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DEVELOPING A PLURALIST APPROACH

TO ORGANISATIONAL PRACTICE AND
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICE AND
COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS _

Jenny Aimers, Research Office, Otago Polytechnic, and Peter Walker,
Department of Social Work and Community Development, University of

Otago

ABSTRACT

This paper compares the ‘Achieving Better Communily Development’
(ABCD) model for organisational practice (Barr & Hashagen 2000) with
the oreanisational practices in New Zealand ‘social development’ approach
10 social service provision. ds a result of this comparison, we evaluate
wwhether the ABCD model is a move appropriate framework for evaluating
voluntary-sector organisations that are informed by community-development
concepls. . .

Since the late 1990s the rejection of a strictly imposed economic rationalism
has led the New Zealand governmeni, like that of most European
countries, into a major policy shift to democratic pluralist or ‘third way -
style government. The state, acting around key rhetorical ferms such as
‘partnership’, has sought to create parmer relationships with community
organisations in joined up’ government (Craig and Larner 2002). The
current government promotes a ‘socigl development’ response 1o social
issues, which in turn influences their funding and accountability models.
While this model may demonstrate ‘best practice’ for those who support a
desire for accountability and control, we argue that il is not appropriate
for organisations that seek communily development in their organisational
practice. This discussion is of particular relevance 10 social workers who
are employed in the community sector, as this dominant discourse will
impact on how they are accountable to their stakeholders and, ultimately,
on their ability to work "holistically’ with the community.

We conclude that community organisations should be wary of adopting a

standardised, centrally imposed way of working if that does not suit their
lternative models, such as

political or practice standpoint. Furthermore, a :
ABCD, should be accepted by state funders as an alrernative best practice

Jor such organisations.

KEYWORDS: social development; third way; community development;
community organisation.
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INTRODUCTION

To open the argument for & plralist a i
1o open the : st approach to organisational practies s
S, M“anmmﬂm_ w«mﬁﬁww mxm@nﬁm the principles of the GHMMMMM%E&
e G o oA s e
o . - ent approach ‘Achieyi
wmmﬁoﬁw%ﬁwﬂwﬂw Development’ .me.wog Boﬂ@ wcﬂ,hwmmmmw%ﬂam
D e Uxm_smmm the organisational practices of two comy _oHE
s aw% in, Zmé.NnmwmbP and align them to EmnEE.q
o, BY I HEm 18 comparison, we find that the two Q.mma.mm ..Es
o ot bes %owmaoo for each of the two models. We therefore nm%oa
oo ¢ - not fit all, Eﬂ develop a case for a more | ﬁan.n
ganisational practice, pruraliti

This discussion is of relevance t
the state and community sectors
the ‘social development’
This social-development
ﬁ_:o the contribution of selfhelp communi
with state organisations. How they value ¢
the sector will, in turn, i
to work ‘holistically®.

o social workers who are employed iy
 Seat m as the current dominant discourse of
pproach controls their actions and Interactions

m\ organisations in partnerships
€ contribution of this

. art
mpact on the professional social éom.w@imﬂvam,

The source of ¢ i
he data for this paper originates in a research project

In this paper
ﬁmﬂzwuow g MM Mowwmm %mn two of these organisations: Anglican Methodist
to flustrate the e M éoanzmn.. These organisations were chasen
developmane' 1 oo odels, social development’ and ‘communit
. , oi. One organisation actively pursued mmnnﬁmaww
professionally raid o ; antage of government contracts to employ
pirtcrships it pene ia Eﬁxaﬁ.“ the other did not enter into formal
appronch. By cont emment agencies, preferring a community self-hel
paring these organisations, we illustrate how &mﬁm_m

organisationa i
| practice and accountability evaluation models can allow
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two very different otganisations to be deemed successful and effective. We
do this by applying the two evaluation models: the ‘social development’
approach and the alternative, the ‘Achieving Better Community Development®
(ABCD) modei. We are not suggesting that any one way is better but that
both systems of organisational practice offer a pluralistic understanding of
an organisation’s location in its wider ecological location (O°Donoghue &

Maidment 2005: 32-49).

As a result of this comparison, we argue that altemative evaluation models
are more appropriate for organisations that are concerned with community
development and localised expertise through community self-help, while
evaluation models based on the social development approach remain
appropriate for organisations which engage in ‘third way’-style partnerships
with government agencies, i.e. those that have an emphasis en delivering
‘orofessional’ social-work-based programimes.

THE ‘SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT' APPROACH

The ‘social development’® approach was developed in New Zealand by
the Ministry of Social Development to provide a blueptint for state sector
agencies and community agencies to enter into confracting arrangements,
Larner (2004: 7) defines this approach as a process that brings together
the concepts of ‘human capital® with ‘social capital’, thereby linking
communities, families/whanau and individuals to broader economic and
social processes. Quoting the New Zealand Prime Minister, Helen Clark,
Larner explains that the overall aim of ‘the sacial development approach is

3

to “reconcile social justice with an energetic and competitive economy™ .

For this study we view the social development approach as a standardised
model for practice that includes the following steps:

« Processes should work ‘with’ communities to mobilise social
capital.
o  Servicesshould be “joined’ to (government) policies with an emphasis
on preventative and remedial activities.
Practices should be collaboratively formed to respond knowledgeably
to power relations between locations, agents and funders.

Services should practise transparent, reflective and ethical
practices.

Orpanisations should adopt a form of governance that acceptan ethos
of mutuality on agreed tasks.

Third Sector Review, Volume 14, No. 1 37



¢ Practice must be amenable to ri .
2005: 6-7). gor and evaluati

This ﬁuwﬁomﬁﬂ led to a standardisation of practice for th
agencies secking such funded relationships (Harrington moa
concludes that the social development approach displa
Mmﬁm ta either oxﬁ.ﬁa ‘bureaucracy into the lives of Eﬂ?«m
msm MMM_MMWMW Eﬂ%ﬁ implicit in the neo-literal need for accountahilit]
and control’ arrington 2003; d“ Larner observes that the latter need o
: %un tlities and control of third-sector organisations by their m_o .H.o_.
mm Mmmm M_mm mwmm @on.oam ..uE.Emmmam, nto community oﬂmmimmmﬂw_u,m
mnmima MH.moi Mo-:waﬁmmﬁmmx SEBE.@ organisations and ooEEﬁm%
Betivists are 1o M.ﬁm oping umaﬁoa.rﬁm agreements instead of traditiong]
cor mmmmm,m mamMM% aoH moQ.m_ muanm in which the guality of relationshing
fre asses Em end advocating for “process™ and “formative” evaluati .
aluators play a mentoring rather than a monitor e
{Larner 2004: 15) (emphasis added). momloring role

on (Harringto

se community
OMV mmabmﬂos
a desire by the
uals® or increase

M.Mﬂwuﬂm%mmm%%mo-_w@ngummm organisational processes was also found in
o0e T mcﬁﬂu\ m ZM% Zealand non-profit organisations (Thornton
et %mw ound that among the main issues expressed by these
organisal maoEHm Hno.nnoEm. relating to the skills and expertise of board
non:mthw o WH y MH RHm_uom to their knowledge of legislation, managing
Somp lance eporting, @E 71% of these organisations developin
iness plans. This is not surprising considering that over wwcm_ om,

non-profit organisations have to sati ili i
more stakcholders (Thornton 8%% *y secountabilty reporting o foue o

._.Im.boz_mSZOmwm
MODEL TTER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT’ (ABCD)

While i
there MWM Mmm_a development approach may dominate the voluntary sector,
recinied u‘omamm Emb.m_. of organisations who for various reasons umﬁw
operate um. up’ with govermment. We suggest that these organisati

0 a philesophy of community development £ ions

B R CA A s
m MM%U:%MM%WWQ s Gc.o& Achieving Better Community Development’
¢l for planning and evaluating conununity development offers

a conceptual i
ptual framework based on community-development principles that

organisation i i
g s can adapt to their own circumstances. The model recognises

the ¢ i
znvqmoaﬂmwﬂn:wwcwmvom community organisations and, in particular, the
riables that make a standardised approach &mmoﬂu# to

apply. B
Pply. Barr and Hashagen suggest that this model is most appropriate for
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argenisations that have adopted a conumunity-development approach to theit
practice. Consequently, the ABCD model recognises that an awareness of
community empowerment process is necessary in order to evaluate such
orgznisations. To this end, there is an emphasis on involving communities

in the process.

The ABCD model evaluates:
« the inputs to community development — resources provided from
both inside and outside the community;

« the process of engagement with communities working with
commuunities through a recognisable community development
process inciuding engagement, relationship-building, intervention
and assessiment;

o the outputs (preducts) of the work — the actual concrete measurable
products of intervention; and

e the outcomes (effects) in communities — the substantive effects on
the conumunity of the invention.

This simple framework is ‘based on broadly accepted values of community
development’ (Barr & Hashagen 2000: 18) and explicitly identifies the
process as worthy of investigation, distinguishing between the obvious
tangible ‘outputs’ of a process and the longer-term and more substantial
changes — defined as (overall) outcomes (Barr & Hashagen 2000:17-19).
The benefit of the ABCD model as an alternative to the social development
approach is that it acknowledges that community organisations engaged
in community development are complementary to statutory and other
voluntary agencies. Barr and Hashagen argue that effective community
development should challenge these organisations o engage collaboratively
with their communities to achieve outcomes of sustainability, liveability
and equitability. The ABCD model therefore provides organisations with 2
blueprint for success that can sit alongside the social development model

rather than contesting it.

APPLYING THE MODELS TO ORGANISATIONS IN PRACTICE

Our decision to illustrate a pluralistic approach to organisational best
practice has been influenced by the narrative methodology used to noznﬁ
the original data. In the original study we noted that narrative analysis
allows the researcher to see how respondents view their own stories, and
as such is useful for examining complex issues in a holistic manner where
the researcher wishes to identify the similarities and differences between

Thivd Sector Review, Volume 14, No. 1 3
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organisations (Aimers & Walker 2003). While
. ei

sel W
ected extracts from the respondent’s stories, we
£

%nﬁuﬂoma% of the original research with
at the respondent’s voices remain domin

% this article We: e
ave sought to ma
. ’ . m
muMMEE& Interpretation

W—.—m

Background

Anglican Methodist Fam:
. amily C
a medivm-sized ecumen; y Lare (AMFC) (no

¥ Cate

.. S>ummn§wm.,,
cal organisation otiginating from mamwwhmw@ .

church-has, font:
ed organisations, Church-based social sery; - coalition of

Orgamisations were established i
European settiers (Nash woodom e Ch

In examinin :
2 the organisatio ;
development Framewo.k. nal practice of AMFC, we uge the socis]

1. Employ procesges that work ‘with®

ca . '} H e
pital, ommunities {o mohilige social

AMFC illustrateg the mult

Gt . ple accountabilit :
Jomed up’ with government, While m_ﬁﬂwwm required of voluntary agencies

not always translated j
Mwwmﬂﬂmmmégor are then able to attract fing; y also match government
0T government contractj
. ctl
has dramatically declined: ng,

e are getting

2, Services should be

n.o. 3
0D preventative ang Hn.i med” to (government

medial aofiviie. ) policies with an emphasis
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government prioritiss of the day, such as budgeting, counselling and social-
work-based ‘homebuilder’ programmes.

By about 1992, Jfunding was accessed through conlracls
negotiated with Community Funding Agencies, which operated
out of a business environment. This changed the climate hugely
for service providers. £ ortunately for AMIFC, the government
saw as priorities the budgeting, counselling and homebuilder
programmes we were currently offering.

it conld be argued that all these programmes are ‘preventative’ or ‘remedial’,
aimed at educating families to become mere independent from government
support or intervention. AMFC also extended the geographic spread of
its programmes in respoense to the availability of government funding

opportunities.
The advent of contracting, and the funding avenues opening
up through the Community Funding Agency, enabled us fo
increase the services we provided in the Central Otago areq,
and to extend our services info the South Otago area.

This supports Craig and Larner’s (2003) argument that a number of
organisations, including church-based providers, bave found themselves
re-cast as ‘little arms of the state’ (2003: 17-18).

In 1992, under the direction of the Minister of Social Welfare

at the time [Jenny Shipley], funding became available for

a budgeting service. She believed that budgeting was the

answer to everything. There is less funding available for

budgeting services now than when it first was funded, so

we restrict our service to family budgeting only.

3. Practices should be collaboratively formed to respond knowledgeably tc
power relations between locations, agents and funders.

government desire for co-ordinating foster care in

AMFC’s response to a
llingness to collaborate with other

Duredin illustrates the organisation’s wi
providers in order to pool their collective knowledge. This was a controversial

decision within the organisation, indicating the complexity of the task and
the need to respond appropriately and knowledgeably with an awareness
of the power relations within the organisation as well as between all the

parties concerned,

One of our biggest inili
there was no single organisation in
foster care. Before this, both A MFC an

atives came in gbout 1992/1993, when
Dunedin that could offer
d Presbyterian Secial
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Services provided some services, but the new Child Youth
and Family legislation required much more oversight and
accountability of children in care. .. There were different
feelings among staff about us taking on a contract like this,
5o there was a lot of discussion.

4. Emphasis on transparent, reflective and ethical practices,

Becaunse of their long association with government contracting, AMFC
have had over twenty years to adopt the organisational practices that
contract-negotiation and accountability demand. AMFC’s comment that the
business model has not had a huge effect on its day-to-day running supporis
Larner’s (2004) argument that these practices have become ‘normalised’
into community organisations’ expectations.

What are the impacts of the business model? I don’t think this
model has had a huge effect on the day-to-day running, but
its impact is certainly evident, For a period of time we had
annyal contracts only. It is unsetdling for us not knowing if we
would have funding from year to year It is less challenging
now that we have some longer-term contracts which help to
provide security from a service perspective.

5. Adopt a form of governance that accepts an ethos of mutuality on
agreed tasks.

As noted previously, the organisational practices of AMEC have been greatly
nfluenced by its relationship with government, This is also reflected in
its governance practices, which have evolved to meet the needs of being
‘joined up’ with government. The growth in size of AMFC meant a revisiting
of the ‘flat governance’ model and the adoption of a more hierarchical
bureaucratic structure, which is partly as a result of the increase in staff
necessary o manage new contracts but also likely influenced (although

we cannot say for sure) by the ‘best practice’ requirements promated by
government agencies.

At one stage we had a flat management structure where
decisions were made at staff meetings, but this became more
difficult because of the increase in staff numbers. We now have
monthly Co-ordinator meetings, drawing in staff working in
the South and Central Otago areas.

4 Third Sector Review, Velume 14, zo,,” H

6. Practice must be amenable to rigor and evaluation.

We have already noted that the oﬁmnﬁz.:_aq needs Eosamm.a by AMFC do
pot always match government priorities and, as AMFC is mmﬁg%a on

vernment funding, it may not be able to provide programmes that meet
Hm%nma expressed community needs. As a result of n<mwcm.=onu.>gwn stated
that it had put new emphasis on programmes that fitted into m.a new @EEN
as a ‘one-stop shop’ for families, suggesting a more centralised approac
to its work than may have occurred in the past.

About five years ago we evaluated our service and planned
a direction for the future. It was nwm_ﬁ.. o us that we were
providing family-focused services. Projecls aver the years
have included our involvement with the community house in
Stenhope Crescent, a group for the mim:.w\ in Caversham .?
Dunedin suburb] and a budgeting service for hm.&uk with
special needs, such as psychiatric h.:_‘.a%. We believed that
all these services connected to family in some way. However,
our new focus has been to develop a ewméw&c %@.u fo MWEEN
families to access a variety of help easily. The main in EM@.
of success is seeing families sort Smsmm?.a out and turn their
lives around, given the opportunity to give life a go.

B. The *Achieving Better Community Development’ (ABCD) model:
ifika Women (Dunedin Branch) )
MMM and Hashagen’s (2000) simple framework of inputs, ?owo.mm_mﬁ”www
i icifly identifies the process as bein,
d outcomes (see Figure 1) explicitly iden . :

wﬂ investigation and distinguishes between the obvious tangible ocam:N %“. M_
process (often misnamed as outcomes) and _ommo?ﬁnw and more subs
changes, defined in this model as ‘overall outcomes’.

Inputs — Processes —¥» Qutputs —>»(utcomes

Figure 1: ABCD framework

We now will apply this model to the narrative of Pasifika Women:

Background - -
wmm%ﬂ ﬁ\oamb is a national network of small membership based self-help

i th
groups established by immigrant women from the mmnwmw mesMw MMQ.&.M
1970s there was a large increase in migration to New 22

43
Third Sector Review, Volume 14, No. 1



peoples, who were encouraged by the New Zealand government o IMMmigrae
to fulfil labour shortages. Life in New Zealand was a culture shock for thege
immigrants, who came from tribal village societies to the growing citieg
of New Zealand. Along with Mazori (New Zealand’s indigenous people)
Pacific peoples still feature prominently in poor sacial outcomes, msmmmmmum
continued need for empowerment (Spoonley 1999),

1. Inputs — community and external.

While strong community networks and a self-help ethos are significant
inputs for Pasifika, the organisation is financially resource-poor due to the
limited finding available to it. A lack of reliance on government inpus,
however, frees the organisation to develop its own activities according to
expressed community needs. .

In the past we got sick of applying for funding and [being]
turned down, I suppose because people didn't want 1o

know that we exist. I tell you a lot of people don’t want to
know us,

I dont think there is really very many applications that are
turned down because they are not applicable — it’s more just
spreading the money.

I undersiand that we're not the only group in need

2. Processes — community empowerment, personal development, positive
action, organisation, power and influence

Pasifika’s approach to process is intu
responding to the felt needs of its
This involves elements of personal d
leadership programmes),
Pacific culture through pra
organtsation (displayed i
structure) and power/infln
of self-help support).

itive, concerned with identifying and
mermbers and their wider community,
evelopment (as illustrated by Pasifika’s
positive action (shown in the celebration of
ctice of traditional music, weavin g and cocking),
1 Pasifika’s culturally embedded organisational
ence (by the organisation’s promotion of an ethos

We organise planning meetings where we decide roughly
what we're going to do over the next year, and sometimes
we've got so many ideas that come Jorward that we have

to prioritise those ideas and work on the ones that are top
Driority for us.
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Bui we've done so much. Not only are we going 8. work,
we organise our children, school, meals for the family and
our hushands. To work in an organisation, it's w__.& easy, so [
can understand some women that havent got fime fo noa.m
{o monthly meetings.

1. Qutputs — action in the community, social economie, environments,
cultural and pelitical,

Pasifika has been active in organising and supporting a Eumm of _NPMHEMMMM
including social and cultural development, leadership and self-es 9
e es, healih promotion and education granis. mp.@m&ma in the
Eomﬁmam.u uhm work is 2 commitment to working with the wider communtty
oﬁmmﬂwwm :Hwow Pacific cornrmunities. Their activities reflect their eommunity
" ,Mm m.% reserving Pacific cultural identities, ané._@mum .wmaoum_ m.ma
:M@ow%omw_ skills to enable Pacific women to participate m the social,
moﬂmom_ and economic spheres, and education programmes o Improve
Wmommn people’s health and education osnmoBam. -

We organise Women's Day at Burn’s w@m - &\asﬁww,q nw o”n.

open to all cultures, not just our Pacific worien. It5 a g

way of sharing with the rest of the community.

4. Outcomes — quality of community life, sustainable, liveable and
equitable.

Pasifika has contributed to the @E_.mq of life of wme_mn wommwww _Mb mu%m“m
by offering an organisation Ew.ﬂ is small, wm_,mwum_ Emmommn s
family-oriented, thereby reflecting Em .J.*mm:om o ma o owered
members have come from. The organisation’s self-help e s 1
members to respond collectively to their own m&wuwﬂnmmmwsa B ent
completely driven by their community and is genera u\pmﬁéo%m govemnen!
influence. The outcomes are mnmﬂmﬁmzo SHBEQ s _

more liveable New Zealand society for Pacific peoples.

1 really missed Samoa when I came to live in ammtnwm%h Mﬂm
just great to have an organisation set up. Ife M %.Emam
— there were women from Tonga, from 2:5 \W.QE ‘ M ph ,
from Kiji, from Tokolou — they were like all sis

Pasifika’s like a family — an extended %mah.?. We m_w MQMMH.M“M
own families we go home 10, but Pasifika is ﬁk\“ ! g
organisation where we carn Jeel nc.é@...naim with ea

As
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and know that we can confide in each other. That is what
Pasifika is all abous — sharing knowledge and qlso T .
because we five in this cold country, well, when its Winter,
you know, you feel isolated, and I think it good 1o have
other people’s ways, like our dancing.

DISCUSSION

When considered against the key success measures of the two evaluation

models, it appears that both AMFC and Pasifika could be considered
successful. While we do not have the space here to apply each modg]

to each organisation, we can sce from the quoted narratives that each

organisation sits more comfortably with one model rather than the other, For

example, the ABCD model requires organisations to engage in commipity
empowerment, If this aim was applied to AMFC, it s not clear whether
it could achieve community empowerment, as the professional nature of
its service is dependent on ‘expert” staff assessment of the needs of the
community rather than the actual engagement of the community to meet
their own needs. Conversely, Pasifika Women has not been successul
in attracting government funding, suggesting that it does not meet the
requirements of govemment funders, either due to its programmes not fitting
with government priorities, a lack of professional staff or an inability to
meet contractual reporting. This is not to say that either organisation is not

undertaking effective work; rather than critique each organisation against

the opposing maodel, we prefer to suggest that sach model complements
the other,

Difficulties are raised, however, for those
path set by the dominant discourse of so

seen, this dominant discourse leaves Pasifika Women reliant on community

fundraising as it has had little success in obtaining government funding,
Whether this funding should come from the independent philanthropic sector,
the government-run Lotteries Commissi

on or other sources is a topic that
requires further investigation,

organisations not following the
cial development. As we have

What is clear in the case of AMFC is that the o
0 move towards a more

with government desires,

rganisation’s strategy
professional service has aligned its operation
which has led to a distancing from community
embeddedness, In contrast, the community embeddedness of Pasifika
Women leads to a more intnitive understanding of its role as an inclusive
community organisation providing services undertaken by volunteers rather
than professional paid staff. This difference in focus raises the question of

46 Third Sector Review, Volume 14, No.

he clients of each organisation really are, with AMFC having Smnmmmm
i bilities both to community and government. However, financi
o _H_.M linked to government pelicy cutcomes, overrides community
wnoozamg.mww, within the social development model. In contrast, Pasifika,
mnmo:JﬁMM Hmpw community development model, is strongly accountable to
follow

its community.

i i ourtney’s (2004) argument that
This ﬁm.mnﬁn_._ MMWMMM.MMMBM%Mwnﬂaﬂm@mwomdamﬁv ensures n.ncm.:@ H.n.
nmawm.:mma%oﬂc gest that a holistic perspective Emomm.o.mmmsamﬁonm in
Ec.ﬁmﬁm. no:am& context — community wonum of amemau..amwﬁm, as
ﬂmmnﬂw%ww Pasifika, still exist and are surely likely to remain.
i

i ities has seen
i i to partner with communities 12
. 1g desire of government with | o
Mwnmwmwwwwammﬁ of what Larer (2004) terms SQmHSMcM N“mmmwnmaw cwm
: i okespeople ten
i hese community leaders or sp le .
SB%.:M_MM. M“.oﬁﬁm that have a culture of unn.ocamgrﬁw and nﬁmwm.mmm;mmm
amnﬂmmwnm within the social development practice Eommm. mﬂwm o..éoa.mav,
Mﬁ notes that while this can lead to uﬂaﬂ .owwonﬁ:_mmw %wcammamwmoa b
i icy, ‘thi localized comr |
1 policy, “this new role for ‘ isations also
oMMMM Mn%oﬁmwﬁ questions about the B.E. of .Emonﬂm_ MMMMMMWW
Ma. not previously organized communities in local p g

I to join up’ with the state has
iy mnnnﬁﬁm@wmumaﬂ.hwww%” HMNM wom“wﬁﬂoﬁwmnm Ewom.% Emmvmnmmwmw
e e <o_§.ﬁmdm.m to one that contributes to and is intricately _E,_S o
o moﬁBEmE%omnwmmm As Craig and Larner {2002 i7-18) EMP .v%n“m
- moﬁEEnwawomm ws_.&z&sm large church-based noﬁ.moEuBn t awxﬁ&,
WMH_HMN:M%MM?& w.o-n.mmw as “little arms mmmﬁoﬂmnm@m%mhmh MMQMM o Em“.
i SMMMM*WMWMMJMMMM HMMM W@Mn_oa to pursue social change
MMMMMM ﬂmm Mﬁw rejected these state-directed partnerships.

i ing is not always
It is worth noting that Eom?Eﬂm%ﬂdhmwhwm?mﬂgﬁw n”n ot &
i 1 . .
i i ith commumity-developme : nd Wa kel
MMMMWEMW Mummbnm argue that while central moﬁnwmm” M “Mw.nanuﬁ red
u : i in practic

i unity than it once was, in p yolvement et

- EM “u% H%H%mmﬁﬁwnﬁa and inconsistent way, due ..8 ﬁmu wmﬁ H.Mmﬁ#ma re o

oonMM,mﬂzn:ﬁ agencies and funding. This mﬂmﬂasﬁﬁ:oﬁw e e maintn

wmﬂwosaaa that expects ooBBzE.,Q o_.mwm.ﬁmm:ommm %_B e tments with

relationships and accountabilities with multiple mo<u e ém?mﬁnun 2008) 30
varying and potentially competing goals. Shanno
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organisations to gain more agency within their Partnerships with
as the multiple relationskips makes it more difficult for the state
the partnership across departments. They found, however, that in order fg
capitalise on this situation, community organisations needed fo have a sty L
basis of social capital, thereby enabling them o mobilige tocal lnowledgs
and networks to achieve positive outcomes,

EGvemmen
10 ‘mang

CONCLUSION

As we have seen from the two organisations studied, there are diffetens
ways of achieving and measuring success for voluntary social sefyicg
organisations. While AMFC may offer professional counselling, foster-cips
services and budgeting, Pasifika Women is providing grassroots support for
its community of people still adapting to life in New Zealand without losing
their own cultural identity. Pasifika appears well-placed to achieve what
Barr and Hashagen (2000) argus is the role of community developmet: £
challenge other social service organisations to engage collaboratively with
their communities to achieve outcomes of sustainability, Liveability and
equitability. The two approaches, therefore, are complementary rather than
competitive. We argue that by recognising the differences in the voluntary
sector, we can begin to mitigate the competitive nature of earlier neo-
liberal policies without surrendering to the ‘one size fits all’ philosophy

that is the risk of imposing the ‘third way’ social development approagh
exclusively.

We do, however, see two main challenges for the situation in New Zsaland
and in other countries with competing accountability and organisational
evaluation models, The first is to promotc a more pluralistic approach ta
evaluation and best practice by embracing both the social development
and community development methods; the second is to ensure that those
organisations which go down a community development route are able to
access financial resources that do not involve ‘joining up’ with government,
as 1s required under ‘third way’-style contracting.
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