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ABSTRACT  If and as the discipline of community
psychology focuses greater attention beyond the indi-
vidual, and beyond specific communities, the context
formed by the global arena beckons.  Decisions are made
at global levels that influence the local, or even deter-
mine what takes place at the levels of individuals and
their networks, support groups, and communities. 

INTRODUCTION

As psychologists interested in the nature of
ideology and the achievement of social change,
we generally focus our primary theoretical and
empirical attention on those people –out there—
who are trying to change — or to prevent change
— in one political sphere or another.  There may
be some value in briefly turning our attention
instead to ourselves (Fox  and Prilleltensky, 1997).

If one sees the social environment as
oppressive, then encouraging adaptation to it is
to act as an agent of oppression  (Levine and
Perkins, 1997, p. 205).

A central tenet of community psychology is
a desire to achieve social justice through social
change (Levine and Perkins, 1997;  Newbrough,
1992).  It is a desire born in response to dissatis-
faction with service models with an individual
illness focus and with the understanding that
poor mental health is linked to identifiable and
alterable social conditions and relations (Levine
and Perkins, 1997).  However over the past few
years there has been an indication from within
community psychology that its work, concepts
and frameworks, require evaluation in relation
to its central goals (Rappaport, 1987; Heller, 1989;
Linney, 1990; Kelly, 1990; Newbrough, 1992; 
Trickett, et al., 1993).  The committed and active
participation of community psychology as a

professional body can arguably go a long way
towards influencing social change (Kelly, 1990).
This essay supports the view of Newbrough
(1992) that community psychology could
become a major actor in social change processes.
However as these and other authors suggest,
specific issues must be addressed.  This essay
highlights some strategies through which these
issues might be addressed and community
psychologys participatory role further deve-
loped for the benefit of the global community.

In an initial essay (Cherrington and Gregory,
accepted for publication in the Journal of Human
Ecology) the authors argued that social change
calls for the interrogation of existing social
systems and values and the means by which
they came into being.  Highlighting key themes
from a range of writers, broad socio-historic and
contemporary issues of context in relation to
social inequity within the global community was
described.  In brief, Western capitalist values
and ideologies, mixed with many myths,
effectively dominate the material and discursive
social systems we currently inhabit globally.

Sarason (cited in Levine and Perkins, 1997)
states the success of any intervention within
community psychology is often dependent on
examining values.  Veno and Thomas (1996)
argue that addressing values is critical.  How
can community psychology address values?
Values are not necessarily identifiable even in
single coherent systems (Seligman et al., 1996),
and it is more likely that we have multiple value
systems that vary according to context.  Much
psychological research into values, as Seligman,
et. al. describe, focuses on self-reports that do
not include contextual information and therefore
fail to reveal the complexity of value systems.
As well as operating multiple values we may
also operate unconscious, or as Veno and
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Thomas (1996) say, implicit, values, which makes
self-reports even more problematic.  However,
conscious or unconscious, dominant social
values are available for interrogation and analysis
in discourses, of individuals, members of groups
or people in their communities (Panikkar, 1993).
If values alter with context, discourses from
multiple contexts may reveal some of the
complexities of value systems and where over-
lapping values occur.  Neither discourse analysis
nor value analysis are easily identifiable
components in the projects of community
psychology (Newbrough, 1992), yet both are
arguably essential to its projects.

As a starting point, what are community
psychology’s own discourses and values? 
Thomas and Veno identify core values common
to community psychology as  empowerment,
social justice, diversity and cultural pluralism,
cultural awareness, social innovation, evalua-
tion, community development and participation,
collaboration and partnership, an ecological
approach, systems perspectives, prevention
and localisation (1996, p. 25).  However as the
authors say, these values operate implicitly rather
than being made explicit.  As Fox (1993)
challenges, and as Levine and Perkins (1997)
and Seidman, (1988) outline, much of the work
of community psychology is focused on the
individual.  As a result, this focus does more to
assist the person environment fit through
individual adaption than through radical or even
moderate social change.  If values are not
explicitly declared, then it is unlikely the activities
of community psychologists will be measured
against them.  Fox (1993) argues that genuine
activism for social change does not sit easily
within the discipline of psychology for a variety
of practical, professional, and personal reasons. 
Therefore it is almost inevitable that psycho-
logists seek and will continue to seek to improve
peoples lives by reforming the status quo rather
than by radically altering it.  Social change is a
real challenge to the integrity of the discipline
given the values Thomas and Veno (1996)
describe.  Evaluation of the work of the field
against agreed and declared values is required
to address such a challenge.

Social change agents contend that energetic
community activism that considers alternatives
to and seeks disruption of dominant western
paradigms if viable alternatives within societies

are to be achieved (Mander, 1991) is required. 
The critical point made here at least implicitly by
community psychology is that these viable
alternatives should come from within commu-
nities themselves (Bishop and Symes, 1996;
Levine and Perkins, 1997).  But perhaps we need
to begin (Berry, 1988) with the caution that
“community” can only become active if the
members of a community understand and fully
explain the situation internally, i.e., to itself.  So
while the need to start with values is important,
the engagement of community awareness must
occur for any assessment of values to take place.

A key focus for intervention then, is one that
yields strategic ways to examine and explain
values and the raising of consciousness within
communities. This approach might enable (value-
aware) systems interrogation and alternatives
to be considered.

Gregory (1999) offers an excellent process
model of community psychology for community
psychologists to use when they are looking for
problems within communities of which they are
not an integral part.  How do we operate though,
when addressing systems affecting the broader
global community, when community psychology
is inherently a part and is not coming in from
outside.  This is a raising of awareness that has
the potential to be challenging.  Is community
psychology not as involved in social change as
it might be because we are failing to fully explain
the global or local situation to ourselves?  To
frame community psychology as being “inside”
social problems can radically alter the character
of the role and place this discipline has in
planning and carrying out interventions.  In the
global community we need to recognise that as
a discipline, community psychology is part of
the community, and part of the discourses that
actively construct its culture.  Community
psychology is also, potentially, a form of inter-
vention or a form of what assists in maintaining
the status quo.  Assessment and evaluation of
community psychology from the perspective of
its paradoxical role as of the system and as an
intervention desiring to change the system is
needed.  Part of what that evaluation needs to
consider is the position of power, whether
perceived or real, that community psychology
holds within the global (or local) community.

To stimulate any debate about social values,
communication is required.  In democratic
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Western society, values, ideas and politics are
for the majority and for most of the time,
communicated through mass communication
channels (Ellul, 1965).  Mass communications
demand messages that are reduced and
condensed, sound bytes to fit the technology
(and attention span of the viewers).

Ellul argues that the processes of mass
communication lead to the use of simple images,
stereotypes, signifiers and slogans to commu-
nicate amorphous and/or complex ideas to create
prepared opinions and deliver thinking in the
form of  norms, standardised ideas, and codified
social, political and moral standards to
individuals.  Whilst we now understand that
audiences may read mass communications
oppositionally, the majority of messages and
presentations of information have a dominant
or preferred reading that operates to constrain
audience interpretation to a large extent (Hall,
1992).  The ideas that are present in mass
communications are consumed, whether easily
or not, without necessarily realising the sub-
textual or implicit values attached (Berry, 1988). 
Mass communication in this context does not
simply mean media but also refers to broader
social structures and systems (of education,
media, government, medicine, law) that deliver
standardised information, procedures and even
layouts (Ellul, 1965).

The significance of existing systems of
communication is that (somewhat dauntingly)
when we consider strategies for raising aware-
ness we must also strategize how to address
communities in this context of their dominant
communications systems.   If we as community
psychologists develop communication strate-
gies that operate as Ellul describes, using easily
condensed messages to generate initial aware-
ness, the process of winning consent arguably
leaves intact the status quo of the values inherent
in such a system that is in itself part of the
problem.  What is problematic in mass communi-
cations is that they create a false sense of partici-
pation and promote a false democracy (Ellul,
1965).  To replicate an undemocratic process that
does not genuinely and critically engage
communities, albeit in pursuit of socially
desirable outcomes, still does not address the
fundamental role of the communications system
itself in creating, maintaining, or extending
existing social conditions.  Such ethical concerns
are challenging, but can they preclude the

possibilities mass communications might offer? 
If they do, how do we operate the system differ-
ently?

If our audience is the community of our fellow
practitioners, what are their dominant systems
(and existing resources) and how might those
be strategically employed?

Media, from mass to the textbooks and
journals of academia, is a key area for community
psychology and is often touched on as a vehicle
for addressing social change both in case
studies (Levine and Perkins, 1997) and in theory
(Glenwick  and Jason, 1984).  However, theories
of the operation and impact of communications
systems in challenging or perpetuating social
inequities are found in media studies (Wilkins,
2000) rather than in community psychology.  As
Wilkins says, the ability of communications
interventions to address social problems is
constrained by normative climates and political-
economic structures,  in other words broader
material and discursive systems.  This reiterates
the need for the work of community psychology
to include conceptual frameworks that can and
do incorporate these elements.  But it also
highlights what Kelly (1990) cites as necessary
for the field and that is inter- and multidisci-
plinary co-operation.  Media studies have
progressed to an area of some importance to
community psychology, one that should be
brought into its work.  Much may be gained from
examining the work already well under way in
the field.

Within writings that consider alternatives to
the dominant western structural model of
communications, there is an emphasis on the
need to recognise plural perspectives and to
develop the local within culture (Hall, 1989).  This
perspective is very much in line with the thinking
of community psychology.  Yet the society in
which we westerners exist is a mass society, the
very apparatus of mass communications in it
promotes the global (Mander, 1991).  This is why
community psychology has to operate on both
local and global perspectives when conceptu-
alising social change. 

Mander (1991) in his reporting on communi-
cations processes in Indian nations does offer
an alternative.  He describes, in essence, a
decentralised local process of community
engagement, in which information is shared and
processes of decision-making involve, consider
and reflect the needs of a whole community. 
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Some parallels can be found between these
models of community functioning and those
described by Linney (1990) in self-help and
activist networks like the Citizens Clearinghouse
for Waste.  Independent local operation and
decision making is replicated across networks
that can also co-operate nationally.  In the model
Mander (1991) describes, any blocks to the
process of reflecting local needs at national
levels see a return to the local.  The process
continues until problems are resolved or action
is not taken.  This model, as Mander identifies,
has three critical components that make it work. 
The first is that identifiable and representative
communities of interest are established, the
second is that communities are grounded in a
common value set and the third is that a real
disregard for the speed at which the process
occurs is present.

Another method of altering the way in which
structures and systems are used is suggested
by Esteva (1993), who outlines a living example
of an alternative strategy within the Tepito
community in Mexico City.  The Tepito commu-
nity uses existing systems and processes as a
token validation of what has already been
determined locally by all the individuals invol-
ved.  But again, as Esteva outlines, this requires
an awakened level of political awareness, local
structures of communications within the
communities involved and a commitment to a
shared set of values that underpin the logic of
such a process.  The Tepito community Esteva
(1993) describes became political and developed
such structures and indeed, a sense of its own
community, through a set of circumstances that
positioned it to either resist or disintegrate under
pressure from outside political forces.  Esteva’s
example highlights a critical dilemma, for new
processes and pace to be considered we have
to ask how a community can be identified and
made conscious that there are alternatives worth
protecting and forces to resist?

The answer of course must be to actively
focus on those forces that are positioning
communities to both develop and to resist or
disintegrate.  Under conditions of sufficient
stress, a shared and common concern can
devastate a community or cause a strong
psychological sense of community to develop. 
But what might such concerns be for the global
community and how can they be brought to the
attention of communities at a meaningful level

of engagement?
The ecological and action based perspectives

of community psychology (Levin and Perkins,
1997) as well as the identified values of commu-
nity psychology (Veno and Thomas, 1996) seem
complementary with the goals of groups in
society promoting social justice through global
activism for equitable and sustainable commu-
nities. Such groups operate locally from a
platform of local and global relevance through
which a psychological sense of community and
urgency about the need for alternatives can
develop. However these groups, even at national
and international levels, frequently reflect
specific interest bases.  It would appear that a
framework of operation for a broader platform
could be of benefit.  This idea has been taken up
by activists within the international forum on
globalisation who are suggesting just such a
platform is required first country by country, but
ultimately links internationally (Danaher, 2001). 
Connecting to key stakeholders to bring them
together on core issues affecting communities
again is a very compatible part of the process of
intervention for community psychology (Heller,
1989).  However an intervention of this kind holds
issues for community psychology.  Activism for
social change by groups that recognise the
global interdependency of ecological and human
systems is overtly political.  Science, and within
the fold of science, psychology, often highlights
the value of objectivity in its work and operates
with the notion of being separate from or entirely
removed from subjective values (Weiten, 1995). 
Although community psychology does
recognise (explicitly or at least implicitly) the
subjectivity of its work  (Veno and Thomas, 1996),
that does not make the discipline actively
political.  The core aim of community psychology
is very political but to work directly for radical
social change requires an explicit declaration of
values, a commitment to community action and
direct challenges to the most powerful groups
in societies, including that of its own commu-
nities of psychology and science.

The discourses on social activism for sustain-
able futures has arguably been dominated by a
discourse on environmentalism (Berry, 1988). 
Implicit in Berry’s writing is that there are other
discourses that require elevation.  Elevation
and integration of human discourses with
environmental understanding into a genuine
whole of ecology is needed.  This idea does
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seem to offer a strong role for community psy-
chology.  A push for developing this discourse
has to include turning to and involving the
originators of dominant discourses that need to
be challenged.  Science has participated in pro-
cesses that lead to the discourses of environ-
mentally dominant humans.  It has also been
active in the construction of a range of dominant
and oppressive discourses that impact directly
on individuals, communities and their
environments (Panikkar, 1993).  Strategies to
work within the communities of science need to
be developed because they are critical to the
development of knowledge.  Who is in a better
position to undertake this than one of their (our)
own?  Many might argue that community
psychology is more humanities than science and
yet the name of science is invoked often enough
to suggest the field has not divested itself of
fraternity to the field.  For example, see
Rappaports (1987) argument for the development
in the field of theory, where he argues that
without theory a field cannot last long as a
scientific enterprise (p. 122).

As Levine and Perkins (1997) identify, it is
not just scientific but psychological knowledge
that holds great power in society and is used to
validate programs, processes, and policy
regularly.  Psychological knowledge has the
potential to change or challenge attitudes,
thinking and behaviours and carries the weight
of sciences discourses of truth.  Esteva (1993)
describes hope in the margins, where
consciousness does exist, but unless those
living in and operating the dominant model
develop that consciousness, it is a small, feeble,
hope.  Science, and as part of that institution of
knowledge, psychology, is operated by a very
discursively and materially dominant and
powerful group who could take the lead in theory
and practice by beginning with their own
interrogation. A dominant standardised
language can be used to obtain control (Illich,
1980) but it might also be used to advocate
change and divest or share power.  Community
psychology has to speak to its own and seek
collaboration in building the development of just
systems.  Can the scientific community be
conceptualised as a system of existing resources
within community?  And what are the forces that
might be seen to be causing this group (science/
psychology) to actively resist or disintegrate?

Community psychology is one of many

bodies of work that have evolved under the
broader rubric of psychology.  The steady
fragmentation of the discipline reflects a turn to
parts that these authors argue reduces
opportunities for holistic thinking, creates
competition, reduces perceived and actual power
of the field and reduces accountability and
evaluation of the field as a whole.  Decades of
work in mental health have not seen improvement
in overall conditions (Eisenberg, 1975, cited in
Albee, 1980).  Is this not a fundamental crisis
within the field of mental health?  Can its failures
constitute a renewed desire to reconnect the
community? Can part of a strategy of
intervention involve the development of a
framework with evaluative mechanisms that are
sufficiently robust to act as a “container” for all
mental health work?  We do not mean by this
the development of universalising theories or
the validation of any one approach over another,
but a framework under which the diversity of
psychology’s work can be accommodated.  This
work constitutes a framework that agrees upon
and incorporates broad values, principles and
processes of accountability.

Values, such as a commitment to interrogate
whether the work of the field promotes social
justice or injustice for either its community of
interest or the broader population, need to be
expressed in terms determined by those
populations themselves.  Thomas and Vends
(1996) outline of values expresses commendable
and appropriate desires, but they could be
explicitly developed to incorporate goals and
measures that hold them accountable.  Berry
(1993) highlights the lack of any integrating
theory of the physical and the spiritual that
underpins what is valued in western society. 
Levine and Perkins (1997) also draw attention to
this area and identify it as overlooked.  They
highlight the way spiritual beliefs assist
coping, connect individuals, develop a sense of
community and reduce behaviours likely to
lead to adverse events.  Theory about the spiri-
tual dimensions of experience is important
(Sermabeikian, 1994, cited in Levine and Perkins,
1997) and yet as writers like Sermabeikian and
Sorokin, (1941) point out, it is a difficult area for
a discipline with a very material base and a
sensory bias.  How can community psychology
not fully incorporate an important and identified
phenomenon of human experience in its body of
work?  Is part of the crisis of the field its refusal
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to look at unscientific phenomena?
An active relationship between theorists and

communities is a necessary part of the process
of change, something Newborough (1992) identi-
fies as important for community psychology. 
This directs community psychology to generate
strategies about communications and interven-
tions that address the stakeholder communities
of existing power, particularly of science.  But it
also calls for a look at the theoretical and
conceptual framework of community psychology
itself.  A range of writers in the field identify
that community psychology could improve
theory to gain coherence, direction and focus
(for example, see Rappaport, 1987).

Dohrenwends (1978) model of psychological
stress is included in Levine and Perkins (1997, p.
87) book on community psychology in a chapter
that identifies it as part of a conceptual road-
map of community psychology.  The model is
interesting because it has at center, the individual
rather than the individual of and in community. 
The model is an excellent directive to consider
the broader environment and person
environment fit (Levine and Perkins, 1997), but
it still brings us back to a focus on an individual
rather than an individual of and in community. 
Newbrough (1992) notes this as a problem when
he identifies the apparent difficulty in integra-
ting the two concepts of community and
psychology, or as he says, the one and the many. 
What is implied in Dohrenwends model is that
event interpretation and experience is ultimately
individual.  The model does not consider that
stressful events and psychopathological
outcomes are also group or even community
issues.  Nor does it allow for the culturally
mediated process of making meaning attached
to events and how diversity of human subject
positions might impact on that mediation.  If it
did it might direct us to consider the function
and role of sources of (and positions of subjects/
groups within) social power, values, knowledge
and discourses on stressful experiences.

Dohernwends (1974, cited in Levine and
Perkins, 1997) framework could be modified to
represent a broader theoretical base.  In current
form the moment of subject identification is of a
subject pre-crisis but if primary prevention has
a role to play we could include the subject pre-
crisis and identify multiple intervention points. 
If the subject is included as subject in community
then we can also be directed to recognise

psychopathologies that disproportionately
affect whole groups or communities and
therefore consider systematic levels of crisis
intervention as well as individual therapies.  It
could also include an underpinning of evaluative
strategies to proposed counteractions, in order
to direct attention to whether specific interven-
tions potentially perpetuate the status quo that
creates negative stresses.

Values can and often do come with riders. 
Values of declared subjectivity, for example, can
come with a declared commitment to interrogate
our own cultural, moral and value commitments
and the ways in which they might affect our
critique or approach.  Values of social justice
can come with a commitment to evaluate whether
the work we do promotes the perpetuation of
systems of conditions in society that impact
negatively on well being of any individuals or
communities.  Values can come with a commit-
ment to active and accountable consideration
of the societal repercussions of the fields
theories and practices.  Veno and Thomas (1996)
suggest that like other disciplines in human
services, community psychology can have
explicit shared principles, values and roles that
assist in informing and guiding practice.  But
should such a shared understanding be
restricted to community psychology or be
pursued more broadly?  And can stated values
be of any use if they do not come with structures
and measures of accountability?

Science and psychology not only set their
own measures but also critically set measures,
in line with their values, to determine the health
of societies or communities (Hunt, 1989). 
Western measures are underpinned by western
values (Mason, 1984).  An alternative is, as Hunt
and Mander (1991) argue, to look to the vitality
of a community as a measuring stick for progress. 
If we do, the paucity of terms in western models
to assess community functioning at spiritual,
emotional and sustainable levels, becomes
quickly apparent.  The alternative is to listen to
individual communities, and let them, not
strangers, set their terms of measure.  For us as
westerners, it is useful to reassess the value of
the measures of our well-being also, when as
Mander (1991) outlines, alternative indicators,
based on values other than economic ones,
reveal desperately unhealthy communities.

Categorisation and arrangement of the data
of experience artificially creates norms and from
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norms, produces (inevitably) the other, i.e., non-
norm.  Use of measures that forcibly brings the
other back into account can challenge normative
thinking.  One example is Njoki Njoroge Njehus
(2001) suggestion that the Dow Jones index be
replaced with an account of the number of
children that have preventably died in a week.
As Barclay (1990) says (in the context of
documenting ways of communities) when we
make any representations let them speak about
the process of their making and let the process
be true to the community within which the maker
is guest.  Awareness is required that the language
of science and of research and measures contains
in its core, very subjective and culturally specific
values and ideologies that we do not easily
recognise as present and that might not be
welcome guests in many communities.

We do not simply compartmentalise (and
therefore omit parts of) human experience, we
compartmentalise the right to participate in
experiences (Albee, 1980).  We categorise and
break into parts human skills, and determine who
will develop and use different skills.  In western
terms this process of specialisation has evolved
into the long abdication of responsibility for
meeting our own needs and the needs of others
(Vela-McConnell, 1999).  Specialisation also very
effectively keeps us focused on parts and
removes us further from knowledge of the
whole.  It can also blind us to the learning to be
gained from experience and the roles so called
non professionals can have in assisting positive
mental health (Levine and Perkins, 1997), or the
roles we might personally play in positively or
negatively affecting the mental health of
ourselves or others.  Much western activism
seeks the right for individuals to have personal
authority over their lives and it is an authority
that needs to be understood and reclaimed at a
far deeper/larger level than might initially seem
the case.  The call for a right to earn a fair wage,
to safe community housing or to decent child-
care in a workplace are pieces of the whole.

What seems to be activism for change can be
a call for a right to participate in the systems that
cause inequity, not to reform them.  Authority
over our own lives means participating in, making
decisions about, and just maybe, making
changes to the way the whole system operates.

It would be foolish to imagine the world can
be changed in one move and while tackling pieces
of the puzzle is important, we have to keep an

eye on the bigger picture as we do so. 
Community psychology offers concrete
experiences of viable alternatives to simply being
allowed to participate in existing systems.  As
Jason (1991) says, documenting real world action
models that have positively contributed to
resolving social problems is important in gaining
support for the work.  Community psychology
highlights time and time again the need for
individuals to have a sense of social support
and community, for alternative systems of
community and stronger support structures
within communities (Levine and Perkins, 1997). 
It also offers concrete accounts of the benefits
that accrue when these are in place.  For example
Levine and Perkins describe demonstrably
workable models that show the efficacy of
community development, of replacing hierar-
chical models with horizontal structures, of
devolving power, and of empowering indivi-
duals to develop their own community
supports.  Such work clearly shows the value in
broadening both niche and experience to
improve person environment fit that can occur
when such approaches are taken.

Psychological research, including research
in and of community psychology, is used in
societies to inform the operations of public
services, organisations, education, and political
decisions  (Levine and Perkins, 1997; Jason,
1991). Lobbying for effective positive change of
these operations and active participation in
creating that change requires personal and
professional commitment (Jason, 1991). 
Evaluation of what the work of community
psychology is used for and whether such use
serves to increase or decrease social justice and
the sustainability of communities is essential.

While we may feel and believe that we hold
certain values dear, we would argue that we
(whether it is we community psychologists or
we individuals) do not interrogate the systems
and structures of our lives.  We do not study
the words we use each day.  We do not examine
the actions we undertake, to explore their implicit
values.  We do not ask what all that might mean. 
If we do examine critically the values underpin-
ning our western words and lifestyles, and
become aware of their holistic implications,
perhaps we will begin to generate sufficient
awareness so that we feel a need to seek
alternatives.  The first step must be to awaken
ourselves to a consciousness that we operate
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our lives according to values that are largely
hidden, to understand ourselves as culturally
constructed beings who can choose to accept
or reject those constructions.  The common
meeting ground for the many, has become the
western capitalist marketplace (Berry, 1988) so
creating communities and community systems
of communication beyond that is essential.  We
also need to become conscious of holistic ways
to assess the way we live, and through which to
establish criteria for what is considered safe and
positive for communities.  To do this we require,
as Mander (1991) says, competent tools to
critically assess the holistic effects of technology,
economics and policy among others, on
cultures.  Such tools will measure according to
community determined criteria of what is or is
not effective and positive for all the communities
of which we are part.  Construction of such tools
is part of the project of intervention.

If we rest power in the hands of communities,
create local control of productive assets, allow
the slower pace such a step requires, then we
might look to models like the one Mander (1991)
describes, models that accept and promote what
works for all.  The idea of a greater good
dissolves under this requirement. As Esteva
(1993) says, let us take on and not devolve
ourselves of concrete responsibilities.

But while acting locally we must think and
act globally too, holding a keen awareness of
our dependence on and obligations to our global
community and environment. Community
psychology acts to contribute knowledge to and
is part of the process of what (re)produces social
systems.  It has a potentially major role to play
in being an intervention for positive social
change.  Discourses, knowledge, power and the
systems that maintain them are critical
considerations within a framework that addre-
sses community change, as are their processes
of reproduction. 

What does this leave us with?  We end with
a call for community psychology to evaluate the
ways in which its own work alters or maintains
socially inequitable systems and discourses.  To
understand that, community psychology, if it is
not part of maintaining the status quo, is a key
intervention strategy.  Community psychology
can participate in the multidisciplinary and multi-
stakeholder development of strategies that
generate awareness of critical social issues in a
way that contributes to a sense of community at

both local and global levels and facilitates action
based responses to inequitable social
conditions.  Community psychology needs to
include in its projects, discursive analysis, values
theory and communications theory.  Work could
be undertaken across the discipline of
psychology to reconnect the field and moves
could be made to attempt to bring to the
discipline a holistic framework.  Most of all
community psychology can hold itself
accountable for explicitly and politically, living
the values and goals that created the field. 

It is worth ending a call for awareness with a
warning that Panikkar (1993) gives, when seeking
awareness and change, we need be careful we
do not contribute to prolonging the agony of
life in an unjust system by not being radical
enough.  Are we, are you, being radical enough?

REFERENCES

Albee, G. W. 1980.  “A Competency model must
replace the defect model” in Bond, L. A.: Rosen,
S. J. (eds.). Competence and coping during
adulthood.  Hanover, NH:  University Press of
New England, pages 75-104.

Barclay, B. 1990.  Our Own Image.  Auckland, NZ: 
Longman Paul.

Berry, T. 1988.  –The New Story—and –Bioregions: 
The Context for Reinhabiting the Earth—, Chapters
10 & 12 of his Dream of the Earth.  San Francisco: 
Sierra Club Books.

Bishop, B. J. and G. J. Symes. 1996. “Social change in
rural settings:  Lessons for community change”
agents, in A. Veno and D. Thomas (1996).  (eds.), 
Community Psychology and Social Change. 
Palmerston North, NZ:  Dunmore Press.  (2nd ed).

Bronfenbrenner, U. 1979. The Ecology of Human
Development: Experiments by Nature and Design.
Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press.

Danaher, K. 2001. Verbal presentation at the Inter-
national Forum on Globalization Teach  In Global
Exchange.  http://www.radio4all. net/ proginfo.
php?id =1826

Ellul, J. 1965.  Propaganda:  The Formation of Mens
Attitudes.  New York:  Random House.

Esteva, G. 1993. “A new source of hope:  The margins.”
Inter Culture #119, Vol.  XXV1, No.2, Spring.

Fox, D. R. 1993. “Psychological jurisprudence and
radical social change.” American Psychologist, 48:
234-241.

Fox, D. R. and I. Prilleltensky. 1997.  Critical Psycho-
logy:  An Introduction.  London:  Sage Publi-
cations.

Glenwick, D. and L. Jason. 1984. “Behavioural commu-
nity psychology:  A review of recent research and
applications” in M. Herson, M.R. Eisler and P.M.
Miller (eds.).  Progress in Behaviour Modifica-
tion.  Orlando, Fl.:  Academic, Volume 18, pages
85-121.

Gregory, R. J. 1999. “A Conceptual Framework or
Process Model for Community Psychology.”



COMMUNITY PSYCHOLOGY GOES GLOBAL  January 2002 - 51

Journal of Social Sciences, 2 (4): 241-243.
Hall, S. 1992. “National cultures as imagined commu-

nities.” in Hall, S. D. Held and T. McGrew (eds.).
Modernity and its Futures (pp.291-298). Cam-
bridge, UK:  Polity Press.

Heller, K.  1989.  “The return to community.”  Ameri-
can Journal of Community Psychology, 17(1):
1-15.

Hunt, S. 1989.  “The alternative economics” Move-
ment from Inter Culture #102, Vol. XX11, No. 1,
Winter.

Illich, I. 1980.  “Vernacular values.” Part 2, from The
Co Evolution Quarterly, Summer.  Pp.  30-49.

Jason, L. 1991.  “Participating in social change:  A
fundamental value for our discipline.”  American
Journal of Community Psychology. 19(1): 1-16.

Kelly, J. 1990.  “Changing contexts and the field of
community psychology.” American Journal of
Community Psychology. 18 (6): 769-792.

Korten, D. 1998.  Globalising Civil Society:  Reclaiming
Our Right to Power.  New York:  Seven Stories
Press.

Levine, M. and D. Perkins. 1997. Principles of Commu-
nity Psychology: Perspectives and Applications.
(2nd Edition).  New York,  Oxford:  Oxford
University Press.

Linney, J. 1990. “Community psychology into the
1990s:  Capitalising opportunity and promoting
innovation.” American Journal of Community
Psychology,  18 (6): 1-17.

Mason, D. 1984. “–Te Taha Hinengaro—.” An
integrated approach to mental health. Commu-
nity Mental Health in New Zealand,  1(1): 4-11.

Moore, R. K. 2000. Globalization:  An introduction,
Science for Peace Weekly Commentary, 2nd

Edition, November 13, 2000.  See also The
Revolutionary Imperative:  From global crisis to
democratic renaissance (2000). at Cyber Journal
(http://www.cyberjournal.org).

Newbrough, J. R. 1992.  “Community psychology in
the postmodern world.”  Journal of Community
Psychology, 20: 10-15.

Njoki Njoroge Njehu. 2001.  Verbal presentation at
the International Forum on Globalization Teach 
In:  Fifty Years is Enough. http://www.radio4
all.net/proginfo.php?id=1826

Panikkar, R.  1993.  The End of History  The Threefold
Structure of Human Time  Consciousness.  From
The Cosmotheandric Experience, S. Eastham (ed.).
Maryknoll, New York:  Orbis.

Rappaport, J. 1987. “Terms of empowerment/
Exemplars of prevention:  Toward a theory for
community psychology.” American Journal of
Community Psychology, 15 (2): 121-144.

Seidman, E. 1988. “Back to the future, Community
Psychology: Unfolding a theory of social
intervention.” American Journal of Community
Psychology,  16 (1): 3-24.

Seligman, C., J.M. Olson and M.P. Zanna (eds.). 1996.
The Psychology of Values: The Ontario Sympo-
sium. (Vol. 8).  NJ:  Erlbaum.

Sorokin, P. 1941. The Crisis of our Age. London:
Oneworld.

Trickett, E., R. Watts and D. Birman 1993. “Human
diversity and community psychology:  Still hazy
after all these years.” Journal of Community
Psychology, 15 (2): 121-144.

Vela-McConnell, J. A. 1999.  Who is My Neighbour: 
Social Affinity in a Modern World.  Albany, NY: 
State University of New York Press.

Veno, A. and D. Thomas 1996.  “Psychology and the
process of social change.”  In A. Veno and D.
Thomas, (Eds.). Community Psychology and
Social Change. Palmerston North, New Zealand: 
Dunmore Press.  (2nd ed).

Weiten, W. 1995.  Psychology, Themes and Variations. 
Pacific Grove, California:  Brooks/Cole Publi-
shing.

Wilkins, K. 2000.  “Accounting for Power in Develop-
ment Communication.”  in K. Wilkins (ed.). 
Redeveloping Communication for Social Change: 
Theory Practice and Power.  Lanham, Maryland: 
Rowland and Littlefield.


