Lenses, perspectives and questions have a simple function. They
introduce different standpoints and viewing platforms, as well as
interrogating assumptions related to community development theory
and practice. This will help us construct a more comprehensive
intellectual framework to shape, understand and evaluate community
development strategies. Each lens or perspective will be used to
generate key ideas, questions and/or assessment criteria that are
applicable at more general and more specific levels. The skill is to move
from the more general to the more specific and from the more specific
to the more general.

In fact Edward de Bono’s concept fan provides a useful model for
doing just that. It starts with an object, looks at broad directions, then at
related concepts, and lastly at a whole range of ideas (de Bono, 1992,
pp. 132-133).

If you are of a logical bent you may wish to start with the object or
purpose and then work backwards. At each point you ask: how do

| get to this point? The answers to that question become more and
more specific as you proceed down the track from the purpose to the
particular ideas.

Of course like most of us, you can jump about a bit and move between
different levels at once. That happens with creative people.

Moving from the more specific to the more general requires a different
question: how would this help in this matter? Which question is applied
at any one time depends on the direction you are moving in, towards
the more specific or the more general.

Part 4: Lenses, perspectives, Qquestions

‘How do we get to this point?” and ‘how would this help in this matter?’
are not quite enough on their own. We should add to them two further

questions: how will we know we have got to this point and how will we
know this has helped in this matter?

The lenses, perspectives and questions suggested in this part benefit
from actual knowledge and understanding of situations. Their primary
function, however, is to remove blockages in our creativity and to
encourage a flow of ideas.

Edward de Bono regards the evaluation of the ideas as requiring a
separate exercise of judgement. He argues:

‘In general, evaluation is along four lines:
Feasible. Does the idea actually work? Can the idea be made
to work?

Benefits. What are the benefits? How large are the benefits?
Where do the benefits come from? How durable are the benefits?
Without a strong showing in the ‘benefit” area an idea has no
immediate value.

Resources. Are the resources available for implementing the idea?
The resources may include time, money, people, technology,
mechanisms and motivation. An idea may be feasible in itself, but
the resources may not be available to make the idea work.

Fit. Does the idea ‘fit’ the needs of whomever is supposed to
implement the idea? The concept of ‘fit’ includes strategy, policy,
personalities, agenda and so on’ (de Bono, 1992, p. 136).
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Preliminary evaluation is the topic of a later part of this study.

The second issue about method is the need to focus on a variety of
lenses or perspectives. There is often more wisdom in crowds than

in the judgement of a particular individual (Surowiecki, 2004). The
surrogate of this in the world of ideas is that it is better (and safer for
people) to have many ideas rather than one single big idea, if they are
likely to be put into practice.

That is why we have chosen the following lenses or perspectives:
. Peter Berger’s mediating structures

. Robert Putnam’s, Francis Fukuyama’s and Statistics New Zealand’s
approaches to social capita

. Amitai Etzioni’s communitarian perspective

. the European Community’s emphasis on social inclusion and
social exclusion

. Catholic social thought and its 19th and 20th century elaboration
of principles of personalism, subsidiarity, and pluralism

. Richard Florida’s creative classes and creative cities, a
counterpoint to Putnam’s more Durkheimian lense

. John Ehrenberg’s and Michael Edwards analyses of the idea of
civil society

. Anthony Giddens’ Third way and its proposed renewal of
social democracy.

The order of these lenses or perspectives is important for the third issue
of method. All of these perspectives have an element of truth, but none
has a monopoly on the truth. In the world of ideas an understanding of
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the history of ideas is crucial. Michael Edwards, quotes John Maynard
Keynes famous saying, ‘Practical men in authority who think themselves
immune from theoretical influences are usually the slaves of some
defunct economist.” Edwards applies this to present day ‘civil society’
builders who are motivated consciously or not, by ideas that are deeply
rooted in the past. (Edwards, 2004, p. 6).

Literacy in the history of ideas also generates literacy in the history of
the criticism of those ideas. The intention here is to use the analysis
of the two primary streams of the idea of civil society as a critical
source for noting the limited character of some of the other lenses or
perspectives.

Similarly critical commentary on Anthony Gidden’s Third Way, such as
that its author is primarily a sociologist and therefore underestimates
economic power and its growing concentration in the hands of a few
and that his renewed social democracy is therefore a sub-set of neo-
liberalism, will be explored.

This is useful in a New Zealand context to determine the comparisons
and contrasts between Labour and National as self-designated
innovative social democrats and compassionate conservatives
respectively, as one party has moved more to the centre-Left and the
other has moved more to the centre-Right. It is also important for the
Manukau City Council because in a more or less distant future it will
need to develop relationships with governments of different stripes.



Lenses

Mediating structures

Social capital

Communitarian philosophy

Social inclusion and social exclusion
Personalism, pluralism and subsidiarity
Creative classes and creative cities
Flourishing civil society

Third way

The lenses, perspectives
and questions

1. Mediating structures

Peter Berger is a sociologist. He has worked in different areas of
sociology: the sociology of religion, the sociology of knowledge,

the sociology of modernity. He has also been influential in general
sociology. His reputation is also linked to American neo-conservatism.
But more essentially his work stands in the sociological tradition and
there are strands of the thought of Emile Durkheim, Max Weber and Karl
Marx discernible in his writing.

Here we draw on a chapter of Facing Up to Modernity entitled ‘In Praise
of Particularity: The Concept of Mediating Structures’ (Berger, 1979).

A summary of this is included under the heading ‘The individual, the
collective, and intermediate institutions’ in Hucker, 1988 (pp. 14-16).

Berger argues that one of the results of modernisation reflected in
industrial societies is the tendency for the large and powerful institutions
of the public sphere to develop apace, while individual life is pushed
further to the margins and becomes increasingly vulnerable. There is a
growing dichotomy between big government, big business, big unions
and an expanding bureaucracy on the one hand, and the private sphere
on the other.

The public sphere, from the standpoint of the individual, appears
remote, hard to understand and impersonal. It is unsatisfactory as a
source of personal identity and meaning.

While in democratic societies individuals enjoy a degree of freedom to
shape their private lives, and the latter realm is a source of creativity,
one of its primary features is ‘under-institutionalisation’. It is particularly
vulnerable to anomie and alienation, especially when crises emerge.

As Berger maintains:

‘As long as the individual can find meaning and identity in his
private life, he can manage to put up with the meaningless and
disidentifying world of the megastructures... In other words,

so long as private life is not anomic, the alienations of the
megastructures are at least tolerable. The situation becomes
intolerable if “home”, that refuge of stability and value in an

alien world, ceases to be such a refuge — when say my wife
leaves me, my children take on lifestyles that are strange and
unacceptable to me, my church becomes incomprehensible,

my neighbourhood becomes a place of danger, and so on. The
very underinstitutionalisation of private life, however, makes it
likely that my home will indeed be threatened by these or similar
anomic disintegrations’ (Berger, 1979, p. 171; Hucker, 1998, p. 15).
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In this setting the best defence against the threat are those institutions
which give a measure of stability to private life. These intermediate
institutions that stand between the private and public worlds are family,
voluntary association, church, neighbourhood and sub-culture. Their
role is essential if private life is to remain home.

The weakening of these institutions as an aspect of modernisation
constitutes a double crisis. For not only is the life of the individual
engulfed in anomie, but also the public sphere, the larger political order,
suffers in the same way by being deprived of the moral foundation

on which it rests. Its size and remoteness make it difficult for it to
generate and sustain a general morality. Without the moral sustenance
provided by social formations below the larger institutions, consultation,
negotiation and consent are replaced by coercion.

This is why Berger maintains that public policy requires a double
approach. It should protect and foster intermediate institutions. At the
same time and, more ambiguously, it should use them as its agents.

While he is wrong to identify the use of intermediate institutions by
the state as its agents in terms of minimalist and maximalist kinds of
intervention, it remains true that he has discerned important directions
the state should consider. In addition they suggest the need for
appropriate forms of decentralisation and devolution.

Berger’s analysis, of course, has particular application to the American
scene, but there are signs in New Zealand of similar trends albeit on a
smaller scale. The question for Berger, and it is crucial, is his reliance on
the concept of a minimal state which links him with ‘neo-con’ and neo-
liberal prescriptions.

There is room in his thought to entertain a role for the state that is
neither minimal nor maximal, but somewhere in between. The limits
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on the kind of intervention would then be determined by qualitative
and ethical considerations. Is the intervention by the state in the private
sphere in fact an enabling and responsible one rather than a directly
controlling, manipulative and covert method to impose its will on

the community?

What are questions that can also serve as assessment criteria for
community development strategy that come out of Berger’s work?

How can the Manukau City Council contribute to the strengthening of
mediating structures or intermediate institutions that stand between the
individual and the public sector? What does this mean for working with
and for families, neighbourhoods, voluntary organisations, churches,
mosques and temples, and sub-cultures? How can it involve in a
responsible way these mediating structures or intermediate association
as its agents to achieve broader policy objectives? How can these social
formations in the community provide moral sustenance for the Manukau
City Council so that it can work more through consultation, negotiation
and consent, rather than through fiat and coercion?

To tighten these questions further and apply them as assessment criteria
for community development strategy four additional questions can be
asked of each:

. how do we get to this point?

. how would this help in this matter?

. how will we know we have got to this point?

. how will we know this has helped in this matter?



How can the Manukau City Council contribute to the
strengthening of mediating structures or intermediate
institutions that stand between the individual and the
public sector?

What does this mean for working with and for families,
neighbourhoods, voluntary organisations, churches, mosques
and temples, and sub-cultures?

How can the council involve, in a responsible way, these
mediating structures or intermediate associations as its agents to
achieve broader policy objectives?

How can these social formations in the community provide moral
sustenance for the Manukau City Council so that it can work
more through consultation, negotiation and consent, rather than
through fiat and coercion?

2. Social capital

Robert Putnam is a Harvard sociologist. In two of his books he outlines
his understanding of social capital. The first was a study about Italy:
Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern ltaly (Putnam,
1993, (a)). The second focused on the United States: Bowl/ing Alone:
The Collapse and Revival of American Community (Putnam, 2000).

The earlier book examined regional governments set up in Italy in 1970.
The 20 new institutions were virtually identical in form but their social,
economic, political and cultural contexts differed dramatically. They
ranged from ‘the preindustrial to the postindustrial, from the devoutly
Catholic to the ardently Communist, from the inertly feudal to the
frenetically modern’ (Putman, 1993 b).

Putnam and his research team came to a surprising conclusion. The
characteristic associated with successful regional governance was
none of these. Instead it was the presence of strong traditions of civic
engagement: voter turn-out, newspaper readership, membership

in choral societies and literary circles, Lions clubs and soccer clubs
(Putnam, 1993 (b)).

In some northern regions, according to Putnam, these civic communities
value solidarity, civic participation and integrity. The historical roots of
this can be traced back to the 11th century, when communal republics
were set up in areas like Florence, Bologna and Genoa.

He argues that, ‘At the core of this civic heritage are rich networks of
organised reciprocity and civic solidarity — guilds, religious fraternities,
and tower societies for self-defence in the medieval communes;
co-operatives, mutual aid societies in the 20th century’ (Putnam, 1993 (b)).

Social capital is a way of describing these features. It involves aspects of
social organisation such as networks, norms and trust, which facilitate
co-ordination and co-operation for mutual benefit. Social capital under-
girds good government and economic progress.

Why? It fosters sturdy norms of generalised reciprocity. It helps
co-ordinate, communicate and amplify information about the
trustworthiness of other individuals. It embodies past success at
collaboration that assists with working together in the future (Putnam,
1993 (b)).

Putnam'’s later book is a major analysis of social capital in the United
States: its rise and fall and an agenda for renewal. He attempts to
document and explain why social capital is declining. He also proposes
concrete measures for renewing and restoring it. His last chapter is
entitled ‘“Towards an Agenda for Social Capitalists’ (Putnam, 2000,

p. 402-413).
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The book is long (541 pages) and the argument is complex, but it is
worth reading. The definition of social capital is similar to that in his
earlier work. He extends, however, his analysis of different kinds of
social capital.

Putnam distinguishes between bridging (or inclusive) and bonding (or
exclusive) social capital (Putnam, 2000, p. 22). Bonding social capital is
about relationships within a community. Bridging social capital is about
relationships between communities.

Both have their virtues. Bonding social capital has negative as well as
positive connotations. A community in which social bonding occurs
may also be a community that is hostile towards other communities and
does damage to their members. Take the Mafia as one example. The Ku
Klux Klan is another.

Of course bridging social capital that reaches out beyond communal
boundaries has strongly positive features and can be linked to an even
more generalised reciprocity. But it also has its limits and can be a
vehicle for specific hostility to other communities or associations

of communities.

To anticipate some of the criticisms that have been made of Putnam’s
position it is fair to note another dimensions of his work. He maintains,
for example, that ‘Racial and class inequalities in access to social capital,
if properly measured, may be as great as inequalities in financial and
human capital, and no less portentous (Putnam 1993 (b)).’

He also suggests that social capital is not a substitute for effective public
policy. Rather it is a prerequisite for it. And in part it is a consequence of
it. He writes, ‘Social capital, as our Italian study suggests, works through
and with states and markets, not in place of them. The social capital
approach is neither an argument for cultural determinism nor an excuse
to blame the victim’ (Putnam, 1993 (b)).
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That suggests another kind of social capital to be added to its bonding
and bridging expressions. The linkages identified with states and
markets might be conceptualised as ‘linking social capital’. These issues
will be explored further in Part 5.

Francis Fukuyama has built a reputation as a prominent American
neo-conservative. Recently he has departed from that camp because

of the way in which that political philosophy has been applied in the
international arena. One of his primary works has been Trust. The Social
Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity (Fukuyama, 1995).

His analysis complements that of Putnam by focusing on how social
capital underpins economic progress. He questions the adequacy of
viewing human beings purely as ‘rational utility maximisers’, a belief that
is normative in neo-classical economics (Fukuyama, 1995, pp. 18-21).

While he accepts in a general sense that assumption as a useful rule of
thumb he is critical of market fundamentalism. His understanding of the
importance of culture has been explored in our discussion in Part 3 of
foundations for community development.

Here we shall focus on his emphasis on the importance of trust and
spontaneous sociability. His definition of social capital is simple. ‘[I] is
a capability that arises from the prevalence of trust in a society or in
certain parts of it’ (Fukuyama, 1995, p. 26).

Fukuyama maintains that unlike other kinds of capital, social capital

is transmitted through cultural mechanisms like religion, tradition or
historical habit. For that reason it cannot be reduced simply to questions
of contract or the rational pursuit of interests. Social capital is acquired
through the moral norms of a community becoming habitual. It cannot
be acquired by individuals acting alone. It emerges where social rather
than individual virtues are prevalent (Fukuyama, 1995, pp. 206-207).



This is why social capital is difficult to create. It is also why it is harder to
modify or destroy: it is based on ethical habit.

Fukuyama lays emphasis on what he calls ‘spontaneous sociability’,
which he sees as a subset of social capital.

‘In any modern society, organisations are being constantly
created, destroyed and modified. The most useful kind of social
capital is often not the ability to work under the authority of a
traditional community or group, but the capacity to form new
associations and to cooperate within the terms of reference they
establish’ (Fukuyama, 1995, p. 27).

He notes that governments often step in where there is a deficit

of spontaneous sociability in order to promote community. This is
not without risk as it can undermine the spontaneous communities
established in civil society (Fukuyama, 1995, p. 27).

For Fukuyama social capital has significant implications for the
economy. If people working together trust one another and operate
according to a common set of ethical norms, doing business costs less.
Trust allows for innovation in organisations and the formation of new
social relationships.

The alternative, the absence of trust, creates transaction costs. This is
because companies will need to rely more on rules and regulations that
will have to be negotiated, agreed to, litigated and enforced, sometimes
by coercive means.

How then can social capital be measured? Statistics New Zealand has
set itself that task. Its publication Framework for the Measurement of
Social Capital in New Zealand is part of that work (Statistics

New Zealand, 2001).

Its suggested measures for indicators of social capital are excellent.
They focus on behaviours, attitudes and values, population groups and
organisations. These are then filled out and then filled out again. This is
a movement from the more general to the more specific. For this reason
they are a valuable practical resource for local government.

Here we shall restrict ourselves to the first stage of elaboration:

a) Behaviours

. giving to strangers

. participation in voluntary organisations
. participation in informal networks

. wider interest in society

. community participation

. compliance with rules and norms.

b) Attitudes and values

. beliefs about self

. attitudes towards others

. trust and reciprocity

. attitudes to government and other societal institutions
. values and norms

. outlook for and confidence in the future.
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c) Population groups

. demographic

. family

. cultural

. employment

. communication.

d) Organisations

. number

. type

. size of membership

. structure

. links between organisations

. modes of operation/terms of engagement.

The significance of this work and the mutual interaction between these
four indicators for measuring social capital are basic for a community
development strategy and its location within a council’s layered and
integrated policy system.

What questions or assessment criteria does a social capital approach
generate? The following suggest themselves.

What is the state or condition of social capital in Manukau City, in the
city as a whole, as well as in its parts, and in the quality of relationships
between them? Is social capital increasing or diminishing? How does
this relate to its bonding, bridging and linking expressions?
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How do the answers to these three questions line up with the analysis
and understanding of behaviours, attitudes and values, population
groups and organisations? What are practical ways of helping
strengthen trust, norms, networks and co-operation? What kinds of
intervention are needed to achieve this? What limits apply?

What is the state or condition of social capital in Manukau
City, in the city as a whole, as well as in its parts, and in the
quality of relationships between them?

Is social capital increasing or diminishing?

How does this relate to its bonding, bridging and
linking expressions?

How do answers to these three questions line up with the
analysis and understanding of behaviours, attitudes and
values, population groups and organisations?

What are practical ways of helping strengthen trust, norms,
networks, and co-operation?

What kinds of intervention are needed to achieve this?

What limits apply?

3. Communitarian philosophy

Amitai Etzioni was a professor of sociology at George Washington
University. He has written many books. Here the focus will be on his
The Spirit of Community. Rights, Responsibilities and the
Communitarian Agenda (Etzioni, 1995).



Etzioni stands in that tradition of thinking about civil society that reflects
the influence of Alexis de Tocqueville and his classic work Democracy
in America, which was published in two parts in 1835 and 1840. In

this sense his communitarian agenda can be linked also with
approaches to mediating structures and social capital that are part of
that same tradition.

Etzioni also stands within the sociological tradition and explores in a
clear and understandable way how aspects of that tradition can be
applied to current issues.

With communitarian colleagues, he wishes to limit interventions from
the state to those occasions when we must call upon it. He identifies
these occasions in four criteria.

‘There must be clear and present danger (say the AIDS epidemic),
rather than some drummed up fear; no alternatives to state
involvement must be available (try public education first); the
involvement must be in the least intrusive way possible; and
deleterious side effects must be mopped up’ (Etzioni, 1995, p. xi).

He asserts that there is a need to correct the current imbalance between
rights and responsibilities.

Four ways of doing this are to:

. impose a moratorium on the minting of most, if not all, new rights
. re-establish the link between rights and responsibilities

. recognise that some responsibilities do not entail rights

. adjust most carefully, some rights to the changed circumstances

(Etzioni, 1995, p. 4).

His moratorium proposal is based on his belief that the continual
creation of new rights debases the currency and devalues the moral
claims of ‘rights’ language. Each newly minted right generates a claim
on someone else. Rights-based arguments are also used to trump
other arguments.

He calls, therefore, for a return to other forms of discourse. The
languages of social virtues, interests and especially of responsibility, in
his view, will reduce contentiousness and enhance social co-operation.
They are less divisive than discussions about rights.

Etzioni also wants to re-establish the link between rights and
responsibilities. Those who are most concerned about rights should be
the first to argue for the resumption of responsibilities. To take and not
to give is amoral and self-centred and in the long run intolerable for
any society.

He maintains that:

‘... many of our core values entail concern for others and

the commons we share. As we restore the moral voice of
communities (and the web of social bonds, the Communitarian
nexus, that enables us to speak as a community), we shall see, we
will also be more able to encourage one another to live up to our
social responsibilities’ (Etzioni, 1995, p. 10).

He also argues for responsibilities without rights. There are some duties
that lay moral claims on us from which we do not benefit. He gives as
examples our commitment to a shared future and our responsibility to
the environment. We have a moral obligation to future generations to
leave a liveable environment, not one that is depleted. The same holds
true for our responsibility to our moral, social and political environment
(Etzioni, 1995, p. 11).
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In regard to careful adjustment on some rights in the light of changed
circumstances, he notes the times now call for a modest increase in
what we can be reasonably asked to do for the sake of the community
(Etzioni, 1995, p. 11).

Etzioni tries in this way to chart a course between a radical individualism
and an increasingly authoritarian state. Whether this is adequate or not
is the subject of much debate.

In chapter four, ‘Back to we’, he lays out some practical ideas about
what is to be done (Etzioni, 1995, pp. 116-133). Here he develops a
broad notion of community in sociological terms. He writes of changing
the habits of the heart; working out conflicts between career needs and
community bonds; redesigning our physical environment to render it
more community friendly and fostering the endeavours of volunteers
that do not trivialise and squander our commitments to the commons
(Etzioni, 1995, p. 123).

He is clearly aware of the importance for people to have meaningful,
stable and affective relationships as one of the building blocks
for community.

There are also many ways to develop, cultivate and nourish these
relationships that contribute to a sense of personal and social
fulfilment. The best social events and activities are those that not only
develop social bonds but also serve a community purpose for others.
Sometimes activities are shallow but those that make a real difference
for others are to be preferred.

Questions about the scope of social activities, their intensity and
regularity are emphasised. Centres for senior citizens are often
particularly effective because they not only foster one-to-one
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relationships, but include group activities and provide a continual,
often daily, community space (Etzioni, 1995, p. 125).

Etzioni argues in addition that it is sociologically naive to sit back
and wait for new communities to emerge. Instead he supports the
recruitment and training of community organisers.

In summary he maintains:

‘Communities need more people who dedicate more of their
time and energy and resources — more of themselves — to the
commons. Young people and those who change jobs or retrain
will do best if they seek to combine their career with pursuits that
are supportive of the community. And the physical environment
needs to be designed to be much more community friendly.

A special role in this return to community is to be played by
institutions...” (Etzioni, 1995, p. 133).

Etzioni is at his least convincing in the moral framework he
recommends. His ethical understanding does not incorporate a proper
appreciation of the human condition and the presence of deeply
ingrained self interest alongside a more altruistic concern for others in
individual and group behaviour. It is also a minimal social ethic and does
not incorporate an institutional and inter-institutional ethic as one would
have expected from a sociologist.

His four principles of responsibility are:

. people have a moral responsibility to help themselves as best
as they can

. the second line of responsibility lies with those closest to
the person



. every community ought to do the best it can to take care of
its own

. societies must help those communities whose ability to help their
members is severely limited (Etzioni, 1995, pp. 144-146).

Etzioni, like Putnam, lays out a responsive communitarian platform:
rights and responsibilities. This articulates an agenda for change
(Etzioni, 1995, pp. 261-267).

What questions or assessment criteria spring from a communitarian
philosophy? The following spring to mind.

What steps can be taken to encourage people to see, understand, and
act on the reciprocal links between rights and responsibilities? How
can individuals, groups and communities develop their capacity for
self-help and mutual aid? How can they be encouraged to take active
responsibility for improving relationships of care and dedicating more
time, energy and resource to the commons, rather than leaving it for
‘others’ to do? How can a sense of personal and social fulfilment be
achieved through cultivating and nourishing meaningful, stable and
affective relationships as building blocks of the community? What
roles should the public sector play in encouraging the attainment of
these goals?

What steps can be taken to encourage people to see,
understand and act on the reciprocal links between rights
and responsibilities?

How can individuals, groups and communities develop their
capacity for self-help and mutual aid?

How can they be encouraged to take active responsibility for
improving relationships of care and dedicating more time,
energy and resources to the commons, rather than leaving it
for ‘others’ to do?

How can a sense of personal and social fulfilment be achieved
through cultivating and nourishing meaningful, stable and
affective relationships as building blocks of the community?

What roles should the public sector play in encouraging the
attainment of these goals?

4. Social inclusion

Social inclusion is about reducing inequalities between the least
advantaged groups and communities and the rest of society. That is the

definition offered on the web at jyww.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Peoplef

Social-Inclusion. It is the first of Google’s 1,400,000 entries for

‘social inclusion’.

The narrowing of inequalities is a consistent theme. In the European
Community there is a strong emphasis on social inclusion, social
exclusion and social protection. It springs in part from different forms
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of capitalist organisation from those present in the United Kingdom and
the United States.

Social market capitalism has been an historical feature of different
European nations. The Germany of Bismarck, Holland, Austria and
Belgium have all developed distinctive welfare states. Their shape
has often been a result of Christian Democracy and the social market
(Giddens, 1998, p. 112).

Also they display different approaches to non-profit third-sector delivery
systems. The patterns vary from Holland where the non-profit sector
provides the bulk of social services, to Scandinavia where few non-profit
organisations have that role.

Within social democracy itself a traditional emphasis on the redistribution
of income, resources and power has taken new forms. Equality and
inequality are now linked to social inclusion and social exclusion.

Anthony Giddens elaborates on this further:

‘The new politics defines equality as inclusion and inequality as
exclusion, although these terms need some spelling out. Inclusion
refers in its broadest sense to citizenship, to the civil and political

rights and obligations that all members of society should have, not just
formally, but as a reality in their lives. It also refers to opportunities and
involvement in public space. In a society where work remains central to
self-esteem and standard of living, access to work is one main context
of opportunity. Education is another, and would be so even if it weren't
so important for the employment possibilities to which it is relevant.’
(Giddens, 1998, pp. 102-103).

‘Social inclusion’ and ‘social exclusion’” are terms that also encompass
political inclusion and exclusion and economic inclusion and exclusion.
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The key to understanding their function is to view them in relation to
mechanisms that act either to attach or detach groups of people from
the social mainstream.

It is not about whether groups are more or less equal or unequal but
whether the social mainstream is broader or narrower. Discussion about
what constituted New Zealand’s mainstream was a subject of vigorous
debate during the Brash era in national politics.

Giddens identifies two forms of exclusion that are of contemporary
importance. One is the exclusion of those at the bottom who do not
have access to the opportunities that others have in society. The
other is at the top: the voluntary exclusion of those who are better off
who separate themselves from others. They choose to live in gated
communities and withdraw from health and public education systems
(Giddens, 1998, p. 103).

If this latter phenomenon spreads to the bulk of the middle classes
including professional and business people the viability of public health
and public education institutions can be undermined. Insistence on
accountability and on the quality of services the systems deliver will
weaken, because of a reduction of influence among those who continue
to participate.

The key is to identify at the outset those groups that are excluded or
marginalised and then to identify the mechanisms that act to exclude
them, as well as the mechanisms that will assist them to become part of
a broader mainstream.

In Manukau City, for example, a number of groups come to mind. They
include refugees, the unemployed, other beneficiaries including those
on the DPB, lower-income families excluded from Working for Families,



Maori and minority ethnic communities especially from the Pacific,
alienated and rootless young people, to name a few.

Analysis of the mechanisms is also important. The questions that used
to be taught in primary school as tests for adverbs may at last prove
useful: how, where, when and why?

Inclusion and exclusion suggest a set of questions and assessment
criteria to help create a sense of participation and belonging. What

are the approximate boundaries of the social mainstream in Manukau
City? What groups are excluded from it? What are the mechanisms
that act to exclude or marginalise these groups of people? What

are the mechanisms that can be used to include these groups in an
even broader mainstream? How can voluntary exclusion from public
health and public education by those at the top be discouraged and
participation increased? How can access to public spaces, the world of
work and education, and the realm of political influence, be made fairer
and more equal?

5.

What are the approximate boundaries of the social
mainstream in Manukau City?

What groups are excluded from it?

What are the mechanisms that act to exclude or marginalise
these groups of people? What are the mechanisms that

can be used to include these groups in an even broader
mainstream?

How can voluntary exclusion from public health and
public education by those at the top be discouraged and
participation increased?

How can access to public spaces, the world of work and
education, and the realm of political influence, be made fairer
and more equal?

Personalism, pluralism and subsidiary

Both 19th- and 20th-century Catholic social thought attempted to carve
out a middle way between a radical individualism and collectivism,

between a liberal free market and a socialist approach.

That middle way developed a view of an organic society that was

consistent with Durkheim’s understanding of organic solidarity.

In 1891, Leo XllI published Rerum novarum (On the Condition of
Working Classes) and 40 years later Pius Xl presented Quadragesimo

anno (Reconstructing the Social Order).
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In the latter, three basic principles of Catholic social theory were set out:
personalism, subsidiarity and pluralism. Andrew Greeley spells them out
in this way:

‘Personalism insists that the goal of the society is to develop and
enrich the individual human person; the state and society exist for
the person and not vice versa.

Subsidiarity insists that no organisation should be bigger than
necessary and that nothing should be done by a large and higher
social unit that can be done more effectively by a lower and
smaller unit.

Pluralism contends that a healthy society is characterised by
a wide variety of intermediate groups flourishing between the
individual and the state’ (Greeley, 1977, p. 10).

These three principles suggest useful questions to apply to the task
of building and preserving communities. They also are consistent
with mediating structures, social capital, communitarian and social
inclusion approaches.

What effects do policies, institutions and practices have on the well-
being of persons, their primary relationships and their participation

in groups and communities? What does it mean to show respect for
persons in the development and implementation of policies in the public
sector? How can the principle of subsidiarity be applied to encourage
appropriate devolution of power? What are its implications for the
choice of partners in the delivery of social and other services? How can
the Manukau City Council be effective in encouraging the flourishing of
a wide variety of groups in the community?
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What effects do policies, institutions and practices have on the
well-being of persons, their primary relationships and their
participation in groups and communities?

What does it mean to show respect for persons in the
development and implementation of policies in the
public sector?

How can the principle of subsidiarity be applied to encourage
appropriate devolution of power?

What are its implications for the choice of partners in the
delivery of social and other services?

How can the Manukau City Council be effective in encouraging
the flourishing of a wide variety of groups in the community?

6. Creative classes and creative cities

Richard Florida is a professor of public policy at George Mason
University. Previously he had taught regional economic development.
His work has been chosen as a counterpoint to Robert Putnam’s more
Durkheimian approach to social capital.

Two German terms used in sociology are Gesellschaft or society, and
Gemeinschaft or community. On the spectrum between them, Florida
favours more the anonymity and openness and the variety of lifestyles
in cities than the bonding close relationships and intimacy

of community.

Two of his books are The Rise of the Creative Class (Florida, 2002) and
The Flight of the Creative Class (Florida, 2007). His thesis is that the



economy has spawned a new economic class that is distinguishable
from the traditional working class and the class associated with
service industries.

This creative class which adds value through innovation is growing
apace. Florida argues that in the United States it now represents about
30 per cent of the American workforce, or 38.3 million Americans.

The traditional working class has about 33 million workers or a quarter
of the workforce. The service class includes 55.2 million workers or 43
per cent of the workforce (Florida, 2002, p. 74).

The values of the creative class are individualism, meritocracy, and
diversity and openness. Members of this class are now moving to
creative centres. These creative centres are the economic winners of
our age. They are succeeding because creative people want to live
there and companies follow them. What they look for are high-quality
amenities and experiences, and openness to diversity of all kinds and
the opportunity to validate their identities as creative people (Florida,
2002, p. 218).

Florida maintains that there are 3Ts of economic development:
technology, talent and tolerance. To attract creative people, generate
innovation and stimulate economic growth, a place must have all three
(Florida, 2002, p. 249).

The people climate of cities is also important. The presence of gay
people in numbers is an indicator that a place is open and tolerant.
Immigrants and bohemians add to that diversity, as do young people.

Also the presence of universities helps. They contribute to technology.
They attract talent and innovation. They also help to create a

progressive, open and tolerant people climate (Florida, 2002, p. 292).

The key to success is the encouragement of an outstanding people
climate. This involves remaining open to diversity. It has to appeal to
many groups. It needs to provide lifestyle amenities that a variety of
people want and use.

What questions emerge from Florida’s lense? How can they benefit
Manukau City?

How can the city foster a positive people climate by being open to
diversity, appealing to many groups, and providing with others lifestyle
amenities that people want? How can the 3Ts, technology, talent and
tolerance, contribute to the social and economic development of the
city? How can a university presence act as a magnet to attract the
creative class? What measures are needed to build bridges of tolerance
in Manukau’s communities?

How can the city foster a positive people climate, by being
open to diversity, appealing to many groups, and providing
with others lifestyle amenities that people want?

How can the 3Ts, technology, talent and tolerance, contribute
to the social and economic development of the city?

How can a university presence act as a magnet to attract the
creative class?

What measures are needed to build bridges of tolerance in
Manukau’s communities?
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7. Civil society

John Ehrenberg is an American professor of political science. His book
Civil Society, The Critical History of an Idea is an excellent analysis of
the evolution of thinking about civil society (Ehrenberg, 1999). Michael
Edwards heads the Ford Foundation’s Governance and Civil Society
Program. His book Civil Society examines three views of civil society
as associational life, as the good society, and as the public sphere
(Edwards, 2004).

Both provide a counterpoint to the perspectives outlined earlier,
in particular, the lenses on mediating structures, social capital,
communitarian philosophy, social inclusion, and the principles of
personalism, subsidiarity and pluralism.

Ehrenberg identifies three distinct bodies of thought about civil society
and notes that cross-fertilisation has always enriched each tradition.
Classical and medieval thought generally equated civil society with
politically organised commonwealths. He writes that, ‘Whether its

final source of authority was secular or religious, civil society made
civilisation possible because people lived in law-governed associations
protected by the coercive power of the state’ (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. xi).

The forces of modernity led to the gradual formation of national markets
and national states. In turn they contributed to a perceptible distinction
between civil societies and politically organised commonwealths.

Two strands reflecting this separation emerged. For some thinkers,
such as Adam Smith, the Enlightenment opened up ‘unprecedented
opportunity for freedom in a secular world of commerce, science and
culture’ (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. xi).
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For others the disorder, inequality and conflict in civil society reduced
its potential for emancipation and required a measure of public
supervision. These two strands are also explored in Albert Hirschman’s
Rival Views of Market Society (Hirschman, 1986). The centralising and
levelling tendencies of the modern state, along with developments

in civil society, led to a third body of thought that has become very
influential. It is associated with Alexis de Tocqueville and his Democracy
in America (Tocqueville, 1994). That tradition saw civil society as the
sphere of intermediate association that serves freedom and limits the
power of central institutions.

Michael Edwards notes the extent of the influence of this last body

of thought, when he suggests, ‘It is Alexis de Tocqueville’s ghost that
wanders through the corridors of the World Bank, not that of Habermas
and Hegel’ (Edwards, 2004, p. 10).

Ehrenberg in his last chapter, ‘Civil Society and Democratic Politics’,
provides a trenchant critique of neo-Tocquevillean approaches along
with an explanation of why they have become so popular especially
in the United States (Ehrenberg, 1999, pp. 233-250). His analysis
also illuminates the burgeoning support for a new politics and a new
economic direction evident in the Democratic primaries currently
taking place.

He notes a number of decade-long trends at the time he was writing:

. de-industrialisation

. political reaction

. attacks on the welfare state

. growing economic inequality



. static or declining standards of living for tens of million of families
. heightened levels of stress at work and home
. cynicism about political institutions

. contempt for political figures (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. 234).

He argues that Tocqueville is not particularly helpful in this situation.
Categories drawn from face-to-face democracy in early 19th-century
small towns just do not fit with public life in a commodified mass
society marked by unprecedented levels of economic inequality. Indeed
he argues that such an approach may have a normalising function by
making it harder to see the economic roots of these problems and the
broader political avenues for resolving them (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. 234).

How then does Ehrenberg view civil society?

‘The most productive use of the term is to the social relations and
structures that lie between the state and the market. Civil society
delineates a sphere that is formally distinct from the body politic
and state authority on one hand, and from the immediate pursuit
of self-interest and the imperatives of the market on the other...
Civil society can be found in the grey areas between these two
spheres’ (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. 235).

He argues that its voluntary associations, interest groups and social
movements strive to maintain a measure of autonomy from the public
affairs of politics and the private concerns of economics. At the same
time they are partially determined by them.

He continues:

‘What civil society “is” can be grasped only by looking carefully
at what its constituent structures do, how they are organised, and
what political and economic forces are at work — no matter how
strenuously some theorists try to describe it as an autonomous
sphere of democratic accountability’ (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. 235).

He looks to history and tradition to help us appreciate the complexities
of civil society’s connections to political affairs and the market. He
articulates and defends with carefully selected examples a series

of theses.

These theses focus on a realistic view of the positive and negative
characteristics and functions of civil society. They also lead to his
conclusion that deepening inequalities and concentrations of private
power constitute the primary danger to democracy and civil society.

For Ehrenberg, political, economic and social affairs are mutually
dependent. The key challenge is the extension of democracy to the
economy, the state and civil society (Ehrenberg, 1999, p. 250).

What then are his theses? They consist of the following:

J political and economic determinations are crucial in any effort to
understand what civil society is

. any civil society can be created, supported, manipulated, or
repressed by any state

o the positive, or negative character and functions of associations,
groups and movements need to be distinguished
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. voluntary activity and intermediate association are important but
broad and comprehensive political categories are of overriding
importance

. all organisations try to strengthen themselves, preserve their
internal unity and enhance their capacity for action, but they are
not safeguarded against abuse because they are local

. devolution to more local organisations may serve freedom or
reinforce inequality

. neighbourhoods plagued by unemployment are more likely to
experience low levels of social organisation

. the strength of communities is undermined by the absence of
work, because reliable community life depends on the habits,
discipline, and schedules required for productive involvement
with the outside world

. it is no longer possible to theorise civil society as a site of
democratic activity and counterpoise it to a coercive state without
considering how economic inequalities intrude on and are
constitutive of everyday life

. moralistic approaches make it difficult to see the connections
between broad economic trends and everyday life (Ehrenberg,
1999, pp. 238-248).

Michael Edwards is not as comprehensive in his approach. He does
not, for example, focus on the critical history of the idea of civil society.
But his analysis is as profound as Ehrenberg’s. He discusses three
categories of civil society as associational life, as the good society and
as the public sphere. He then unravels what he calls the civil society
puzzle and asks, ‘So what'’s to be done?’
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His writing is not only clear but teems with vivid examples to illustrate
his points. He also has an eye to an empirical base that defines the gap
between the ideas and the realities.

He argues that none of the three models will work on their own, instead
the complex relationships preconditions interactions, and synergies
between them can advance some of the important goal and values of
each in a new synthesis over time.

Civil society as associational life is defined as a part of society that

is distinct from states and markets. Edwards cities Michael Walzer’s
famous definition: ‘This is the space of uncoerced human association,
and also the set of relational networks — formed for the sake of family,
faith, interest and ideology that fill this space’ (Edwards, 2004, p. 20).

Edwards is critical of the faith invested in associational life alone. He
asserts that:

the depth of the associational revolution may have been
exaggerated

J fundamental uncertainties remain about the boundaries of civil
society, political society and the market

. associational life varies greatly across context and culture
. associational ecosystems are full of gaps and disconnections
. civil societies are always works in process.

It follows from this that the relationships between the forms and norms
of civil society will be complex, contingent and contested. A strong civil
society will not necessarily result in a society that is strong and civil
(Edwards, 2004, p. 36).



Civil society as the good society is used as a summary of the kind of
society in which we want to live. It is a vision like that of the humane
society distilled from the writings of Elie Wiesel referred to in Part 1 of
this study.

It is about a world in which love, justice, compassion, forgiveness,

courage, and truth and beauty are primary features. As Edwards argues:

‘Of course, the details of the good society are subject to a never-ending
debate about ends and means, necessary compromises and trade-offs
between different interests and objectives, but the idea of the good
society remains a driving force behind the best of contemporary politics
and collective action’ (Edwards, 2004, pp. 37-38).

Edwards distinguishes between two different meanings of ‘civil’ in
‘civil society’. One refers to a society that possesses high levels of
generalised trust and co-operation. The other is one in which public
policy dilemmas are solved in ways that are just and effective. Just and
effective policy outcomes are usually associated with action across
different sets of institutions: government and business and voluntary
associations (Edwards, 2004, pp. 39-40).

This is why Edwards concludes that those in search of the good society
must identify their allies (and their enemies) among those elements of
government, business and associational life who have a similar agenda.

It is the details of that similar agenda and the compromises it entails
that are sorted out in civil society as the public realm. The public realm
is about a whole polity that cares about the common good and has the
capacity to deliberate about it, approximate it, and develop processes
whereby our differences can be resolved through effective governance
(Edwards, 2004, pp. 58-59).

That is why elements of participatory and deliberative democracy need
to modify representative democracies, which sometimes focus too much
on a three-yearly election. Space needs to be provided to allow ‘voice’ to
influence public policy-making in the period between elections.

Two of the conclusions Edwards comes to about the things to do to
nurture civil society in its three forms are expressed in this way:

‘The first is to strengthen the preconditions in which interactions
between associational life, the public sphere and the good society
seem likely to be favourable to goals of peace, democracy and
social justice. This means attacking all forms of inequality and
discrimination, giving people the means to be active citizens,
reforming politics to encourage more participation, guaranteeing
the independence of associations and the structures of
communication, and building a strong foundation for institutional
partnerships, alliances and coalitions. The second is to support
innovations in associational life that encourage citizen action to
operate in service to the good society through the public sphere,
rather than becoming simply an end in itself’ (Edwards, 2004,
pp. 95-96).

What then are the questions or assessment criteria that the work of
Ehrenberg and Edwards generate? What economic and social forces
block access to associational life and political participation in the

public realm? How can the Manukau City Council develop economic
and social policies, in conjunction with other public, private and
community institutions that will serve as a precondition for encouraging
a flourishing civil society? How can policies of devolution and
partnerships involve both degrees of autonomy and accountability

at the same time? What priority is given to reducing unemployment

in particular neighbourhoods and communities, and what effective
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public-policy initiatives will be put in place to achieve this? How can
the complex relationships, preconditions, interactions and synergies
between civil society as associational life, the good society, and the
public realm be used to advance the well-being of Manukau City’s
peoples and communities? Who are potential and actual allies (and
potential and actual opponents) among those elements of government,
business, and voluntary associations who share a similar agenda? How
can they be encouraged to share in the articulation of common goals
for social justice and democracy, and become involved in their practical
implementation?

8. Third way

Anthony Giddens is a sociologist from the London School of Economics
and Political Science. His Book The Third Way, The Renewal of Social
Democracy has generated a spirited debate (Giddens, 1998).

In Part 1, our introduction, his ideas and analysis were drawn on
significantly. In an outline of an integrated political programme he
argues for:

. reform of the state and government, a process of the deepening
and widening of democracy

. governments acting in partnership with agencies in civil society to
foster community renewal and development

. developing a new mixed economy as the basis for that
partnership

. ensuring a one-nation politics in which the cosmopolitan nation
helps promote social inclusion and fosters transnational systems
of governance (Giddens, 1998, p. 69).
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The ‘third-way’ programme, the renewal of social democracy, is
presented in summary form as follows:

the radical centre

the new democratic state (the state without enemies)
active civil society

the democratic family

the new mixed economy

equality as inclusion

positive welfare

the social investment state

the cosmopolitan nation

cosmopolitan democracy (Giddens, 1998, p. 70).

In terms of democratising democracy, Giddens introduces six proposals.
He articulates them in this way:

a) The state must respond structurally to globalisation through a
downward devolution of power and a strengthening of the centre.

b) The state should expand the role of the public sphere through
constitutional reform aimed at greater openness and transparency
and new safeguards against corruption.

c) To retain or regain legitimacy, states have to elevate their
administrative efficiency and effectiveness. Sometimes this
means adopting market-based solutions; at other times it means
reasserting the effectiveness of government in the face of
markets.



d) The downward pressure of globalisation makes forms of
democracy other than the vote in elections not only possible but
also necessary.

e) States depend for their legitimacy more than before upon their
capacity for risk management. This involves regulating scientific
and technological change, including the ethical issues it raises.

f) The democratising of democracy cannot be only local — the state
must have a cosmopolitan outlook, while upward democratisation
should not stop at the regional level (Giddens, 1998, pp. 72-77).

Giddens espouses a partnership model between the government and
civil society. Both have a role to facilitate, but also to act as a control on
the other. Community is fundamental to the ‘third way’. But it does not
encompass a return to older expressions of solidarity. Instead it focuses
on practical means of advancing the social and material refurbishment
of neighbourhoods, towns and larger local areas.

He argues that there are no permanent boundaries between government
and civil society. It depends on the context. Sometimes government
needs to be drawn further into the civil arena; at other times, to retreat
(Giddens, 1998, pp. 79-80).

The state should not swamp civil society, but should support and
protect the local public sphere. This helps protect the individual from
overwhelming state power.

In addition to this emphasis on democratising democracy and
partnerships with civil society, Giddens also argues for a social
investment state and a new kind of mixed economy. He believes that
government has an essential role in investing in the human resources

and infrastructure required to develop an entrepreneurial culture
(Giddens, 1998, p. 99).

What is this new mixed economy? He asserts that:

‘...[lt] looks ... for synergy between private and public sectors,
utilizing the dynamism of markets but with the public interest in
mind. It involves a balance between regulation and deregulation,
on a transnational as well as national and local levels; and a
balance between the economic and the non-economic in the life
of the society’ (Giddens, 1998, p. 100).

He argues also that in a society where habits dominate, some of them
generated by the welfare system, the boundaries between risk-taking
and security need to shift. A dynamic economy is one in which new
businesses form but others dissolve. This means people require
protection when things go wrong, but also the material and moral
capabilities to deal with major periods of transition in their lives.

We touched on Giddens’ approach to inclusion and exclusion earlier
and will not go into further detail on his social development strategies
except to note a recommended shift to a positive welfare society.

As he suggests:

‘Positive welfare would replace each of Beveridge’s negatives with
a positive: in place of Want, autonomy; not Disease, but active
health; instead of Ignorance, education, as a continuing part of
life; rather than Squalor, well-being; and in place of Idleness,
initiative’ (Giddens, 1998, p. 128).

The final theme from Giddens is the links proposed between a
cosmopolitan nation, cultural pluralism and cosmopolitan democracy.
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His detailed account of these relationships is not clear. He explores
approaches to identity and the need to structure new forms of national
identity because of the changing face of the nation. This requires an
open and reflexive process, and it will be difficult to achieve.

His key emphasis remains a commitment to a one-nation politics (in
contrast to the two nations identified in the 19" century by Benjamin
Disraeli). That one nation, a cosmopolitan nation, has a primary role
in promoting social, economic and political inclusion and encourages
transnational systems of governance.

Giddens elaborates further on these themes in Runaway World. How
Globalisation is Reshaping our Lives (Giddens, 1999). There he writes of
globalisation, risk, tradition, family and democracy.

To access the debate on the third way, the works of Will Hutton and
Robert Reich are helpful. The dialogue in the book edited jointly by
Hutton and Giddens, On the Edge. Living with Global Capitalism (2000)
is a good starting point.

Hutton argues in response to the third way of Giddens:

‘But | would trace some of our differences to my gut feeling that
despite your dislike of neo-liberalism | think you have made too
many concessions to its basic precepts... The “prejudices” and
“dogmas” that | share with other social democrats are that all
human beings are morally equal; that we have an equal entitlement
to self-determination; that all life-chances should be as equal as
possible; and that social justice is a condition of liberty. | believe
that capitalism does not exist independently of society, and that it
is proper for the democratic will to be asserted over business and
private power’ (Hutton and Giddens, 2000, p. 50).
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Similar echoes are found in Chris Eichbaum’s ‘The Politics and Economics
of the Third Way’ (Eichbaum, Harris et al, 1999, pp. 33-62). He notes that
critics of the third way don't recognise it as an alternative as such but as
the recasting of the neo-liberal programme in a different guise.

He observes that the radical centre in the third-way approach is one
of the reasons for this perception. That political location should be
replaced with a view of the stakeholder society, which would generate
different policy directions.

The final criticism of the approach adopted by Giddens is that it lacks
a sound economic policy. It involves a supply-side approach, and
only marginally a demand-side dimension. Its criticism of capitalist
institutions and of how markets fail to work perfectly is largely absent
from third-way thinking. Nor does it deal with the damage to people
they cause.

Today in the context of the collapse of financial markets in different
parts of the world, there is clearly a case for institutional reform and
better systems of regulation. Neo-liberalism lacks the intellectual
resources to achieve this, nor does the third way appear to have the
teeth for this job. So what are the questions and assessment criteria
that the third way (and its critics) throw up? How can democracy be
deepened and widened in Manukau City? To what extent are community
development strategies rooted in broader social and economic policies
in the Manukau City Council’s policy system? What is the content of the
council’s economic, social, environmental and cultural policies? How
effective are they? What are the criteria for intervening in communities,
and the exit strategies when that intervention is no longer required?
What influence and resources can Manukau City, working with other
institutions, deploy to improve access to and the good performance of
health, education and housing institutions?



How can democracy be deepened and widened in
Manukau City?

To what extent are community development strategies rooted
in broader social and economic policies in the Manukau City
Council’s policy system?

What is the content of the council’s economic, social,
environmental and cultural policies?

How effective are they? What are the criteria for intervening in
communities, and the exit strategies when that intervention is
no longer required?

What influence and resources can Manukau City, working with
other institutions, deploy to improve access to and the good
performance of health, education and housing institutions?

A note about method

At the beginning of ‘Lenses, Perspectives, Questions’ we noted that

de Bono’s concept fan might be a useful tool for asking questions and
developing assessment criteria for community development strategies.
This was because it encouraged movement from the general to the
particular, and from the particular to the general.

It is possible in this approach to start from a fixed point or an objective,
move to broad directions, related concepts and a whole range of ideas.
If moving from the general to the particular the question to ask is ‘How
do we get to this point?’ If moving from the particular to the general the
question to ask is ‘How would this help in this matter?’

With the questions generated from the lenses and perspectives, which
vary in terms of specificity, a decision must be made about where to
locate them on the concept fan: as objectives, broader directions,
concepts or ideas. Where they are put does not really matter, as long
as we proceed from the particular to the general, or from the general
to the particular.

The concept fan is a problem-solving tool. The questions we have
posed from the lenses and perspectives are problems to be solved.

The two extra questions ‘How will we know we have got to this point?’
and ‘How will we know this has helped in this matter?’ are preliminary
empirical tests. They are a way of getting some link between the
problem-solving process and the real world in which the answers could
be applied.
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