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ABSTRACT
Social policymakers traditionally focus on sys-
tems and individuals and tend to ignore local
communities and associations. However,
these local structures are vital components of
any process that seeks to address social prob-
lems successfully. A social policy that at-
tempts to deal with the modemn condition of
tamilies and their children will necessarily in-
clude local community structures as well as
systems. Understanding the function of these
local structures will require a paradigm shift
in policy assumptions. Systems will assume a
secondary support role and policy will primar-
ity address the basic associational community
that is the primary family environment.

John L. McKnight is Director of Community Stud-
fes, Institute for Pollcy Research, Northwestern
University, Evanston, lllinols. This article is based
on an address delivered at the North American
Conference on Families, October 19-22, 1995, in
Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada, cosponsored by
Family Service America and Family Service Cana-
da. Used with permission.
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A 21st-Century Map for Healthy
Communities and Families

Each of us creates a map

of the world around us. Our
map, like all maps, is not the
territory it portrays. It is merely
an approximation. And it can
be a map that inaccurately por-
trays the territory that sur-
rounds us. We all know of the
European mapmakers who de-
scribed a flat earth without a
Western Hemisphere. Their in-
accurate map shaped the poli-
cies, plans, and actions of
mariners, kings, nations, and
communities. As we plan to set
sail into the 21st century, it is
appropriate to reexamine the
map that is used in most of our
current policymaking in order
to see whether it will show the
way to safe, wise, and healthful
communities.

By listening carefully to the
proposals of our current social
policymakers, we can construct
a map of the territory where
they believe they operate. This
territory has two principal areas.
The first area consists of sys-
tems. Policymakers view systems
or institutions as the principal
tool for the work of society.

——
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Therefore, their policies and
programs are about system de-
sign, system planning, delivery
systems, and system reform. The
second area in their map is filled
with clients and consumers,
who serve as the objects of the
systems. (See Figure 1.)

FiG. 1.

Client/Consumer

To understand more clearly
the dynamics of the territory
called a system, it is important
to describe both its nature and
its relationship to the client/con-
sumer beneficiaries.
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The nature of a system can
be clarified by a detailed map of
its structure. Most policymakers
view systems as tools that orga-
nize people into relationships
(see Figure 2). Although there
are numerous ways to organize
people to perform yarious tasks,
the structure shown in Figure 2
has several special features and
purposes.

First, the structure is de-
signed primarily to permit a few
people to control many people.
Its hierarchical order is basically
a means to create control. Of
course, a control system has
many advantages. For example,
it allows the few who conceive a
new automobile to ensure that
the thousands who produce it
will uniformly manufacture the
same vehicle. Similarly, this
structure is essential to the effec-
tive functioning of a modern
airliner, whereby we want one
person, the pilot, to be in con-
trol and at the top of a clearly
defined descending order of
authority.

A second characteristic of a
system is its ability to produce
many of the same thing,
whether goods or services. The
hallmark of the hierarchical sys-
tem is mass production.

The third characteristic of a
system flows from the first two.
If we are to create structures of
control to produce great quanti-
ties of the same thing, the prolif-
eration of the product requires
more consumers to purchase the
goods or services. System users

are called clients or consumers
and they constitute the second
territory of the current policy
map. It should be noted that the
word client is especially appro-
priate for one who is the object
of a system, because the Latin
root for client means one who is
controlled—dependent. There-
fore, system growth or efficiency
necessarily creates more con-
sumption or clienthood, and a
consumer society emerges as
Systems grow.

In summary, the prevailing
policy map depicts the methods
of organizational control where-
by systems generate uniform
goods and services and increase
the client and consumer activi-
ties of individuals.

There are at least two obvi-
ous limits of this system tool.
The first is its lack of capacity

FIG. 2.

for producing individualized
outputs rather than mass stan-
dardized products. Therefore,
policymakers who try to use this
tool to create unique or individ-
ualized outputs, programs, or
services do not understand the
nature or function of their own
structure. This is why so many
systems fail to meet individual-
ized needs and their workers
“burn out” in frustration.

A second limit is that the
power of the system is measured
by the number of its clients and
their consumption of services.
This necessarily creates in-
creased client dependency upon
systems. Policymakers who at-
tempt to use systems to empow-
er people usually fail because
they misunderstand the nature
and function of structures they
operate in.

118




Now that we have explored
the nature of the current policy-
making map involving systems
and clients/consumers, we can
examine its relationship to the
territory it purports to describe.
Although the map may not ap-
pear to be inaccurate, it is clear-
ly incomplete because a space
called “community” does not
appear in i%n this regard, the
current map 1s reminiscent of
early maps that did not include
the Western Hemisphere.

The Nature of
Communities

If we were to include com-
munity in our map, where
would it be located and what
would its functions be? Here,
we have a historical figure—
Alexis de Toqueville—to help us
answer the question. Toqueville
(1945) wrote the classic descrip-
tion of local American commu-
nities following his trip through-
out the United States in 1831,
His map of our communities is
described in Democracy in
America.

Toqueville described unique
forms of local social and politi-
cal structures and relationships
that he observed in his travels
throughout the United States. In
Europe, he noted, decisions
were made by elected officials,
bureaucrats, nobility, professors,
doctors, lawyers, engineers, and
so forth. In the United States,
however, he found crirical deci-
sions being made at the local
level by the common people.

FIG. 3.

It was not, however, their indi-
vidual decision making that he
found unique. Rather, it was
that they came together in smali
self-appointed groups to solve
problems, create new approach-
es to production, and to cele-
brate the local society. It was he
who named these groups “asso-
ciations” {see Figure 3}. The as-
sociations were small-scale,
face-to-face groups in which the
members did the work. For
Toqueville, the members were
not individuals, clients, or con-
sumers. Rather, they were citi-
zens who, acting together, were
powerful tools of social and
economic production.
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Toqueville notéd'th
ciations involved cmzen _1n
three processes:

u Deciding what is a proble
m Deciding how to solve th '
problem -
m Organizing themselves and
others to implement the solution

As citizens engaged in these
associational processes, they cre-
ated the power to build their -
local communities. It was the -
social space occupied by these
associations that Toqueville first
mapped as the center of our
communities. Today, this space
is frequently called civil society
or the domain of mediating
structures. Regardless of the
term, it was this new structure
of local relationships that creat-
ed the New World settlements
and cities (see Figure 4}. This in-
formal network of groups of cit-
izens creates and maintains the
center of society. It is also a
tool, like systems, that performs
vital functions.

Comparing Systems
And Associational
Communities

To understand the nature
of the community tool, we can
compare it with the system tool.
The system tool is a2 mechanism
of control, whereas the comma-
nity of associations depends on -
willing consent because it has ~
neither money nor grades to-use -
to control people. The comini-: -
nity of associations is the terri-"
tory where people express-their -
free choice to contribute their

¢+
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unique gifts, skills, and talents
in amplifying concert with their
neighbors.

The system tool is designed
for mass production of goods
and services. The communiry of
associations is not designed to
produce services. Rather, it pro-
vides a context in which care is
manifested. Care, unlike service,
cannot be produced. Care is the
consenting commitment of one
person for another; it is freely
given, Care cannot be mandat-
ed, managed, or produced as a
service can. Indeed, one of the
great errors in most policymak-
ing maps is the faise assumption
that systems can produce care.
Care resides in the domain of
the associational community.
Where care is valued or neces-
sary to achieve a societal goal,
the appropriate tool to accom-
plish it is the community.

The system tool demands
clients and consumers. The as-
sociational community requires
citizens. Here, the critical differ-
ence is that “citizen” is the
word for the most powerful per-
son in a democracy. In contrast,
the client is controlled by the
systemt. If we seek empower-
ment, the associational commu-
nity is the appropriate tool.
When we purport to empower
clients, we are necessarily
caught in a paradox whereby
our best efforts will be no better
than dependence on a more re-
sponsive system.

In summary, systems pro-
vide control, mass production,
consumption, and clienthood.
Associational communities de-
pend on consent and allow

choice, care, and citizen power.

One other distinction be-
tween these two tools is critical
to understanding social policies
affecting communities and the
families they encompass. Sys-
tems and the services they pro-
duce depend on a basic raw ma-
terial: the deficiency, inadequa-
cy, brokenness, or disease of
people. When people have these
attributes, they become eligible
clients or consumers. The gener-
al term for these attributes is
“need.” For the system o0l to
be productive, it needs need.
Therefore, systems create incen-
tives and economies that focus
people on their potential roles
as clients and consumers.

In contrast, associational
communities depend on the ca-
pacities, abilities, skills, and
gifts of people. Therefore, they
represent the critical incentive
system for manifesting capacity
rather than need. This fact is
clarified when we recognize that
a local person may have a miss-
ing leg vet have good carpentry
skills. A needs-needing system
values his missing leg. The asso-
ciation that is building a com-
munity center values his carpen-
try skills. In the symbolic exam-
ple of the glass filled to the mid-
dle with liquid, the system needs
the empry half whereas the com-

FIG. 5,

munity needs the full half. The
service system needs a client.
The community needs a citizen.

When we recognize this dif-
ference, it becomes clear that
comimunities are built through
structures that mobilize the gifts
and capacities of local citizens.
Associational communities are
the principal tool that idenrifies
and mobilizes the gifts and ca-
pacities of citizens.

Relationship
Between Systems

And Co_mmum_ties

DRBRTFRRAR L SE el SR L ootk |

Having understeod the dis-
tinctive nature and functions of
the two tools, we can now map
their potential relationships
with each other. When policy-
makers recognize the existence
of a community territory, their
map usually looks like the one
shown in Figure 5. This map is
commonly described as a part-
nership. It suggests that each is
an equal owner of or partici-
pant in an activity. However,
the recent history of actual sys-
tem—-community relationships
suggests that the real territory is
quite different. At least three
kinds of alternative relation-
ships are present in most cases.

Associational

System ot

Cormmunity
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FIG. 6.

FIG. 7.
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FIG. 8.

The first alternative (Figure
6) describes a subsidiary of a
system located within the com-
munity to ensure access to local
need, This relationship can be
most accurately described as sys-
tem outreach rather than as
partnership.

The second form of rela-
tionship (Figure 7) depicts the
community as a source of un-
paid workers for systems. The
accurate name for this relation-
ship is volunteerism rather than
partnership,

The third common relation-
ship (Figure 8} is that of a citi-
zen(s} chosen by a system to
react to a system’s plans. The
citizen does not have authority
or a vote but serves as an advi-
sor. The correct name for this re-
lationship is a citizen advisory
group rather than a partnership.

A genuine partnership is a
relationship of equal power be-
tween two parties with distinc-
tive interests. Each preserves its
authority, distinct capacity, and
integrity but gains power
through the partnership. It is dif-

ficult to find many examples of
authentic partnerships of this na-
ture between systems and associ-
ations. Instead, the actual power
relationship is most often a sys-
tem using a community of asso-
ciations to foster its own ends,
Indeed, 20th-century rela-
tionships between systems and
associations highlight the ascent
of the system and the decline of
the community of associations.
Figure 9 presents a map of our
era charting this relationship
chronologically. According to
this map, systems have moved
from a position of equality to
dominance and then have
eclipsed or pushed out associa-
tions and their functions as they

FIG. 9,

have commanded more authori-
ty, professional dominance, tech-
nology, and public and private
dollars. The term consumer soci-
ety is another name for this
dominance. Tt produces an un-
precedented belief system and
culture of its own.

Comprehensive System
Services

Central to this belief system
is the proposition embodied in
the social-policymaking map
with which we began (see Figure
1). That map indicates that sys~ =
tems produce our sense of welf- ... -
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ary is the profound betief that
2 as:abllities, tatents, and skifis that are essential to the
averall ealth and well € _'njg'c';'f"a[_l.tbh)mu'nit'i'es.-'Co_mmun'ity_ass'o-'
tions, as described By McKnight, are’ the bedrock of healthy

_g;gnb_orh-aod_s.:Th_'rough.;th-e_s'e_-'a'ssociat_ions, individual's abilities

‘and skills-are valited, and people are afforded the opportunity to

ontribltte to the welkbeing of their community. This complemen-

ary relationship of being: v_a:ued'_-_aﬁd_ giving back to the community
reates a context for good citizenship, an-essential ingredient for a .

- healthy neighborhoodgy o oo
S0 Inour work with smatll neighiborhood communities in Atlanta;
. community memibers come together around cormon concerns and
1 discover the leadership and power among themselves to address

- these-issues. Our experience has been that the creation of commu-

< ity associations can become contagious: One successful-associa-

“4ion spatks the creation of another, and SUCCess generates a “we

o n_.eed'_.t_o_' change their* map VEeWT-_fro_mi.syste_ms. and clients to-com- -
- boses that these "community tools” be used to create the frame-
-work for a new modef that places the associational community be- .
. tween systems and individual. This model, | believe, favors small
. communities and neighborhioods and would be leéss successful

~ when applied on afa
- the Atlanta Project; 20 cluste
~ many neighborhoods whose o
- their children went to ¢ :
o ever, it was very di _
- ment or commitment whe
-.contrived by an ouiside .
. borhood's sense of identi niiguous. neighbor- - .
. 'hoads people create a sense of communat identity, allowing skilfs
. and talents t0 be acknowledged and used by the commuriity. At .

ly cominon characteristic was that

the residents” personal involve- - -
Mmunity’s-boundaries were . . -
not arise out of the neigh--. .

oo Alsoy in small communities, ipattment complexes; as- -
- sociations:can be co;o;;te'd-'by'fgajd'e_zs /ho 816 -more interested in
©creating a power base. for their own -self st. Suchi situations
. -are extremely destructive, frequently erod g residents’ sense of
. community as. well as'their power. . - [T
.+ McKnight gives s an excellent road. map: His “community
© tools” serve as important principals upon which Héalthy communi-
‘fies can be built. - - e e

Robert M. Weaver -
xecutive Director
DT Famities First
S Atigita, Georgig

. McKnight makes a good argument that soclal poficymakers. -

munity associations and individuals with:skills and abilities. He:pro- - -

rger scale in citles. For example, in the caseof
r.communities, each consisting of -~

school, were designated. How- -

of personal interest in
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being. We understand that our
health resides in a medical Sys-
tem, Our safety in a criminal-
justice system. Qur security in a
pension system. Our learning in
a school system. Qur mental
stability in a menta! health Sys-
tem. Our family stability in a
family-service system. And so
forth. Figure 10 illustrates what
happens when this belief system
becomes the dominant social
construction. One way to de-
scribe this map is as a compre-
hensive, coordinated, wrap-
around, interprofessional, multi-
service system.

Based upon this belief sys-
tem, Figure 11 shows the most
desirable map for strengthening
families. Policymakers who be-
lieve in this map urge thar its

V\D\ /4
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ability to produce increased well-
being for its client families de-
pends on two factors: (a) more
money for the system and (b)
better administration of the sys-
tem. If such changes occur, the
resulting “systems reform” will
effectively and comprehensively
target families, and our current
social problems will be greatly
diminished. Jhis proposition and
the map upon which it is based
are what we are asked to use in
navigating the 2 1st century.

Powerful Service Systems and
Social Disarray

As magnificent as this map
is, its accuracy is widely ques-
tioned. In this century we have
greatly expanded the proportion
of our gross national product for
services such as medicine, social
work, education, mental health,
youth services, family therapy,
legal services, recreational ser-
vices, and the like. We have
greatly increased the number of
clients seeking services. Yet all
measures point to the fact that
social pathology is growing re-
lentlessly. We need not rehearse
again the social disarray that our
media, professionals, and social
scientists document and lament
daily.

The obvious question being
asked at all levels of society is
whether more dollars, resources,
professionals, training, and tech-
nology for systems will stem the
tide of social disarray. Clearly,
the public has become skeptical
of this proposition. Increasingly,
research scholars and foundation
experimentalists are lending less
support for the policy map of a

family surrounded by expanding
services. Some are even raising
disturbing questions as to
whether the systems might not
actually be one cause of the cur-
rent social disarray rather than
its principal solution.

Redrawing the
Policymaker’s Map

The principal policy issue
today is whether we can draw a
more accurate map thar would
show us a more effective way to
proceed into the 21st century.
We can begin by recalling the
associational rools described by
Toqueviile. We can correct the
inaccurate social policymakers’
map by placing the associational
community in the great void be-
tween systems and individuals
(see Figure 12}. In this map,
families are at the center. They
are further extended through
kinship relationships. A circle of
informal and formal associa-
tions provides a context for
them to act through consent,
care, and citizen empowerment.
Finally, they are able to utilize
system services when they will
be benefited by control systerns
of mass production.

FIG. 12.
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In many communities the
system territory is very large, .
while the associational commu-—
nity has been crowded into a -
very small space. As a result, the
funcrions and capacities of asso-
ciations are often underutilized
ot dormant. When this occurs
we consistently observe the par-
allel growth of systems and so-
cial disarray.

The Capacities of
Associations

This apparent paradox can
be untangled by examining the
special capacities of associa-
tions. First, the associational
community provides a network
of care and mutual support
that enables effective citizens to
negotiate everyday life, More
important, however, these net-
works provide support in times
of crisis and stress.

This leads to the second
associational capacity: the po-
tential for a rapid response to
local problems. Free of the
time-consuming limits of bu-
reaucratic regulation and pro-
tacol, local citizens are
renowned for their ability to
act in emergencies.

The third capacity is the
individualization that is inher- .
ent in associational communi- . -
ties. This occurs when the com
munity responds to the crisis of.
a particular individual in a'p
ticular way. It also occurs wi
each individual in an associa
tion centributes his dr_'._h'ef
unique ability or gift tot

1
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ganization’s work. Thus, the as-
sociational community is fo-
cused on the dilemma or gift of
a particular individual and is
able to tailor a response that is
beyond the capacity of the
mass-production system.

The fourth capacity of as-
sociations is their ability to rec-
ognize and utilize the unigue
gifts of each member. This pro-
vides a context for creativity
that is critical to innovation in
local problem solving. Indeed,
America’s social innovation
was generated primarily at the
associational level of sociery,
and maost American institutions
were spawned by associations.

The fifth special function
of associations is to give citi-
zens the experience and oppor-
tunity to take responsibility for
society. In systems, people ulti-
mately fulfill the responsibility
of a manager. In communities,
people are able to define and
fulfill actions of their own de-
sign. This function is at the
core of the empowering func-
tion of associational life.

Related to this function is
the sixth opportunity provided
by associational life. The asso-
ciational sector is often labeled
civil society because it is the
arena where the cirizen func-
tion can be performed. A sec-
ondary aspect of this citizen
function is voting. Its primary
manifestation, as Toquevitle
noted, is the collecrive prob-
lem-solving activity of local as-
sociations taking responsibility
for the common good.

The seventh function of
the assoctational community is

L



the diverse and numerous con-
texts provided for leadership.
Whereas hierarchical systems
are designed to provide defini-
tional leadership to a few, the
proliferation of associations
provides a seedbed for multi-
plying leadership experiences
and abilities. '

Eighth, the network of
local associationsdaas also been
historically a seedbed for the
growth of local enterprise. We
misunderstand economic devei-
opment if we believe it grows
from programs involving the
creation of business plans. The
soil that has nurtured enter-
prise and a burgeoning econo-
my is the experiences, relation-
ships, and culture of a rich
loca} associational life.

Finally, the community as-
sociation is the powerful engine
for mobilizing the capacities of
local people and is the basic
structural unit of an effective
society. Its power depends on
focusing on strengths and ig-
noring needs as resources. Its
strength comes from its ability
to mobilize a person with a
missing leg to use his carpentry
skills to build 2 community
center.

In summary, an associa-
tional community provides the
context for:

& Care and mutual support

m Rapid response to local
problems

m Individualized response
and mobilization

m Creative social innovation

m Empowering responsibility

= Citizenship functions

s Leadership development

w Enterprise development
m Capacity mobilization

These functions, in combi-
nation, represent the unigque
role of the community undes-
stood as a network of local in-
formal and formal associations.
Where these functions atrophy,
the resulting social disarray
cannot be corrected by systems
and their services or interven-
tions. The reasons are those we
have already explored; that is,
systems and associations are
distinctive tools with unigue
capacities and neither can sub-
stitute for the other. Because
the dominant soctalpolicy map
does not recognize the associa-
tional community, it is a fatal
guide to the 21st century. It
will lead us rto shipwreck on
the shoals of a serviced society
surrounded by a sea of social
faiture.

Rather, the map we need
to navigate our future focuses
on the importance of kinship,
association, and enterprise and
the secondary role of systems

and their inputs (see Figure 13).

FIG. 13.
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Creating a Climate
For Change

We are faced, however,
with a critical dilemma. Is it
possible to grow the community
center while the world of sys-
tems continues to expand? Or
will growing service systems
crowd out and replace associa-
tional communities?

This is a historical question
and its most searching explo-
ration has been done by two
great social historians. Jacques
Ellul’s (1964) Technological Soci-
ety and Karl Polanyi’s (1944)
The Great Transformation each
describe from different perspec-
tives how modernization in west-
ern society is a manifestation of
the contraction of communal re-
lations resulting from the growth
of systems and their related
tools. Their work suggests that
we are in a competition between
association and system. For one
to win, the other must lose. It is
essentially a zero sum game.

If this history is predictive,
then the basic shift necessary for
an effective 21st-century map is
contraction of service systems in
order to provide the territory
and incentives for community
structures to expand. Such
change does not constitute sys-
tem reform. Rather, it presents a
different map, it allows for a _
paradigm shift. To use this new - -
map, policymakers will need to © -
move in a different direction: To -
reach their destination, they will -
need to enhance community
power while diminishing syste
authority. ITER
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Family-Friendly Policies

At least three basic princi-
ples can guide policymakers to-
ward a future in which families
and communities will flourish
and social problems will dimin-
ish (McKnight & Kretzmann,
1993).

First, funding priorities
must shift. Over the past 50
years we have increaged signifi-
cantly the dollars committed to
the vulnerable and disadvan-
taged. However, the increase has
been largely allocated to service
systems so that more than half
of all the funds for the poor
now go to systems rather than
to those with inadequate in-
comes. The navigating principle
here is making income and en-
terprise the primary goals for
enhancing individuals and com-
munities and placing them in
the center of the map. Under
this scenario, resources will be
diverted from service systems to
provide adequate income for in-
dividuals who are especially vul-
nerable. The prepurchase of ser-
vices will become a policy in-
vestment of last resort. At the
same time, other policy invest-
ments will be focused primarily
on enhancing and expanding the
enterprise capabilities of local
associations and individuals.
Community economic develop-
ment, rather than remedial or
compensatory services, will re-
ceive priority.

The second principle will
be to recognize the nature of as-
sociational space, remove barri-
ers to irs functions, and provide
incentives for community struc-
tures to assume New economic

and social functions. The
emerging associational map will
chart the complex, diverse, in-
terrelated array of local infor-
mal and formal associations.
The purpose of the map will
not be to seek associational as-
sistance or advice 1O systems.
Nor will it be to create partner-
ships. Rather the map will be
needed to understand better the
center of local neighborheods,
civil society, and the mediating
structures of locality. A set of
enabling policies that remove
barriers and provide support
and incentives will be derived
from this new map. Although
some may be tempted to pre-
scribe these policics, their basic
priorities and design must be
developed in concert by local
associations. The associational
community should not be ex-
pected to assume new authority
and power through the power-
ful directives of systems. Rather,
the power must grow as their
territory is recognized, barriers
are removed, and appropriate
support is provided.

The third principle will be
a legislative and planning focus
that sees the community territo-
ry as the principal asset for in-
vestment. This will require a
shift from focusing primarily on
needs. A new compass will
point toward the capacities of
individuals and families and the
resources of local communities
and their associations as the
primary beneficiary of system
authority and resources.

An asset-focused family pol-
icy will be especially important
in the new directions for policy-
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makers. The principal family-
policy questions will be:

m What economic resources
are needed for a productive
family?

m How can the local commu-
nity of associations support the
family’s productivity?

= What uncontributed gifts,
capacities, skills, and abilities do
the family and its members have
to offer the community?

m How can service systems
support families so they can
mazke these social and economic
contributions?

Palicies for Youth
These new principles will
understand youth as assets
rather than as people “at risk”
or in special need or as individ
uals preparing to be members of
society. The practices growing
from the 21st-century map will
assume that: i
= Every young person has
gift, talent, knowledge, or ski
ready to be given, contribute
or marketed now. .
w Every community is i
need of these capacities if
be a healthful place to live;
® The primary method
meet this youthful need is
local community ro be orga
nized to seek and use th
ties of youth in the prod
center of society. i
= To be in the produ
center, youth will be sys
cally connected to the s
tive work of adults an
sociations at the center
ety. In this way they:
come the benefici
the functions of the




al community described earlier.
Most important, they will be at
the center of care, capacity, and
citizenship rather than at the ar-
tificial and ineffective communi-
ty substitute called service.

For these four landmarks
to guide us toward a community
of productive, useful, empow-
ered young people, we will need
to change a basic practice of
most youth-serving systems. We
will end the age-segregated bias
of “youth programs” that iso-
late young people from the pro-
ductive adults and associations
at society’s center. Instead, we
will seek continuing local con-
nection of citizens of all ages in
common daily experiences of
productive social, civic, and eco-
nomic activity.
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We have explored the na-
ture of systems, clients, and con-
sumers. We have rediscovered
the capacities of individuals and
the associations that mobilize
their abilities. We have seen the
distincrive role that each must
play in an effective community.
We have envisioned a new map
that incorporates all the known
territory of the social universe.
And we have charred the new
family and children’s policies
necessary to travel through the
2 1st-century territory.

We should proceed, howev-
er, with a few cautions. The as-
sociational community, like sys-
tems, is a means—a tool. It has
no inherent values. Therefore, as

was seen in Germany when'the ™

Nazis turned systems roward
their evil purposes, Bosnia and
Burundi present examples of
local communities and their as-
sociations turning toward evil
purposes. It is critical that we
continue to struggle for a cul-
ture of civility.

Also, our 21st-century map
does not include an explicit
space for spirituality. Nonethe-
less, communities with mecha-
nistic or individualistic cultures
miss out on this foundational
resource. The result is an arid
space lacking the soul to lift ciri-
zens to a higher vision.

Finally, we must emphasize
again that the local econamic
capacity for choice and suste-
nance is the threshold policy
issue. We have economically
abandoned too many communi-
ties and left ar sea those citizens
who have remained. These fel-
low citizens and their economic
dilemmas are the first policy
issue to be confronted in the
21st century. We need these fel-
low citizens to contribute if cur
communities are to become
powerful once again.
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