unit. So within the communications unit we have the 

part that does communication, so more like information. And then we have the other type that 

does more like knowledge content side of it. So knowledge toolbox is the mainly content 

related, while our main website is for other sorts of information and other sorts of 

communication.  

LN: So your task is to manage the knowledge material that you are doing? 

KG: The GWP is a knowledge based network. And what happens in 1996 GWP was formed 

to advocate for Integrated Water Resources Management. And to do that there had to be ome 

sort of knowledge; what I there, what is the aim and what can be achieved; its principles and 

objectives. So what happened was they formed a group that is called the Technical 

Committee. SO what they do is they have to see what are the issues in Water Resources 

Management, key issues and how are they addresses. So they do that in form of publications. 

LN: And what kind of publications is that? 

KG: A number of publications. We have background papers, we have technical briefs. We 

have policy briefs. We have technical focus papers. Those are the knowledge material 

produced y the technical committee. Apart from that the Toolbox has a number of tools. We 

have 59 tools. And under each tool it describes what that tool is and how it can be applied; if 

it’s the transbundary river management; so how it can be appied. And each tool is supported 

with a dynamic component which is Case Studies and references. So my role is motly to write 

case studies, write references and so on. And also sometimes I help the technical committee to 

draft some of these background papers at their initial stages. 

LN: Ok, so is the knowledge material of the GWP basically produced here in the Global 

Secretariat. How are the partners on the local level involved in this process? 
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KG: What happens is we have the Global Secretariat and then we have 13 Regional Offices. 

And in each regions, they have Country Offices. So our channel of communication or how we 

disseminate our knowledge is through this platform. And the interaction is in both ways. So 

say our projects are implemented on the ground. But the whole process is in both ways. Top-

down and buttom-up. And in terms of how knowledge goes through the system; each region 

annually or periodically, they produces case studies. So a case study is a publication where an 

action has been taken. So let’s say in one region the problem is water pollution. So it is a 

description of this problem and what has been done, what is the response to that problem and 

what are the results and what are the lessons learned. So that happens on the ground, on the 

country level. And those case studies are the ones we publish here in the toolbox. 

LN: So on these case studies that are produced in the countries, are the partners involved there 

as well? 

KG: Yes. 

LN: And how are they getting involved. Do they have meetings? 

KG: They are in most cases the ones implementing the project on the ground. And its through 

the Regional Offices that they ae getting organized. And its also, each region has country 

offices as I said, so its through each countries offices that they organize themselves to 

implement those projects. 

LN: And do you think that all the partners are involved? Because you have 2700 partners. 

KG: I wouldn’t say so. We have those that are very active. And we have others that are less 

active. It depends on what they are doing.  Have a broad category of partners. We have 

universities, we have water utilities, we have government agencies, we have river basin 

organizations; we have community-based organizations. So it depends on what type of 

activity we have in a specific location and what kinds of partners are doing similar things. Its 

not like in one country all the partners are getting involved. But it depends on if what we are 

specifically doing is related to their own activity.  

LN: Ok, but those who are not active. Do you try to motivate them to participate? 

KG: Yes,we do that. 

LN: How do you do that? 

KG: We have to know what they are doing. And when we know that e can try to involve 

them. And especially now we have a program which is called Water and Climate 

Development Programme. And this programme almost involves all the categories of partners 

that we have. Let’s say university, we involve them through capacity building. So they are the 

ones who know the sciences and how to apply it we go through them. So they conduct 

capacity building for those who are working on the ground. Let say for food and security they 

can advise the farmers on issues related to … and for water utilities they get involved with 

water supply issues. So we have different ways on how to involve the partners.  
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LN: Also Helene said before, some are active and some are hard to communicate with. Do 

you have a special way to deal with those? 

KG: Sometimes, you don’t. Because when organizations become partners they have different 

expectations. Some of them want to become partners because they want to receive money, to 

get money. Some want to become partners because they want to be a global network. Some of 

them want to become partners because they want to use our network for their own purposes. 

But some of those expectations aren’t met, so they become inactive.  

LN: But there is no way to especially address those inactive partners? Do you think it is their 

responsibility to contribute? 

KG: It is all our responsibility together I would say. One way to get them more interested is 

by offering other programmes outside of what they are doing. Say we have a training 

programme where we send our partners to other countries. And we pay or their expenses and 

so on. So we asked them to apply. And some of these inactive partners have started to become 

more active. They started to see if their original expectations were not met but there is still 

something that they can gain from the network. Now we have one programme where we send 

our partners to train on international water law for three weeks in Scotland. And then we have 

an online programme where we pay scholarships for them to participate. And also regionally 

we have regional training programmes where we combine 5-6 countries and pick our partners 

and send them there. But that is mostly the knowledge component. Because knowledge goes 

hand in hand with capacity building. 

LN: What is the role of the toolbox in this whole process? 

KG: The role of the toolbox is as I said came right from the beginning when GWP was 

formed. It is a knowledge-based, an online library. You can say, one can go to a library and 

pick a book and sit there and read, so you have to physically be there. But this library is 

online. So it doesn`t matter where you are in the world. You can be at home or wherever you 

will be, you can access our knowledge online. So the role of the toolbox is to provide 

something that is globally accessible and free of charge.  

LN: And how actively is the toolbox used? Can partners submit their own ideas or is it just 

case studies that are produced by the different levels of the network? 

KG: As I said, the partners can submit what they think they would wish it to be published. 

But we have a variety of partners, so it depends on what they are looking for. Because we 

have different categories of knowledge. We have, for example farmers, farmer associations 

who are partners. And the type of knowledge they are looking for is totally different. We have 

also universities who are partners. The type of publications they are looking for is different. 

For universities, they want really high quality, something that is peer-reviewed and scientific 

and so on. But for farmers they are looking for basic information. He wants to know, the 

problem he is facing, and another former facing a similar problem has solved it before. So 

how he can use that information to deal with his own problem. So it depends on. We have all 

types of knowledge; we have a really high quality and we also have basic information. So we 



115 
 

have a variety of publications that basically tries to cover all the needs of our variety of 

partners. 

LN: And there are also now a lot of social media like Facebook and Linkedin for example. 

But the toolbox is rather like a database? 

KG: Its not a database I would say. Because a database is something you can go in and get 

numbers. Let’s say what was the crop yield in Egypt, the database tells you that. But the 

toolbox doesn’t provide that. The Toolbox may have case studies that might explain crop 

yield in Egypt, but it doesn’t provide definite data, but it provides knowledge. 

LN: But right now you cannot interact on the platform. Let’s say an organization thinks this 

Case Study is really good and that you can discuss about a Case Study or a certain document. 

Do you think that this would be good for the toolbox? 

KG: That is something we want to establish. Because we moved the toolbox, we migrated it 

to a new site and we launched it last September. And the thing is that we want to do this year 

is a discussion forum. So we will have that so people are able to post a topic of their interest 

or things that they can’t find solutions to, but other people might be knowing. And also really, 

Helen is going to activate, on the end of every tool, there will be a place where you can post 

comments which will be moderated. 

LN: Yes, in the survey as well a lot of partners state that they want more interaction in real 

time. But now you also have the LinkedIn group,… 

KG:..we have the LinkedIn group. But that´s for the many. Because for the many we have 

more general information on what we are doing, what is happening and so on. And this is 

more interactive than the Toolbox. Because the ToolBox is more knowledge. It should stay a 

library. And if there is something to be discussed it has to be much more content-related. 

Because in some of the Emails we get sometimes people write: Hello, this was really good 

what you did.  But this is not content-related. But we want to have a discussion forum where 

people can post something. Lets say Climate Change Adaptation in one river basin; so how 

they can approach it. So that other people who have knowledge can advise them what to do. 

But we don’t want it to be like a Facebook kind of where people can post whatever they fell. 

It should stay qualitative. And if the discussion forum is there, it has to be something that is 

more useful. 

LN: Do you think that, since technologies and media are so important, is it also true for the 

GWP ? 

KG: Yes, technologies is very important. But you see, these days much of the technologies is 

internet-based. And much of the work, maybe 70% of our work is done in developing 

countries. And maybe in some countries where Internet is not really accessible. When it is 

there, then it is slow and very expensive and so on. And because of that, we don’t want to 

completely rely on digital technologies and the Internet. So we also have an online version of 

the ToolBox; we put all the material on memory sticks or we produce a CD. So we can hand it 

in to countries where Internet is not reliable.  
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LN: Ah ok, so you also have on offline version.  

KG: SO this is really important for some countries. A typical example is, we work in Eritrea. 

And there Internet is very very slow and if it is there, you have to be someone of a really high 

status to access it. So because of that we send a lot of CDs to countries like that, also Burundi 

and other countries where Internet is not accessible.  

LN: Helene also told me that you have it in other languages? 

KG: Yes we do. We have it in Spanish, in French and a little bit of Russian. But the demand 

of Russian is relatively low. So we haven’t been actively improving a lot. Because what we 

do is mostly demand-driven. And the Toolbox, it is a lot investment. You have to put a lot of 

money to improve it and so on. So if there is no demand to use it, we don’t want it really. So 

we rather improve in the languages where the demand is really high, Spanish, French and 

English.  

LN: Ok, that´s interesting. So what do you think are the drawbacks of the Toolbox? What can 

be improved? 

KG: The most drawbacks I would say is that it is internet-based. Which means that for people 

to access it, they need reliable internet. So distributing the content to our target audience that 

is in developing countries, is not easy. So some time back we have made a survey to see 

which countries are the most users of toolbox. And now we can monitor it online through 

google and see where the most users come from. And our target countries, developing 

countries, but we realized that the majority of users of the Toolbox actually came from 

developed countries instead.  

LN: So the target group is not actually accessing it a lot you can say? 

KG: Yes, so now we launched a programme to do more, to expand on how it can be utilized 

more in developing countries. 

LN: So what would be your staring point to make the toolbox more active in your target 

audiences? 

KG: So we have a programme with the universities. We call it knowledge sharing platform. 

So what we do, as I said before, we have regions. So in one region we group all the 

universities in that region. And then we have a training workshop with them; for them to 

know how to use the toolbox and to see how relevant it could be in their study programme. 

But also our target  audience, we feel that people get out that people do Water Resources 

Management or Energy; other related fields that are coming from the universities; we target 

them, then we are targeting the right people. Because if they get out of the universities they 

are implementing what we have been teaching them.  

LN: How do you think will the toolbox look like in the future? 

KG: We don’t want to change it to something more complex. We want to make it more user-

friendly, much more simplified. Because it is a knowledge- platform, not a commercial site.  
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LN: In my survey, a lot of partners stated that they don’t have the time to read all those Case 

Studies and material of the Toolbox. And this is also why they don’t access it. Do you think 

this is a problem as well,  since these high-quality material is also hard to understand you 

need to have knowledge to actually… 

KG:… yes, you are right. So what we are doing, what we are already doing and plan to do 

more is to do some kind of abstracts of these scientific materials. So what we do is we extract 

it, so because it is written in a really scientific language. So we have to simplify the language. 

So what we do is like we have 100 pages of scientific publication. So what we have to do is 

we have to read it and then rewrite it in a few pages; like ten pages or fifteen pages. And we 

have to do that a lot more. So that’s the plan, to transcribe the scientific knowledge into more 

applicable information.  

LN: In my survey, almost fifty percent of the respondents came from Central Asia. I had very 

little respondents from Africa for example.  

KG: I can´t tell why. Cause when we do surveys we get more from Eastern Europe, the 

Carribean, Southern and Eastern Africa and Central Asia. But I can´t tell why there are so 

many partners from Central Asia. 

LN: So in the survey also a lot of the partners stated that they didn’t know how to participate. 

That they don’t have information on how to contribute to the GWP network.  

KG: The thing is we have for the toolbox specifically, we have instructions online. We have 

an area where it is written how to contribute. So if someone has a publication or wants to 

write something in relation to the topics, they could do it. But one of the things we realize is 

that most of the people would write something that is more information. So there was a 

workshop on draught management and maybe fifty people participated and discussions were 

held. And they sent it to us as knowledge material. But that is not, that is information. So 

sometimes that is their level of understanding on what they consider is important. We 

wouldn’t publish this because it is just information about the workshop.  
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7.4. Survey questions 

 Survey available through: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/S5K95NL 

1. Membership: To which Regional and Country Water Partnership does your organization 

belong to? 

 

2. What was the strongest motivation for you to join the GWP? 

 

3. How strongly do you participate in the following activities in the GWP network? 
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4. The GWP seeks to achieve capacity building through knowledge sharing at all levels. 

How are you evaluating the realization of certain communication factors concerning the 

transmission of information within the GWP network? 

 

5. The toolbox was established as the most important knowledge sharing medium within the 

GWP network. How relevant is the toolbox for your daily work and where do you see the 

biggest challenges in communicating through this medium? 
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6. What are the major obstacles for your organization to participate in the GWP network 

with own experiences and knowledge?  

 

7. In how far do you think that the following communication technologies are suitable to 

share information among the GWP network? 
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8. Digital communication and especially social media are popular to enhance an 

organization's possibility to participate, enlarge an organizations reach and engage 

members. Does digital communication enlarge your organizations possibilities to 

influence your own reputation or are traditional media institutions still determining 

your organizations public image? 

 

9. Do any of these factors especially affect your daily work within the GWP network? 

 

10. What is the biggest challenge concerning the communication within the GWP network? 

 


