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Introduction
It is, of course, a rather impossible task to cover in about one hour the various elements and parameters of the subject as announced in your program sheets and my apologies for that. When faced with a task like that, one has the choice of

· either, being descriptive and provide, with more or less colourful detail, various examples and incidences of  Community Economic Development (C.E.D.) from wherever one ever has been or read about (and in the process demonstrate how widely read and travelled one is),

· or, be abstract and theoretical and provide, with more or less reference to the Great Authors, a learned way of looking at C.E.D. as a ‘societal’ phenomenon (and in the process demonstrate what deep thinker one is and how far one is elevated from the hurly-burly of the every-day problems the C.E.D. activists, workers, funders and assumed beneficiaries). 

Obviously – and not just in an audience like this – both approaches are open for a lot of justified criticism; on the other hand, given the limitations of time and given that there will be more concrete examples to be presented to us and discussed later in the day, I shall try and do a bit of both – some examples and some theory and more general reflection - and thereby risk that I will incur your wrath (about “yet another foreigner who comes and presumably tells us what to do and not do and then leaves in the setting sunlight to figure out what it all means for us”) and I will probably have to face your criticisms for both above mentioned reasons… 

Nevertheless, I will try and 

· first – locate the historical emergence of – what I will call – the use of ‘community’ for economic purposes; a bit of history around the notion and reality of ‘community’ and its demise at the hands of a combination of economic and political powers will have to suffice for this brief section. 

· Derived from history, I will then construct an overall – but very simple - picture of how to conceive of the location of community interventions, especially since the beginning of the so-called ‘modern age’ and I will give various examples of the more recent past, especially in the US and Europe but also in so-called ‘developing nations’, to illustrate my points. 

· In a third step, I will turn to providing some examples of C.E.D.-s as they have become part of what is being called (especially in Europe) the ‘new social economy’; I will deal with 

· work/employment centred initiatives;

· local business-creation initiatives;

· with co-operatives old and new;

· with community currency schemes (or LETS) and other attempts to create economic activities and circulation in local communities; and, finally, 

· with truly alternative-communal approaches. 

· As a last step in my presentation I will attempt and derive some general criteria for helping us to assess the societal locus of C.E.D. projects and their potential to create responses which we might plot on a continuum spanning the gamut from ‘solutions’ to ‘alternatives’ to the predicaments of the members of communities as they face the vagaries of an ever deepening crisis of a globalising ‘suicide economy’ (David Korten, and with whom we deal with in our daily work. Unlike the certainties promised by many of the inventors of the fashionable innovations which flood the pages of journals and books and the programs and conferences of organisations like the Council and many others, I cannot ethically nor practically do anything like providing recipes leading to assured success; I can only offer my own reflections and the convictions which have grown out of them and offer them to you for your own reflection, for your own experimentation and – above all – in the hope of helping to create a truly global network of people who are worried about the present state of affairs and are striving to create a ‘life-centred’ economy and societal order (again, D. Korten).

I. The Story of community and its demise at the hands of a coalition of economic and political powers

Much of what I will be saying here is based on an enormous amount of community literature and research, but more recently and more particularly, the very important work of Curry and McGuire (2002), Community on Land: community ecology and the public interest, and that of Robert Marks (2002) The Origins of the Modern World, who both describe in much more detail and documented with the adequate references and primary materials and who do so – importantly – from a ‘de-centred’ (i.e. a not-just-western and an ecological) perspective. 

Very briefly and abbreviated and thus vulnerable to all kinds of justified criticism, the combined effects of the ‘Enclosure Acts’ in early 17th Century England took away the ‘Commons’ from the common people, who, whilst of course being subjected to the many whims of the feudal lords who possessed the land as it was deemed given to them by god (or his representative, the king or emperor), could at least ‘enjoy’ a subsistence living as they had the right to use the land for that purpose. The new laws allowed the lords and those in charge of the management of their lands, to ‘enclose’ them and prevent people from using them for their livelihood, instead running sheep and other ‘productive’ activities on them. It created an instant welfare population of – probably – millions, who were then to go and fight for their survival in the growing industrial towns and harbours, often through theft, begging, vagrant and occasional work, prostitution and so on. In order to control them, the Poor Laws were updated under Elizabeth I, setting the tone even for our present and local conceptions of welfare and of the welfare state and creating, what Bauman (1998), in Work, Consumerism and the New Poor, (see attachment 1) has called

“our stubborn insistence, in spite of the massive evidence to the contrary, that breaking the norm of universal work-for-living is … the prime cause of poverty and that the cure must be sought in leading the unemployed back to the labour market” (p. 89)

Meanwhile, England was gaining the upper hand in the often fierce battles between other European colonial powers (in their attempts at ‘discovering’ (read: invading) and then subsequently economically ‘developing’ (read: exploiting and subjugating) the lands of Asia, the Americas and later Africa and Australia. It was the Dutch who had – again in the early 1600s – invented the new institutional and organisational framework of the ‘company’ to assist in the economic ‘exploitation’ of the resources of the ‘discovered’ lands. Briefly, the creation of the ‘company’ employed the feudal ideology of ‘granting’ certain rights, protections (especially of the military kind) and supports on behalf of the king/queen to ‘subjects’-merchants, who went on to establish trading posts (in often –understandably – rather hostile territory) and to establish an infrastructure to sustain the extraction of local resources and to ship them off to the (better-off classes in the) European homelands. The merchants and their associations (or the Companies, which evolved into Corporations) needed a degree of ‘elbow space’ to manoeuvre and adapt to the local circumstances and power structures and arrangements and the royal house therefore granted them the status of ‘persons-in-law’. This allowed them to use – both – the power of the royals as well as their own power (which kept on growing, as they – in the process – acquired often huge amounts of capital) and resources of which the royals eventually became dependent themselves. They even raised their own armies, which, in the case of the English Corporations in their ‘New World’, North America, eventually led to political independence of those colonies and allowed the paragon of the political economy of capitalism, the United States, to come into being.

The creation of the legal entity of the Corporation thus tied the (profit making) interests of the newly emerging merchant classes with those of the (empire building) “thrones” in various European nations and – in the process – gave the merchants free hand in displacing anything and everyone who came in their way: local communities, local nations, local everything, subjugating them, eradicating them, or, where possible, tying them into the colonial-imperial and – gradually emerging – global economic-capitalist system, whereby most of the thus subjugated ended up at the bottom rung. Unbeknownst to them, their brothers and sisters in the ‘centre(s)’ of the European – and later ‘Western’ – lands, who had been equally robbed of their communities and of the land – the commons - which had sustained them in one way or another, became ‘the poor’, the ‘unemployed’ and both, in both similar but also unique ways, were ‘kept’ at the bottom rung of the political-economic order with the help of a handy ideology, drenched in darwinistic-malthusian and – indeed – Christian and racist assumptions, which often proved lethal for those on their receiving end. 

And the rest, as they say, is history…. 

The Corporation gradually became – especially as the western ‘revolutions’ of the later 18th and 19th centuries saw many countries rid themselves of the absolutist structures associated with royal and imperial power and ‘gain’ instead, what we now call, ‘liberal democratic’ systems, led by the elected elites, often recruited amongst those who were economically powerful and giving themselves constitutions and other legal frameworks which would favour the positioning of the Corporation as a legal ‘person’ and thus replacing communities as the vital mediating entities between the individuals, their daily survival practices and relationships, and the governing structures and processes (and indeed, groups) of society.
And we are now witnessing – indeed – the final stages of – on the one hand – the globalising of the imposition of the above mentioned corporatising structures and processes as well as the globalisation of the associated ideologies and on the other - the commensurate fragmentations of the life worlds and – I would like to suggest – mental worlds of individuals and communities alike. To which, by the way, many if not all of the new ‘models’, strategies, ‘alternatives’ (social capital, social entrepreneurs, community enterprises, cooperatives, etc.) we will be discussing today have been and are assumed responses if not solutions….

II. Where do ‘community development’ interventions and programs then ‘fit’ in this scenario?

Again, I will have to obey the rules of brevity…

Community Development and associated interventions – including many of the at-present fashionable programs and ‘models’ – have been and continue to be brought about when the structurally and culturally imposed changes (often accompanied by violence) are being resisted by those upon which they are imposed or when resistance to them is anticipated by those who do the ‘imposing’. Many of you will have trouble with the notion of ‘resistance’, but if one includes many of the reactions we have come to label and understand as deviance, pathology or apathy as well as ‘dysfunction’ (since we’re all victims of the acceptance of the ‘normalcy’ of many of the norms we impose on ourselves and on others, including, as I pointed out before with the help of Bauman, the normalcy of ‘universal work-for-living’ and the normalcy of doing that in an employer-employee relationship) and if one accepts to think a bit differently about them as – probably very sane! – reactions to the imposition of often rather inhumane living and working conditions (like working for less than a US dollar a day when making Nike shoes in Indonesia…) the picture tends to change quite significantly.

I am proposing to understand community interventions of any kind as being situated – indeed, as being created or ‘enacted’ - between two opposing force fields, summarised in the following picture; whilst I do not have the time to go into any detail, let alone to provide scientific ‘proof’ of what I’m suggesting, the historical and more recent record does provide a wealth of programs and examples which do ‘prove the point’. Great amounts of literature, both from the west, the developing world and locally from Hong Kong, would be available to help me make that point and I have some examples which I have brought with me and which can be consulted at the Council.
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If this picture comes anywhere near to an authentic representation of the relationship between 

· those who, from a position of power and often from a position which rests on control over a vast (and growing, meanwhile ‘global’) scale across which it is and can be exercised (e.g. the nation, the Emperor, the state, business, the World Bank, the WTO, etc…) ‘impose’ their structures/culture/practices and 

· those who submit to or resist them in ‘communities’, locally or across localities and based on their common interests (land, ‘workers’, homeless, unemployed, poor, women, young people, the displaced, those whose villages are flooded for the construction of dams, low-income consumers, etc.…)

then the position of CD (and of those who are expected to engage in the practice of ‘doing’ it) must be fraught with inherent contradictions, tensions and frustrations as each of the ‘opposing’ sides will have their own conception as to what CD should be doing and – indeed – should be ‘about’. And the attempt by academics and writers to talk about different ‘models’ of Community Development (from ‘social action’, via ‘social planning’ to ‘local development’, to ‘walk’ the above picture from its right to its left side) has been cold comfort for many practitioners who were sitting in the middle, being torn apart by competing demands for loyalty to and understanding for mostly irreconcilable interests. Again, the literature of Community Development internationally and in most schemes and examples I know of is littered with examples of all of this.

That inherent tension in Community Development has also often been ignored by those who develop programs and expect them to reach their ‘objectives’, often not considering the contradictory nature of these objectives, once they are translated into the objectives of those who are supposed to be their ‘beneficiaries’ and those who expect the programs to contribute to ‘broader’ societal goals which are attached to them and which often have justified their funding (and I am thinking here of CIIF funding as well as many other such schemes…). 

In a society and a political-economic system and cultural context which puts all its bets on the capacity and duty of the individual to ‘make it’ in the survival, competition and progress stakes (the latter based on the sanctity of ‘growth’ and ‘profit maximisation’), anything starting with ‘com…’ or ‘coop…’ can only have residual, instrumental or even rhetorical value – if not being eyed with suspicion! That is the reason why many on the left will talk about community programs as ‘spray-on solutions’ (Bryson and Mowbray in Australia), put in place for the poor and oppressed and for making them believe in the possibility of pulling themselves out of the doldrums by their own effort; it also has the function, according to those critics, to potentially make them blame themselves when they don’t ‘make it’, as they have been given so many chances and opportunities by a benevolent society… Those on the right will often use Community Development as the means to devolve responsibility for initial ‘progress’ to the local area, suggesting that – after the initial ‘funded’ phase – individuals in that community ought to be ‘ready’ for competition in the ‘real’ world; community development, thus, used as an adaptive mechanism and as a means of deflecting people’s views from the fact that the justice and equality promises of the existing political-economic system cannot be fulfilled, not for large groups of the population anyway.

Those on the left thus often resist community programs as they hope and suggest that real change can only come from a total overhaul of societal power relationships, often on the state level; those on the right often resist community development programs as they believe them to maintain old and create new dependencies in individuals (often looked at as the ‘underclass’…). All of which, in the end, often sees a curious amalgam of people meet in the ‘middle’ and remain ‘true’ believers in the capacity of community programs to achieve anything meaningful at all (even if they often are not sure what…); one will find believers in the small, local community and its capacity to create happy and safe havens against many evils; radical communards and anarchists; and, yes, lots of community workers, who, being paid to do the impossible and who often see the limits of individualised explanations of ‘social’ problems and ‘deviance’, try to serve two ‘bosses’. They try not to ‘bite the hand that feeds’ (given that they are government employees or employed by government funded NGO agencies) and they try to make the people affected by the programs aware that all is not well with the ways in which those who control ‘the system’ treat them and their rights to livelihood and that the choice between acceptance of their ‘fate’ and resistance to it is not as straightforward – and certainly not without its dangers – as some great declarations about ‘people being our greatest assets’ may make us believe… 

So, now that I got that off my chest, what are some of the broad areas within which – internationally – Community Economic Development has been cast?

III. Community Economic Development and the ‘new social economy’.

I shall fill in the content of this section mainly by relying on some work in which I have previously been involved in various countries, from Europe, the US and Australia to different countries in the developing world, mainly in Africa. Again, there’s a danger of overload in what I’m going to try and I have to rely on your interest in wanting to consult some of the references I will leave with the Council and, who knows, in further occasions we may together create to discuss these matters, either later today or in the future.

You will notice that I have organised the five areas along a spectrum which starts with attempts at ‘solving’ the problems and fallout of the existing political-economy (or at least containing them especially on the ideological level and on the level of people’s perception of the legitimacy of that ‘system’) to such ones which aim at ‘overcoming’ the ‘system’ itself, or – more modestly – who clearly include the macro- and global realities in their purview and in their strategic orientation.

The five sets of examples should also not really be looked at as ‘typologies’ or ‘models’ as many of them will overlap in reality or the approaches they suggest will be combined in many programs or projects. They are rather ‘foci’ or ‘levers’ which are privileged in the implementation of programs of Community Economic Development and as such reveal indirectly the ideological and ‘theoretical’ understanding of their sponsors or initiators of the context in which they are to be implemented and the goals and objectives they are meant to achieve both for people and for the ‘system’.

1. work/employment centred initiatives

Where to start? Lots of government funded programs, especially since the Great Depression in the West, and lots of so-called aid-and-development approaches towards the developing world should be included here. Many of them have been evaluated as to their ‘real’ benefits and the outcomes of these studies have not always been easy to reconcile, as many studies were ‘pre-loaded’ with the assumptions of those who either paid for them or executed and interpreted them.

The Works Progress Administration’s employment creation initiatives during the Great Depression in the US – mainly conceived to stimulate an economy which was truly on its backside – were inserted in major public works (notably the Tennessee Valley Authority, which not only provides a rich treasure trove of community development ‘stories’ but which also created enough energy through the damming of the Tennessee River to make possible the development of the atomic bombs which fell on people’s heads and livelihoods not too far from here at the end of World War II… such are the contradictions of community development, local development, job creation schemes, and so on! Creating jobs in the arms industry DOES have such unfortunate side-effects – or should we call it ‘collateral damage’…?)

The CETA initiatives in the US during the seventies attempted to create public service jobs and programs and they have been accused by the later administrations (from Reagan onwards) to maintain and create welfare dependency and to ‘inflate’ the state bureaucracies and sustain the myth of the ‘nanny state’. Economic rationalism and its associate philosophies took care of the rest…

But more sympathetic analyses (1997 by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities in Washington DC – see attachment 2) of still existing programs in that country have given far more positive accounts of the experiences and results (outcomes) of many of these programs. I will insert three pages taken from that report, which includes the ‘lessons’ learned from those programs.

In Australia, around the mid- to late eighties, several employment creation programs were around, ranging from those focusing on preparing individuals and members of certain ‘at-risk’ groups to become more ‘employable’ (and several of those are still around) to creating (local) jobs and new (local) enterprises or businesses. I have included a paper I have developed out of my own involvement with such initiatives (Local Employment Initiatives or LEI-s; see attachment 3) in and around Melbourne in that period of time; the paper includes a set of criteria which, I suggest, should be taken into account when one wants to link ‘employment’ creation with initiatives which attempt to create sustainable (and, in the tendency, subsistent) local communities. That small article (it actually was a conference presentation) also refers to initiatives which would more readily fit in the next set of examples I want to refer to.

2. local business-creation initiatives

Again, where to start? There are lots of schemes and funding opportunities for those who want to have a go at starting their own (local/small) business; many come with enormous strings attached as to the conditions and – especially – the costs to be repaid for loans and such can be enormous.

The President Johnson-era “Great Society” programs in the US in the Sixties were probably a good first example of such programs, put in place as a response to the persistent poverty and welfare ‘dependency’ of many living in African-American neighbourhoods in the big cities of the US. They were variously referred to as neighbourhood development initiatives or focused on the development of business acumen amongst black people, providing them sometimes with starting capital and some logistical support. But the general consensus is that these programs – pretty much like so many ‘income generating schemes’ in the Third World, whereby local people are given credit to start or otherwise engage in business activities – are often doomed as they make little chance of ‘competing’ with influxes of products produced much more cheaply elsewhere; as well, as they are not ‘helped’ by export infrastructure to be able to sell their products elsewhere (for example in the ‘developed’ world), many of them, falter leaving their initiators some dreams and a lot of money and efforts poorer. 

Still, I provide a modern Australian example of this kind of C.E.D., which is ‘pitched’ at the ‘social entrepreneurs’ variety of business-creation initiatives. Interestingly, it is run by a Christian NGO – the Adelaide City Mission in South Australia – and it rather realistic about the potential of social entrepreneurship in the context of the present (and already long lasting!) crisis of industrial capitalism (see attachment 4). Readers of this example will notice that this C.E.D. initiative includes various ideas which are referred to in this presentations and in other practice areas.

I have included a strong criticism (by Laxmi Murthy from India, written in October 2002; see attachment 5) of the ‘credit providing’ variety in the materials and I leave it up to the reader to make his/her own conclusions. I also include a critical contribution about these seemingly new arrivals in the area of ‘business creation’ in the industrialised societies, this one – again Australian – and critically examining the notion and practice of ‘social entrepreneurs’; the article is very recent and has been written by Sabine Leitmann and Fran Crawford from Western Australia (attachment 6).

One brief mention should be made of the evolution of the concept of the ‘new social economy’ and its associated practices and projects in Europe; I refer to this concept in the context of the following ‘insert’ accompanying this paper, a chapter I have just completed for a forthcoming book on Community Development in Australia and which deals with co-operatives (attachment 7). I mention there that new forms of cooperatives have emerged in the context of the movements of the ‘sixties’ (which equally brought a revival of communal ways of living – both producing, consuming and reproducing ‘communes’ – and which I will mention in the last point of this ‘listing’ of C.E.D. initiatives) and the then newly emerging expressions of the crises in the globalising capitalist system. Various attempts at ‘re-gaining control’ over the vagaries of the ‘labour market’ and therewith over one’s capacity to survive by getting an income, led to the programs and groups of people trying to ‘set up business of their own’ as previously described but they also led to attempts at resisting the demise of local employment opportunities because of the closing down of ‘old’ factories or ‘ageing’ infrastructure (in real terms, of course, many of those jobs were ‘shipped off’ to countries where labour costs were much lower, either because of the political system keeping them that way or because of the general nature of ‘non-developed’ economies). Workers took over their factories and put them under self-management structures, in many cases, with great success. These attempts constitute a remarkable continuity with many of the older self-management experiences of the sixties (and some even earlier!), notably the Yugoslav system before the ‘collapse’ of that nation, the Granja del Pueblo in Cuba, the original Kibbutz in Israel before they were usurped by the state-creation ideology and rationale, and some self-management experiences and experiments in China of the sixties/seventies, unfortunately marred by the excesses of the Cultural Revolution.

Again, time is too short to have any chance of deepening out some of these examples and experiences; but there is a big literature which illustrates vividly these experiences and draws lessons from them.

3. co-operatives old and new

As we will have the opportunity to be exposed to and talk with more depth about this form of C.E.D. through the Taiwanese examples brought to us by the following speaker, I will not even mention any of the aspects which would need highlighting here. In addition, I have already referred to the chapter I have recently finished and which I mentioned before and of which I insert a final pre-publication draft (attachment 7). The co-operative I am describing the experiences of is somehow unusual as it attempts to create a cooperative structure with a group of people usually not ‘prone’ to such (ad)ventures: intellectuals and (ex-)academic workers.

4. community currency schemes (or LETS) and other attempts to create economic activities and circulation in local communities;

Again, I will not delve too deeply into this set of new initiatives; rather, I prefer to refer to various attached book reviews and to a series of websites, journals and – especially – to the Journal YES! A Journal for Positive Futures, edited and published by a group of people which includes David Korten, who I have mentioned repeatedly before and whose work is probably exemplary for the kinds of alternative thinking about community and ‘work’ which I am trying to advocate myself and the criteria of which I can fully underwrite. I will return to some of those in my concluding comments (and I attach some excerpts of it as attachment 9).

LETS or Local Energy (or Economic) Trading System(s) are essentially ‘bartering’ systems, whereby groups of local people develop other-than-pecuniary-based modes of exchange of goods and services. Importantly, these initiatives also attempt to develop another way of thinking about the value of ‘human work’, other than in the simplistic – and discriminating! – terms of ‘paid’ work. I can only refer to the work of feminists who have insistently pointed out that women’s work ‘Counts for Nothing’ (as the title of Marilyn Waring’s book suggests), as it is for its major part not ‘paid’. 

Addressing that issue has, for example, led us in the Borderlands Cooperative, to think about work in four modes: 

· as (often badly) paid work (the money deriving from the projects we undertake), 

· as voluntary work (either ‘compulsorily voluntary’ as we have members and co-workers who are ‘forced’ to do voluntary work because of their – assumed - obligations towards the State and if they want to continue to receive unemployment benefits…, or as ‘truly’ voluntary), 

· as apprenticeship work (the many – social work, community development and other - students who come and spend their required placement time with us or people who just want to learn certain skills) and 

· as bartering work, whereby the work is paid equally per hour – irrespective of its ‘value’ in the ‘real’ market economy; this occurs through the mechanisms of the LETS system which we have started three years ago and to which many Borderlands Cooperative members also belong.

As I indicated, I have attached a variety of references (see attachment 8) to explore the initiatives associated with this ‘group’ of C.E.D.-s and I must leave it – again – to you to do that exploration at other occasions.

5. truly alternative-communal approaches
And here, I will not say anything but to tell you that – indeed – the alternative communal – or the ‘intentional community’ movement is alive and well; I know that participants in this alternative are often just referred to as ‘hippies’ or ‘communists’ or ‘anarchists’ or worse; on the other hand, I do not believe that true alternatives to the ‘evils’ of any one system will ever come from its centre or from its top; they will always emerge from the true laboratories of the next social arrangements we will call ‘society’ and they are mostly located at its periphery. 

Many of these communal living arrangements can be thought of as ranging from ‘completely’ self-sufficient (in as far as their survival needs as well as their other rules of social reproduction are concerned) to ‘partly’ self-sufficient in that they address certain aspects of their social reproduction (for example, co-habitation, but not co-production; co-consumption but not co-habitation; and so on). I am also aware that some of the historical and later examples have been known to engage in certain excesses of sexual or ‘mind-changing’ or even self-destructive behaviours, but they are few and they have - indeed and unfortunately - managed to taint the entire movement with a bad name. And that’s a pity; on the other hand, new initiatives are coming along every day and across all continents and systems and that, I find, is encouraging.

There’s a vibrant US-based Journal connecting ‘Intentional Communities’ worldwide and an international network which provides a rich reservoir of experiences and strategic discussion around this theme and it is well worthwhile to explore some of these and learn from them for similar or other community initiatives.

IV. Some conclusions as to the societal locus of C.E.D.-s and their potential to provide adequate responses to the ‘problems’ of our communities.

I have to conclude; many of the conclusions I will draw out more explicitly have already been mentioned before as I presented the various ‘types’ of C.E.D.-s; just some suggestive thoughts in the hope that they may generate reflection and discussion.

· It is imperative to reflect about the nature of work and move our conception away from merely being covered by the notion of ‘employment’ as we engage in developing community-based work initiatives. The same applies to the notion and practice of ‘business’, not all businesses need to be ‘for profit’ or exploitative of labour power and the environment… 

· It is imperative to continue to consider the social and relational aspect of the – of any - community we are attempting to insert economic development program into. The often exclusively individualistic focus of work and employment (in the ideological context of capitalism anyway) threatens to gain the overhand over all social goals and objectives one should have when becoming engaged in ‘community’. (See the Suggestions for further future practice I have recently presented to the staff of a community development project in Senegal; in all humility and knowing that Senegal is very different from Hong Kong, I offer them with the hope that they may inspire some reflection as to their relevance for community intervention locally.)

· It is absolutely imperative to reflect on the macro- and global system in which the local economic development initiatives are inserted and within which they are operating. An economic system which rests on the principles we have come to know in the context of capitalism is not very well suited to achieve the social and human(e) goals associated with a ‘living’ economy; as long as local and community economic development projects are inserted in such economy, the danger of subverting their human/social objectives remains paramount. The need to transform the overall structures of our political economy MUST remain a priority also amongst those who engage in micro-reform and local initiatives. To conclude with Korten, (from his recent 1999 The Post-Corporate World: Life After Capitalism) his ‘cures’ for the system as we know it would have to include:

1. end the legal fiction that corporations are entitled to the rights of persons and exclude corporations from political participation;

2. implement serious political campaign reform to reduce the influence of money on politics;

3. eliminate corporate welfare by eliminating direct subsidies and recovering other externalised costs through fees and taxes;

4. implement mechanisms to regulate international corporations and finance;

5. use fiscal and regulatory policy to make financial speculation unprofitable and to give an economic advantage to human-scale, stakeholder-owned enterprises.

A rather timely, if also – to some - perhaps rather naïve list of suggestions, especially after having read the suggested strategies contained in Mr. Tung’s recent Policy Speech, mainly calling on all people of Hong Kong to help fix a mess not of their making (for most anyway) and for that purpose using gimmicks which are intended to suggest ‘equal pain to all citizens’, but which are - in reality - rather deceptive suggestions, unfortunately hiding the fundamental un-sustainability of the present system. 

And here I come to one very final - and mostly whispered comment: we haven’t even talked about the ecological potential and impact needed to sustain any of the suggestions either Mr. Tung or I myself have put in front of you, because, as the South China Morning Post put in an article headline last Friday (suitably buried in the inner pages): “Doomsday nears, but the world is just not looking”…. The article reports about the latest findings and recommendations of the World Watch Institute, which for decades now has been ‘watching’ our ecological health and the sustainability of our lifestyles and ways of making such lifestyles possible… and the picture is not nice…. But thinking about alternatives to the existing systems of exploiting our worldly resources to support our ‘growth’ and ‘development’ are utterly essential and paramount as we – in the process – are destroying all our livelihoods; in that sense, C.E.D.-s could and should be conceived as ecological and not just economic development alternatives. Indeed, they may become laboratories of humanity’s survival!

Thank you very much and I am looking forward to a good discussion and to further involvement in some of the projects you are planning yourselves and for which I wish you good luck!

Suggestions for further Reflection and Action.

1. The importance of considering the level of preparation and awareness of the local leaders and the community members prior to and in the course of the ‘sectorial’ (or functional) intervention in the communities.
The establishment of the local community health programs (like all interventions in a local community) touches upon issues which are culturally and politically sensitive to the traditional ways of thinking in rural areas as well as to the existing power relationships and the social forms they take. The level of prior awareness of and involvement in development activities and structures by the community-at-large and by the relevant power holders is – therefore - crucial to the success of the establishment and integration (and - eventually - to the sustainability) of the program (including the health huts and the CHWs working infrastructure). 

Given the limited scope of resources and the limited time available (including the establishment of the NCHP, the recruitment of  participants, the setting up of management and support structures and the initiation of activities and the production and monitoring/evaluation of the hoped for outcomes and impacts), it cannot be expected that the project workers and volunteers involved with the specifics of the sectorial intervention (i.e. health promotion and primary health care work) could equally do – or could have done - a lot of the necessary preliminary awareness building in the community-at-large. 

In the cases we explored, those communities who were less prepared (or ‘aware’) were not able to fully take advantage of the potential of the NCHP and the project staff would have (had) to engage in a great deal of generic community awareness building during the initial phases of the establishment process. That situation would either necessitate the availability of an additional year of funding or the presence of additional resources at the onset of the project, to allow for the grounding of the Health Project and its associated activities in a broader process of community participation. In the absence of more time and personnel resources (or the absence of a sufficiently established generic community development process), it would be rather difficult to reach the intended more specific (or ‘sectorial’) outcomes and impacts of the NCHP (or, for that matter, of any similar “implanted” and specialised project). 

Careful choices thus need to be made as to the initial implantation of the infrastructure and of the relevant developmental processes, reflecting the level of organisation and awareness of the population at large, the relevant groups being addressed, the available economic support structures and the communities’ involvement in them. If, on the other hand, the level of preparedness of the relevant communities is limited, the community health strategy should be accompanied – if not preceded - by well resourced broader development and awareness building strategies or - indeed - delayed till the latter has occurred. It is our opinion that it was precisely the intention of the Area Development Programs to engender such broad community mobilisation processes within which – subsequently or simultaneously - functional or sectorial projects could be meaningfully inserted or grafted onto.

2. The need to carefully consider the concrete local economic context and geographical location of the communities in which the health centres (huts) and the other aspects of the community health project are to be implanted.

We have been able to see first hand the connections between the level of awareness of the community, its physical location in terms of its distance to bigger centres, its distance to transport routes, the level and type of economic activity and the connection of the latter with the more dynamic sectors of the overall regional and national economies. It has therefore become obvious to the evaluation team that the ‘pacing’ of the implantation of the Community Health Project (and other sectorial projects) relative to the factors mentioned before is of central relevance to their chances of succeeding. 

We are not suggesting that there are ‘ideal’ economic and geographic situations which ‘should’ be present or achieved before introducing and implanting sectorial interventions like the NCHP; what we are suggesting is that development agents should be mindful of the different dynamics and strategies, which the introduction and integration (as well as the sustainability) of the activities of the local community health projects require, depending on the accessibility and the (economic) linkages of the respective sites. 

Similar to the first point above, given a low level of present community economic development (see below), more generic development work needs to be performed by the development agents associated with the NCHP and by the relevant ADPs and that will require more resources and more time. In those cases, a fourth year of funding (whereby the first year would be a planning and preparation phase) or, alternatively, setting sectorial projects up in two phases of three years each (whereby the first period could be thought of as a planning, pilot and preparation phase) for the sectorial projects or programs would be almost indispensable. In addition, if resources and funds dedicated to sectorial purposes (like in the NCHP) are also intended to cover the cost of establishing more generic community development structures and processes, they should be suitably identified. In most cases, such identification will lead to a more modest involvement in the specific activities associated with the sectorial or functional program unless more funds would be allocated to cover the generic local development activities (like, for example, the establishment of local ADP structures). 
3. The need to develop an appropriate strategy for sustainability of the activities and structures/systems set in place in the context of the (sectorial) projects.
There is a need to complement the usual expectation in development projects in general – and in sectorial projects in particular – to assure the ‘sustainability’ of the projects in question. And whilst not explicitly formulated into the evaluation brief, it has been a constant underlying concern both within the project activities and within the conversations we have had in the course of the evaluation itself. The sustainability of learning and implementation processes geared at social change requires an adequately complex strategy, which recognises the multi-dimensionality of the necessary integrative processes needed to achieve it. Sustainability in our understanding includes the following four dimensions:

· the “consciousness” (or ‘awareness’ or ‘mentality’) dimension, e.g. the individual and collective appropriation by the local community in mental, motivational and other socio-psychological terms of the necessary commitment to the process of development and to the substantive content of the specific program being implemented;

· the “relational” dimension, e.g. the maintenance, establishment and nurturing of productive relationships across the various groups and individuals involved in the development process and the recognition of the specific interests associated with the substantive content of the program being engaged in;

· the dimension of the  “systems” necessary to support the process in an ongoing way, i.e. accountability, representation and participation, communication, decision making and other elements of ‘process maintenance’;

· the “material” or ‘resource’ dimension, e.g. the continuing or anticipated availability of finances, buildings, physical resources.

In many instances, it is only the last two dimensions which are – both – required and thought about in the context of planning and reporting project activities, whilst the first two dimensions are rarely explicitly considered as part of the notion of sustainability. 

This point equally connects with the previously made argument about the necessity of engendering a generic process of development which, obviously, has to include the first two dimensions of sustainability as its central tenet.

4. The need for the development of a vision of and operational framework for a comprehensive and integrated community development approach, especially focusing on the integration of the various groups and interests which make up the total local community.

If the above can be accepted, translating or operationalising the four dimensions of sustainability - consciousness, relations, systems and resources -  into integrated local community development processes will represent the strategic cornerstone for sustainability of any and all more specific approaches towards the emancipation and participation of each and any of the more specific groups and interests which make up the community. 

We have had the opportunity to discuss frequently within the evaluation team the absolute necessity to develop a ‘total’ and comprehensive appreciation of the local situations in which the sectorial projects need to be integrated. Such approach would have to acquaint itself with the local power structures, the relationships between the various population groups (‘categories’) making up the local community/communities, the various decision making processes in place, the history of the locality and past experiences with ‘development’, however conceived and implemented.

A suitable frame of reference and of reflection/planning for such comprehensive approach has previously been referred to in terms of the need to deploy mutually integrated ‘modes’ of local and regional community development, which would address the categorical, functional and territorial realities, needs, strengths and potential as well as interests of the communities and which are to be thought of as:

· recognising, realising and supporting the interests and needs of the various categories of the local population, including those who are only ‘virtually’ present and those who have been (traditionally or otherwise) excluded or marginalised; the categorical approach is about validating the social and individual identity and representation of (members of) the various groups or categories constituting the community as a whole (and which, one may add, are always to a certain degree in tension with totalising or homogenising approaches to the overall collective).
· recognising, realising and sustaining the various processes or functions a community (or any collectivity) needs to put into place to assure the continuity of its processes of social and individual reproduction at present and across generations; the functional (or sectorial) approach is about validating the various groups, processes and institutions in a community who and which, each in their own way, contribute to the ‘functioning’ of the community as a whole and in its parts. Functional community development is concerned with education, health, nutrition, basic provisions, hygiene, housing, transport, work, welfare, and so on.
· The territorial mode or approach, finally, recognises, realises and sustains the various processes, practices and systems a community needs to put into place to maintain the integrity and subsistence of its territory and of the people living in and identifying with it, in ecological, economic and political terms, all the while recognising the fact of increasing interdependency - indeed - reaching global proportions at the present moment.
Whilst the Nguer ‘Community’ Health Project, by its very title and programmatic orientation, represents a ‘functional’ or ‘sectorial’ community intervention, it has been recognised by the evaluation team that the absence of an integrated community development approach in many instances prevents the realisation of its goals and objectives. It seems important, therefore, to become more explicit and reflective about the vision for a community development approach which would encompass the above ‘modes’ or approaches and which would attempt to integrate them into a holistic strategy. In the absence of a vision and theory of integration, there is nothing to integrate the various sectorial and often fragmented project approaches ‘into’.
The most obvious case where the absence of – for example – a categorical approach to community development is being felt is in the ‘gender’ approaches to development, but equally in the often deplored absence of young people in the local development efforts. We do want to mention here, though, that the place and role of men in the communities equally deserves consideration; men between fifteen and fifty are virtually absent from many villages and communities, resulting in a string of practical and sociological consequences which will have to be addressed by the communities as well as by the ADPs as they engage in the establishment of durable development structures and processes in the regions in which they operate.
5. Within the context of such integrated or comprehensive-holistic approach, there is a need to reflect on the need to insert adequate community-based (micro-) economic strategies to create sustainability of development efforts as well as the general sustainability of living in the community.

If all the above can be accepted as a reasonable way of looking at the Nguer Community Health Project strategy within an overall community-integrative approach, a more critical reflection is necessary on the - now almost standard - suggestion in many if not most development projects to engage in ‘income generating’ activities in the community. We did encounter the issue in our conversations with villagers and we have had some opportunity to discuss it whilst debriefing from our fieldwork and in some conversations between the team leader and writer of this report with some members of the team. As well, there is now an emerging critical discussion of the matter in the relevant literature and some of the alternative ways of creating sustainable development (and subsistence) processes in local communities in the face of an encroaching globalisation impact have found their way into the discussions and practices of several groups in Sénégal and across Africa and the developing world.

It seems that the micro-economic imagination of funders and sponsors of development projects - especially if they are associated with western governments and World Bank affiliates - does not extend beyond income generation and credit provision (the latter - in turn - also supposedly leading to more income generation). In a rather rudimentary assessment of such strategy, one would have to wonder where the optimism of its proponents derives from, that those who now would ‘generate their own income’ could ever in their lifetime manage to move beyond the utter dependency offered by their insertion into the absolutely lowest rank of the global pyramid of (political-economic) power. 

Colonial strategies of the past have already manufactured the transition of most developing economies (and the people they encompass) towards dependency on world commodity prices and away from previously existent subsistence systems; convincing the developing communities to espouse the ‘income generating’ paradigm and its associated practices would only confirm their dependency and – in the process – make them feel responsible for it. The history of western market economies (and their struggling welfare states and the fate of their disadvantaged groups and the enormous inequalities they continue to generate) should be clear examples of where one-sided and uncritical adherence to income-generation may lead. 

As well, household- or individual-based responses to the increasingly globalising shape of economic reproduction (and of the inequalities inherent in that reproduction) seem rather inadequate to us; indeed, income generating strategies are usually focused on individuals and households and therewith carry an implicit ideological as well as institutional loading about the ‘proper’ ways and means of engaging in development practices and projects. 
Given the above and given what we have discovered during our conversations and reflections, we tend to suggest that the generation of income is probably not the main issue confronting people in the local communities, nor does it seem to be an adequate response to the need to re-vitalise the capacity of the local micro-economy towards sustaining the individuals and the social fabric it supports and by which it is itself (or should itself be) supported. In our discussions with community members, we have noted that the income, generated by the men as they are working as migrants abroad, does only selectively and in much reduced quantities find its way back into the communities and it was acknowledged that there was a need to think more systematically about ways of using those resources productively. As well, many income generating efforts have – for a variety of reasons – not produced the hoped-for results; in some cases they even had negative results. 

It has been the lack of systems and processes geared at the distribution of income and resources within the local communities and across the various categories and groups within the communities as well as the lack of attempts at using the potential of local groups and ‘categories’ to contribute to the survival and – indeed – development of the entire community which has struck us as a major issue and one which needs being addressed with the necessary urgency. As mentioned, whilst we have seen various efforts at raising incomes of local groups and have heard various of those groups expressing the wish to become involved in such processes, there was barely a thought about the need to redistribute community resources towards groups of community members who have been hitherto rather marginalised from community life (women, young people) and whose potential needs mobilising towards the greater good and well being of the entire local/regional community.

Given the inherent collectivising dimensions of the ADP strategy, the previously suggested need for a comprehensive framework for local community development as well as the community orientation of the sectorial projects being implemented in their context a consistent strengthening of local (subsistence) economies seems a better option. Such orientation would equally provide a community-controlled basis for the insertion of the various functional/sectorial programs and activities (water, health, education, etc.) and for their management. Indeed, it would contribute to an increased valorisation of to the activities occurring within these programs.

One could argue, therefore, that at least as much attention should be given to establishing and fostering new and more adequate local systems of production (in order to substitute for the need to ‘import’ subsistence and other necessary resources) and distribution (in order to substitute for the breaking down of mutual help and support systems from the past and in order to validate work previously done without proper validation, notably the work of women and the young), including such systems which operate outside of the ‘normal’ money market system. We are thinking more specifically of bartering or LETS (Local Exchange and Trading Systems or – Systèmes Économiques Locaux (SEL) in the French-speaking world) or cooperative systems, which could be meaningfully developed to encompass wider regional areas or village clusters. 

In addition, such systems could be shaped so as to also productively address the - seemingly inescapable - fact that food security, in the face of increasing desertification and other ecological damage and the acknowledged inadequacy of the policy and practice responses to it, will remain a precarious survival and subsistence issue for many communities in the ADP areas. Indeed, one could imagine that part of the overall development strategy of WVS would encompass the establishment of alternative exchange and cooperative systems between communities and villages in the wider region (and beyond), a strategy which would be a beginning response to the environmental situation in the region and which we will address further below.

6. The overall focus on Gender and Development within World Vision Sénégal needs to be made more explicit to provide consistency across all programs and to ground the categorical community development approach strategically and philosophically.

There is a need to be more explicit - on the part of World Vision Senegal - about the aims of the organisation in terms of its Gender and Development position and associated policy and practice approaches. These terms need to be clearly communicated internally and externally, across the various divisions and hierarchical levels within WVS and towards funders and other organisations operating in or of relevance in the development area. They also need to be reflected upon and appropriately integrated in the various sectorial and generic community development projects and programs operating in the various ADPs.

We have encountered in our conversations with the local communities the stark realities of women being utterly excluded from decision making processes; that equally includes the young women as they are burdened with household activities and as they are only reluctantly admitted to either the ‘adult’ women’s groups and to the existing groups of young people. As well, given the gender-specific nature of the ‘rural exodus’, with men leaving the villages in their numbers (see below), there are inherent dangers of suggesting additional and increased involvement of local women in ongoing projects, without also addressing and attempting to reduce the existing workloads of (young) women and girls in household and other subsistence (let alone income generating!) tasks in the village.

We would like to take the opportunity of discussing the issue of ‘gender’ to refer to the issue of male migration from the villages and the merely ‘virtual presence’ of men in the communities. We have visited villages where there is now a need to ‘import’ labour to do the farming work on the field; we have heard stories about 70- to 80-year old men having to continue to work in the fields as no-one else is available to do it. We have also dealt with the issue of the lack of re-investment of the income resources generated by the men having gone into labour migration, the out-migration thus representing a net leakage of productive capacity and of the fruits of that capacity from the micro-economy of the communities.

In addition, one has to express concerns about the social and relational impact such migration and the resulting ‘absence’ of one major category of the local population has on the local social fabric. We have already spoken about the added burden on women and girls (more responsibility and no increase in decision-making power); we have referred to the added burden on the older people in the villages; it also leaves one to wonder about the next generation of young men, growing up with no male role models or with role models who are only ‘virtually’ present. We have already referred to the expressed wish by many young men we encountered to ‘leave’ and go and try their luck. Women we spoke to told us ‘that men just leave when it all gets too hard…’, leading us to also wonder about the kinds and quality of relationships evolving between men and women and between young men and young women under those living circumstances. 

It seems to us that categorical work with (young) men is of absolute importance and urgency if one is to avoid the full disintegration of local communities; indeed, many ADP-based projects – both generic and sectorial/functional – could degenerate into mere ‘palliative’ endeavours to soften the impact of the slow death of the local communities, rather than as transformational development interventions associated with any hope – let alone realistic prospect - for a sustainable and socially productive and personally satisfying future.
7. Ecological sustainability of development projects - both sectoral and generic - should become a more urgent and central consideration on all levels of program planning and implementation. As the present project deals with ‘health’, it would be useful to explore the work of the World Health Organisation (WHO) in this regard and draw from its meanwhile 30 years of experience and writing on this matter.

Given the fragility of the ecology and its continuing deterioration in the project region (and, indeed, elsewhere), we think it essential to devote more attention and resources to this aspect of development practice. We have witnessed grave acts of commission and omission in regards destructive agricultural and other practices in the villages we have visited. They pertain both to traditional practices (land clearing, burning, grazing) as well as newly introduced ones (water use, certain introduced horticultural practices, use of herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers) and they seem to not have been consciously included in NCHP planning and implementation (except for some minor references). In addition, the often implicit focus on ‘income generation’ and the assumed urgency of the introduction of such practices (see above notes) often leaves little time and attention for their ecological impact.

The ecological facet is - parenthetically - not only underdeveloped in the context of the NCHP; it seemed to us that, overall, ADP approaches and other sectoral work devote little attention to the environment; even the water projects, somehow, seem to omit the ecological perspective. It often seemed as if people and projects have ‘given up’ on attempts to resist further desertification and ecological regeneration, somehow strengthening the sense of the ‘palliative’ evoked in a previous point. We would not want to assume that WVS and the relevant ADPs have somehow abandoned all hope for the conservation of liveable environments for the populations of the regions they have devoted so much of their past efforts to and indeed continue to do so.

We would suggest that a concentrated effort should be undertaken to develop a practical strategy - together with all major and minor players in the regions - to not only save what is still there to be saved, but to attempt some of the more promising alternatives which have been developed and experimented with in other development areas and contexts. Even within the context of World Vision projects in Africa, alternative approaches to ecologically sustainable development have been attempted, some with very good results and it is furthermore suggested to consult widely in Sénégal and beyond to find inspiration for this - admittedly enormous - task.

Whilst progress on a world scale has been rather disappointing – witness the unfulfilled promises of Agenda 21, agreed upon in Rio in 1992 and the dismal experience of Kyoto and just recently Johannesburg – there are elements of and experiences made in this context which are certainly worth consulting as to their practical and strategic applicability in the context of the ADP strategies and the various sectorial and other community development approaches.

A final brief reference should be made to the link between ecology, economy and health; ever since the International WHO Conference in Alma Ata in 1973 and confirmed by the Declaration of Ottawa in 1986 and the even more recent one of Djakarta, these connections have been recognised and given both intellectual and strategic support and grounding. The practical and theoretical conceptualisation of health and its maintenance and sustainability in such a dialectical context has proven to be very fertile indeed in the context of  local and national health programs and activities, as illustrated in various ‘Healthy Cities’ and ‘Healthy Policies’ initiatives world-wide.Briefly, the meanwhile classical formulation of the relationship usually occurs through the following triangular representation: 

HEALTH

                      Equity and                                                Health sustaining

                        access to Health                                                          environments

                  for all                                                                                           for all

       ECONOMY                                                                                               ECOLOGY

                                                   Ecologically sustainable economies

Given the obvious connections with the intentions of the project and the contextual realities briefly discussed above, the relevant ADPs and – indeed – WVS as a whole would do well to investigate the contributions – especially those which have been developed in the context of the WHO and associated international bodies – and study them as to their applicability for their local development practices.[image: image1.png]
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