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Editen's Column

By Shelly P. Harrell, Ph.D.
Pepperdine University

| @ y the time you receive this issue the SCRA

Biennial Conference will have occurred. It is such
an important part of the division’s activities where we can
be stimulated and nourished, and network with our
community psychology colleagues from around the
world. Of course, community psychology is an
international discipline and I am very pleased that this
issue of TCP includes reflections of the Third European
Conference on Community Psychology that was held in
Bergen, Norway in September, 2000. A group of three
papers are published that provide perspectives and
perceptions of the conference. This issue also includes a
listing of the SCRA programs for the upcoming APA
Convention in San Francisco, CA.

The Special Feature Section in this issue is
“Women’s Health and Well Being in the Milleneum: A
Call to Action™. Section Editors Kim Eby and Bianca
Guzman have brought together a set of five papers that
reflect on women’s health and the field of community
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Upcoming TCP Deadlines
Fall 2001 Issue: August 31, 2001
Winter 2002 Issue: January 4, 2002
Spring 2002 Issue: March 1, 2002

Send submissions to:

psychology. The significance of examining women’s
health issues from a community psychology framework,
the importance of incorporating historical and
sociopolitical contexts, and the need for women’s health
research to inform public policy are among the central
issues. The health of African American mothers and
infants, domestic violence, and media portrayals of
female sexuality provide examples of how community
psychology can contribute to work that contributes to the
health and well-being of women. As the Editors suggest,
the papers raise a “call to action” for community
psychology.

I am looking forward to the Summer 2001 issue,
another installation of “What are SCRA members
doing?”. The papers I have received to date are
wonderful! Seeing the diversity of work that we do is
inspiring. I look forward to sharing them with you.

As was announced in the last TCP issue, Paul
Toro will be the next Editor of The Community
Psychologist. He will begin his tenure with the Fall 2001
issue. Information on submissions is included below.
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Paul A. Toro
TCP Editor
Department of Psychology
Wayne State University
71 W. Warren Ave.
Detroit, MI 48202
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By Cary Cherniss
Rutgers University

or many years SCRA has had a strong

commitment to diversity. More than that,
community psychologists and other community action
researchers associated with our field have been particularly
concerned about issues such as race, gender, sexual
orientation, disabilities, and how these issues are addressed
in community settings and the larger society. However, an
interest in helping others to deal with these issues does not
mean that we will necessarily deal with them effectively
ourselves personally or as an organization.

In order to insure that we continually examine our own
behavior with regard to these issues, the Executive
Committee voted two years ago 10 establish a task force,
whose mission was, “To help keep SCRA asan
organization grounded in its values for diversity ... both in
terms of the substance of its work and in terms of the
processes and procedures of the organization.” Meg Bond
served as chair of the group.

One of the first actions of the «Accountability Task
Force,” as it came to be called, was to propose that an
saccountability representative” attend every executive
committee meeting in order to help the group to become
more aware of the way in which it addresses diversity-
related issues. The executive committee approved that
proposal last year, and it was implemented for the first time
at the EC’s midwinter meeting in January 2001. Bianca
Guzman and Cariton Parks helped inaugurate the new role.
With their help, the EC spent more time in thoughtful
discussion of diversity-related issues than we probably
would have done otherwise. Perhaps even more important,
we learned a little more about our own thinking and action
in relation to diversity issues.

During one of those discussions, the EC members
realized that our most public statements about who we are
as an organization fail to mention our commitment to
diversity. It was hard for us to believe it, but upon
examination we discovered that our mission statement,
while noting several values and themes important to the
field, says nothing about our commitment to examining
and promoting a greater appreciation for diversity based on
race, gender, sexual orientation, and disability.

Hopefully, our actions as a society have spoken louder
than our words. Also, adding something to the mission
staternent about our commitment does not mean that we
will be true to that commitment in our policies and
procedures. Nevertheless, we feit that mission statements
and other public pronouncements do have a certain
symbolic value, and the omission of any mention about our

commitment to diversity sends the wrong statement about
who we are and what we believe.

Therefore, the EC decided to establish a task force that
will examine not only the mission statement but also ail of
SCRA’s other public documents. The goal of the task
force is to make sure that these documents reflect our
commitment to diversity and our belief that issues such as
race, sexual orientation, disability, and gender play a
significant role in all aspects of our society. Members of
the task force include: Holly Angelique, Meg Bond, Nancy
Boyd-Franklin, Bianca Guzman, Gary William Harper,
Chris Sonn, Rod Watts, Bianca Wilson, and Cary
Cherniss. We hope they will complete their work before
the next EC meeting in August.

Another crucial issue that the EC addressed at the
midwinter meeting concemed membership. During the last
decade, there has been a slow but steady decline in our
membership. Although there is nothing wrong with being
a small society, our ability to represent the values that are
central to community research and action depends in part
on the size of our membership. Thus, the executive
committee devoted a considerable amount of time to
considering reasons for the decline in membership and
actions that might help to reverse the trend. Margaret
Rosario, as first-year member-at-large, has taken the
responsibility for coordinating these efforts.

The first thing we did was t0 send a letter to “lapsed”
members, reminding them of the many benefits of
membership that they were missing. Second, we
authorized Kelly Hazel to form a task force that will
examine ways in which our web site can be improved in
order to attract and keep more members. Third, we will
work closely with APA in order to analyze data on past
and current membership trends. Hopefully this analysis
will help us to identify where our recruitment efforts
should be directed.

Margie Rosario also met recently with the Executive
Committee of the Council of Program Directors for
Community Research and Action (CPDCRA). Out of that
meeting came some more promising ideas for increasing
our membership. These included the following:

1. Have a transition phase in dues payments from
student membership to full membership.

2. Make joining easy (€.g., on-line without having to g0
to the website, credit cards). Any and all barriers
should be eliminated.

3. At conferences, have a separate event for students.
Students are intimidated by the social hour, given
many senior members, all of whom seem to know
each other, and are busy enjoying each other's
company.

4. Set up an email buddy system, particularly for those
students who are in very small community programs.
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5. Make it possible for faculty to give gift
memberships, as the Society for the Psychological
Study of Social Issues does.

6. Survey those who drop out.

The group also thought that SCRA might be perceived
as too academic. Therefore another suggestion was that
the society strive to place in prominent positions
individuals who are in practice or are more applied in
their orientation. Similarly, there was support for the idea
of a practice journal.

All of these ideas have merit, and the SCRA Executive
Committee will be considering them further in the coming
months. But we don’t need to stop here. We welcome
more ideas from all of our members on how we can
increase our membership.

Finally, I'd like to take this opportunity to make one
more plug for the Biennial. This year’s conference in
Atlanta promises to be the best one yet. [ hope you will
be able to come and join us in celebrating all that make us
such a vibrant and important society.

Lesbian/Gay/BirnwalTransgesder
Columse

AFRICAN-AMERICAN SAME-GENDER LOVING
MEN : A MULTICULTURAL COMMUNITY
PSYCHOLOGY PERSPECTIVE
Carlton W. Parks, Rhona Nicole Cutts,

& Kamilah M. Woodson

Increasing attention is being paid to the
phenomenological experiences of African-American
same-gender loving men across adulthood (e.g. Adams &
Kimmel, 1997; Boykin, 1996; Monteiro & Fuqua, 1996).
One by-product of this process is the realization that our
current “understanding of the gay/bisexual male
experience” has been filtered exclusively through the lens
of the Euro-American perspective. The “invisible” same-
gender loving African-American men do not typically
label themselves as being “homosexual,” “gay male,” or
“bisexual” for fear of possible rejection and explusion
from the African-American heterosexual communities,
especially their families (Morales, 1990), They frequently
do not perceive themselves as being visible and viable
members of the Euro-American gay male community
(Morales, 1990). If one uses the traditional coming out
and gay male identity models, based on the Euro-
American experience of being a “gay male” as the “gold
standard” from which everyone else must measure up to
in order to be deemed acceptable within the mainstream
Euro-American gay male community, then community
psychologists will miss the heterogeneity that exists,

under the surface, within the broader gay male, lesbian,
bisexual, and transgender communities.

Sadownick (1996) acknowledges that for some ethnic
minority men who are same-gender loving, ethnic identity
may hold far more significance than sexual orientation
identity. He asserts, * Even the emphasis on sex, which [
write, is saturated in Western biases, as is the notion of
individual and individual choice” (p.16). These realities
suggest unique challenges and stressors for African-
American same-gender loving men when attempting to
negotiate their daily existence and survival within the
following three communities : 1) Euro-American gay
male, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender communities, 2)
the heterosexual African-American communities, and 3)
the heterosexual Euro-American communities (Morales,
1990). An over-reliance on the Euro-American
perspective to the exclusion of multiple perspectives has
the potential of distorting the unique phenomenological
experiences and adaptations of African-American same-
gender loving men (Boykin, 1996; Monteiro & Fuqua,
1996). Community psychologists developing prevention
programs need to be sensitive to these issues when
designing, implementing, and evaluating culturally-
informed programs (e.g. De La Cancela, Chin & Jenkins,
1998; Diaz, 1998).

In each of these three communities, African-American
same-gender loving men must face the reality of possible
rejection and isolation based on their sexual orientation
identity and/or race. This stigmatized, marginalized and
oppressed group of African-American men must decide
whether or not to become “visible” or “invisible” within
each of these three communities given their multiple
identities and their subsequent multiple realities, and be
able to deal competently with the consequences of their
decisions (Boykin, 1996; Loiacano, 1989; Morales,
1990). These multiple realities suggest that a contextual
approach is necessary to obtain a comprehensive
understanding of the dynamics inherent in the social
relations of ethnically and culturally diverse sexual
minority communities (Landrine, 1995).

Euro-American Lesbian, Gay Male, Bisexual, and
Transgender CommunitiesDiPlacido {1998) asserts that,
as a consequence of heterosexism, homophobia, and
stigmatization, lesbian, gay male, bisexual, and
transgender (LGBT) individuals experience “minority
stress.” When sexual minority members possess multiple
minority identities, their levels of “minority stress” are
dramatically increased even within the contexts of
communities that are presumed to be “supportive” of
them. For instance, African-American same-gender
loving men frequently encounter racism within the
contexts of the Euro-American LGBT communities.
Wilson (1986), Luna (1989), Peterson (1992), and Boykin
(1996) describe hostilities that occur within the contexts
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of bars, political organizations, and social settings that
include verbal comments, dirty looks, and non-verbal
gestures( e.g. groping the genital region without
speaking). Other complaints by African-American same-
gender loving men include reports of being objectified
sexually and/or negative comparisons of African-
American vs. Euro-American men based on an Euro-
American standard of gay male physical attractiveness as
the sole criterion for being a “suitable / eligible partner.”
The Workplace within the Contexts of Euro-American
and African-American Heterosexual Communities

One context that pulls together all of the above issues
is the workplace and can be a valuable resource for
community psychologists to gain a keener understanding
of the phenomenological experiences of African-
American same-gender loving men. A burgeoning
literature is appearing on the scene focusing on LGBT
issues in the workplace (e.g. Diamant, 1993, Friskopp &
Silverstein, 1995; Levine, 1995; Zuckerman & Simons,
1996). Coming out in the workplace for African-
American same-gender loving men can be fraught with
anxieties, fears, and recriminations. African-American
same-gender loving men often perceive themselves as
having several strikes against them and the notion of
jeopardizing their livelihood by coming out at work is a
real concem for them.

Friskopp & Silverstein (1995) provides us with some
interesting insights about ethnic minority sexual
minorities in their qualitative study of LGBT Harvard
Business School graduates. African-Americans who were
“out” about their sexual orientation identity during their
graduate school days in the MBA program, and at work
within the Euro-American heterosexual communities,
“told us they were aware of little discrimination against
them based on their race or sexual orientation” (pg. 386).
Still for others, fear of discrimination and discrimination
itself, based on their race and sexual orientation identity
within the work environment, served to inhibit these
individuals from coming out in the corporate work
environment. They reported having mixed feelings about
the impact of their homosexuality at work, “Now, I’ve got
to make them forget that I'm Black and gay? You know,
my job is already rough enough here” (Friskopp &
Silverstein, pg. 384). Only a few of the interviewees
perceived being “gay or bisexual” as a bigger barrier in
their careers than being African-Americans. “Those who
voiced this opinion were all highly closeted at work” (pg.
386).

One interesting question that still needs to be
addressed by community psychologists is the
documentation of the experiences of African-American
same-gender loving men working within the context of
ethnic minority-owned businesses. This is an important
issue given the perceived levels of heterosexism and

homophobia that have been reported within the African-
American heterosexual communities. Unfortunately, very
little empirical attention has been paid to this question,
although some speculative discussions have occurred
concemning this issue {e.g. Ernst, Francis, Nevels &
Lemeh, (1991). Interestingly, Herek and Capitanic (1995)
found no significant differences in the response patterns
of African-Americans, as compared to Euro-Americans,
with respect to heterosexist attitudes towards lesbians and
gay men. Respondents were more likely to express
favorable attitudes towards gay men and lesbians, “if they
were highly educated, politically liberal, unmarried,
registered to vote, not religious, and if they included
Blacks in their concept of gay men” (pg. 95).

Icard, Longres & Williams (1996) have outlined an
applied research agenda for same-gender loving men of
color. They espouse a life-span, ecosystemic model that
focuses on the needs and strengths of this oppressed and
stigmatized populations living with multiple identities.
They focus on the delivery of culturally-informed services
that can be developed, implemented, and evaluated by
community psychologists. They argue that same-gender
loving men of color must be understood from an
ecosystemic perspective incorporating their family
members, partners, friends, communities, organizations,
and the society in which they live. There is considerable
work ahead of us to implement this applied research
agenda with the first step being for community
psychologists to begin by gaining a keener understanding
of the phenomenological experiences of this oppressed,
stigmatized, and marginalized group of African-American
men.
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The Community Student
Bianca D.M. Wilson and Rachel Becker-Klein, Editors

Student Initiative Fund
The Executive Committee has established a line in the
budget allocated to activities and initiatives in the
interests of students. We would like to hear how you
think we should use this money. What type of activities,
programs, or structures are students in need of? Some
ideas that have been expressed to us include: travel award
programs for beginning students that do not require them
to be presenting at conferences; dissertation awards; and
social activities at the conferences. The amount is not
fixed as people were given the option to contribute to the
fund on the last dues renewal statements. Though we
expect that these contributions will not make us rich, we
would like to hear about your lofty ideas- we’ll worry
about paring them down to fit a budget later! Please
contact Bianca Wilson with ideas at biancaw@uic.edu.
APA Travel Awards
Student members of SCRA who are presenting for the
SCRA division at the upcoming APA annual meeting are
eligible to apply for a travel award. We intend to select 10
award winners, each receiving $200 towards their travel
expenses. We will soon be sending out an application via
the student and general listserv. If you do not currently
have access to these listservs, please contact either of us
at rachel@xp.psych.nyu.edu or biancaw(@uic.edu so that
we can directly e-mail or mail you an application.
Mentoring Initiative
Andrea Solarz’ Presidential Mentoring Initiative is still
moving along, but the momentum has slowed down.
Some efforts are in the works and we need more
additional student involvement. If you would like to be
involved, please contact Bianca Wilson at biancaw@uic.
edu or Andrea Solarz at asolarz@prodigy.net.
Student Articles
We'd like to encourage you to share your community
psychology-related experiences with SCRA members
through The Community Psychologist and its semi-annual
issues of The Community Student.
Call for Papers
The Community Student is published twice annually
and includes articles written by students about their
experiences within community psychology. We
encourage you to begin sending in articles for the Fall
edition of the Community Student, with submissions due
in August. We will accept articles anytime for
publication in later editions. The Community Student is a
great way to share your ideas with other students and all
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SCRA members. It’s also a great way to add a publication
to your curriculum vitae! Please contact Bianca Wilson at
biancaw(@uic.edu for additional information.

Look out at the Biennial!!

Don’t forget to check out the Biennial program for
student —oriented presentations and activities. Among
which is the roundtable discussion we have organized
focusing on the multiple ways that students serves as
advocates for one another. We view the Student Rep-
resentative role as just one of the many vehicles through
which students have had their voices heard in the interest
of the “Community Student Body"” and we have a great
panel of folks who have been advocates through their
roles as teaching assistants and departmental committee
members. We look forward to seeing you there!

CAN TRADITIONAL CLINICAL TRAINING
MAKE ROOM FOR COMMUNITY
PSYCHOLOGY?

Kelli England

In 1998, past APA president George Albee urged that
the future of clinical psychology was not to be found in
one-on-one traditional clinical therapy, but rather, was in
large-scale prevention (Albee, 1998). In 1999, the first-
ever Surgeon General’s Report on mental health was
published (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 1999). In 2000, positive and preventive
psychology are hot topics (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi,
2000). Mental health is finally being recognized as a
public health issue, and clinical community and clinical
health Ph.D. specializations are numerous (Meissen &
Slavich, 1997). Perhaps as a result of the tight reins that
insurance companies now have on private practice, a
growing number of psychologists seem to be seeking
alternative arenas for making a difference. Indeed, this is
certainly an exciting time for the community student.
Despite these strides, I am hesitant to suggest that large-
scale community psychology has been fully embraced in
the clinical arena.

As a community student in a clinical doctoral program
who has never aspired to practice traditional clinical
therapy, | have found myself amid a tug-of-war between
the traditional and contemporary camps of clinical
training. My large-scale outreach efforts are not
recognized as clinical contact hours, and the lack of
variability in APA-accredited internships will force me to
apply for sites that do not match my large-scale interests.
Even my open-minded, progressive clinical program,
which offers a specialization in clinical health
psychology, must train its students according to the
qualifications that the majority of APA-accredited
internship sites desire. While those of us in prevention
feel that our large-scale outreach should be considered

clinical contact hours, most internship sites do not
consider such efforts when tallying a student’s contact
hours. Programs must give internship directors what they
want in order for their students to be competitive,
regardless of whether or not the program agrees.
Therefore, although faculty members at Virginia Tech are
sensitive to the community student’s training needs and
have been very accommodating in offering creative
alternative experiences, these clinical hours will likely go
uncounted by internship sites.

Practica and internships are meant to provide students
with “experiential training,” yet without seeking
alternative and often extra-curricular opportunities, I
would enter the profession without the expertise my
emphasis commands. I can only speak from my
experience, but I suspect other clinical-community
students are struggling with similar issues in their
graduate careers. The current supply of large-scale APA-
accredited intemships limits the range of training
flexibility that open-minded programs can offer. The
union of community and clinical training should be a
fruitful endeavor, but the traditional clinical system has
yet to support this merger. [ am not averse to training in
traditional clinical skills, as the experience has been
invaluable and all students in clinical programs should be
exposed to one-on-one therapy. But if clinical community
psychology is to be a legitimate specialization, then
intemship sites and programs should treat it as such by
creating more opportunities that allow for variability in
training. Large-scale outreach should count toward
clinical contact hours, and such hours should be accepted
by clinical intemships. Without such adjustments, are we
not doing a disservice to the “future™ of psychology?
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COLLABORATIVE EVALUATION: LEARNED
Mindy Lanum and Aparna Sharma

As students and future community psychologists, both
of us have been approaching evaluation with the
principles of participatory evaluation in mind. For us, an




effective approach to evaluation is to adopt a
collaborative dialogue with coordinators of the program
being evaluated. By having the agency staff actively
participate in the evaluation process, we are building the
capacity of the staff to start documenting their efforts
within the community. Collaboration between the
university team and agency staff is, in our experience, a
good basis for a successful evaluation partnership, Each
partner brings different assets to the collaboration table.
The university team brings expertise in instrument design,
research methodology and statistical analyses. The agency
partnters bring knowledge of the community and its
residents, contact with gatekeepers and key community
leaders, an idea of what can realistically be accomplished
and the best way to involve the community residents. The
combination of these distinct sets of expertise allows the
partnership to conduct evaluations that are method-
ologically appropriate and focused on the needs of the
community organization. Together, the partners can
identify the goals and objectives of the program to be
evaluated, viable impact indicators that can be measured,
and the best approach for collecting useful information
that can document program impact. From our perspective,
collaboration means including at least one main contact
person in every level of the process who is willing to be
an active participant in the design and implementation of
the evaluation process. The following description of a
recent collaboration with an agency illustrates some
challenges to our evaluation philosophy.

As part of an evaluation partnership between Loyola
University of Chicago's Center for Urban Research and
Learning and the BP Foundation - Global Social
Investment Initiative, we had the opportunity to conduct 2
needs assessment with a youth agency located in
Chicago’s west side. Prior to meeting with the agency we
had our own naive expectations. We believed that the
agency would be glad to have us come in and not only
offer our expertisc but also our collaborative philosophy
instead of simply collecting data. When the agency staff
expressed interest in the evaluation project we assumed
that all of them would be equally invested in the project.
As graduate students, we believed that this agency needed
us and they were lucky to be getting a "free evaluation.”

However, while in the midst of the evaluation we
learned that the reality was that some of the agency staff
was afraid of having their program evaluated. The agency
staff had their own perceptions regarding a university-
based evaluation, influenced by past negative experiences
with other universities. Added to this perception was the
burden of having to work closely with two graduate
students who likely just wanted to get a thesis out of this
evaluation and who knew nothing about their community.
An obstacle that presented itself early on was our lack of

establishment of our partnership, a major restructuring of
the administration occurred with anew executive director,
a new program director and several new program
coordinators in place. With a shift in people came a shift
in the everyday operations of the agency. Each of the
agency's programs was restructured and the old staff was
adjusting to the new staff. These dramatic changes led to
internal conflicts between old and new staff members. We
were on-lookers to this inter-office conflict and it made
our evaluation challenging to work through, as the
evaluation became a non-priority for the agency staff.
One of the major principles of participatory evaluation
is the idea that the staff develop an inherent sense of
ownership so that they adopt evaluation as a practice and
act upon the results. By encouraging this type of
atmosphere, the hope is that the staff will feel invested
enough in the evaluation results to implement any
necessary changes. At the outset of the initiative, the
executive director and the main contacts at the agency
appeared to be invested and interested in what the process
had to offer them. However, halfway through the
evaluation , within the everyday chaos of running an
organization and intra-office politics, this enthusiasm was
lost and they wanted us to come in and do the work rather
than maintaining our collaborative relationship. It felt like
we were working on our school project (in fact none of
this needs assessment is part of either of our theses)
instead of something that could benefit the program and
the agency as a whole. With our collaborative philosophy
being put to the test, we felt somewhat disillusioned. Up
to this point, our prior experience with other agencies had
been very collaborative and agencies had responded
positively to our non-traditional approaches to evaluation.
Clearly, we didn’t want to abandon what we believe to
be an effective evaluation method. To overcome these
obstacles we tried several different approaches. The first
is that we became more instructor-like. In taking on the
role of experts we began assigning tasks, developing "to-
do" lists, setting deadlines, while still trying to build that
collaborative relationship. We also started to outline the
steps for each activity in the needs assessment process
(e.g. focus groups, community public forums). By writing
down what the agency was responsible for doing in
addition to what we, the university team, were responsible
for doing, it allowed staff to see what everyone was doing
to make the project a success. It was an attempt to
illustrate to them that we were not expecting them to do
all of the work. Finally, we capitalized on the fact that
two of us from the university were working together with
the agency. Each of us had a unique way of relating to our
contact person and through trial and error we learned that
one of us was most effective in the rapport building and
the other was effective in setting guidelines and deadlines

knowledge of the agency's "culture.” Prior to the for the agency to meet. There were numerous times when
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we felt that because we were students our opinions or
ideas weren't taken as seriously. Whenever we felt that
the staff had tuned us out, we did not hesitate to bring in
our project director to help voice our concemns.

From our experience we have learned countless
lessons to apply to future research. One is that not every
agency wants to collaborate. Some agencies prefer to
have someone come in, conduct the evaluation and leave
a report. However, if the agency appears to agree with
using a collaborative approach, a second lesson is that
everyone involved in the project needs to have a common
meaning of collaboration. These are valuable lessons to
know before the project begins. However, if you are
already in the midst of the process, it is important to
recognize the signs of dis-investment early and attempt to
address them at that point rather than waiting until the

agency becomes inactive in the process. As gradu:
students, we have to balance being a student still |
process of leaming with the responsibility of leadi
evaluation partnership. Part of this balancing act is
be afraid to seek the advice and guidance from yot
advisors or project directors. Finally, the most val
lesson learned was flexibility. As applied research
must be willing to meet our community collaborat.
where they are at, and we must be able to shift rolc
between collaborative partner and evaluation expe
important that all of us make a greater effort at
documenting not only the positive results of our
evaluation efforts but some of the challenges and
protocols used to address these barriers to collabor
evaluation. Afier all, if we don’t learn from our
experiences then who will?

REFLECTIONS ON THE THIRD EUROPEAN CONFERENCE ON COMMUNITY PSYCHOLOGY:
September, 2000 It Bergen, Norway

THE THIRD EUROPEAN
CONFERENCE ON COMMUNITY
PSYCHOLOGY: A SCOTTISH PERSPECTIVE
By Steve McKenna and David Fryer, Community
Psychology Group, University of Stirling, Scotland

The European Conference on Community Psychology
(ECCP) was based in the heart of one of the most
beautiful cities in Europe, world heritage city Bergen, a
mere fish leap from the harbour. Everything seemed to
run effortlessly to plan. Arvid Skutle, Erik Iversen and
their team of organisers had planned the event efficiently
down to the last detail and if there were hitches, they were
handled consummately.

The conference was well advertised in advance,
speakers turned up in the right place at the right time,
coffee arrived at breaks, and even the weather was
perfect. The conference was well attended with more than
250 participants. As one would expect given travel costs,
Norwegians numerically dominated participants.
However there were also large minorities from Sweden,
Italy and the UK and diverse participants from other
European countries (including Iceland, Poland, Russia,
Greece), Asia (India and Pakistan), Africa (Ghana), the
Antipodes (New Zealand and Australia) and the United
States. Old friends met up, new friends were made. It was
a ‘Small World’ yet again in traditional conference terms.
Given that community psychology is still struggling to
achieve a critical mass in Europe, when compared with
other intemational con-ferences, this conference has to be

judged a great success.

But should a community psychology conference be

evaluated against the same criteria as other confere
It seems to us that the answer is ‘no’! When we has
to reflect on our attendance at Bergen we began to
that we were in fact dismayed; the conference did1
up to our expectations. Yes, we found the conferen
stimulating and the snippets of discussions gleaned
between sessions energizing. Yet in the cold light ¢
Scottish day we are well aware that the conference
did not achieve the coalescing around an innovativ:
collective sense of a paradigmatic framework that i
Community Psychology.

A community psychology conference should, st
be more than just any other conference with differe
‘community’, material dropped discretely into the
presentation slots. We believe a community psycho
conference should be community psychological in
process, assumptions and values.

Community psychological approaches are
fundamentally about emancipatory understanding o
critical social issues, in particular of the social caus
by for example, inequality and relative poverty, of1
mental health problems; recognition of both human
agency and its restriction by oppressive social cont
multiple levels; recognition of the role of disempow
ment in the psychological problems of many people
attempts to empower through collaborative interver
and prevention wherever necessary i.e. everywhere;
scepticism about the ‘expertise’ of professionals an
in the individual and collective ‘competence’ of
community members; respect for diversity, commit:
to social justice and opposition to oppression.

We came looking for a European Community
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Psychology, well aware of the limitations of Community
Psychology in the UK and the US. We are critical
community psychologists. We are well aware that
inequality and oppression are causal factors in sub-
optimal mental health. It appears that much effort is still
placed in showing the link between relative deprivation
and sub-optimal mental health including showing that the
relative gap is widening with resultant implications for
well-being. Yet the emphasis both in the US and the UK
has been in pursuing an individually based medical mode!
of mental health.

If conferences, like other social events, have to be
understood in their context of production, many clues to
conference ethos should be found in its setting. The
venue, the SAS Royal Hotel in Bergen, where the
conference was held and many stayed was very up-market
indeed. This was affordable really only by the very well
off or those on expenses. This was a most exclusive hotel
in all the senses of ‘exclusive’. Conference social events
included: a classical piano recital at the opening
ceremony; a reception in King Haakon’s Hall
(1261) with a classical piano and clarinet concert;
a buffet in an art gallery with guitar and jazz
piano recitals and an exhibition of tango dancing.
There was also an informal and informative
historical city walk. These were very enjoyable
events for us but their unrelieved middle class
intellectual nature did concern us. This was not a
socially diverse conference.

Nor was there much diversity in stakeholder
interests: conference attendees were mostly social
scientists. Any community activists and non-professional
community representatives attending were largely
silenced by the academics. This was a real shame as one
of the highlights of the conference for many, and one of
the few occasions when things did not go to plan, was
when a plenary speaker was vigorously challenged from
the floor despite the chair’s initial attempts to avoid this
happening. It might be thought that the sheer number of
presenters of papers rneant that there was simply not
enough time for the diversity in the participants to be
reflected in the diversity of presenters. However it was
noticeable that ENCP core members and the local
organising institution dominated plenary sessions. The
ENCP/ECCEP status quo had a strong grip on what was
said, and therefore what was not said or heard, at this
conference. We write this in self-criticism as one of us is
an ENCP core member and plenary speaker.

Many place the conception of Community Psychology
in the 1950°s and the birth in May 1965 at the Boston
conference, although at the Bergen Conference we
pointed out that it had clearly defined origins in Austria in
the 1930°s. We feel somehow cheated that Community
Psychology is now, at least, middle aged (if not old) and

has apparently abjectly failed in its primary mission.
|  Conference papers were themed under children, youth
and families; empowerment, sense of community, citizen
participation; gender issues in the community;
benchmarking in prevention and treatment; mental health,
i strain and support; and social environment and weli-being
and rehabilitation. Despite these intriguing-sounding
themes, there was less diversity in material than might
have been expected.

There was nothing at the conference that stopped us
from believing that the critical thinking, central to
Iacommunity psychology, that showed such promise in the
1930s in relation to insight into the perpetuation of
socially caused, and societally maintained, ills, has failed
to appreciably change the main impetus of preventive
research and intervention, which is still predominantly
based on (and fosters continuance of) the medical model
'of mental ‘iliness’ underpinned by a positivist paradigm.

The conference really had one main theme: does
individual intervention have a role in community
psychology? That this question was even
asked at a community psychology
conference, let alone that some of us
% argued strongly in the affirmative was a

cause of dismay for us, given the
importance of moving away from victim
blaming decontextualised accounts
common in the clinical psychology
many progressive community psych-
ologists are seeking to leave behind.

The view was made explicit during one of the sessions
that we only focus on what we can change; we can do
nothing about the causes of unemployment but we can
focus on the unemployed and their immediate situation.

i This for us is not Community Psychology. Interventions
and understanding must no longer be based on an
individualistic medical model of psychopathology but
rather on Multi-Level Praxis.

We fear that little emancipatory understanding of
critical social issues was achieved through this
conference. We fear the conference unintentionally
colluded with, rather than challenged, the corrosive social
'and personal consequences of inequality and relative
'poverty in its venue and processes.

There was little at the conference that gave us cause to
consider that European Community Psychology would
move us further on. There was little that offered hope that
European Community Psychology would effect a re-
politicisation of Community Psychology to enable work
to be carried out at the structural and systemic levels. The
best work on show offered the opportunity to build
people’s resilience of noxious situations, there was
nothing that we were aware of that offered the chance to
remove the toxicity.
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We are unconvinced oppression was challenged by
this conference. We fear that yet again professional
psychalogists, albeit from a different niche, were paraded
as experts, with those most senior in the profession as the
most expert.

It can be suggested that Community Psychology
requires a re-socialising, de-medicalising and re-
politicisation of both psychology in general and
community psychology in particular: most mental health
problems have neither psychological causes nor
psychological solutions but are socially caused and can
only be socially prevented.

REFLECTIONS OF TWO US GRADUATE
STUDENTS ON THE THIRD EUROPEAN
CONFERENCE ON COMMUNITY PSYCHOLOGY

By Alison J. Martin & Julia J. Finkel
University of Missouri-Kansas City

At a time when our society is becoming increasingly
global, it is important to reflect upon the field of
community psychology within the United States, and its
inclusion of international perspectives and issues. Recent
SCRA listserve discussions have demonstrated that there
is recognition of the importance of including international
issues and research related to community psychology in
US graduate education and training. The occasional
international sessions at the Biennials also have provided
an opportunity for graduate students to learn about
international issues in community psychology. Based
upon our experience and conversation with others, we
have concluded that it is challenging for a US graduate
student to experience community psychology from any
other view than that in the US due to the fairly insulated
nature of our professional organizations.

Participating at the European Conference on
Community Psychology (ECCP} provided us with an
opportunity to hear about European perspectives on
community psychology. More importantly, we had the
unique opportunity to “be on the outside looking in.” That
is, we were able to hear how Europeans’ perceive us
community psychology. Knowing that US citizens often
are viewed as arrogant and ethnocentric, we were anxious
about presenting at and participating in the conference.
During the opening sessions, the first time “American
community psychologists...” was uttered, we both steeled
up for harsh comments. However, this was not the case.
Challenging, significant comments and discussions both
of US and European community psychology were
presented that have changed us professionally. Based
upon our experience, this article will present our brief
reflections on community psychology both within the US
and Europe. We hope this information will encourage
other US graduate students to participate in future
international conferences.

The Conuninids Psychologist, Volume 34, Number 2, Spring,

History. Some Europeans, such as David Fryer (2000)
are actively attempting to establish a community
psychology history that is independent from US
community psychology history. In his presentation, Fryer
provided examples of how community psychology has
been dominated by the US through prominent
publications, professional organizations, and so forth.
Community psychology texts, all are by-in-large US
products (Orford, 1992) containing historical discussions
of community psychology, which focus on US historical
events like the civil rights movement, the women’s rights
movement, the community mental health movement, Lois
Gibbs and Love Canal, and, of course, Swampscott. Non-
US historical events are not included in community
psychology historical discussions. However, none of
these events, Swampscott aside, is peculiar to the field of
community psychology. Rather these are events that
typify values we hold within the field.

Diverse human perspectives, contextual
understanding, and non-hierarchical positions are core
values of the field of community psychology (Levine &
Perkins, 1997; Srebnick, 1991). The inattention to
international history by US community psychologists
departs from these core values. If these values shape the
framework by which community psychologists examine
social problems and guide their subsequent actions, then
this framework must also be used to determine where
community psychologists may inadvertently be
undermining that which the field seeks to promote.
Discussions of community psychology historically may
be such an instance for self-examination.

Status of Community Psychology in Psychological
Associations. The “status” of community psychology
within larger psychological associations appears to be
similar in the US and in many European countries. It was
stated that in Europe community psychology oftenisa
marginalized area of psychology found only in “small
corners” in most European countries. To some extent the
same may be said about community psychology within
the US. The struggle for community psychology voices t
be heard among those of clinical psychology in the
American Psychological Association (APA) is reflected
in SCRA listserve reminders about apportionment ballot:
However, based upon information presented by Arvid
Skutle (2000b), the sense is that community psychology
has a more prominent role within Norway’s national
association for psychologists. Perhaps this is an
opportunity to collaborate with Norwegian community
psychologists to investigate their professional history,
national status, barriers that have been overcome, and
what the advantages and disadvantages to having
increased status in the discipline of psychology are.

US Professional Organizations and International
Membership. The attendance at ECCP was impressive.




Although this conference was half the size of the SCRA
Biennial (about 260 plus attendees), twenty-two countries
were represented (Skutle, 2000a). While the SCRA
Biennial draws great national representation, our
international attendance is not as illustrious. Both the
SCRA and the Council for Program Directors in
Community Research and Action (CPDCRA) have
increased efforts to recruit intemational members.
However, there are critical questions that merit reflection.

First, while increasing international membership in
both US organizations appears to be a good idea, what is
the purpose of this action? It could be that the
professional organizations truly want to diversify the
professional settings, in which case is the membership
prepared to relinquish some of the US ownership of the
organization? If not, then it appears the purpose is to
assimilate others into the US community psychology
perspective. Related to this point, have international
community psychologists been asked how they perceive
these recruitment efforts, and how both organizations
could benefit international members?

Second, is intemational membership in professional
organizations the best means to increase international
interaction and collaboration, or could a more appropriate
venue exist? Can SCRA or CPDRA best represent the
concerns of every community practitioner globally, or do
we need smaller settings that can facilitate deeper
relationships and meaningful collaboration? These
questions are not with the intent of promoting self-
reflection rather than to be judgmental.

Conference Organization and Topics. A novel
presentation format used at the conference was the
“parallel session.” A paralle! session is a presentation
format similar to a US symposium in that it is an oral
presentation with multiple research groups. The ECCP
parallel sessions were the predominant presentation style
at the conference, composed of two chairs and four
presentations by separate research groups. Each research
group had twenty minutes to present, fifteen minutes for
presentation and five minutes for questions. As Biennial
conference organizers assign poster presentations to
various poster session themes, so were presenters
assigned to various parallel sessions. Thus, we presented
with two research groups from Norway and one from
Portugal. Qur session chairs were Jim Orford (England)
and Elin Austlid (Norway). A recent comment from an
APA conference attendee was that the poster presentation
format was “getting old”. Perhaps the parallel session
presents an interesting alternative to posters.

In terms of content, many presentations addressed
issues with which US community psychologists grapple.
In terms of content, many presentations addressed issues
with which US community psychologists grapple. The
concept of empowerment is such an example. Europeans

were equally troubled at the co-opting of the language of
empowerment as is felt in the US, Carolyn Kagan stated
best this shared disgust: “the government has purloined
concepts, such as empowerment that have been used to
challenge status quo, but are now incorporated into
government lingo and programs. This has a profound
impact on our work, and how we work with others”. In
addition, it sesemed that Europeans were more
acknowledging of an inherent association between power
and empowerment, whereas in the US there seems to be
little resolution about the relationship (e.g., Riger, 1993).

Two additional notes about the content of the
conference concerned macro-ievel phenomenon and the
use of qualitative data. At the 1999 Biennial during the
CPDCRA pre-conference session, Rhona Weinstein
asserted that she no longer sees work conducted on the
“big issues” within community psychology. At the ECCP,
Steve McKenna and Neville Robertson made similar
observations about macro-level phenomenon. McKenna
called attention to the lack of research and action '
addressing oppression, while Robertson stated that the
“isms” perpetuated within the field of community
psychology must be tackled. Finally, although the
recognition of qualitative data as an essential component
of research has increased within US community
psychology (e.g., Banyard & Miller, 1998), direct,
passionate criticisms of quantitative data were made more
overtly at ECCP than is often seen at US conferences. The
inception of an on-line jounal focused on qualitative
theories, methods, and applications was promeoted, the
Forum: Qualitative Social Research (http://www.
qualitative-research.net).

There is much opportunity for US community
psychology to learn from European community
psychology. First, in what way have US professionals
inadvertently perpetuated an “American” history of the
field and how might this be rectified to include
international events? Second, what is the status of
community psychology within the larger national
associations of various European countries, how have
they survived, flourished and what lessons can we take
and apply to our own APA? Third, how can US
professional organizations be most useful to international
community psychologists and what is the best venue for
collaboration? Fourth, how can US and European work on
big issues, such as oppression, and be mutually
informative to eradicate social problems?

Participation in ECCP was an amazing experience. We
felt extremely welcomed, and it is our hope that
international students attending SCRA Biennial
conferences feel as welcomed as we were. It is also our
hope that community psychology graduate students are
able to locate innovative funding sources to be able to
attend such conferences in the future. We recognize that
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funding often is a barrier to these types of experiences;
this was presented frequently in discussions about holding
the SCRA Biennial in Puerto Rico. However, it is critical
that US community psychology professionals, including
graduate students, experience international settings to
broaden their professional perspectives.

References

Banyard, V. L., & Miller, K. E. (1998). The powerful
potential of qualitative research for community psychology.
American Journal of Communi Psychology, 26, 485-506.

Fryer, D. (2000, September). March 1931: The birth ofa
European community psychology? Presentation given at the
Third European Conference on Community Psychology,
Bergen, Norway.

Levine, M., & Perkins, D. V. (1997). Principles of
community psychology: Pers ectives and applications second
edition). New York: Oxford University Press.

Orford, J. {1992). MMW

practice. Chichester, England: Wiley.
Riger, S. (1993} What’s wrong with empowerment?

American Journal of Community Psychology, 21, 279-292.

Skutle, A. (2000, September). Welcome and introduction.
Presentation given at the Third European Conference on
Community Psychology, Bergen, Norway.

Skutle, A. (2000b, September). From psychotherapy to
community psychology: Im lications_for postgraduate training.
Presentation given at the Third European Conference on
Community Psychology, Bergen, Norway.

Srebnick, A. S. (1991, Summer). Principles of community
psychology. The Community Psychologist, 24(3), 3

A CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE OR A CRISIS OF
CONFERENCE? SUBJECTIVE REFLECTIONS ON
ACADEMIC CONFERENCES STIMULATED BY
ATTENDANCE AT THE EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY PSYCHOLOGY CONFERENCE
By Paul Duckett, Division of Psychology,
University of Northumbria, UK

As community psychologists attending conferences,
how many of us think about the power issues embedded
in the process of preparing for and attending conferences?
In this short paper 1 briefly reflect on the personal,
financial, and social benefits and costs of attending
academic conferences.

1 am always encouraged by the amount of work and
commitment people put into organising conferences and,
with community psychology conferences in particular, at
how they are able to create an atmosphere of informality
and congeniality among delegates. I was impressed by the
European Network of Community Psychology conference
in Bergen for just those reasons. The process and content
of that conference also helped stimulate for me the
following feelings and thoughts about other conferences 1
have attended as an academic community psychologist.

I had begun to view conferences as relief from my job

and strain of working in Higher Education. Recen
have become unhappy at how I have viewed my ¢
attendance at conferences. 1am unhappy with cor
delegates (myself inciuded) who say they are not
organising or attending conferences. Some of us
directly to attend, some are paid indirectly and ot
paid at all. Indeed, those who are not being paid
often pay out of their own pocket to attend, maki
significant financial sacrifice that affects themsel
their families. When ! attend conferences and un:
distinctions between those who have been paid t«
and those who have made financial self/other-sac
attend, 1 become aware of gross disparities in the
and professional costs and rewards among those
attending. I then become compelled to critically
my own and other delegates' participation and rc
conferences.
1 am paid directly for attending conferences i
believe, are a number of other community psyct
particularly those who work in Higher Educatio
academics. Some of us are granted leave from ¢
employers for the time we spend travelling to, s
and travelling from conferences. We are on ‘res
scholarly activity’. Some of us take annual leav
conferences (though if we do we are stil] in rect
full wage). Some of us who are 'students' are o1
and studentship grants while attending conferei
though this is often significantly less than recei
academic's wage. How many of us are really u
while at conference? Those who are deserve to
participation at conference viewed as such and
are not, viewed as not. I am also reminded of t
are not paid to attend and because of this canm
do not feel those who are waged in whatever
claim to participate at conferences (at whateve
purely unpaid capacity. How many times do w
some delegates say they do? How does that m
who aren't waged feel and does this fail those
there because they aren't waged?

For some conference delegates the confere
personal meaning and value, for some it also !
and vocational/professional meaning and valu
of us it extends our list of publications, adds t
research and scholarly activity, impresses our
may impress our future employers. It gives u!
we may choose to bank with our existing or f
employer. | am one of those people. For som!
is no financial and professionallvocational m
except for the 'benefits’ of intellectual stimuli
not enhance/consolidate our immediate caree
or financial security. If this is you, I recognis
are not as empowered by conferences as [ an

Some of us claim expenses for attending
both paying for our travel, accommodation a

in academia. It often provided me relief from the stress
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living expenses. This means we can fully participate in
conferences if we chose and can attend all the social
events and need not worry about the financial cost these
incur. We can drink a beer during the evening without
worrying if this means we can afford to eat breakfast the
next day. We can sleep in a comfortable hotel without
worrying if we have enough money to pay our rent when
we return home. We buy expensive tickets for conference
'special’ social events when we are taken to sumptuous
social venues to (momentarily for some of us) enjoy the
trappings of wealth. Some of us can do this without
chastising ourselves for paying for something we,
personally, cannot afford. Some of us can't afford it at all.
For those of us who are paid to eat, drink and be merry at
conferences, we may become troubled at how much our
enjoyment is costing and how such money could be better
spent on those who do not have access to our resources.
Why do so many conferences end up paying their revenue
into international hotel chains? Why are so few
conferences held in venues were conference expenditures
get converted directly into revenue for financially
resource deficient community organisations? Do we have
a conference in a financially resource rich environments
to convey upon us the importance of the conference and/
or convey upon others the importance of the conference?
Do we seck to impress the financially resource rich at risk
of excluding the financially resource deficient? Some of
us have a crisis of conscience, some of us have a crisis of
personal finances, some of us have both. Conferences do
not offer the same costs nor rewards for all those who
attend. For me as a community psychologist this is a crisis
of conscience and crisis of conference.

At the end of a conference why do organising
committees (those who sit at the front in the final plenary
session table and have the final words on summing up the
conference) receive material gifts for the work they have
put into organising the conference? Why so rarely do
those who help us orientate ourselves when we first arrive
and feel lost; give us our conference packs; set up our
overheads; organise our photocopying; show us how to
use our microphones; and, greet us warmly each day we
walk into the conference venue, so rarely receive anything
more than a round of applause at the final plenary
session? Why do some of the most wealthy and
organisationally powerful among us get to sit at the top
tables at conferences, above us, in front of us, but not
amongst us? Why do we give them gifts? Who pays for
these gifts? Does it come out of our registration fees?
Whose money is it? Is the ceremonial exchange of gifts a
fair distribution of the resources available to delegates of
conferences?

Community psychology conferences are better than
most in seeking to establish heterarchies and avoid
hierarchies, but often the power stratification between

delegates is made very much evident, hooked most
noticeably upon ‘professional’ identity, Why are we
sometimes reminded that a speaker is a ‘Professor of
Community Psychology?’ Why are we told a speaker is a
STUDENT presenting their RESEARCH rather than a
RESEARCHER presenting their STUDY? Why are we
more often invited to submit papers than to facilitate/
participate in open discussions. My conference
presentations go on my CV as peer reviewed conference
papers. I do not have to demonstrate that [ have given a
good or bad paper - it consolidates my position in my
academic department irrespective of how it was received
at the conference. That I am 'delivering' a paper makes it
easier for me to ask my employer to pay for my
conference expenses. But, once I am at the conference do
I really have to stand in front of ‘the rank and file’ and
deliver my ideas and my work in the way I do? Why do I
stand behind a lectern and preach? Why did I stand above
when I wanted to be among? Why did 1 act out the role of
an academic?

Why do we sit shoulder to shoulder in rank and file
with eyes set front toward the speaker occupying centre
stage? Why do we whisper to each other or secretively
exchange hand-written notes when we are bursting with
something to say to our fellow delegates? Why do we
raise our hands and wait for a chairperson to offer us
room to speak? Why do some of us have the chance to be
heard by many, while some only to & few? Why do
conference committees explain there are too many
speakers and so organise the conference so too few people
have too much time to speak and too many people have
too few times to speak?

Why at conference is the only social interaction left to
coffee breaks and lunch? I need coffee breaks to find out
about where fellow delegates are from, not to structure
conversation on the last series of seminars we attended. [
need that time to be social, not to remain work focused. Is
that why [ find some conferences spiritually and
physically draining? How many of us fall asleep in
presentations and overdose on caffeine during the breaks?
We need to talk about our families, are friends, our
communities, the weather, travel stories, our hobbies and
interests as well as our work interests, so we can know
each other a bit better and find out what drives us, makes
us laugh, makes us cry. We need to catch up with old
friends and to establish new friends. That is what our
coffee breaks, our lunch hours and our evening socials are
about. Why can't we interact with session material in
session and interact with one another in the breaks?

Why do we conference in the way we do? How
conscientious are we as community psychologists to
community psychological values at community
psychology conferences?
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INTERSECTING "REAL WORLDS”:
COMMUNITY PSYCHOLOGY AND
PSYCHOANALYSIS
Mark B. Borg, Jr., Ph.D., Emily Garrod, Ph.D.,
and Michael Dalla, Jr., M.A.

This paper challenges conventional divisions between
community psychology and Interpersonal psychoanalysis.
We challenge some common assumptions and practices of
traditional psychoanalytic theory, including the view of
the patient as the initiator of treatment; the neutral role of
the analyst; and the distinction between psychoanalytic
and psychoeducational practices. We focus on an
intensive four-year community intervention in an
impoverished, underserved area of South Central Los
Angeles, and the community changes which occurred as a
result of this intervention.

In his development of the drive model, Freud
emphasized internal conflict, rather than interpersonal
trauma, as the immediate basis for psychopathological
processes and symptomatology. According to the drive
model, it is the patient, motivated by the increasingly ego-
dystonic experience of neurotic symptoms, who seeks
psychoanalytic treatment. Had Freud not abandoned his
original seduction theory, the notion of actual traumata as
progenitors of psychopathological processes and
symptoms are likely to have remained more in the
foreground of theory and practice. A greater emphasis on
the role of trauma in personality development, which
informs the work of many contemporary theorists and
practitioners, and the shifting view of causality which this
emphasis creates, encourages the clinician to pay greater
attention to real aspects of the interpersonal environment,
rather than to attend solely to the individual’s
internalization and elaboration of interpersonal events.
This broadening of attentional focus signals a need for
psychoanalytic theory to perceive and understand deeply
embedded and pervasive environmental conditions which
may preclude the individual, or the community as a
whole, from identifying a need for treatment. Rather than
the individual’s ability to distinguish specific, ego-
dystonic symptoms from the ongoing experience of
adapting to chronic distress, the presence of trauma itself,
within specific, targeted communities, may prove a potent
indicator of the need for psychoanalytic intervention.

In response to the “civil unrest” experienced in the
South Central, Los Angeles community in 1992, a
community mental health organization, The Community
Health Realization Institute (CHRI), was contracted to
implement an empowerment intervention. The
intervention was to address such chronic issues as
impoverishment, intra-racial violence, racism,
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unemployment, drug/alcohol abuse, and academic failure.
and acute problems related to the crisis itself, such as
rioting, looting, arson, and inter-racial violence.

The CHRI intervention initially targeted community
leaders, members of the Resident Advisory Council,
teachers and other people in the community who were
involved in the political and educational lives of the
residents. Together, the members of the leadership team
were responsible for 175 housing units in the Avalon
Gardens Housing Project in South Central. Over the
course of the project, 40 community leaders completed a
year-long “Train the Trainer” program. These community
leaders, after completing their own training, became
“participant/ observers” in the intervention setting. These
trained “staff” provided training in the program model,
and consultation, to the majority of other community
members in the general area.

The outcome data suggested that participants were
able: 1) to increase their sense of security within their
community; 2) to form and utilize social support; and 3)
to feel more in control of their social, environmental and
political lives, defined by their ability to sustain viable
and mutuaily-developed and maintained empowerment.
The assessment indicated that increased interpersonal
functioning was the cornerstone of ongoing change.
Residents’ increased sense of security was directly
reflected in reduced levels of anxiety (Borg, 1997).

Bringing community residents and service providers
together to address chronic and acute trauma was an
essential element in community empowerment.
Participants explored how rigid, conditioned patterns of
thinking and feeling work to maintain biases, prejudice,
and negative assumptions about other individuals within
the community. Afier training, residents reported
increased ability to communicate needs among
themselves. Residents also felt more respected and
understood by community leaders and service providers,
including outreach workers, building maintenance
workers, teachers, police officers, politicians and rent
collection staff. The participants reported increased trust
in the community, enabling them to maintain a sense of
responsibility toward the community and within their
individual lives.

While empowerment training itself focused
didactically on the personal empowerment of individuals,
it was actually the relationships that formed within the
program, and created a naturally supportive infrastructure
that had lasting results in increasing the community’s
ability to empower itself. Conversely, changes in the
community were directly related to the increased
interpersonal functioning of individuals, suggesting that
personality and character structure are dynamic form-
ations that are impacted by changes in the environment
(Sullivan, 1953).




Interpersonal psychoanalytic theory describes the
processes by which conditioned beliefs are created and
maintained, through avoidance of anxiety. The social
environment influences one’s experience of anxiety
(Sullivan, 1954). Therefore, an individual’s perception of
reality, and awareness of the potential for new
experiences of self will be limited to the degree that one’s
community promotes and sustains anxiety. A community
charactenized by fear, distrust, secrecy, hostility and
competition will engender chronic anxiety, calling for
defensive maneuvers that distort perception.

According to Interpersonal psychoanalytic theory,
individuals will protect themselves from anxiety by
truncating their experience through the use of “selective
inattention,” or, under extreme conditions of trauma,
“dissociation” (Sullivan, 1953). It is this defensive
avoidance of anxiety that creates and maintains the
conditioned beliefs that prevent community members
from mutual understanding and effective collaboration.
This defensive experience also keeps community
members from actively identifying problems and seeking
help. Significant, sclf-sustaining community
empowerment requires changes in “community
character,” reflected in open, mutually supportive
interpersonal exchanges which, over time, reduce the
anxiety associated with assuming new beliefs, roles, and
communication strategies.

Both neo-Freudian psychoanalysts and contemporary
Interpersonalists have during the past 20 years
considerably challenged the traditional view of the
psychoanalyst as a neutral observer of the patient’s
process (Lionells, et al., 1995). An increasing emphasis
on the essential use of countertransference to foster and
explicate psychoanalytic change has become a ubiquitous
aspect of dialogues between contemporary
psychoanalysts. Interpersonal psychoanalysis, through
Sullivan (1954), its founder, has consistently emphasized
the participatory role of the analyst in his or her
observational process: “there are no psychiatric data that
can be observed from a detached position by a person in
no way involved in the operation. All psychiatric data
arise from participation in the situation that is observed —
in other words by participant observation” (p.57).
Contemporary Interpersonal analysts, such as Levenson,
have deepened our understanding of participant
observation. Levenson (1996) states that, “there is no
such thing as unbiased listening...Cure, then, is an
emergent and coliaborative process of awareness” (p.
241). What creates analytic change, according to
Levenson (1983), is the analyst’s “ability to be trapped,
immersed and participating in the system and then work
his way out” (p. 174).

The South Central intervention required that
community practitioner’s roles be extremely flexible.

Interventions included participation in family dinners,
weddings, graduations, funerals, and numerous daily
activities. In addition, practitioners assumed active roles
within the community empowerment process, initially
serving as representatives of smaller community groups
and their concems. These interactions provided a fertile
ground for enactment of unconscious conflict. Interper-
sonal ideas about transference-countertrans-ference
dimensions of psychoanalytic treatment address
enactment as an ever-present dimension of the process.
Levenson (1983) states that *the transference becomes a
highly intensified replay of the material under
discussion” (p. 11). As a part of the empowerment
process, longstanding conflicts among members of the
Avalon Gardens community were highlighted, and,
through their enactment in the transference-countertrans-
ference matrix, were made amenable to intervention.

For instance, a small group of men formed an
organization to represent the community’s needs to their
political representatives. The women in the community
felt that this was a good idea and decided to form an
organization of their own. Emotionally heated debates
ensued over which group would be recognized by
community practitioners as the community’s primary and
legitimate representative body. In discussion among
themselves, a male practitioner involved with the men’s
group and a female practitioner involved with the
women’s group began to enact a longstanding community
conflict. The male practitioner argued that the men in the
community had historically experienced a heightened
sense of disenfranchisement in the community, due to
overshadowing and marginalization by the women. The
female practitioner argued that the men were not able to
follow through with their commitments in their personal
lives, and that there was no reason for the women to
expect them to be responsible within this context.

In allowing themselves to identify with the parties in
conflict, to the degree of affectively embodying their
respective positions, the community practitioners were
able to empathize with community members’ feelings of
anger at being misunderstood, and having their efforts
thwarted and motivations maligned. Gradually, the
practitioners, from their respective positions of gender-
based identification, were able to work through initial
reactions of denial and projection and, through identifying
mutual underlying feelings of helplessness and sorrow, to
form a common bond. The experience of becoming
embedded and gradually emerging from this “enactment”
enabled the community practitioners to articulate the
depth and nature of one significant longstanding area of
community conflict, thereby increasing community
awareness and flexibility with respect to this conflict.

Although traditional psychoanalysis has eschewed
psychoeducational approaches to individual or group
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