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Julie Jose said I should tell stories.  I will tell five, starting with one about Africa and cultural transformation.  If we look closely at the UU Partner Church Council program, it is about cultural transformation both in Romania and in North America.  All my stories have a common populist theme.  All suggest that the people know best what is needed.  And the last three stories note how listening to the people can lead to transformation.  Listening is a UU principle.  It can become a UU practice.
I have worked for nearly 40 years in African community development.  Let me start there.  When the British came to East Africa more than a century ago, they found, among other peoples, the classic pastoralists of Africa – the proud and historic Maasai and their enormous herds.  Today it is a region heavily affected by tsetse fly and a zone where pastoralism is no longer the sustaining livelihood that existed in earlier years.  
Before the British, the Maasai controlled the grazing land.  They knew that the dreaded tsetse fly, vector for the deadly cattle fever, trypanosomiasis, used the moist underside of acacia bush leaves to lay their eggs.  The Maasai were not without ingenuity.  Their cattle loved the tender acacia leaves so the Maasai developed a grazing rotation in which, over a year’s time, their cattle grazed virtually all of the range, thus keeping the acacia plants under control.  Destroying acacia marginalized the tsetse.  Using this biological control technique, the Maasai held trypanosomiasis to the status of a small problem.  The cost for the Maasai tsetse control program was zero.
Good colonials that they were, the British brought their “civilizing mission” to provide health and literacy to the people, order to the government, and productivity to the fields, pastures, rivers, and forests of the verdant land.  They also brought the concept of private property – something unnecessary among the Maasai – that the British thought increased responsibility in resource management and productivity.

Among other things, the British observed the Maasai cattle grazing system that took herds over miles and miles of rangelands.  To say the least, the British were appalled at such a disorderly and inefficient system.  Further, when they became aware of the deadly tsetse and the potential harm that could befall the cattle and their owners, they decided to take “proper” action.

Beginning in the 1920s, British experts designed a comprehensive plan to bring order to the grazing lands and to end forever the scourge of tsetse.  Their plan was simple and had three basic steps:

· Fence the rangelands into privately owned ranches
· Hire the “unemployed” (job creation) to cut down the acacia bushes, thereby destroying the breeding sites for tsetse.  
· Create a government department to manage the plan and prepare annual reports on the state of the tsetse in East Africa.
The cost: Whereas the Maasai’s traditional strategy was free, the British “improvement” required money for fencing, bush cutter wages, surveys, title deeds, government employees, offices, and transportation.
The tsetse control plan, funded from London, worked until September 1, 1939 when Hitler invaded Poland.  Although more than 4,000 miles away, the event siphoned the entire tsetse budget into Spitfires, Sten guns, and ships.  The tsetse control program fell by the wayside, as happens to many government programs.  As the program collapsed, the tsetse rose.  Nor could the Maasai restore their previous system because the rangelands were all fenced into private holdings.  By the end of World War II, tsetse was out of control.  
Lesson: Western culture regards private property (fences and title deeds) as the cornerstone of increasing productivity and responsible resource management; traditional and subsistence societies look upon private property as something that separates the people from one another and leads to conflict.  The Maasai knew what they were doing, but no one bothered to ask them as the British implemented their new program.
Let me return to transformation.  My basic question is whether we can, in 2006, change individual and institutional behavior?  Because the globe currently faces problems like the tsetse, only several thousand times more severe, it is helpful to think about the lessons learned.  The new challenge, of course, is the potential collapse of the Earth’s resource base that may come from four causes:
· A global struggle over who controls and benefits from oil

· A catastrophic rise in the ocean levels resulting from global warming

· Global double-digit inflation, triggered by the price of oil, the destruction of major productive parts of the globe from ocean flooding, and the eventual collapse of the US dollar; and
· Global poverty to the point that the youth of the impoverished who see no hope for their own futures will make today’s terrorism look like a birthday party.

The Maasai may be the only survivors in such a world – but they will be unable to cope unless they tear down the fences.

Let me tell you another story.  This one is about how our culture sometimes locks us into using poor judgment.  It also suggests that cultural listening may help to bridge gaps such as those between the British and Maasai, and many thousands of other cross-cultural situations.
The second story also comes from the village of Katheka.  It is located about 100 kms east of Nairobi, in Kenya’s Machakos District.  It is a village that I know very well.   

For generations the women of Katheka (and hundreds of other villages) had organized voluntary self-help groups – about 25 women per group.  They invested two days per week (Wednesdays and Saturdays) in group work on each other’s farms as well as on community projects such as constructing bench terraces or cut-off drains, planting trees, and digging wells.  Having 25 people working together was a satisfying social experience as well as a good way to improve the community.  Labor was 100% voluntary.

Then in the mid 1970s, a donor awarded Machakos a large grant to improve agricultural productivity and increase income.  The program engaged a number of NGOs to develop village projects in which injection of money would stimulate increased production.

One day, an NGO arrived in Katheka and, to their amazement, found 15 different women’s groups busily building bench terraces and many other projects to improve agricultural production.  Imagine, the NGO officers thought, what would happen to productivity if they could pay wages to the women and thereby stimulate even greater wealth.  Within a few months the NGO was using some of the grant money to pay Katheka’s women to do what they previously did as volunteers.  

The arguments began shortly thereafter.  Some women began to submit more hours than they actually worked.  Others resented it.  They reported the falsified hours to the NGO paymaster.  Disputes erupted over how many hours had been worked.  Productivity dropped and gradually the energy and accomplishments of the groups gave way to rancor and animosity.  Eventually the NGO gave up, saying that Katheka was a difficult place because the women were uncooperative.  While it took a few years to get the women’s groups going again, good local leadership prevailed and community loyalty enabled the women to accomplish what wages had almost destroyed.

Lesson: an industrial society pays for labor as a cost of production to increase profits; an agricultural society looks upon labor as a means to reduce risk or vulnerability.  In subsistence communities such as Katheka, injection of money almost always leads to conflict and creates divisions within a community.
But back to my topic of transformation.  Can we provide incentives to address the major crises of the current generation, to change behaviors that will reduce consumption of oil, decrease global warming, offset global inflation, and most important, reduce global poverty.

My answer is YES – if the people affected are the ones who design the solution.  

I will tell three short stories.

The first comes from the village of Nagbinlod in The Philippines. It is about transformation through listening.  As I relate the events let me suggest that if the British had known how to listen to the Maasai or the Machakos NGO had listened to the women of Katheka, the plight of Africa might be very different now from what it has become in the 21st century.  

Back to Nagbinlod.  For five years the people of the 100 household village on Negros Island in The Philippines asked the local government for help with their water supply.  They wanted to connect their well, high on a steep hill above the village, to the rest of the village with a piped water system.  The answer was always the same – there is no money for such a large project.

Then the Nagbinlod Unitarian Church joined with their partner church in Annapolis to conduct a three day community needs assessment.  The assessment team asked the people in a systematic way to identify their highest priority needs and what they were prepared to do about meeting them.  I will skip many stages here as the details of the Nagbinlod story are told elsewhere.  The short cut version tells how the assessment enabled the villagers to set their own priorities, build consensus on how to deal with them, create their own plan of action, and take their plan to the mayor, along with their pledge to provide labor to install two kms of water pipe.  The mayor, impressed that the village had a plan and a pledge of $4000 equivalent in labor, offered $4000 to construct a water storage tank, improve the facing and lining of the well, and provide a pump.  Dumbfounded at the Mayor’s response, the village committee went home and almost immediately contacted their North America UU partner and asked if they could find $4000 to buy pipe and match the other two partners.  Within a few weeks they had raised the money – a total of $12,000 from these three sources -- $4000 each.

Nine months after the assessment, the pump was in operation with seven standpipes connected to a pipeline serving almost the entire village.  Once the water system was complete, other things began to happen because the water was now an organized and productive resource.  Installation of the water system also demonstrated that the village could organize and implement its own action plan.  In the 18 months since the water system began operations, Nagbinlod has:

· Helped the Ministry of Agriculture to launch an extension center in the village, offering courses in organic methods with fast-growing seeds.  Nagbinlod farmers can now get five crops a year instead of one because of year-round water and new seed technology

· Facilitated a Taiwanese seed company to build three 1200 sq. ft. greenhouses to show farmers how a greenhouse shortens the growing time of any plant and reduces the incidence of pests

· Helped the Ministry of Education to triple the size of the village school

· Worked with the local government to upgrade the village health clinic and village meeting hall

· Helped the Ministry of Transport to improve the access road to the village

· Worked together to organize a woman’s cooperative to process and sell some of the new agricultural products.

These innovations have transformed Nagbinlod.  Previously a village filled with conflict, Nagbinlod has now become a harmonious and productive community.   Previously suffering from inadequate land, now with up to five harvests per year, farmers are doubling and tripling their incomes.

Lesson: Outsiders, in this case, the UU partner churches working in Nagbinlod, cannot transform a community.  But outsiders can facilitate local planning and organizing and enable the people to speak for themselves.  By stimulating the people to speak, the outsiders initiate local ownership of the plan and therefore local action that the community will sustain.  I will not go into detail about the actual tools we used but will be happy to point people to literature that describes them.
Let me add another story, this one about the people of Felsőrákos – your partner church.  Under the leadership of the Reverend Kotecz József, the people conducted an action planning and assessment exercise in February 2005. It identified roads, water, health, and jobs as the community’s highest priority needs. The women’s group took responsibility for health and within a few months had organized a new visitation schedule so the regional doctor would visit the village twice a week instead of once.
A water group is working on access to a local spring to provide piped water to the village.  Two weeks ago I was with Rev Kotecz who described a recent village open meeting to plan for their water system.  Whereas normally those meetings are filled with anger and conflict, now, because of the consensus achieved through the UU partner program, the meeting concluded with total accord on creating their water system, and they reached consensus without ever taking a vote.  
A village committee with three village representatives – an electrician, a forester, and an accountant – is managing a $75,000 grant they obtained to improve the village road.  They are busy applying for environmental impact permits and letting contracts to construction companies to rebuild the road.  The experience in managing the grant is providing valuable capacity for the village in many levels of organizing, mobilizing, managing, and securing additional partners to pursue their goals.
Much of this new Felsőrákos energy is a direct result of the same kind of assessment and partnership with North American UU churches as that conducted in Nagbinlod. While it is too early to document dramatic results, it is not too early to say for Felsőrákos that:
· Village ownership of the plan assures that local groups have already and will continue to follow through in water, health, and roads

· Local groups are learning how to generate matching grants, manage projects, employ contractors, and implement their own solutions in ways they think appropriate for their community

· Village cooperation among many different community groups is strong because of consensus developed during the priority ranking session

· Village committees have now set a precedent that one need not wait for outside “experts” to come solve their problems.  They can do much themselves, and things they cannot do themselves they are learning to achieve through negotiating with external partners.

My final story is about still another Transylvanian community, Bencéd in the flood ravaged Nyiko Valley.  Their assessment produced three priorities: (1) a house for the UU minister so they could fill a post that had been vacant for a decade; (2) an internet café so the village could access the internet to find resources to improve their community, and (3) solutions to their continuing problem with their water and sewerage management.  Given my earlier comments, you will not be surprised to learn that in six months, Bencéd has built a new parish house for a minister, received a new minister from the church headquarters, opened a cyber-cafe, and created a planning committee to begin work on their water and sanitation system.

My stories are over.  But the work of the partnerships is just beginning. In looking back at the stories, what are the major lessons that we are learning?  I have six:
· Listening to the People.  The British ignored the Maasai and the local NGO dismissed the knowledge of Katheka’s women’s groups.  Instead they used coercion and money to transform East African institutions and, because they did not listen to the people, produced disastrous results. 
· Organizing and Mobilizing Communities.  In The Philippines and Felsőrákos, community planning enabled the people to work together, to identify their priorities, and present a plan that the entire community supported.  They made it easy for external agencies to listen.  
· Resolving Conflicts and Building Consensus. Prior to the assessments, the two villages (Nagbinlod and Felsőrákos) were filled with conflicts.  Little progress was possible.  The assessment tools enabled them to come to full consensus on their priorities and how to implement them  
· Instilling a Vision.  Fourth, the assessments have also shown the people that they are not helpless or hopeless.  Instead community institutions represent one of the most dynamic and promising means to instill low-cost and sustainable poverty alleviation and natural resources management
· Profit Maximization VS Risk Minimization.  Fifth, the West assumes that profit maximization (the British with the Maasai and the NGO in Katheka villagers) is the ultimate social and economic goal for Homo sapiens.  Traditional societies have survived for centuries using goals of community building and risk minimization.  Profit maximization has been dominant only since the industrial revolution.  It is not yet clear what profit maximization means for community or environmental sustainability, but at the moment it is not looking very promising.
· Shared Responsibility.  Finally we need to consider the role of shared responsibility.  Charity – the process of writing checks – is a cop-out.  Shared responsibility is a strategy that grows from partnerships of like-minded individuals and groups.  Working together as equal partners accomplishes significant results.  Think about Felsőrákos, Nagbinlod, or Bencéd.   Think about how those communities are now much better prepared to analyze and solve the next generation of problems that will inevitably confront them.

In closing, what do we have?  We have gained first-hand knowledge of secrets to move the globe forward, including concepts such as:
Initiating

Organizing

Mobilizing

Building Consensus

Creating a Plan of Action

Finding Partners

No matter what happens in these communities, they now can solve the problems they think are important.  These concepts are UU values.  With congregations like yours, they are becoming UU practices. I urge all of us to transform ourselves beyond charity and to work with the impoverished as equal partners.  Build capacity; strengthen local institutions; listen to the people.  Partnerships enable each group to listen to the other as equals.  Listening enables all groups to consider their own options and implement locally designed solutions such as in Bencéd, Felsőrákos, and many other communities in the world of UU partners.  Transformation is not an elusive goal.  It is possible to achieve through use of tools that enable communities to apply UU values, using tools of group consensus building.
Transformation rarely starts at the top.  Governments, large corporations, established churches, and powerful financial institutions do not have a good record of transforming societies and solving problems such as global poverty.  But people-centered groups do.  Tools are known to help communities work together to achieve such transformations.  There is a significant role for UU communities to work together to initiate and collaborate in working toward these solutions.

Our globe is not without hope.  Given the tools of community consensus building and action planning, UU congregations such as Spokane can become part of the solution.  I welcome the opportunity to join with you in building solutions.
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