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Abstract. Indigenous Knowledge (IK) is used by community members for sur-

vival in the rural context and to sustain their way of living. The procedures on 

how community members share their knowledge amongst themselves and with 

others are unique. Cultural practices communication protocols differ from 

mainstream research and technology development procedures. Thus appropriate 

community engagement is instrumental towards the success of technology co-

design with communities. Co-design endeavors should be framed in consistent 

and harmonized partnerships between community members and researchers for 

mutual learning and benefit. However, this has not been formulated as an objec-

tive of many ICT endeavors with communities in the past. With a raising num-

ber of interaction challenges reported we are reviewing our own community de-

sign experiences and promoting the development of an engagement protocol.  

Keywords: Community Engagement. Co-Design. Mutual Learning. Protocols. 

Participatory Design. Reciprocity. Indigenous Knowledge. 

1 Introduction 

Engagements with rural communities have become a central theme in ICT4D, com-

munity technology design and related fields. It has been established that contributions 

from Communities is vital to develop relevant solutions and therefore researchers 

should partner and work cooperatively with community members [27, 31, 20]. How-

ever, researcher-community collaborations have reportedly faced numerous challeng-

es which need urgent resolution at a conceptual and practical level, in order to ensure 

successful and sustainable co-operations.  

Thus, the paper draws upon related work and our interaction efforts with rural 

communities to co-design technologies. The various projects with different communi-

ties throughout Namibia are clarified and challenges encountered described, as a start-

ing point. We have further involved communities into focus group discussions to 

guide further steps in the development of engagement protocols. We argue that for a 

long-term collaboration, engagement protocols must be developed jointly and a com-

mitment of engagement beyond singular projects should be strived for.  
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2  Background 

We have embarked in ICT research with a number of different rural communities in 

Namibia. Various ICT projects have taken off to explore the co-design of technolo-

gies with community members as an attempt to preserve traditional and indigenous 

knowledge. We describe the successful collaboration work to the fact that we involve 

community members in all activities of the research and development process, includ-

ing later dissemination of results.  

2.1 Theoretical and Methodological Grounding 

Our community collaborations in Namibia are theoretically framed in the concepts of 

Ubuntu and Afrocentricity [35]. Ubuntu stresses principles of humanness in interac-

tions, while Afrocentricity frames research activities and ethics [16]. We have adopt-

ed a Community-Based Co-Design (CBCD) approach which is grounded in principles 

of participatory design and action research [34, 1]. CBCD takes place within a com-

munal value system and opens up a new debate around the principles of participation 

and its benefits within HCI4D and ICTD projects [16]. The co-design methods al-

lowed community members to be actively involved in design of tools and services. 

This promoted appropriate engagement and participation, creating trust between re-

searchers and community members as a basis for a good continuous collaboration. 

2.2 Engagement 

Our research visits to the rural communities were overseen by engagement protocols. 

This is the way we enter the community, communicate, requesting for permission to 

conduct research, and participation by the communities. During every research trip, 

our first encounter was to get the community members interested in the research ac-

tivities. It was important as community members leave their daily activities to partake 

in the research endeavors.  

Rural communities are defined by many community members so the briefing for 

the purpose of the visit was handled in a focus group. The focus group encouraged 

community members explore ideas to create a common understanding amongst them-

selves, as well as with the researchers. This created harmony between the community 

members and the researchers. The introduction was way back when the project start-

ed. Even when the project matured, this process never changed. It has been an instru-

ment to get proper engagement. It was crucial as there were different agendas at every 

technology intervention. Once community members were comfortable, only then 

technology and co-design sessions started. This was determined by the acceptance of 

the introduction.  

This establishment allowed researchers and community members to create a part-

nership of trust.  Part of the process to get engagement, was to explain to the commu-

nities about their duty as co-designers. Even though the concept of co-designing was 

difficult to understand at earlier stages of project interventions, with many engage-

ments it became a term familiar to them later on.  



Once a mutual understanding was met, a platform for interactions opened up. It 

was important to get community members interact by practically being engaged. This 

ensured the voice of communities to be heard when involved in technological inter-

ventions with researchers. Technology developments and research was based on reci-

procity and consensus thereby enriching the outcomes.  

Furthermore, the native and external researchers had appropriate structures to fol-

low, which supported a fruitful and successful collaboration with the communities. 

The native researchers bridged the gap between the community and the external re-

searchers [16]. The native researcher used familiar analogies to get the underlying 

ideas across [35], as the culture was familiar.  

During years of project work, a number of researchers have been part of the pro-

jects. Some leave a project, with new members joining, and some were continuously 

part of the project. This allowed community members to engage with old and new 

researchers. At times, they asked about the members who are no more part of the 

project. At every occasion, a native researcher always explained to the community 

members about the whereabouts of the others researchers in case they are not present. 

This was done to keep community members value their previous engagement ses-

sions. 

2.3 Challenges in Engagements  

Based on current community collaborations, we observed that many newly joining 

researchers first lack the skills and knowledge to be able to build, develop and main-

tain a good relationship with the communities [35]. Equally the community has not 

developed strong mechanisms of expressing their own set of rules and regulations of 

appropriate interactions.  While on the one hand researchers often lacked an under-

standing of contextual factors such as culture, on the other hand communities have 

not expressed explicit codes of ethics. Moreover, current codes of ethics developed in 

the academic research context foster a researcher-community power relation which is 

unacceptable and undesirable in a co-design collaboration research project. 

At one workshop, a teacher raised a concern during an IK content uploading ses-

sion. Teachers pointed out that trust is one of their main worries when collecting 

knowledge from the community members, sometimes due to political reasons.  

Furthermore, some international researchers visited the country and engaged com-

munity members without the awareness of a local researcher. During a research visit, 

they promised things to the rural communities, and then suddenly disappeared once 

they were done collecting their research data. This created frustration when the local 

team visited the communities, as there were unsolved expectations by the community 

members. It caused distrust in the engagement process. 

2.4 Towards an Engagement Framework 

As our main aim is to co-design technologies with the community members, we 

strived to promote reciprocity. Communities are well informed on how their IK will 

be joining an information sharing society. And as such, our endeavors were influ-

enced on how the community members participate in the co-design sessions. Thus, we 



aimed to strengthen our collaboration through harmonized participation. This was 

important as it ensured the voice of the community members to be heard. The chal-

lenges allowed us to inquire solution on how best to integrate new researchers into a 

community, and how best the community members can win from the research being 

undertaken in the community.  We seek to systematically analyze our lessons learnt 

over the years in order to formalize a community engagement framework to guide 

further technology co-design processes. 

3 Literature on Related Work 

3. 1 Community Engagement  

Community engagement is the process of involving rural community members in 

active ICT research being conducted in their communities by researchers. It is a core 

element for researchers seeking for research output, to place themselves properly in 

the rural communities. [29] adds that an effective collaborative design entails design-

ers and communities co-creating their own applicable tools. Thus, in order for strong 

community engagement to be built, [20] urge that ways be found to ensure all voices 

of the community are heard when involved in a research project. [33] states that to 

make sure that community members understand how ICT is effective in their local 

context their voices must be found and heard. The use of ICTs for community devel-

opment opens possibilities for voices to be exercised [30]. If your voice is heard, it 

evaluates to a democratic communication which creates openness and recognition [7]. 

[34] urges researchers and communities to jointly define and negotiate their situated 

approach to participation and interaction around the technology co-design process.  

3.2 Community Values 

In a local context, values and protocols frame participation [36, 37]. [16] added that 

user interactions are driven by communal values. We consider humanness as a set of 

values guiding community-based interactions [16]. In order to comply with local eth-

ics, humanness is practiced by involving community members in research agendas in 

a respectful manner [17]. Other collaboration values that have reoccurred in the litera-

ture are trust, respect, and reciprocity.  

Trust is crucial, as [19] advised, with a community based project they had, the de-

signs were determined by the community. [27] mentioned an example about a re-

search project with an Arctic community that they have a common consensus in the 

process which developed from a mutual trust. When mutual understanding is achieved 

in the community based research, [19] stress that community members accept re-

searchers easily into their setup. To have proper community collaboration, the 

AIATSIS (Australian institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander studies) [11] 

elaborates that during a research commitment session, the community members and 

researchers are equal partners 

Furthermore, our relationship as researchers with any community is to strive for 

reciprocity [2]. [3] argue that the notion of reciprocity can lead to sustainable designs, 

valid research, and profound innovation (2014). This determination is based on re-



spect as communities can decide to participate in research if they feel like it [4]. [3] 

added that reciprocity constructs joint trust, commitment and benefit. Even the 

AIATSIS [11] comment that research is significant when there is reciprocity between 

the community members and researchers. To nurture collaboration values, [23] men-

tioned reciprocity between the researchers and participants based on an Afrocentric 

paradigm. Thus, [14] state that a partnership between the researchers and community 

members must be formed, and that mutual learning gets ensured when strategies are 

developed with the community partners [8]. 

3.3 Challenges 

Some researchers do not respect cultural norms due to the unknown rural community 

they are placed at. Even if it’s intentional or not, the failure to respect cultural norms 

is a concern as it leads to conflict, and increases negativity in engagements 

[35].Working with rural communities, challenges such as unmet expectation by the 

community members is visible especially when the agenda is not well explained at 

start of project.  

In most cases researchers want to speak and think for community members espe-

cially new researchers embarking research in a community. [28] urge that community 

members should speak for themselves. If what they are expecting or thinking is not 

spoken, long term engagement will not be sustainable.  

3.4 Formalizations of Collaboration 

[20] suggest that researchers and the community can share decision making when 

they develop a code of research ethics. According to [27] there is an ethical obligation 

by researchers to engage with the community members as they are part of the research 

focus. An MOU approach is a strategy proposed by [14] which addresses rules of 

engagement between researchers and community members. It is not an easy task to 

engage communities due to cultural differences which increases fear of participation 

by community members [8]. Another ethical challenge comes when responsibilities 

are being shared when all research partners are gathered together [12]. [20] emphasiz-

es that community members must be protected, as well as researchers having guide-

lines, thus, all research requires ethical guidelines. Vulnerable community members 

should not be oppressed, and should get a chance to receive benefits of the research 

outcomes [5]. So this makes it vital to identify ethical goals by involving the commu-

nities in the approval [6]. If consensus is not met new ethical goals and guidelines 

need to be developed [4].  

Once their voice is heard, freedom for the community members to claim their own 

IK is created. This ensures that their ideas and opinions raised is shared and protected. 

[21] best described that community ownership of data prevents potential misuse of the 

results during the research journey, or even after the research is finished. To identify 

protections ensuring the safety of the community members, consultation efforts 

should be designed and conducted [6]. 

In most research projects data is collected and kept by the researchers, and returned 

to the community members for getting permission on how the data is disseminated 



[20]. Taking back the data is vital, as community members get informed about the 

status of the project, and can guarantee their results are correct [27]. [27] add that this 

creates a platform for feedback about the research by the community members. It also 

makes the community members share a common understanding about the aims of the 

research [11].  

[19] founded an approach to facilitate the exchange of knowledge between rural 

communities and researchers using a participatory rural appraisal. [14] presented a 

structure for establishing effective community research partnerships which is useful 

when implemented prior to formulation of the research design. To test the relevance 

of the structures members facilitated the discussions [14]. [26] introduced a participa-

tory poverty assessment method that they developed which showcased the participa-

tion of poor men and women. [14] conducted workshops for researchers and commu-

nity as a tool for effectively establishing community research partnerships. 

Hence, various attempts have been made to create frameworks which try to engage 

community members in research. For example, [9] developed a framework as a Cana-

dian initiative, which allows decisions be made by communities involved in research 

partnership, in regards to what research will be conducted. Even though the frame-

work allows for community engagement, [38] shared that the framework is limited to 

data and information governance. Therefore, [38] developed a structured Indigenous 

Knowledge Governance Framework (IKGF), which has a communication engagement 

layer. Indigenous people need to participate in decision making [13], and also influ-

ence policies and laws that support the safety of their knowledge [15], as such the part 

presented in the framework allows the process to establish collaboration between 

community members and researchers [38].  

Academia has been identified to coordinate efforts between rural communities, 

governments and businesses to support ICT4D (research) projects [24]. [22] added 

that universities are in a position to solve community issues, and as such they endorse 

development of consistent university-community collaboration. The Academic De-

signer’s point of reference with communities is made possible through continuous 

discussions and re-interpretations of engagements by the community themselves [16]. 

Therefore, strong university-community collaboration has been essential for fruitful 

community-based co-creations.   While attempts were made to regulate the engage-

ment much works still needs to be done and therefore we are investigating the deriva-

tion of engagement protocols alongside our projects. 

4 Community Collaboration Approach 

At this point of time we have no formal collaboration framework in which we operate. 

Much of the interactions are guided by best practices, lessons learned from the past 

experiences as well as individual researchers’’ knowledge about local protocols.  

Research studies towards IK protection is a significant focus in the developing 

Namibia. The presentation for the need to preserve IK reached the ears of local fun-

ders, government and other tertiary institutions in Namibia. The stakeholders have 

shown the need to partake in this exciting journey to protect the country’s rich cultur-

al belongings.  



One of the national objectives is to develop local communities. Cases have been 

presented for the collection of IK to promote an information society. Local IK is de-

rived by community members being engaged in the projects. Our focus is to allow the 

voices of the community members to be heard as well as promote reciprocity. This 

creates harmony, as community members feel appreciated as they can raise their opin-

ions which is taken as a design construct.  

As such researchers have various outcomes when executing research. Thus, their 

visit to the communities is based on this outcome. It is important for the researchers to 

be aware that even though they have their own agenda and expectations from a specif-

ic community, engagement protocols still needs to be followed. This allows projects 

to have a partnership between communities and stakeholders.  

5 Engagement Challenges Exemplified  

In the following we first depict a number of various selected challenges that we have 

been facing in the different projects followed by community focus group sessions 

elaborating on community-researcher interactions.  

5.1 Wikipedia and Motivation 

Wikipedia has become one of the most popular repository [10]. As such, we aimed to 

show school teachers and community members how to use the platform to upload 

content. The idea was highly welcomed and teachers participated in uploading content 

sessions held. We motivated teachers to continue uploading content while we are not 

there. One researcher kept monitoring the platform to see any uploaded content. We 

noted that nothing was done. We than tried the sessions with different communities. 

The same process happened. We concluded that teachers are not motivated enough to 

upload content in our absence. 

We opted for another attempt by identifying a champion. The champion was 

someone who will be a leader to motivate others to upload content. Yet again the 

champion was not motivated enough to monitor and lead others.  

 [25] suggested the usage of a persuasive technique based on motivational factors 

as a worthy tool to improve the upload of content on Wikipedia. To keep the teachers 

aware, we created a Facebook page to keep them tagged to the idea. The researcher 

provided the teachers with reminders. Yet again teachers were not motivated enough. 

This has been our biggest challenge with our Wikipedia project.  

5.2 Indigenous Communities Engaging with Teams of Local and International 

Researchers  

The project involved local and international researchers from different countries hav-

ing various research outcomes.  The international researchers were not based in Na-

mibia, so the agreement was for them to engage with the communities upon arrival. 

At one encounter, various researchers visited a community to establish a partnership 

and agreement with the traditional leaders to conduct research. Some international 



researchers did not understand the culture of the community members causing distrust 

and hindering the relationship to be established.  

We established that the local team is the gatekeeper to the communities. Gatekeep-

ers are researchers who have worked with rural communities for years and through 

that trust have been built [35]. Rules like how to behave and what to say was commu-

nicated to the international researchers, which was not well respected. Cases occurred 

where they raised insensitive questions. The local team had to constantly keep a close 

guard to the questions and replies by the international researchers. This also created 

conflict between local and international partners.  

6 Discussions 

We had regular discussions with the community members alongside the technology 

design sessions to ensure the community members can express concerns about pro-

cesses. Recently we had a dedicated focus group session with community members 

from our two research sites namely Erindiroukambe and Otjisa. Community members 

who have been co-designers took part in the focus group discussions. Being involved 

in the project for a long time facilitated the conversation. 

The elders from Erindiroukanbe reflected on how happy they are being part of the 

project. For them seeing researchers enter their community is a sign of learning some-

thing new. They learn about new technologies, how to co-design technology and ser-

vices, understand the evolution of ICT and development. They also learn how to col-

lect IK and preserve it. The community members repetitively insisted that researchers 

should come frequently. One of the native researchers is from the local research site 

making is easy for collaboration as community members felt comfortable. This result-

ed for the elders to welcome the researchers as being part of the community. 

The elders from Otjisa mentioned that those who enter their community should 

humble themselves e.g. walking in a respectful manner. When the visitors approach 

the elders they should greet without stating their agenda. The elders will greet back 

which then the elder will ask what they are looking for and only then the visitors can 

proceed stating what brought them there. Once the elder feels comfortable and re-

spected by the visitors, the elder warmly welcomed the visitors.  

6.1 Ethical Questions  

During one research trip in Otjisa, the researchers decided to accept a prior invitation 

by the elder to stay over for a couple of days. A focus group session was held to dis-

cuss how community members perceive researchers. The researchers asked a few 

questions (some listed in Table 1) to the community elders. 

Table 1. – Some Ethical Questions with Elder in Otjisa 

Researcher asked: Elder Replies: 

“Don’t you ever feel if there 

are researchers they are in-

vading your space?”  

“When you come to my homestead, we will find you 

a place to settle down. So none of us will have any-

thing else to think about. It’s a place where you can 



sleep and freely walk around. You can come to me 

anytime you want to talk.” 

“We came yesterday, and 

overnight at your homestead 

as you requested in an earlier 

trip. How do you feel about 

that?” 

“I always say, if you overnight to teach each other, 

and spend the day together is the best as I can easily 

learn the things. It also becomes easy for me to come 

back in case there is something I didn’t understand.” 

“How do you feel us calling 

your homestead also ours?” 

“The person will be like your elder, or child, etc. So 

you do not have to make a difference from where 

you come from, and where you are. The only thing 

which will bring a difference is perhaps not able to 

do activities at the homestead.”  

“How does it place you with 

others when we are at your 

homestead?” 

“It all depends on the hearts of the people. The 

community members have heard that you are here at 

my homestead. So any person who wants to know 

will come here. To come find out who are the people 

and what is the purpose of your visit.” 

6.2 Joint Engagement Protocol Development 

Most literature suggests that engagement protocols should be settled before the pro-

ject start, with elaborated informed consent. However, communities who have no 

experience with researchers would not be able to spell out those desirable rules. Also 

the process unfolds within the technology design space, so neither outcome nor nego-

tiated methods are known at the beginning of the project only main agendas and un-

derlying values are known. Thus, we suggest that it is an ongoing process of negotia-

tion. In order to engage with the community members, it is best to develop the en-

gagement protocol with them alongside the project. This elevates trust as they decide 

and agree on what is expected from them and are part of the outcome. Defining rules 

beforehand may result negatively depending on the take in by the community mem-

bers. They do not want to sign anything as that gives the impression that we might 

have a bad intention.  

It is also important to regularly inquire about dos’ and don’ts. The process allows 

the researchers to know when to do anything. Even though researcher might think 

they know what is best, it is important to always re-confirm whether they are doing 

anything right or wrong. This is something we established to make sure new research-

ers do not fall short by doing something wrong.  

In order to affirm engagement, a research day at the local tertiary institution was 

held whereby our co-designer was invited to attend. One of our co-designer from 

Otjisa gave a talk about the project. He talked about how happy he is being a co-

designer. He demonstrated a tool he uses on a tablet which he co-designed. We also 

discussed a written paper with the elder. As academic papers are in English, we had 

the paper translated into the elder traditional language. He appreciated the effort of 

the elder, as he can read the work being published. This engagement protocol allowed 

the elder to affirm his position in the research team, and showed appreciation that he 

was chosen. 



6.3 Engagement beyond Projects 

Our co-designers regularly request for the research team to come longer and more 

frequent. The elders mentioned that researchers must just come even if there is no 

research agenda.  

Engagement is a relationship established with all its responsibilities. Even though 

there are no research outcomes needed by the research team, the project still runs. 

Elders commented that they want the research team to come frequently even if there 

are no co-design expectations. For the sites which are new, at first encounter we cre-

ate a partnership. This opens up space for the research team to sustain engagement.  

During a normal visit by the native researchers, researchers and elders gathered just 

sit to talk about normal things. 

7 Future Work  

[14] urge that if a mutual understanding needs to be met by the researchers and com-

munities, the aims and objectives should be clearly outlined. Therefore, we will ana-

lyze all engagements and technology sessions to initiate the co-design of the frame-

work which will guide interactions between researchers and communities.  

8 Acknowledgments  

We would like to give our sincere gratitude to the two rural communities working 

with the research team. We acknowledge and appreciate the National Commission on 

Research, Science and Technology (NCRST) for funding this project.  

References 

1.  Blake, E., Tucker, W., Glaser, M., Freudenthal, A.: Case study 11.1: Deaf Telephony: 

Community-Based Co-Design. In Interaction Design: Beyond Human-Computer Interaction, 

3rd ed. Wiley, 2011, 412–413 (2011) 

2. Blake, E., Glaser, M., Freudenthal, A.: Teaching Design for Development in Computer 

Science. Interactions 21, 54–59 (2014) 

3. Brereton, M., Roe, P., Schroeter, R., Lee Hong, A.: Beyond Ethnography: Engagement and 

Reciprocity as Foundations for Design Research Out Here, in: Proc. of the CHI ’14. Pre-

sented at the CHI ’14, ACM Press, Toronto, Canada (2014) 

4. Buchanan, D. R., Miller, F. G., Wallerstein, N.: Ethical Issues in Community-Based Partici-

patory Research: Balancing Rigorous Research with Community Participation in Communi-

ty Intervention Studies. The Johns Hopkins University Press (2007) 

5. Dearden, A.: See no evil? Ethics in an Interventionist ICTD. In proceedings of ICTD '12, 

Atlanta, GA, USA (2012) 

6. Dickert, N., Sugarman, J.: Ethical Goals of Community Consultation in Research. African 

Journal of Public Health, Vol 95, No 7 (2005) 



7. Dreher, T.: A Partial Promise of Voice: Digital Storytelling and the Limit of Listening. 

Media International Australia Incorporating Culture and Policy: quarterly journal of media 

research and resources, vol. 142, pp. 157-166 (2012) 

8. Edwards, K., Lund, C., Gibson, N.: Ethical Validity: Expecting the Unexpected in Commu-

nity-based Research. Pimatisiwin: A Journal of Aboriginal and Indigenous Community 

Health 6(3) 2008 

9. First National Centre.: OCAP: Ownership, Control, Access and Possession. Ottawa: First 

Nations Information Governance Committee, Assembly of First Nationals Ottawa, ON, 

Canada (2007) 

10. Gallert, P., Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Kapuire, G. K., Stanley, C.: Clash of Cultures, Clash 

of Values: Wikipedia and Indigenous communities. van der Velden, M., Strano, M., Hrach-

vec, H., Abdelnour Nocera, J., & Ess. C. (Eds.). Culture, Technology, Communication: 

Common worlds, different futures? Proceedings of the Tenth International Conference on 

Culture, Technology, Communication. London, UK, 15-17 June 2016, pp. 200-213 (2016) 

11. Guidelines for Ethical Research in Australian Indigenous Studies.: Australian institute of 

Aboriginal and Torres islander studies (2012) 

12. Green, L. W.: Ethics and Community-Based Participatory Research: Commentary on Min-

kler. Health Education & Behavior (2004) 

13. Holland, M. P.: Digital Collectives in Indigenous Cultures and Communities Meeting: Meet-

ing Reports. Michigan: University of Michigan (2002) 

14. Hunter, J., Lounsbury, D., Rapkin, B., Remien, R.: A Practical Framework for Navigating 

Ethical Challenges in Collaborative Community Research. Global Journal for Community 

Psychology Practice, 1(2). 12-22 (2011) 

15. Kamira, R.: Te Mata o Te Tai- The edge of the Tide. Proceedings of the Information Tech-

nology in regional areas, Rockhampton (2002)  

16. Kapuire, G. K., Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Blake, E.: An Insider Perspective on Communi-

ty Gains: A Subjective Account of a Namibian Rural Communities’ Perception of a Long-

term Participatory Design Project. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 74, 

124-143 (2014) 

17. Kapuire, G. K., G. Cabrero, D., Winschiers-Theophilus, H.,  Stanley, C.: Framing Technol-

ogy Design in Ubuntu: Two Locales in Pastoral Namibia, In Proc. OzCHI’15, ACM Press, 

212–216 (2015) 

19. Le Dantec, C. A., Fox, S.: Strangers at the Gate: Gaining Access, Building Rapport, and Co-

constructing Community-Based Research. CSCW’15. Vancouver, Canada (2015)  

20. Light, A., Egglestone, P., Wakeford, T., Rogers, J.: Research on an Equal Footing? A UK 

Collaborative Inquiry into Community and Academic Knowledge. IKTC2011. Windhoek, 

Namibia (2011) 

21. Macaulay, A. C., Delormier, T., McComber, A. M., Cross, E. J., Potvin, L. P., Paradis, G., 

Kirby, R. L., Saad-Haddad, C., Desrosiers, S.: Participatory Research with Native Commu-

nity of Kahnawake Creates Innovative Code of Research Ethics. Canadian Journal of Public 

Health (1998) 

22. Martinez, D. F. C., Mora, H. G. C., Reyes, J. I. P.: ICT Application from the Perspective of 

University Social Responsibility in ICT4D Projects, Proceedings of the 12th International 

Conference on Social Implications of Computers in Developing Countries, Ocho Rios, Ja-

maica (2013) 

23. Mulemi, B.: Salvaging African Perspectives of Reality via Afro-Centric and Intersubjective 

Methodologies. Proceedings of the 4th European conference on African studies ECAS4: 

Panel 111. The Nordic Africa Institute, Uppsala Sweden (2011) 



24. Mushiba, M., Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Du Preez, V., Molokwane, S., Kolhi, J.: Academ-

ia’s Responsibilities in Community-Based Co-Creation Education – A critical review of two 

cases in South Africa and Botswana. Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on 

Social Implications of Computers in Developing Countries, Negombo, Sri Lanka (2015)   

25. Mushiba, M.: Exploration of Value Sensitive–Persuasive Technology Design for Wikipedia   

Adoption in Namibian Schools. Master Mini-thesis, Polytechnic of Namibia (2014) 

26. Narayan, D., Patel, R., Schafft, K., Rademacher, A., Koch-Schulte, S.: Can anyone hear us? 

Voices from 47 countries. Poverty group, PREM, World Bank (1999) 

27. Pearce, T. D., Ford, J. D., Laidler, G. J., Smit, B., Duerden, F., Allarut, M., Andrachuk, M., 

Baryluk, S., Dialla, A., Elee, P., Goose, A., Ikummaq, T., Joamie, E., Kataoyak, F., Loring, 

E., Meakin, S., Nickels, S., Shappa, K., Shirley, J., Wandel, J.: Community Collaboration 

and Climate Change Research in the Canadian Arctic. Polar Research 28 (2009)   

28. Peters, A. N., Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Awori, K., Bidwell, N. J., Blake, E. H., Kumar, 

A.,  Chivuno-Kuria, S.: Collaborating with Communities in Africa: a Hitchhikers Guide. 

CHI Extended Abstracts. 1969-1974 (2014) 

29. Sabiescu, A.G., Salomao, D., Van Zyl, I., Cantoni, L.: Emerging Spaces in Community-

Based Participatory Design: Reflections from two case studies. In Proc. of the 13th Partici-

patory Design Conference (Windhoek, Namibia), ACM Press, pp.1-10 (2014) 

30. Sabiescu, A. G.: Empowering Minority Voices. Universita della Svizzera Italiana. Switzer-

land (2013)    

31. Seifer, S. D.: Building and Sustaining Community-Institutional Partnerships for Prevention 

Research: Findings from a National Collaborative. Journal of Urban Health: Bulletin of the 

New York Academy of Medicine (2006) 

32. Stanley, C., Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Blake, E., Rodil, K., Kapuire, G. K., Maasz, D., 

Chamunorwa, M.: Formulating “the obvious” as a Task Request to the crowd: An Interac-

tive Design Experience across Cultural and Geographical Boundaries. In Proceedings of the 

14th Participatory Design Conference, pp. 87-89, Aarhus, Denmark (2016) 

33. Tacchi, Jo A.: Finding a Voice: Digital Storytelling as Participatory Development in South-

East Asia. In: Hartley, John and McWilliam, Kelly, (eds.) Story circle: digital storytelling 

around the world. Wiley-Blackwell  (2009) 

34. Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Chivuno-Kuria, S., Kapuire, G. K., Bidwell, N.J., Blake, E.: 

Being participated: a community approach, in: Proceedings of the 11th Biennial Participa-

tory Design Conference. Sydney, Australia, pp. 1–10 (2010) 

35. Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Zaman, T., Yeo, A.: Reducing “white elephant” ICT4D Pro-

jects: A Community-Researcher Engagement. Limerick, Ireland. ACM (2014) 

35. Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Bidwell, N. J.: Toward an Afro-Centric indigenous HCI para-

digm. International Journal Human Computer Interaction. 29 (4), 243-255 (2013) 

36. Winschiers-Theophilus, H., Jensen,  K., Rodil, K.: Locally Situated Digital Representation 

of Indigenous Knowledge. CATAC 2012, Aarhus, Denmark (2012a) 

37. Winschiers-Theophilus,  H., Bidwell, N. J., Blake, E.: Community Consensus: Design Be-

yond Participation, Design Issues: vol. 28, Number 3, Summer 2012, Masaachusetts Insti-

tute of Technology, pp. 99-100 (2012b) 

38.Zaman, T.: Indigenous Knowledge Governance Framework: A Holistic Model for Indige                                                                                 

nous Knowledge Management. University of Malaysia. UNIMAS. Malaysia (2013) 

http://dblp.uni-trier.de/pers/hd/w/Winschiers=Theophilus:Heike
http://dblp.uni-trier.de/pers/hd/a/Awori:Kagonya
http://dblp.uni-trier.de/pers/hd/b/Bidwell:Nicola_J=
http://dblp.uni-trier.de/pers/hd/b/Blake:Edwin_H=
http://dblp.uni-trier.de/pers/hd/k/Kumar:Arun
http://dblp.uni-trier.de/pers/hd/c/Chivuno=Kuria:Shilumbe

