
APPENDIX 
 
Table A.1 Overview of applied participative methods in Uzbekistan 

Participative 
method 

Aim for application Applied in 

Community 
interview 

To find out  about  perceptions of health 
problems in the region 

Spot checks To gather data about domestic hygiene 
conditions 

Socio-hygienic 
mapping (scheme) 

To gain insight into the number of families 
that constituted a household and into the 
prevailing hygienic conditions 

Diarrhea diary To measure incidents of diarrheal disease 
Questionnaire To expose risk factors 

Water sanitation, hygiene and 
diarrheal diseases in the Aral sea 
area (Khorezm, Uzbekistan) 
(Herbst, 2006), PhD work, ZEF-
UNESCO Project 

Group discussion  To gather data about functioning of WUAs 
Role-playing 
games 

To gain insight into the decision-making 
sequences in water management 

Participatory rural 
appraisal (PRA): 
Social mapping 

To gain insight about structure  

Participatory rural 
appraisal (PRA): 
Pros and Contras 
Brainstorming  
Nominal group 
technique 

To find out about necessity of WUAs in the 
region 

Standardized 
questionnaire 

Focused on the farmers’ perceptions on the 
WUAs as self-governance organization 

Water users association in the 
Republic of Uzbekistan: Theory 
and practice (Zavgorodnyaya, 
2006), PhD work, ZEF-
UNESCO Project 

Participating 
observer and 
observed 
participant 

To be integrated into the community, 
generating a richness of observational data 
and insight 

Living in ‘the 
field’ 

To gain a distance from the project group, 
whilst concurrently winning increased 
levels of 
empathy (or at least curious bemusement) 
from the rural farming group 

Knowledge management in 
rural Uzbekistan (Wall, 2006), 
PhD work, ZEF-UNESCO 
Project  

(Participant) 
observations 

To develop an understanding of the 
Khorezmian agrarian system and ways of 
securing access to irrigation water 

Household  survey To gather basic statistical data on 
household composition, land holding and 
land-use 

Living in a village To overcome the farmers’hesitance to talk 
and the frequent miscommunications due to 
cultural and language barriers 

Transformation of agrarian 
relations, irrigation technology 
and water distribution in 
Khorezm, Uzbekistan 
(Veldwish, 2008), PhD work, 
ZEF-UNESCO Project 

“Snowball” 
sampling 

Farmers selected by random sampling were 
asked to nominate other individuals in their 
vicinity 

Participatory rural 
appraisal (PRA): 
Questionnaires 

To survey private owners or land renters in 
9 districts of Khorezm regarding their 
perception on tree intercropping systems in 
the Khorezm, Uzbekistan 

The assessment of agroforestry 
systems in Khorezm: farmer's 
perceptions and practice (Kan, 
2006), Master thesis, ZEF-
UNESCO Project 

Needs assessments 
and conflict 
analyses  

To engage local communities in an analysis 
of community-land interactions 

Participatory 
Rural Appraisal 
(PRA) 

To assess needs, context, and impact at the 
community level 

Socio-economic 
surveys 
Community 
mapping 

To enhance primary stakeholder 
participation in analyzing community 
issues, assessing 
community needs, program planning, and 

ADB and UNCCD-National 
programming framework: 
Central Asian Countries 
Initiative for Land Management 
(CACILM), Project time: 2005-
2015 
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Participative 
method 

Aim for application Applied in 

Stakeholder 
analysis 

 ADB and UNCCD-National 
programming framework: 
Central Asian Countries 
Initiative for Land Management 
(CACILM), Project time: 2005-
2015 

Rural Rapid 
Appraisal (PRA) 

For collection of baseline data 

Questionnaire Baseline survey in three WUAs/Follow-up 
survey in three WUAs 

Identification of 
Social Organiser 
Volonteers (SOV) 

To avoid farmers mistrust from the start, 
intervening and entering into the farming 
community through the local rural people, 
as much as possible 

Group discussions For the participative nature of the training 
of SOVs 

Rapport-building 
meeting 

To build a rapport with farming 
community, sharing information on the 
project, WUAs, their roles and 
responsibilities, benefits and authority, etc, 
concept clearance, diffusing 
misconceptions, doubts and rumors, if any, 
prevalent in the area or among the water 
users 

IWMI: Integrated Water 
Management in the Ferghana 
Valley Project (IWMFVP), 
Project time. 2002-2008 



Table A2. List of stakeholders in the participative activities 

 Topic Participants Where When 

1 
Local community 
needs 

members of water user 
association 

Khorezm Sep 07 

2 
Local community 
needs 

members of fishery 
community 

Karakalpakstan Sep 07 

3 
Coping with 
extreme events 

representatives from 
regional authorities, river 
basin organization, scientific 
institutes 

Urgench Sep 07 

4 
Environmental 
Flows 

local experts on hydrology, 
ecology and social issues 

Nukus Sep 07 

5 
Validation of 
research results 

members of water user 
association, women 

Urgench Apr 08 

6 
Validation of 
research results 

members of water user 
association, women 

Urgench Apr 08 

7 
Validation of 
research results 

members of fishery 
community, women 

Karakalpakstan Apr 08 

8 
Validation of 
research results 

members of fishery 
community, women 

Karakalpakstan Apr 08 

9 
RPG - water 
allocation 

members of water user 
association, women 

Urgench Apr 08 

10 
RPG - water 
allocation 

members of water user 
association, women 

Urgench Apr 08 

11 
RPG - fisheries 
management 

members of fishery 
community, women 

Karakalpakstan Apr 08 

12 
RPG - fisheries 
management 

members of fishery 
community, women 

Karakalpakstan Apr 08 

13 

participative 
monitoring 
system - soil 
salinity 

representatives of 
monitoring agency, monitors 

Urgench Apr 08 

14 
participative 
monitoring 
system - wetlands 

representatives of fisheries 
communities, scientists 

Nukus Apr 08 

15 
AM measures 
and results 
evaluation 

relevant stakeholders from 
administration, research, 
NGO at national level 

Tashkent Apr 08 

16 
AM measures 
and results 
evaluation 

relevant stakeholders from 
administration, research, 
NGO at regional level 

Urgench Apr 08 

17 
AM measures 
and results 
evaluation 

relevant stakeholders from 
administration, research, 
NGO at local level 

Nukus Apr 08 

 



 

Table A.3 Evaluation framework (with questions) adapted from Rowe and Frewer 

 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 
for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 
flows 

Community based 
research on social 
aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 
sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Acceptance criteria1 
Criterion of Representativeness  
 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 

Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes 

Were all relevant 
stakeholders invited? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Did all invited 
participants show up? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 

0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Did these participants 
represent their role in the 
organisation? (yes=1, 
no=0) 
 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Did participants give 
their own opinion?  
(yes=1, no=0) 

1 0 1 1 1 1 0 

Was each participant 
equally involved? 
(yes=1, no=0) 

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 3=60% mod. 3=60% mod. 5=100% high 4=80% high 4=80% high 5=100% high 

 
3=60% moderate 
 
 

                                                      
1 The total weighting of each criterion was determined by adding the given scores, <33% = low, 34%-66% = moderate and >67% = high.  
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 
for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 
flows 

Community based 
research on social 
aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 
sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Acceptance criteria 
 
Criterion of independence  
 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 
 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Did the facilitators 
influence the responses 
from the stakeholders? 
(no=1, yes=0) 
 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Did you judge the 
responses being made to 
satisfy the researchers? 
(Instead of reflecting 
reality)?(no=1, yes=0) 
 

1 1 0 1 0 1 1 

Were there officials 
present as observers? 
(no=1, yes=0) 
 

0 1 0 1 0 1 1 

Was there a strong 
hierarchy among the 
participants present? 
(no=1, yes=0) 
 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Were participants 
holding back their 
opinion (disinterested or 
kept silence? (no=1, 
yes=0) 
 

1 1 0 1 1  1 1 

Total 3=60% mod. 4=80% high 1=20% low 4=80% high 2=40% mod.      5=100% high   5=100% high 
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 
for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 
flows 

Community based 
research on social 
aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 
sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Acceptance criteria 
 
Criterion of early involvement 
 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method?  
 
 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Were participants 
involved in previous 
activities of the NeWater 
project? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 
 

1 1 0 1 1 1 1 

 
How often? 
(repetitively=1; only 
once=0) 
 
 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
n.A. 

 
1 

 
Where they aware of the 
goals and activities of 
NeWater? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 
 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
Total 

 
 

3=100% high 
 
 

 
 

3=100% high 
 
 

 
 

2=67% high 
 

 
 

3=100% high 
 
 

 
 

3=100% high 
 
 

 
 

2=67% high 
 

 
 

3=100% high 
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 
for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 
flows 

Community based 
research on social 
aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 
sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Acceptance criteria 
 
Criterion of transparency 
 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 
 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Do participants know 
what will happen with 
the gathered data? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 
 
 

1 1 1 0 1 1 1 

Do they participate in the 
evaluation of the data? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 
 
 

1 0 N.A 1 0 1 1 

Does the activity help the 
participants to understand 
how the information will 
be processed/analyzed? 
(yes=1, no=0) 
 
 
 

1 1 0 1 0 1 1 

 
Total 
 
 
 
 

 
3=100% high 

 

 
2=67% high 

 

 
1=33% low 

 

 
2=67% high 

 

 
1=33% low 

 

 
3=100% high 

 

 
3=100% high 
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 
for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 
flows 

Community based 
research on social 
aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 
sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Process criteria 
Criterion of resource accessibility 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Was the facilitator 
external to the NeWater 
team? (no=1, yes=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Was the language barrier 
a big issue making the 
application of the method 
difficult? (no=1, yes=0) 

1 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Did participants know a 
lot beforehand about the 
activity? (yes=1, no=0) 

0 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Was the time for the 
activity restricting? 
(no=1, yes=0) 

0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Is there a high technical 
resources demand for 
data collection? (no=1, 
yes=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 3=60% mod. 4=80% high 2=40% mod. 3=60% mod. 2=40% mod. 4=80% high 2=40% mod. 
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 

for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 

flows 

Community based 
research on social 

aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 

sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Process criteria 
Criterion of task definition 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Did participants know 
beforehand the objectives 
of the activity (e.g. 
through the invitation)? 
 (yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 0 1 1 1 1 

Did participants 
understand the 
connection to the 
previous NeWater 
activities? 
 (yes=1, no=0) 

0 0 0 1 1 1 0 

Was there a Pre-test of 
the method application? 
(yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 0 1 0 1 

Did the participants 
understand clearly the 
method in the beginning 
of the activity? 
 (yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Did the participants have 
a clear focus of task 
throughout the whole 
activity? 
 (yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 0 1 0 1 0 

Total 4=80% high 4=80% high 2=40% low 4=80% high 4=80% high 4=80% high 3=60% mod. 
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 

for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 

flows 

Community based 
research on social 

aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 

sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Process criteria 
Criterion of system understanding 

Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Did this activity increase 
the system 
understanding? 
(yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 0 1 

Was the focus of the 
activity towards 
improved integrated 
system understanding 
and development of 
measures and strategies? 
(yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 2=100% high 2=100% high 2=100% high 2=100% high 2=100% high 1=50% moderate 2=100% high 
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 Assessment of 
institutional barriers 

for change 

Expert workshop 
on environmental 

flows 

Community based 
research on social 

aspects (FDGs) 

Community based 
research-
validation 

Community based 
research-Gaming 

sessions 

Participative design of 
monitoring system 

Participative evaluation 
of project findings 

Process criteria 
Criterion of cost-effectiveness 
Is this criterion 
important for the 
method? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Is the operationalization 
of the activity easy? 
(yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Does the activity require 
much preparation in 
advance? 
(no=1, yes=0) 

1 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Did the participants 
consider it worthwhile 
engaging into the 
activity? 
 (yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Did the activity reach its 
goal? 
(yes=1, no=0) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 4=100% high 4=100% high 3=75% high 3=75% high 3=75% high 4=100% high 4=100% high 
 

 


