Centre for Sustainable Community Development
Simon Fraser University

                        

Community Economic Development and Social Economy in Latin America: Key Themes and Methods

Josu Mozos Aranguren

April 2012

Table of Contents 

3Executive Summary


51. Introduction


62. Methodology


63. Community Economic Development (CED)


104. The Social Economy


125. CED and the Social Economy


136. Latin American Context


146.1. Community-Based Development in Latin America


166.2. Participatory Development and Decentralization in Latin America


176.3. Sustainable Development in Latin America


186.4. Social Economy in Latin America


197. Collection of Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences


238. Key Themes and Methods of Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences


248.1. Farmer’s Development CED and Social Economy Experiences


308.2. Community-Based Natural Resource Management Experiences


348.3. Alternative Income-Generating Experiences


438.4. Non-Monetary Economic Activities


478.5. Workers-Recovered and Self-managed Enterprises


508.6. Participatory Budgeting


538.7. CED Housing Strategies


559. Discussion


559.1. Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences in Rural and Urban Contexts


589.2. Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences and Types of Initiator Organizations


599.3. Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences and CED Principles


619.4. Common Benefits/Opportunities and Problems/Challenges of Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences


6210. Conclusion


6311. References



Executive Summary

This project is exploratory research undertaken with the main goal of identifying key themes and methods of Latin American Community Economic Development (CED) and Social Economy experiences. The research methodology was based on literature review using references from academic journals as well as reports published by NGOs. 

The resurgence of CED and the social economy is related to the failure of the dominant neo-liberal capitalist development model to equally benefit all people. The roots of CED and social economy strategies can be found in the struggles of excluded citizens to achieve a more sustainable and equitable development at the community level. CED and social economy alternative development approaches refer to several strategies that are based on diverse theoretical perspectives of promoting bottom-up forms of development. Both, CED and the social economy, take multiple forms and implement different strategies, thus it is difficult to enunciate a singular exact definition that would comprise their numerous forms, aims, and practices.

This research has adopted a broad definition for each of these alternative development approaches that includes the different conceptions of CED and social economy. Moreover, a number of interrelated guiding principles, which recognize social economy and CED’s contextual nature and their many practice variations, have been utilized to identify CED and social economy practices. In this manner, CED is broadly understood as a community-based and community-directed process that explicitly combines social and economic development by promoting the well-being of communities. CED initiatives are guided by the following four general principles:

· Community-based/Place-based Development

· Participatory Development 

· Sustainable Development

· Asset-based Development
On the other hand, the social economy is broadly understood as encompassing diverse organizations and enterprises that, not belonging to the public or the private for-profit sectors, aim to generate social and economic wealth by integrating vulnerable population in the production of goods and services. Social economy organizations operate according to the following four general principles:

· Participation
· Solidarity
· Voluntary association

· Social cohesion and collective identity 

Despite the diversity found in Latin America, the region shares a similar historical, cultural, and political identity, thus it is possible to review some common traits regarding CED and social economy approaches and practices implemented in the region. Thirty-two Latin American CED and social economy experiences were collected and systematized in order to identify key themes and methods. During this research, the following seven broad key themes have been identified as crucial to understanding Latin American CED and social economy practices:
1. Farmers’ Development: many Latin American CED and social economy experiences focus on the development of the peasantry, which is one of the most excluded, oppressed, and marginalized social groups in the region. Within farmers’ development thematic group three principal sub-themes have been identified: 1) Policy advocacy processes; 2) Producers’ associations; and 3) Fair Trade ventures.

2. Community-Based Natural Resource Management: in response to the loss of biodiversity in the region many Latin American CED and social economy initiatives seek to integrate biodiversity conservation and socioeconomic development by engaging communities in natural resource management.

3. Alternative Income-generating Activities: there are countless CED and social economy experiences in Latin America that focus on the development of social enterprises that undertake alternative income-generating activities. In this research, four key alternative income-generating activities have been identified: 1) Community-based sustainable tourism; 2) Women groups’ social enterprises; 3) Artisans’ social enterprises; and 4) Waste-pickers/recyclers’ cooperatives. 
4. Non-Monetary Economic Activities: non-monetary economic activities refer to economic activities in which production and distribution of goods and services depend on reciprocity. This research has highlighted two types of non-monetary economic activities: 1) Community work groups, and 2) Barter clubs/Community currencies. 

5. Workers-Recovered and Self-managed Enterprises: Workers-recovered enterprises refer to factories/enterprises that workers decide to take over with the goal of self-managing production when the owners declare bankruptcy or abandon their factories. This phenomenon has emerged in Latin American cities in response to economic crisis and structural unemployment. 

6. Participatory Budgeting: processes by which citizens, either as individuals or through civic associations, contribute to decision-making over a municipal budget have expanded in Latin America.
7. Housing Strategies: increasing CED housing experiences that seek to offer affordable housing and housing improvement options to different groups of urban poor can be found across the region.

Regarding the methods employed in these experiences, some particularities and trends can be observed depending on the context (rural/urban), types of project initiator organizations, and main CED principles of the experiences. Although the broad range of Latin American CED and social economy initiatives use similar methods to attain their goals. These methods are generally based on participatory decision-making processes and mechanisms, NGO accompaniment and capacity building, self-help and mutual-help, as well as self-management approaches.

1. Introduction

CED and social economy refer to diverse strategies and activities through which people and social organizations promote community-based, alternative forms of economic development and social well-being.  The renew interest in CED and Social Economy theories and practices observed around the world is related with the negative impacts of the current dominant model of capitalist development, such as social exclusion, environmental crisis, and structural unemployment (Graydon, 2004; Veltmeyer, 2001a). 
CED and Social Economy, however, are constantly debated concepts that encompass a broad range of practices, projects, and programs that combine economic and social development goals. Moreover, the shape of CED and Social Economy approaches is necessarily affected by local conditions and circumstances, which makes even more difficult to establish universal and definite theories and conceptual definitions. 
This paper is based on an exploratory research undertaken with the main goal of identifying key themes and methods of CED and social economy practices in Latin America. This research has adopted a broad definition for each of these alternative development approaches that includes the different conceptions of CED and Social Economy in order to observe how community development experiences in the Latin American context approach key development issues such as ecological limits, the use and appropriation of natural resources, community empowerment, citizens’ participation, social inclusion, and so on.

This report outlines some particularities of Latin American conceptual approaches and practices concerning community-based development, participatory development, sustainable development, and the Social Economy. This paper discusses the key themes and methods of Latin American CED and Social Economy, and presents some general findings regarding the predominant characteristics of Latin American experiences depending on the context (rural or urban), type of project initiator organization, and main CED principles.

2. Methodology

The research methodology was based on literature review using references from academic journals as well as reports published by local and international NGOs. 

The first step of the process was to review the literature in order to build a conceptual framework that would guide the research project. The second step was to compile Latin American CED and Social Economy local experiences. The experiences were selected according to their relevance regarding the CED principles as well as according to the heterogeneity criteria; that is relevant practices undertaken in different countries, promoted by a diversity of agents, with several central themes and methods, as well as different target social groups or sectors were selected. These experiences were compiled and systematized in summary sheets with a format that allows not only organizing the different type of projects and programs according to central themes, but also cross-referencing items to observe relationships between the features (i.e. context, type of initiator organization, participants, CED principles, type of social enterprise organization, and methods) of these experiences.

The final step was to analyze compiled experiences in order to identify key themes and methods that emerge from Latin American CED and Social Economy practices, and to detect the correlations that may exist between the main features of these experiences.  
3. Community Economic Development (CED)

CED is a term employed to refer to many different strategies based on different theoretical perspectives of promoting bottom-up forms of development (Graydon, 2004). Indeed, the field of CED is characterized by multiple and often conflicting practices, and no overarching definition, typology, or theory presents a definite way to resolve the discrepancies about CED objectives, means, and practices (Giloth, 1998). 

The failure of the dominant capitalist model of political economy to equally benefit all people has led a number of economic and social theorists to propose alternative models that may mitigate poverty and social polarization (Filion, 1998; Graydon, 2004; Veltmeyer, 2001a). Alternative development strategies, rather than being economic growth focused, stress people oriented criteria of development, such as the universal provision of basic needs, the advance of social equity, the enhancement of human productive and creative capabilities, and the capacity of communities to establish and reach their own development goals (Brohman, 1996). CED is one of those proposed alternative development strategies that promotes social equity and community survival in the face of economic adversity (Filion, 1998; Lo and Halseth, 2009). In this sense, the roots of CED can be found in the struggles of excluded citizens living in disadvantaged communities to regain and improve their localities (Lewis, 2004). 
CED can be seen as a process whereby marginalized communities reclaim the economic resources necessary to assure individual and collective well-being (Ninacs, 2004). CED practices employ a wide range of strategies that guide communities toward achieving control over their economic resources. Thus, CED is committed to participatory forms of decision-making as well as to modes of economic development that function at a local level and promote social objectives (Filion, 1998).
Since CED takes multiple forms and implements diverse strategies, it is difficult to enunciate a singular definition that would comprise its numerous forms, aims, and often contradictory theoretical frameworks. However, several broad definitions can be found in CED literature. For example, the Chantier de l’économie sociale (2005) defines CED as a community-based and community-directed process that explicitly combines social and economic development by advancing the economic, social, ecological, and cultural well-being of communities. 

 CED is based on the premise that in order to be successful, economic development must be rooted in the community. The concept of “community”, however, can carry several connotations and is poorly defined and used both in the study and practice of community development (Veltmeyer, 2001a). For some “community” refers to people living and working in a shared geographic area and who have direct, face-to-face interactions (Boothroyd and Davis, 1993; as cited in Graydon, 2004). For others, “community” refers to an area of specific common interest, which may or may not be geographically delimited, and usually includes shared language, values, and norms, along with particular social characteristics -traits that may act as barriers for economic and socio-political inclusion and participation (such as gender, ethnic, racial and cultural minorities, and persons with disabilities) (Giloth, 1998; Graydon, 2004). Others interpret the concept of “community” as a logical decision-making unit that may or may not incorporate spatial dimension (Shaffer, et.al. 2006). This latter approach emphasizes the point that a community can make and implement decisions.

Veltmeyer (2001b) states that the prevalent concept of ‘community’ implies a set of common understandings, social bonds of reciprocal obligations, common institutionalized practices, as well as a sense of social identity. Although, he notes that in many cases of community development experiences there is no real ‘community’. In practice, the term ‘community’ often designates a delimited group of people who relate merely to administrative or analytical convenience or geographical contiguity. In many cases, however, the people involved or targeted in CED programs or projects are divided among classes and stratified along diverse dimensions (i.e. gender, age, ethnic, abilities). 
Due to the various ‘community’ definitions applied within CED, Veltmeyer (2001b) argues that the notion of community is not only highly problematic but is truly difficult to translate into theory or practice of community development. Mathie and Cunningham (2003) explain that the notion of ‘community’, if used casually, can create the perception that people in a particular location, neighbourhood, or ethnic group, are necessarily cooperative, caring, and inclusive. The reality may be very different, as power differentials in gender, race, and class relations may result in exclusion, and threaten the apparent cohesiveness of the group. As many CED experiences demonstrate, members of a community can unite in a common project even though the interests and goals of the different classes and groups that comprise the community diverge (Veltmeyer, 2001b). Yet this does not mean that community ties negate class divisions, nor does it mean that ‘community’ is an organic unity based on social bonds and the sense of mutual obligation toward a shared identity. 
Traditionally, while the field of ‘community development’ was inclined to focus, among other things, on equal rights, institutional organization, and political processes, the field of ‘economic development’ focused on jobs, income, and business expansion (Shaffer, et.al.,2006). CED theories and practices merge these two fields of development. Within economic development frameworks, the term ‘development’ is often used as a synonim for growth. These terms might be related but they are fundamentally different. Growth can occur without development, and development can occur without growth. Essentially, growth involves quantitatively increasing present practices in a manner that is basically the same as what is currently done. Growth induces negative externalities or side effects, such as pollution, that may actually diminish the improvement in human well-being (Shaffer, et.al.,2006). In CED, ‘development’ is seen as qualitative improvement of all types of capital (human, natural, economic, physical, cultural, and social), as opposed to the quantitavie expansion of one type of capital (Davidson, 2002, as cited in Hamstead, et. al. 2005).

Although social and economic improvement of the community is the universal goal of CED, there are various perspectives on how to achieve this objective that range along a continuum of diverse CED approaches. Reimer (2003:93) summarizes the differences between what is referred to as ‘radical CED’ and ‘reform CED’. The former perspective frequently encompasses an agenda that acknowledges and challenges power inequalities present in the current socio-economic and political systems. The latter perspective of ‘reform CED’ is based upon the idea that capitalist market economy principles can be used in generating wealth in a way that will not reproduce social and economic inequities. CED in this latter case is mainly focus on the quantitative expansion of the local economy. 
It is evident that the goals or purposes of CED are not always the same, and that different communities choose to use different CED models and strategies. Local conditions and personal or collective circumstances affect the type of CED model or strategies each community chooses to implement. 

Given the difficulties in elaborating an overarching CED theoretical framework, there is a wide consensus in CED literature that, instead of developing inclusive definitions and fixed typologies of practices, it would be more appropriate to establish a number of interrelated guiding principles that could be adapted to fit local conditions and preferences. This approach recognizes CED’s contextual nature and its many practice variations. 

For the purpose of this research the following four general CED principles are adopted to identify CED practices: 

1. Community-based/Place-based Development: the local community is the basis of CED processes, and local people themselves are the main agents for development.

2. Participatory Development: participants of CED experiences are involved in decision-making processes. 

3. Sustainable Development: CED experiences recognize the interrelationships between economic, social, and environmental issues.

4. Asset-based Development: CED initiatives adopt an appreciative asset-based approach to community development.

4. The Social Economy

The Social Economy can be understood as a means of redressing the failure of contemporary political and economic policies to provide minimum acceptable economic and social welfare to increasing sectors of the population (Restakis, 2006). In its broader sense, Social Economy includes economic and quasi-economic activities undertaken with the goal to create social benefits rather than to maximize economic profits (Lionais and Johnstone, 2010). 

Although the Social Economy is still a contested term and despite the fact that there is not a widely accepted precise definition of the term, there are some general definitions that help understand the reality that the term refers to. For instance, McMurtry (2010, 4) proposes the following broad definition: “economic activity neither controlled directly by the state nor by the profit logic of the market, activity that prioritizes the social well-being of communities and marginalized individuals over partisan political directives or individual gain”. 
There are several terms; such as solidarity economy, popular economy, and non-profit organizations, that are used to encompass and describe the particular economic activities that compose the Social Economy. Different conceptions of the Social Economy have specific geographical origins and certain theoretical and political backgrounds that emphasize distinct dimensions of these economic activities (Fonteneau, et. al., 2010).

For example, the term ‘Social Economy’ is traditionally associated with cooperatives, mutual benefit organizations, and associations. 

‘Solidarity Economy’ is a term mainly used in France, Quebec, and Latin America, which stresses solidarity as the main characteristic of these economic activities. In general terms, it refers to innovative, more participatory, and often smaller initiatives. While in Latin America the term is used to refer to a broad range of initiatives that promote not only democratic participation in economic life, but also an alternative way to build economic, cultural, social and political relations where solidarity, equity, and citizenship prevail over competitive individualism (Fonteneau, et. al., 2010). 

The term ‘Popular Economy’ has its roots in Latin America, and refers to economic activities developed by the popular class and their grassroots organizations to address subsistence economic and social problems. Singer (2006) explains that the solidarity economy differs from the popular economy, because the latter has a political project of social transformation (as cited in Marañón and López, 2010). Thus the popular economy is often related with a strong political agenda of an alternative economic and political model (Fonteneau, et. al., 2010).

The Anglo-American ‘Non-profit Approach’ defines the Social Economy as that economical sector which is neither the private for-profit nor the public sector (Nincacs, 2002). This approach includes more restrictive groups of organizations than the previous approaches since it excludes cooperatives; considering them private for-profit organizations. Thus the non-profit sector is mainly correlated to the associative component of the Social Economy. 


There are, nevertheless, several factors that unite the many and varied Social Economy organizations (Fonteneau and Develtere, 2009) and distinguish them from public and private enterprises and organizations (Fonteneau, et al, 2010). The main distinguishing feature of Social Economy organizations is that they aim to generate wealth by integrating vulnerable population in the production of goods and services. 

Additionally, four common operating principles that are shared by the diversity of Social Economy organizations can be identified (Ibid):

1. Participation: the members, users, or beneficiaries of the Social Economy have the opportunity to be either the owners of the organization or to be actively engaged in democratic decision-making processes. 
2. Solidarity: relationships among members of the organization are based on solidarity, especially in regards to the equitable distribution of work, productive factors, and wealth generated.

3. Voluntary association: people freely get involved in Social Economy organizations on a voluntary basis. 

4. Social cohesion and collective identity: Social Economy organizations have a collective dimension in that people and/or groups work together to meet their own needs or those of others. 

For the purpose of this research, the term Social Economy is employed as an inclusive concept that encompasses other terms such as solidarity economy, popular economy, and non-profit, while emphasizing what is common to these organizations (their many and varied aims, which are socially, democratically, and solidarity based) and respecting their cultural, historical, and political differences. The criteria used to identify Social Economy experiences are based on the above-mentioned operating principles shared by the diverse Social Economy practices. 

5. CED and the Social Economy

Frequently the terms CED and Social Economy are employed together, even interchangeably, although the two of them lack a clear, universal, agreed upon definition. Both CED and Social Economy are used to refer to diverse and often conflicting theoretical perspectives and practices; nevertheless, both of them are used to designate strategies that combine economic and social goals. That is why it is worth discussing the relationship, as well as the points of convergence and divergence, between the CED and Social Economy. 

Both approaches emanate from common values and from a shared goal of integrating social and economic objectives to achieve a more sustainable and equitable development at the community level (Chantier de l’économie sociale, 2005). In addition, both propositions organize citizens to become agents of their own development. 

The CED approach; however, focuses on a holistic, integrated territorial approach to community development, while the Social Economy approach focuses on development of enterprises that embed social goals in innovative business models (Chantier de l’économie sociale, 2005; Lewis, 2004). Thus the most basic distinction is that CED has a primary focus on territory while the Social Economy has a primary focus on enterprise development. 

On the one hand, CED implements several projects and programs in an ensemble of strategic action directed at reducing the outflow of capital and people from a locality. Building on existing assets, CED strategies create and leverage new resources for the development of the community as a whole. Research has shown that the more comprehensive, systematic, and sustained the CED approach, the more effective it is likely to be (Lewis, 2004). Thus CED approaches understand the necessity to simultaneously improve all forms of community capitals (economic, physical, natural, social, human, and cultural capital). 

 On the other hand, Social Economy approaches tend to focus on engaging communities of interest (i.e. people with disabilities, women, and landless farmers) in enterprises that practice democratic forms of participation and ownership. 

Nevertheless, CED and Social Economy are inextricably linked in various ways (Lewis, 2004). An integral aspect of CED strategies in particular territories is enterprise development. This can involve a range of tools such as entrepreneur development, business incubators, training, business retention, and creation of social enterprises. The development of social enterprises, which constitute the Social Economy, is a particularly important sphere of CED strategic action for several reasons. First, place-based social enterprises are locally rooted and provide means for the community (or at least part of it) to engage in relationships of exchange and create new resources that can be reinvested into the community (Lionais and Johnstone, 2010). Second, Social Economy enterprises are often run by workers and owners of specific communities of interest that have difficulty finding employment. They combine business development with human development to reduce marginalization within a community and extend democratic ownership (Lewis, 2004). And third, many social enterprises carry out key social tasks, such as child-care, community health, recycling of waste, and housing (Ibid). 


Looked at this way, while each place a different emphasis on the scope and focus of development action, CED and the Social Economy share a common vision of a more just and sustainable economy. They can be seen as complementary approaches to strengthening communities that in collaboration address and interconnect social and economic spheres in order to enhance the well-being of geographical communities and communities of interest (Lewis, 2004). In addition, both approaches are key in terms of capacity-building and empowerment, as well as in contributing to new forms of citizenship and participatory democracy (Chantier de l’économie sociale, 2005).

6. Latin American Context

Latin America is one of the most unequal regions in the world and a large proportion of its population lives in conditions of poverty (Pearce, et. al., 2010). Latin America has a long history of oppressive state violence and, especially over the last two decades, urban social violence. It also has a long history of revolutionary struggle in rural and urban areas, where the poor have organized against wealthy elites (Ibid).   

In the 1970s, Latin America was largely rural and peasants’ underdevelopment became the focus for analyses of inequalities, imbalances, and dependency in the rural sector. Today, the region is largely urban and the struggle of impoverished and excluded urban groups has gain attention (Oakley and Flores, 1994). In the 1980s, four major processes that characterized the region can be highlighted: (1) debt crisis and decline of economic conditions for the popular majority; (2) widespread adoption of the Structural Adjustment Program (SAP), that is stabilization and austerity measures and ‘structural’ economic reforms designed by the IMF and the World Bank; (3) reestablishment of the capitalist capital-labour process based on a radical change on the capital-labour relationship; and (4) replacement of military and authoritarian regimes by constitutional, democratically elected civilian regimes (Veltmeyer, 2001c).
In spite of, or perhaps because of, the particular problems and challenges they encounter, Latin Americans have developed a high level of social and political creativity and innovation (Pearce, et. al., 2010). According to Veltmeyer (2001c), one of the most notable developments in Latin American countries in the 1980s, was the creation and proliferation of a variety of highly participatory strategies that formed a popular economy in the thriving informal sector, which functioned without the mechanisms of the formal market and the state, and which created virtually all the enterprise and employment generated in the 1980s. 

In sum, during the last few decades, two broad transformations have affected the social and political context of Latin America: the impacts of neo liberal structural reforms and the regaining of hope and the emergence of autonomous organizations in civil society (Dinerstein, 2010). As a result of these transformations, there have been countless mobilizations of those excluded, involving new forms of collective action in conditions of unemployment, underemployment, and poverty (such as social economy enterprises, community self-help alternatives, local development initiatives, and autonomous community actions led by social movements). 

In order to have a better understanding of the Laitn American context, the following sections briefly discuss key aspects of Latin American community-based development, participatory development, and Social Economy. 

6.1. Community-Based Development in Latin America


Community-based development in the region has been subjected to substantial changes over the years. Traditional community-based development approaches, still widely applied, are based on neighbourhood and community organization around local self-help projects promoted and financed by outside agents. Other alternative approaches include such initiatives as church supported outreach, projects promoted and sustained by local community groups, activities of politicized popular movements seeking socio-economic rights for the poor, and so forth (O’Gorman, 1994).

O’Gorman (1994) proposes three clusters of activities that serve to identify some tendencies among the multiple expressions of community-based development in Latin America:

1. Local, national, and international NGO facilitators: Socio-educational facilitators working with NGOs have developed and supported many local projects in the region. These facilitators play a key role in accompanying projects and local groups in community development processes. NGO accompaniment, capacity-building, and facilitation processes, however, require an adequate methodology that too often has been relegated to a few practical techniques to supervise funded projects.

2. Self-help local improvement projects: The base of these activities is formed by the most marginalized and excluded groups. These clusters involve short-term, low-cost, self-sustained activities to supplement basic living conditions in spheres such as housing, family income, or health. These small projects may disappear once their initial goals have been achieved, but often they become local social institutions that continue servicing needs in a more permanent way.

3. Popular Education: This cluster also includes self-help projects that base their activities on processes of popular education, awareness raising, empowerment, solidarity, etc. Popular education places emphasis on encouraging the poor and marginalized to reflect on and understand the roots of their conditions, and to begin to influence the causes of their exclusion. 

Pearce et. al. (2010) characterize community development in Latin America as highly political and as associated with the idea of ‘conscientization’. Community development is considered to be a process through which the marginalized recognize the injustices in resource allocation and reach a level of analytical awareness. In order for communities to ‘develop’, it is believed that there is a need to uncover power asymmetries and to understand their logic so they can be changed. Nevertheless, as these authors note, Latin America also has plenty of traditional practices of power and politics. Thus, clientelistic networks, which enable politicians to continue in power through the favours they offer, afflict many of the community development practices in the region. 

6.2. Participatory Development and Decentralization in Latin America

Until the 1960s, the projects of Latin American emergent organizations focused on providing charity, and recipients were treated as objects rather than participant subjects of the projects (Macdonald, 2001). By the 1960s; however, new strategies that explicitly addressed the need for the poor to participate in development projects appeared in response to the inability of previous approaches to overcome poverty. This shift was associated with the consolidation of the basic-needs approach within the official aid agencies. Nevertheless, this version of participation, based on basic-needs strategies, was strongly instrumentalist and technocratic in character – that is, participation was seen as a more cost effective and efficient way of ensuring project success (defined in economic and technical terms). 

As Macdonald (2001) explains, new approaches to participation also emerged during the mid 1960s in the context of changes occurring in the Catholic Church and the military regimes established in the Southern Cone. Many sectors of the Latin American church tried to transform the church to push for social reforms. This way, the so-called ‘popular church’ began to organize the poor in Christian-based communities. They encouraged the poor to critically reflect on the nature of their oppression and stimulated organized political action. As a result, new ‘paradigms’ were established among Latin American NGOs, influenced by ideas like conscientization, popular education, and support for organizational processes. These new approaches to NGO activity represented an important separation from instrumental conceptions of participation and a movement toward the issue of empowerment of the poor. Nonetheless, Macdonald (2001) argues that despite the best intentions and the most participatory techniques, many new-style NGO efforts retain significant elements of paternalism. 

Another significant issue related with participatory development that took centre stage during the mid 1980s and early 1990s is the process of government decentralization and municipalization, which in Latin America was presented as a means to foster not only democracy and social participation, but also a more sustainable form of development (FAO, 1997). The political context for the movement to decentralize government in Latin America was constituted by both a democratization process as well as by efforts to reduce and downsize the state and to privatize social services. In fact, decentralization and municipalization were integral parts of SAPs (Clemente, 2003; Freres, 2003; Veltmeyer, 2001c). Thus, far from the principle of decentralization as a necessary condition to enhance popular participation in local development, many governments in Latin America viewed decentralization as a functional means to meeting social demands with limited resources and capacity, as well as a means of establishing governments’ legitimacy. In general terms, the broadly implemented decentralization processes in Latin America were based, in part, on initiatives undertaken by the central government (from above), and on pressures and demands from groups organized within civil society (from below)
 (Veltmeyer, 2001c). 

 According to Clemente (2003), a general observation that can be applied to the region is that the most widespread participation mechanisms refer to forms of co-management in social projects (i.e. joint management and partnerships). This modality of participation has been spread because it represents a convenient form of participation for both municipal governments and social organizations -who participate as co-executors or beneficiaries of projects. The most commonly employed mechanisms are consultative councils, thematic forums, and roundtables.

According to FAO (1997), while in some cases decentralization has succeeded in strengthening the autonomy of local governments and advancing their relationships with civil society organizations, it has not always succeeded in modifying previous structures of decision-making. Often decentralization has strengthened local relations of patronage and clientelism at the expense of grassroots organizations and local mechanisms of participatory decision-making. 
6.3. Sustainable Development in Latin America

Latin America could be characterized as a region with mass poverty in an economically and ecologically rich area (Ortiz Monasterio, 1991). The region has one of the most valuable ecosystems in the world; however, its depletion is accelerating at a non-sustainable rate by the combined effects of an approach to development based on economic growth at any cost, and the environmental degradation associated with poverty in the region. 

In Latin America the issue of sustainable development at a national level is quite complex. There are several governments strongly focused on addressing environmental issues by means such as sale of environmental goods and services, carbon credits, or demanding financial compensation to developed countries for environmental services -there are several policies in this regard in countries such as Argentina or Brazil-. On the other hand, the progressive or the new-leftist governments have accentuated the appropriation of natural resources in their economies by promoting increased exports of raw materials as a way to fuel economic growth. Hence, a ‘neo-extractivism’ has been created that prolongs the dependency on sectors such as hydrocarbons, minerals, forestry, etc. (Gudynas, 2010).
Contrastingly, Ecuador exhibited an outstanding example of environmental awareness with the biocentric approach undertaken in their newly approved 2008 constitution. The new constitution proposes the recognition of Nature as a subject of its own rights. The recognition of intrinsic values of Nature represents an important distinction from the economicist trend over the environment that prevails in Latin America. The Ecuadorian biocentric perspective breaks with the dominant extractive trend in that it states that all ecosystems and all life forms should be protected regardless of their economic value. 
At a local level, there are innumerable sustainable development experiences designed and implemented by community organizations and NGOs to foster sustainable forms of socio-economic development (Barkin 2000, as cited in Veltmeyer 2001a). The proliferation of successful impacts -however modest- gained during the last decades across the region by these local projects is slowly spreading methods of sustainable development, especially in rural and urban socio-environmental systems afflicted by critical impoverishment. These experiences represent a shift from the traditional paradigm of development based on the ideal of progress and extractive practices.

These diverse successful sustainable development experiences are based on some common features: they increase the resources available to the community; they increase social and environmental awareness; and they are based on associative approaches to generate capacity of response and adaptability, while increasing community power to control resources and the immediate environment (Ortiz Monasterio 1991). The range and type of local sustainable development projects implemented over the years in Latin America is broad; however, these projects have tended to concentrate on the principles of ethnodevelopment, indigenous ecoknowledge, and community participation in project design and resource management (Veltmeyer, 2001a). 

6.4. Social Economy in Latin America

In Latin America Social Economy approaches present some specificities both in practice and in theory that translate into distinctive meanings, operations, and impacts of Social Economy activities. It is argued that a distinctive element of the Latin American conception of the Social Economy is that it has characteristics of a counter-hegemonic political project (Oxoby, 2010). Various scholars have adopted the notion of the ‘Other Economy’ to refer to the diverse Social Economy practices that take place in the region. From a theoretical perspective the ‘Other Economy’ is social because in addition to producing goods and services, it must allow different forms of social relations, different interactions with the natural environment, as well as different modes of production and life options. In this sense, the “Other Economy’ proposes alternative social relations and the transformation of structures of the economy itself, and not just the distribution of benefits. The organizations that conform to the ‘Other Economy’ define themselves as not-for-profit, which does not make them anti-capitalists but instead makes them no capitalists. Similarly, in general terms, the ‘Other Economy’ approach does not represent an anti-political or anti-state approach; but rather it represents an approach that supports participatory democracy (Ibid). 
In Latin America the Social Economy and its practices took prominence as spontaneous responses from society to the satisfaction of their needs that neither the state nor the market met. Since the late 1990s, however, several Latin American governments (Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, and Venezuela) have implemented different programs and policies to support these social initiatives, and several national networks have also been created across Latin America to promote the Social Economy (Fonteneau, et al., 2010). 
According to the International Cooperative Alliance, in terms of creation of new cooperatives and numbers of membership, Latin America is the “fastest growing” region in the world (ICA Regional Conference, 2009, as cited in Fonteneau et. al., 2010). Moreover, innovative social and solidarity economy practices are multiplying across the continent. Indeed, what characterizes the Latin American Social Economy is the broad spectrum of experiences that this sector includes (Oxoby, 2010). 

The current political climate of the Social Economy in Latin America presents opportunities and challenges. The support from government -which in many areas opens the possibility of adopting the Social Economy as a state development policy- represents a significant opportunity for the region. Among the challenges the region faces; however, there is the danger of politically using the Social Economy: merely offering discursive support, or even worse weakening the Social Economy by promoting it through welfare policies that, instead of fostering autonomy, perpetuate clientelism (Oxoby, 2010).  

7. Collection of Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences


During this research thirty-two Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences have been selected and systematized in summary sheets. It is worth noting that this compilation of thirty-two experiences does not conform to a representative sample of all Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences but have been purposively selected to show the diversity with respect to the experiences that have been, and are being, developed in the region. The homogeneity criterion followed to select the projects and programs has been that the experiences implement strategies from at least two of the guiding CED principles. Furthermore, in order to reflect the diversity of Latin American practices, as well as to identify key themes and methods, a heterogeneity criterion has been applied based on the following elements: country
; context (rural/urban); type of project initiator organization; themes; methods; and target group/participants. 

In the next section seven Latin American CED and Social Economy key thematic areas are presented, and for each of the key themes identified a summary sheet of a practical experience is included as an example. In this report, we have prioritized the experiences from Bolivia, and whenever possible we selected a Bolivian example for each of these key themes. The summary presented in Table 1, however, allows a quick view of the main features off all the experiences collected and systematized during this research project. 
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( Continuation) Table 1. Summary of the Features of the Compiled Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences  


[image: image3.emf] 

Table 1.    Summary of the Features of the Compiled Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences  
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8. Key Themes and Methods of Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences

The discussion presented in this section is based on literature review and the practical examples from the thirty-two experiences collected. Systematizing the experiences in summary sheets has not only allowed to identify key themes of Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences, but has also allowed to cross-reference items in order to observe possible correlations between the features (i.e. context, type of project initiator organization, participants, CED principles, type of social enterprise organization, and methods) of these experiences. 

Although many of the experiences combine several themes, in order to facilitate analysis, they have been categorized according to the central theme that each of them addresses. This way, the compiled Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences have allowed identifying the following seven broad key thematic groups (and nine sub-themes):  

1. Farmers’ Development

a. Policy Advocacy

b. Producers’ Association

c. Fair Trade

2. Community-Based Natural Resource Management 

3. Alternative Income-Generating Activities 

a. Community-based Sustainable Tourism

b. Women Groups’ Social Enterprises

c. Artisans’ Social Enterprises

d. Waste Pickers/Recyclers’ Cooperatives

4. Non-Monetary Economic Activities

a. Community Work Groups

b. Community Currencies and Barter Clubs

5. Workers-Recovered and Self-managed Enterprises

6. Participatory Budgeting

7. Housing Strategies

During this research the seven broad themes mentioned above have been identified as crucial to understanding Latin American CED and Social Economy approaches. Some of these themes, such as farmers’ development, alternative income-generating activities, and housing projects, are typically found in CED experiences in the developing countries of the global South. In the case of the Latin American region, however, some of these themes are considered especially relevant because of the large quantity of particular experiences in the region that address these issues. For instance, in the region there are countless farmers/producers’ associations, fair trade projects, community-based natural resource management programs, community-based sustainable tourism experiences, and women and artisans’ social enterprises. On the other hand, some of the identified themes are critical to Latin American CED and Social Economy practices because these CED themes were originally conceived and/or consolidated in Latin America. For instance, barter clubs and workers-recovered enterprises in Argentina, and participatory budgeting processes in Brazil. 

Before presenting some general findings in regards to the predominant characteristics of Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences depending on the context (rural or urban), type of project initiator organization, and main CED principle, each of the seven key themes are briefly discussed in the following sections. 

8.1. Farmer’s Development CED and Social Economy Experiences

Despite the expanding industrialization of agriculture, the great majority of farmers in Latin America are peasants who still farm small plots of land, usually in marginal environments utilizing traditional and subsistence methods. There are about 16 million peasant production units in the region, occupying close to 160 million hectares, which involve 75 million people that make a significant contribution to regional food security (Altieri, 2000). The peasantry, however, is one of the most excluded, oppressed, and marginalized social groups in the region. Thus, it does not come as a surprise that farmers’ development is one of the key themes of Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences. Within farmers’ development initiatives three principal sub-themes have been identified in this research: 1) Policy advocacy processes; 2) Producers’ associations; and 3) Fair Trade ventures. 


CED and Social Economy experiences that focus on farmers’ policy advocacy processes tend to strategically combine development and advocacy actions. The main CED principle guiding these experiences is participatory development, and they represent a bottom-up form of development. Policy advocacy experiences address the more political aspects of CED approaches demanding rights and opportunities to participate in development public policy decision-making. In Latin America, the most significant farmers’ advocacy actions have intended to redefine national policies of trade liberalisation, natural resource management, and land distribution; however, there are also numerous policy advocacy processes that aim to influence local development agendas and strategies, as well as municipal public investment decisions. Peasant organizations and NGOs that engage in policy advocacy processes in the region display varying degrees of organizational autonomy and capacity, and according to Ballard et al. (2005, as cited in Bebbington, 2006), fall on a continuum between collaborative interactions with governmental institutions on the one extreme, and adversarial, confrontational relations with governments on the other. 

Summary Sheet 1

	Name of the Experience: Policy advocacy process led by a farmer’s organization in Sacaca

	Country: Bolivia
	City / Community: Sacaca (Potosi)
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 2005-2007

	Initiator Organization: Comité de Fortalecimiento de la Agropecuaria Ecológica de Sacaca (COFAES)
 (Committee to Strengthen Ecological Agriculture in Sacaca)

	Type of Organization: Local indigenous farmers’ organization

	Participants / Target Group: Farmers (members of the organization)

	Main CED Principles: Participation/Participatory Development; Asset-based Development; Sustainability

	Themes: Ecological agriculture; Participation in policy advocacy at the local level; Empowerment; 

	Methods: Organization of workshops and congresses; exchange of ecological agriculture experiences

	Goal: To promote and include the development of ecological agriculture in public policies 

	Description of the Experience: 

This experience refers to a process of societal empowerment at a local level that enabled greater farmers’ participation in policy advocacy in the municipality of Sacaca. The process was carried out by the “Comité de Fortalecimiento de la Agropecuaria Ecológica de Sacaca” (COFAES), which is a small-scale farmers’ organization formed by 297 peasant families from 16 of the 187 local communities. COFAES is a local organization that is currently supported by K`anchay (a national NGO).

COFAES
 emerged in 2003 from local soil committees as a collective network, to promote soil conservation and sustainable agriculture practices among the members and other farmers in the Municipality of Sacaca. The members of COFAES, learning and sharing experiences with other communities, are developing soil conservation and sustainable agricultural practices that increase their productivity, and their income; while decreasing the temporary and permanent out-migration of family members. The organization has its own governing body and internal rules, and it is a complementary organization, specialized in agro-ecological production, to the traditional peasant sindicato
 (‘union’ in English, ‘ayllu’ in Quechua).

In internal meetings and workshops members ascertained the need to participate in policy advocacy with proposals that promote the development of ecological agriculture. To do so, COFAES decided to share its experiences with other people in the municipality by organizing the first ‘Local Congress on Ecology’ as well as three consecutive workshops that involved peasants’ traditional leaders and municipal authorities. 

One of the goals of the ‘Local Congress on Ecology’ was to identify some guidelines that would be part of their proposal to the municipality. This congress served to get acknowledgement and recognition from peasant leaders and municipal authorities. During the two subsequent workshops, by sharing their experiences and practices with their peasant leaders, COFAES sought to obtain the support and understanding from peasant leaders. 

Lastly, the third workshop went beyond sharing experiences. COFAES and the leaders of the farmers’ traditional organizations (sindicatos) jointly prepared a document explaining their view on development. Before preparing the proposal, they engaged in analyses of their socio-economic and productive situation. As a result, the proposal described what they want for Sacaca’s development, and included issues related to health, education, production, and culture. As a result of these processes, COFAES decided that its main task was to help to assure that farmers’ perspectives would be included within the official ‘Municipal Development Plan’. 

In short, Sacaca’s agro-ecological farmers decided to create COFAES because they understood that, if organized, their experience and proposals would be more influential. Its first efforts focused on showing their work on sustainable agriculture to inspire and guide the elaboration of policy proposals. They sought to convince their own indigenous leaders to make them take pivotal roles in the policy advocacy process. So they understood that it is critical not to ignore the legitimacy and political power of key actors (that is their traditional organizations and peasant leaders that have authority and power in decision-making at community, inter-community, and municipal level). This realization brought COFAES’ farmers to influence their traditional leaders to become their allies during the advocacy process. 

This experience is an example of how a community-based organization, such as COFAES, can provide a favourable environment for farmers to play a key role in policy processes. It also reveals the importance of partnerships and of having powerful actors and institutions as allies.

	Benefits / Opportunities: 

Following the efforts of COFAES, the local government of Sacaca has incorporated issues related to sustainable agriculture in its ‘Municipal Development Plan’, and has approved the creation of a ‘Productive and Economic Development Municipal Committee’, which promotes soil conservation and agroecology strategies. In addition, nowadays the indigenous, peasant and farmers’ organizations have increasing political power.

	Problems / Challenges: (Not available in the sources)



Another crucial sub-theme of farmers’ development initiatives in Latin America is the promotion of producers’ associations. These experiences, mainly guided by asset-based and community-based CED principles, enhance farmers’ access to markets by engaging in value-adding activities such as agro-processing and associative marketing. Farmers’ associations organize themselves with the aim of improving production, management, and marketing of their products, as well as sharing resources, benefits, costs, and risks. Thus, these CED strategies intend to enable producers to diversify or upgrade production, and to access and compete more effectively in markets where they have advantages. These strategies usually require close relationships between producers, traders, and retailers to coordinate supply and demand, and to access key business development services such as market information, input supplies, and transport services. Accordingly, these CED experiences promote collective action and development of peasant organizations as means to foster farmers’ development. 

In order to foster successful cooperation among producers’ and self-management of the associations, farmers’ organizations and NGOs involved in these CED and Social Economy initiatives employ capacity-building strategies, such as assistance in organizational issues and formation of leaders, training on management and entrepreneurial skills as well as financial planning. In addition, these experiences commonly employ participatory methodologies such as participatory research methods, participatory rural appraisal, and farmer-to-farmer approaches. 

Summary Sheet 2

	Name of the Experience: Promotion of Ecological Agriculture and Creation of the ‘Association of Ecological Producers of Tarija’ (APECO) 


	Country: Bolivia
	Region: Tarija
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 1998 - Present

	Initiator Organization: Organización Campesina Intercomunal “Diogracio Vides” (Diogracio Valdes Intercommunity Peasant Organization)

	Type of Organization: Local Farmer's organization

	Participants / Target Group: Farmers (members of the organization)

	Main CED Principles:  Asset-based Development; Community/Place-based Development; Sustainability; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Non-profit Producers’ Association

	Themes: Producers’ association; Ecological agriculture; Associative commercialization (access to markets)

	Methods: Participatory methods; Formation of leaders; “Farmer-to-farmer” capacity-building

	Goals: 

· Promote ecological agriculture 

· Create and strengthen an organic grape producers’ association

· Expand markets and improve commercialization

· Increase member’s income

	Description of the Experience: 

‘Diogracio Valdes Intercommunity Peasant Organization’ (the Intercomunal) is a peasant organization whose goal is to organize the peasant community and foster self-management and self-determination. 

The Intercomunal was concerned about the fact that the majority of agricultural production in the region of Tarija was based on intensive use of agrochemicals, which not only causes great dependency (and implies high costs) but also causes health and environmental problems. In order to address this issue, in 1998, with funds from a German NGO, the Intercomunal initiated the project ‘Promotion of Ecological Agriculture’ to promote ecological agriculture among grape producers. The goal was to improve the living conditions of producers and introduce a sustainable production system by training farmers in ecological practices and by supporting their organization. 

Using an asset-based approach to achieve these goals, the project strengthened and worked with an existing indigenous peasant organization, using that social capital to create a new organic grape producers’ association. 

Initially the project focused on strengthening the sindicato
 (a traditional indigenous peasant organization). Among the members community developers are chosen, who get trained in ecological farming practices by the Intercomunal technical team. These community developers, in turn, train other farmers in organic agriculture practices by showcasing their own plots and holding workshops. Community developers play an important role in motivation, training, coaching, and organizing producers. The process of training and dissemination of ecological practices is characterized by high participation from the producers (‘farmer- to-farmer’ processes).
In late 2000, 39 men and women (community developers and producers) gathered to form the ‘Association of Ecological Producers of Tarija’ (APECO) with the goal of improving production, management, and marketing of organic grapes and other fruits and vegetables. In 2005, there were 86 organic producer families, from 15 communities, associated in the municipalities of Uriondo and Padcaya. 

APECO realized that in order to increase family incomes, they needed better marketing conditions. Thus, one of APECO’s main activities is the collective commercialization of the products. One way they do this is by implementing a system of internal control of production based on established rules and regulations in order to obtain a recognized organic certification. They also improve product presentation and labelling, organize and participate in local fairs, and promote organic agriculture and their products through media, exhibitions, and personal contacts.

In the early years of the experience, the application of organic agriculture practices was a process of experimentation during which new agricultural practices were combined with traditional knowledge and practices that were recovered by the producers.  In 2003 APECO initiated its first collective commercialization experiences. Since then, APECO works mainly around issues concerning organic production practices and organizational issues. 
Additionally, a credit system to facilitate the purchase of inputs was introduced in order to encourage organic farming. The credit system, managed with funds from the Intercommunal, is accessible to all members of APECO and provides loans up to 200 USD. The money can only be used for materials or activities related to organic production.

	Benefits / Opportunities:

One of the key benefits of the project is the creation of the Association of Ecological Producers of Tarija, which is the first and only organization that represents organic producers in the region, and its size and influence is steadily increasing.

Other important benefits include: 

· Interest in, and practices of, organic agriculture is increasing in the region
· Production and incomes of members have improved
· Access to local and national markets has improved
· Organizational capacity and women’s participation has increased

· Since organic agriculture does not inflict health hazards more family members are working in the fields (women, elder, and young family members)
· Self-esteem among farmers has increased due to improved quality of grape, increased incomes,  and independence from agrochemical companies
· Increasing social capital among members (APECO has developed close relationships with the sindicato and has strengthened contacts with AOPEB and other municipal and national institutions)

	Problems / Challenges:

The number of members of APECO has grown rapidly and the Intercommunal’s technical team is experiencing increasing difficulties to meet continuing training and monitoring needs. Currently the main challenges are to consolidate and strengthen the organization, to improve the active participation of members, and to improve ecological agriculture diffusion strategies as well as product marketing strategies. 

Another challenge is to ensure that community-developers really embrace their role as primary trainers in their communities. The technical team of the Intercomunal tends to play an important role in supporting producers, and community-developers tend to depend on the technical team. 

It is difficult to identify traders who are interested and/ or experienced in promoting and marketing organic products. Consumer knowledge about the benefits of organic products is limited; thus, it is necessary to invest more in promotion of organic products to create niche markets. 

The presence of aggressive agrochemical salesmen (which sometimes donate agrochemicals) is another challenge that farmers face. 


Fair trade is the third critical sub-theme within the farmers’ development Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences. Fair trade initiatives incorporate ethical, social, environmental, and political values in the market. Farmers’ cooperatives and NGOs that engage in fair trade seek more democratic and just market exchanges to improve the well-being of small-scale farmers. These experiences are mainly guided by the CED principle of community/place-based development and they generally also include sustainability principles by promoting organic agriculture practices. Organizations promoting fair trade strategies and accompanying farmer communities in these ventures generally offer technical and financial assistance, employ capacity-building methods, and establish participatory decision-making mechanisms with the goal of attaining self-management. 

Summary Sheet 3

	Name of the Experience: Asociación Aldea Global Jinotega


	Country: Nicaragua
	City / Community: Jinotega
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 1992-Present

	Initiator Organizations: Asociación Aldea Global Jinotega


	Type of Organizations: Local farmers’ organization

	Participants / Target Group: Farmers (members of the organization)

	Main CED Principles: Community-based development; Asset-based development; Sustainable Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Cooperative

	Themes: Fair Trade, Organic agriculture; Access to alternative commerce and markets; Social and economic development; Access to credit

	Methods: NGO accompaniment; Participatory decision-making; Self-management; Farmer-to-farmer approach

	Goals: 
· To combat poverty through business centers, marketing, and credit
· To promote sustainable agricultural practices that help protect the environment and improve the quality of life

	Description of the Experience: 

Asociación Aldea Global Jinotega (Aldea Global) was founded, in 1992, by 22 indigenous farmers in the mountainous region of northern Nicaragua.

Since its foundation, Aldea Global has worked to change traditional slash-burn agricultural practices by increasing farmers’ awareness of the importance in preserving and managing their natural resources. The cooperative promotes soil conservation and sustainable agricultural techniques that maintain soil fertility and increase its productivity. In 1998, Aldea Global introduced programs in food security (organic home gardens) to promote crop diversification, medicinal plants, organic food production practices, as well as small animal husbandry for rural farm families. The excess production is bartered with neighbours or sold in local markets. During the “Coffee Crisis”, these gardens provided families with a critical food safety net to meet their families’ dietary needs.

In 2000, Aldea Global’s General Assembly decided to focus on small farmer’s two greatest needs: increasing credit sources and commercialization opportunities.

In 2001, Aldea Global’s marketing department conducted an in-depth market study that identified two viable opportunities: gourmet coffe and black beans for export. Currently Aldea Global’s marketing department has established two export programs: gourmet coffee with Esperanza Coffee Group S.A. and black beans with AGRONEGSA to Costa Rica.

In 2002, Aldea Global’s small coffee farmers organized to market their coffee through Aldea Global. These farmers received technical assistance to produce the best coffee cherries as well as process them correctly in their wet mills to guarantee the highest quality possible. Aldea Global earned Fair Trade certification from Fair Trade Labelling Organizations International (FLO) in 2004. Today, with 1,200 members, the association focuses on the growth of the cooperative by promoting efficient commercialization, solidarity, and alternative credit services, while maintaining a commitment to the environment. Aldea Global has also made gender equity a priority. 

	Benefits / Opportunities:

The cooperative has invested the proceeds from Fair Trade sales, among others, in the following initiatives:
· Women's Programs: A mobile clinic for women with emphasis on early detection of cancer benefiting 150 women in rural communities.

· Health: mobile medical clinics that provide comprehensive care to more than 700 people in rural communities. 

· Technical Support: More than 500 families have received technical training in order to improve the quality of crops by planting techniques, fermentation, waste management, and water filtration.

· Credit to small farmers: Loans to combat poverty and solidarity groups
 formed by 300 women for various economic activities and food security in rural communities.
· Ecotourism: rustic cabins built in the Reserve of El Diablo.

	Problems / Challenges: Not available in sources


8.2. Community-Based Natural Resource Management Experiences

In response to the loss of biodiversity in the region new protected areas have been established and increasing environmental NGOs, major donors, and Latin American governments are becoming involved in conservation and development experiences at the local level (Meza-Morales, 2006). Community-based natural resource management programs are one of the main approaches implemented in the region (Gillingham, 2001). Community-based natural resource management CED experiences are guided by sustainable development principles, and seek to integrate biodiversity conservation and socioeconomic development. CED experiences belonging to this thematic group acknowledge that environmental protection programs in Latin America, as is the case in the rest of the global South, need to also address human concerns, such as poverty reduction and socioeconomic development. In addition, recognition of the need for citizen involvement and grassroots participation in managing natural resources means that community involvement and participatory development principles are increasingly important for natural resource management programs. 

Generally, community-based natural resource management programs are based on three major strategies: establishment and management of protected areas and buffer zones; compensation or substitution to local communities for lost access to natural resources they once had in areas before they became protected; and local socio-economic development. These initiatives foster environmental conservation in protected areas by supporting environmentally compatible economic activities that benefit local populations in regions surrounding protected areas.  

Community-based natural resource management experiences are mostly based on collaborative management schemes. These experiences usually involve partnerships between the local community, NGOs, and governments, by which the different participatory agents act as co-executors and/or beneficiaries of the projects. Spatially, collaboration can range from being entirely local (consisting of local stakeholders and occurring in local spaces) to including regional, national, and international stakeholders. Besides capacity-building and conflict resolution strategies, participatory methods, such as participatory rural appraisal and democratic decision-making mechanisms are generally employed to engage local communities in the management of natural resources in the protected areas and their surroundings. Moreover, these community-based natural resource management experiences often evolve to create social enterprises engaged in activities such as sustainable tourism, artisan crafts, community-based forestry, agroforestry, etc. 

Benefits of community-based natural resource management experiences may encompass effective environmental stewardship that builds on indigenous, local, and scientific knowledge, economic development, social empowerment, and conservation of cultural capital (Jamal and Stronza, 2009). The main interest for local communities to participate in community-based natural resource management projects seems to be mainly on the social and economic development aspects of the projects, while the main interest of the participating NGOs and governments is usually on the environmental conservation aspects. In addition, there appears to be a correlation between biological and cultural diversity, given the fact that coincidentally the regions with high numbers of indigenous peoples also have high biodiversity (Barzetti, 1993, as cited in Meza-Morales, 2006). Thus, many of the community-based natural resource management experiences in the region also include issues concerning territorial claims and the allocation of land titles indigenous and Afro-Latin communities. 

Summary Sheet 4

	Name of the Experience: Kaa-Iya del Gran Choco National Park (KINP) and Integrated Management Area


	Country: Bolivia
	City / Community: Isoso Region 
	Context: Rural 
	Time Period: 1991-Present

	Initiator Organizations: 

· Capitania de Alto y Bajo Isoso (CABI)

· Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)

	Type of Organizations:

· CABI: Local indigenous organization

· WCS: International NGO (environmental/conservation) 

	Participants / Target Group: Indigenous communities (25 Guarani communities)

	Main CED Principles: Sustainability/Sustainable Development; Participatory Development

	Themes: Biodiversity conservation and quality of life of indigenous people / Community-based natural resource management.

	Methods:

· NGO accompaniment: technical and administrative assistance 

· Participatory research

· Lobbying and participation in decentralized governance structures

	Goals: 

· Biodiversity conservation

· Improve the quality of life by promoting productive options while maintaining identity and culture, and strengthening indigenous participation in municipal government

	Description of the Experience: 

During this experience an indigenous territorial organization and an international NGO worked collaboratively, in partnership, to develop durable mechanisms for economic development through sustainable community-based management of natural resources. The core program of the partnership has been to construct a shared vision of territorial management involving the participation of local governments, private landowners, and indigenous organizations. Among the outcomes of this collaboration, the Isoso Guarani people, in negotiations with the Bolivian state, have established the Kaa Iya National Park (KINP) and the Isoso Tierra Comunitaria de Origen (TCO) (Communal Territories of Original Inhabitants - term used in the Bolivian law to refer to indigenous communally-managed territories).
The CABI-WCS partnership has focused on elaborating and implementing a land use strategy for the Bolivian Chaco, based on the objectives of conserving biological diversity and enhancing the quality of life through sustainable resource use. Although the interests that oriented WCS’s and CABI’s respective approaches to conservation are different in fundamental respects, the two organizations defined and designed a shared program to address a set of conservation issues around which they had overlapping interests, respecting the differences in their specific missions.

The threats to biological diversity that are the basis for WCS’s concern for the area are experienced by CABI as a threat to their livelihoods and lifestyles. Independently of WCS, CABI’s leadership reached the conclusion that the establishment of a protected area would provide a legal basis for stopping the expansion of the agricultural frontier, and provide a focal point for defining new production alternatives. For CABI, the objective of establishing a protected area was part of a broader strategy to secure and manage the area (which also included a territorial claim filed under Bolivia’s 1996 agrarian reform law, and support for strengthening indigenous participation in municipal government). One of the major purposes of CABI in claiming a TCO was to prevent indigenous people becoming trapped in a setting where economic options are limited to managing a peasant production system. 

Since the establishment of the Kaa Iya National Park (KINP) the main efforts of WCS’s support have focused on four major areas: (1) strengthening CABI’s technical and administrative capacities; (2) conducting participatory wildlife population and ecology research, and defining appropriate wildlife management practices based on the results; (3) consolidating a land use planning and environmental monitoring program for the KINP and Isoso TCO; and (4) designing and implementing a permanent environmental education program, which focuses on improving the understanding of basic ecological concepts.

The partnership has developed a participatory approach to design and implement the KINP management plan, and has elaborated a land use-zoning proposal for the Isoso TCO. This participatory approach contributed to the resolution of land conflicts in the TCO. In 2006, CABI was the only indigenous organization in Bolivia to have negotiated agreements to support the titling process with the majority of private property owners inside their TCO.

	Benefits / Opportunities:

The following are some of the key activities undertaken by the partnership: 

· In 1995 KINP was legally established. Through an agreement with the Government of Bolivia, CABI assumed co-management responsibility for the KINP, which was the only national park in the Americas established as the result of an initiative led by an indigenous organization, and the only one where an indigenous organization shares primary administrative responsibilities with the national government.
· Under the provision of the Popular Participation Law (1994), Isoso was declared an indigenous municipal district governed by CABI, which became the first indigenous organization in Bolivia to assume municipal government responsibilities. 
· In 1996, the partnership successfully advocated for inclusion of the concept of indigenous territory as a form of land ownership to be recognized under Bolivia's new agrarian reform law. 
· CABI has established the Ivi Iyambae Foundation to promote institutional capacity building and long-term sustainable management of the National Park.
· Participatory research methods employed have contributed to the preparation of a team of Isoso paraprofessionals who are capable of designing and implementing research activities and presenting the results to scientists and professionals in national and international settings.

· CABI-WCS designed and implemented a successful environmental education program as part of the curriculum of Isoceño schools. 

	Problems / Challenges:

One of the main challenges is the delicate balance of a partnership between an external organization whose mission focuses solely on biodiversity conservation, and an indigenous organization whose mission is to protect and promote the welfare of its members. 

Another important challenge to develop a broadly accepted vision of land management refers to the heterogeneity of actors and interests related to land ownership, access, and use that exist in the area. At one level, there are the divergent interests of municipal governments, private landowners, indigenous communities, and the Bolivian Army. In addition, within these diverse groups there also are other differences, which are in many ways significant in shaping the opportunities and obstacles for building a broadly based consensus about land management. 

The partnership pursues biological, socioeconomic, and institutional objectives, which are necessarily long-term objectives. This means that the partnership struggles to secure ways to build local financial sources to support land management. 


8.3. Alternative Income-Generating Experiences

There are countless CED and Social Economy experiences in Latin America that focus on the development of social enterprises that engage in alternative income-generating activities. In this research, four key alternative income-generating activities have been identified: 1) Community-based sustainable tourism; 2) Women groups’ social enterprises; 3) Artisans’ social enterprises; and 4) Waste-pickers/recyclers’ cooperatives. 

Community-based sustainable tourism is a widely implemented alternative income generating strategy throughout rural Latin America. These experiences integrate community management and ecotourism goals in an attempt to avoid the negative effects of traditional mass tourism and non-community-based ecotourism. Community-based sustainable tourism CED initiatives are social enterprises owned and managed by the community using ecosystem goods and services to increase their welfare. These CED experiences seek to improve the quality of life in communities by developing a tourism model that is fair and environmentally responsible by engaging the community in the planning and implementation of such development and focusing on creating opportunities and benefits for community members. 

The alternative of a tourism based on the community is distinguished from mass tourism in that it requires less infrastructure and services and because it connects locations to the natural environment and the culture of each locality (Bartholo et al., 2008). The main difference, however, is that in the case of community-based sustainable tourism, the local community has meaningful control over the development and management of the tourism venture and the major proportion of the benefits remain within the community. 

These CED initiatives are based on democratic, participatory management of sustainable tourism practices. The participation and engagement of local communities may take a variety of forms of free association –cooperatives, joint ventures, microenterprises, or collectively-owned enterprises. Beyond the specific form that these initiatives take, the main issue is that participant communities have control over the enterprise and share the benefits of tourism projects. Generally, community-based sustainable tourism projects are initiated by local, national, or international NGOs, which assist local communities in product design and investment, marketing, formulating business strategies, building professional protocols, handling conflicts, administrative and managerial skills, and other aspects of capacity building. Successful community-based tourism projects that enable meaningful local participation, and ultimately self-management, respect and employ local leaders, local processes for making decisions, local institutions and local knowledge. On the other hand, the main challenges that community-based tourism projects face concern sharing benefits equitably and minimizing negative impacts. 

Summary Sheet 5

	Name of the Experience: Chalalan Ecolodge


	Country: Bolivia
	City / Community: San Jose de Uchupiamonas
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 1995-Present

	Initiator Organizations: 

· Conservation Development (CI)

· Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)

	Type of Organizations:

· International Environmental NGO

· Development Financing Organization

	Participants / Target Group: Residents of the community

	Main CED Principles: Sustainability/Sustainable Development; Community/Place-based Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Community-owned enterprise

	Themes: Conservation; Ecotourism; Community Development; Territorial rights (land titles)

	Methods:

· Capacity building (NGO accompaniment: technical support)

· Collaborative Planning

· Self-management

	Goals: 

· Generate material/economic benefits for the community

· Biodiversity conservation

· Protect the Quechua-Tacana culture

	Description of the Experience: 

Chalalan is the first community-owned and operated ecotourism project in Bolivia. It began with a partnership in 1998 between the local community of San Jose de Uchupiamonas, the Conservation International (CI) and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB). Chalalan was designed to offer alternative economic activities for residents while also helping to conserve biodiversity in the Madidi National Park in northern Bolivia. The ecotourism lodge is currently owned and managed entirely by the community, and local leaders collaborate with the Bolivian government to protect and manage Madidi National Park.

In 1992, a group of community leaders in San Jose de Uchupiamonas realized that they needed an economic alternative to harvesting coffee, rice, and peanuts (a) so they could keep the younger generation from migrating to other locations and (b) because the great distance to the closest marketplace made it difficult to sell their products to increasingly competitive markets. Additionally, the community needed an economic alternative to destructive uses of the forest. Thus, they began to seek new economic opportunities through nature tourism. They found an outsider to the region and owner of a tour company based in La Paz. The company agreed to join with the community and invested $3500 in a plan to create a rustic tour camp in San Jose with two bunkhouses that could accommodate up to 40 backpackers. Though some leaders in San Jose gained management experience while hosting the backpackers, the rustic tour operation fell through, mostly for lack of capital resources, marketing and strategic planning.

In that context, community leaders sought out CI’s assistance in pursuing ecotourism because they realized they needed technical support and funding. CI was receptive to the idea of using ecotourism as a tool to link biodiversity conservation with community development. Thus, CI undertook a research project and convinced Bolivian authorities of the economic value of protecting and keeping Madidi’s forests intact. In 1995, CI received grant funding from the Multilateral Investment Fund, an affiliate of the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), to begin the ecotourism project.

Most of the money from the IDB was dedicated to capacity building in San Jose. Capacity building entailed working with residents to construct the lodge with local materials and local labour and skills, providing training for staff in hotel management and service through on-site experiential learning, and rotating shifts and establishing an organizational and legal structure for the company. 

Today, Chalalan Ecolodge is a community-owned enterprise. Initially, CI was the principal shareholder and San Jose had just one share; however, the partnership eventually gave way to full local ownership. The initial imbalance generated tension between the partners, and when distrust in the project began to increase, the partners on both sides experienced debilitating problems of miscommunication. The distrust emerged due to the fact that, among community members, the “rules of the game” for creating and transferring the company of Chalalan to the community were not well understood. 

The community proposed several solutions to strengthen the collaboration and trust with CI: (1) a new organization was created to represent the community in all matters relating to the project, (2) shared and equal responsibility for the implementation of the project was assumed by the partners, (3) the roles and responsibilities for each partner in the implementation of the project were clearly defined and (4) complete transparency in all communication was initiated. Relations between the partners improved as these measures were implemented, and members of San Jose then perceived the outside consultants more positively as “facilitators for community development”. 

Currently, San Jose’s 74 families are the only shareholders. The Ecolodge provides employment to 18-24 community members at any given time, who receive fixed salaries. The 50% of the revenue generated is distributed among the 74 families (shareholders) and the rest 50% is directed to a community fund for health, education, and infrastructure. 

	Benefits / Opportunities:

· Through collaboration with park authorities, and with revenues generated by the ecotourism lodge, the community secured title to their land with the status of “Communal Territories of Original Inhabitants” (TCO).

· As a community lodge, Chalalan has a multiplier effect in the local economy. 
· Young people in the community have acquired new skills in accounting and computer use through managing sales and ecolodge administration. These employment opportunities have helped divert the out-migration of young people from the village and have provided incentive to preserve their lifestyle for future generations.

	Problems / Challenges:

· The process of creating a community-based enterprise has been a challenging and dynamic process given that there was a general lack of understanding in San Jose about what a business was. The process entailed continuing learning and negotiations between the partners.
· The historical, cultural, and linguistic complexity of San Jose makes it challenging to consider “the community” as a single stakeholder, or to imagine their relationship with the rainforest as unidimensional or easy to “represent” in collaborative negotiations over tourism and protected area management. 

· Social and cultural impacts may create challenges: the ecotourism project strengthened ties between San Jose and the global market economy and these linkages have triggered several cultural changes.


Another important segment of alternative income-generating Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences concerns the women groups’ social enterprises. In developing countries gender inequality erects several barriers for women to participate fully in community economic development strategies (ILO, 2010). CED and Social Economy experiences that focus on the development of social enterprises owned and managed by women seek to surpass the particular barriers that women face. These initiatives typically promote and make use of women’s distinct knowledge and skills for productive and commercial purposes (i.e. textile production and marketing, production of food, natural medicines, reproductive work services, etc.). To enable women-led enterprises to expand and diversify their offer of goods and services, women entrepreneurs generally require capacity building as well as strategic support and access not only to finance but also to professional business development services appropriate to their needs. 

Besides development of alternative income-generating activities, these initiatives usually address women empowerment issues. These CED and Social Economy experiences provide women with their own space to learn more about participation and decision-making. Women-led social enterprises build up women self-confidence, and often women’s enterprises tend to address fundamental issues or strategic interests relating to their status and power to control resources. Nevertheless, given that many of these initiatives are based on women’s traditional reproductive tasks and seem an extension of them (i.e. cooking, cleaning, and harvesting), these experiences do not always question the gender division of labor. If women empowerment is a goal to be achieved, gender-related obstacles at the community and household level, such as unequal division of responsibility for household tasks and for care, as well as traditional roles based on gender should also be addressed.

Summary Sheet 6

	Name of the Experience: Productive Projects of Women’s Intercommunity Center of the Captaincy of Isoso (CIMCI)


	Country: Bolivia
	City / Community: Isoso Region
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 2002-Present

	Initiator Organization: CIMCI – Central Intercomunal de Mujeres de la Capitania de Isoso (Women’s Intercommunity Center of the Capitancy of Isoso)

	Type of Organization: Indigenous women’s group

	Participants / Target Group: Guarani indigenous women from Isoso

	Main CED Principles: Community-based development; Participatory Development Sustainable Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Collectively owned enterprise

	Themes: Women empowerment; Economic development based on natural resource management

	Methods:

· Empowerment: participation in community decision-making, promotion of income-generating activities.
· Participatory research focusing on gender and empowerment through productive activities.

	Goals: 

· Generate economic opportunities for women and promote the creation and organization of productive groups
· Increase participation/decision-making of women both at the group level, as well as at the inter-communal level
· Encourage communication within Isoso’s communities and promote external contacts in order to increase the number of grants and contributions
· Strengthen Guaraní culture and traditional knowledge

· Ensure the long-term sustainable use of natural resources 

	Description of the Experience: 

CIMCI is a women’s organization within CABI
 that promotes women’s influence on the governance of natural resources for sustainable economic development within the Isoso TCOs
. In 1998, CABI supported the formalization of CIMCI as a political entity to allow greater participation for women in political and development activities. Thus, CIMCI was transformed into a political organization with its own community representatives elected by women’s assemblies to represent them in CABI. 
CIMCI was created to empower women by offering a space to learn, to participate, and to speak about their needs in an organized forum creating a way for those needs to be expressed at higher levels within CABI. The response to many of these needs took the form of community projects undertaken by small groups of members from their communities. Thus, one of the main activities of CIMCI has been the implementation of small-scale commercial enterprises administered by women’s groups
. These include communal stores, weaving products, production of fish and mesquite flour, honey and shampoo production, and small livestock management. Currently, much of the efforts of the organization are oriented toward the promotion of productive activities through fundraising, training, diversification of products, etc.
In 2000, CIMCI received a small amount of funding
 (about US$3,000) through CABI’s Ivi Iyambae Foundation for a number of small-scale economic activities. CIMCI organized groups of women in different communities of the Isoso region to collectively start-up small enterprises based on natural resource management within the integrated management area Kaa Iya.

A participatory research was undertaken (with the support of WCS) to analyze the role of women in the management of natural resources, and to choose livelihood alternatives that favoured women’s traditional activities and roles as collectors, harvesters, and processors of natural products that would materially improve the women’s and communities’ well being. Several productive activities were selected as experiments. There was no set criteria by which activities were selected, but chosen activities shared a number of characteristics: they were to be decided upon and performed by groups of women, not by individual women acting alone; they resuscitated “lost” roles traditionally performed by women as collectors, planters and carriers of seeds, crops, and other natural resources.

Community organizers from CIMCI generally start the process in a given community by contacting the members, usually the president, of an existing women’s community activity (like weaving). They assemble the women of the community to discuss the possibility of starting a new productive activity. Women debate and decide what that activity could be. In principle, when an activity begins, it is open to all women in the community but the total number is limited by the feasibility of the project.
The projects undertaken represent a set of activities focused on managing and using natural resources available to women to produce goods that are processed, packaged, transported, and then sold. The goal of these projects is two-fold: one goal is to find ways for women to have greater participation and representation and be able to discuss their needs and aspirations in the public arena. The second goal is to engage in productive activities using local natural resources to benefit their families and communities. Thus, income generation is regarded as a strategy to justify and legitimize the absence of women from their homes and domestic work, while providing them an opportunity to organize themselves and gain voice in the public sphere. 

	Benefits / Opportunities:

Natural resource management productive activities undertaken by groups of women have led to several positive results. They have allowed women to participate in the public sphere and have given them a stronger voice at assemblies at all levels. Although increases in household incomes from these activities are quite small, the processes of managing production, marketing goods, and deciding on how income is spent have increased the women’s self-esteem. 

Most activities traditionally assigned to women, based on the gender division of labour, such as tending the house, cultivating the chaco, and taking care of children have no monetary value, and therefore are invisible and taken for granted. These productive activities, however, do bring in some income, which empowers women to speak and negotiate from a different position. The women have been able to be productive outside the home and to prove that they were able to overcome considerable cultural and institutional challenges. In addition, men’s attitudes have slowly begun to change and now men realize that women’s productive activities are beneficial to the community. 

Other benefits that have improved communities’ well-being include better nutrition from the cupesi and fishmeal. 

	Problems / Challenges:

A key social norm among the Isoso-guarani people is reciprocity within the community and that, in itself, has represented a challenge for market-based economic growth. The more income women generate, the more they feel the pressure to donate to the community. As a result, they decided instead to redistribute the wealth among the women in the group or to reinvest their profit in productive activities such as buying a cow or setting up a store.

Isoso-Guarani society continues to be patriarchal and women are expected to fulfill their domestic tasks. In this sense, the productive projects would seem to contain contradictory elements. One of the objectives of the productive projects is to provide income-generating opportunities for women that would potentially empower them. However, these activities are based on women’s traditional reproductive tasks and seem an extension of them. It remains a question if empowerment may result in women challenging the gender division of labour and demanding a stronger position within CABI.

Production efficiency remains as an important challenge for economic sustainability of the projects. 

Another challenge has been the perceived competition among communities. The women who started these projects in their communities do not want women from other communities to start the same type of enterprises. The first groups of women have become very protective of their particular activity and see it as a zero sum game. They do not yet see that the market itself can get larger and that products can be diversified. 

Commercialization is yet another challenge. The products that these enterprises generate, to be sold at larger than artisanal scale, need to be produced and marketed more consistently. This would require safe and regular transportation, particularly out of Isoso. Additionally, products would need to pass regulatory requirements such as hygiene and sanitary standards, and the group enterprises would need to be legally registered to be able to collect and pay taxes. All this requires an administrative capability that, at present, does not exist in any of the groups.

In order to scale up these productive activities, differing levels of planning, investment, technical support, and administrative and financial management capacity building are required. 

These projects have, to a large extent, succeeded because they are very modest. However, these projects currently do not have the capacity to incorporate all the women who wish to participate. In addition, many needs in communities remain unmet, whether for large-scale projects such as provision of water and electricity, or smaller scale, such as income-generating activities based on sustainable use of natural resources.


Another important segment of alternative income-generating CED and Social Economy initiatives in Latin America focuses on the development of artisans’ social enterprises. Many of these experiences, especially in the rural context, recuperate and promote traditional skills of craft production, while other experiences develop new production skills and technologies.  By developing culturally appropriate methods of organizing production and democratic mechanisms for addressing participants’ material interests, these CED and Social Economy experiences seek to provide and improve income sources, to integrate participants to the formal market, and expand access to new markets. These artisans’ social enterprises involve several models of social enterprise organization –cooperatives, community-owned enterprises, producers’ associations- that generally involve the common ownership and management of productive and marketing resources, and represent a means to democratize production by eliminating middlemen.

Summary Sheet 7
	Name of the Experience: Tajzara Artisan Association (TAA)


	Country: Bolivia
	City / Community: Tajzara
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 1992-Present

	Initiator Organizations: Centro de Capacitación e Investigación de la Mujer Campesina de Tarija (CCIMCAT) (The Tarija Education and Research Centre for Rural Women)

	Type of Organizations: Local NGO (rural women development)

	Participants / Target Group: Members of the artisans’ association

	Main CED Principles: Community-based Development; Asset-based Development; Participatory Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Producers Association

	Themes: Income generation; Associative production and commercialization of artisanal textiles; Access to markets

	Methods: NGO Accompaniment (capacity building); Participatory decision-making; Self-management 

	Goals: To generate permanent, stable, and fair income 

	Description of the Experience: 

The community of Tajzara is located in the municipality of Yunchará, in Avilés Province in the Department of Tarija, Bolivia. In order of importance; the local economy is based on sheep farming, artisanal activities, and subsistence farming.

During the dry season (7 months per year) the local population migrates in search of temporary employment (migration rate of 72%) to urban areas or harvesting areas. This outmigration creates social problems such as land abandonment, separation of families, acculturation, and gradual disengagement from their place of origin. 

Seeking solutions to their situation, community members of Tajzara found a way of subsistence and self-sufficiency in the artisanal production of textiles. At first, local residents worked independently and were not organized. Textile products had no real monetary value since the middlemen who marketed the products took the gains. 
The idea of organizing themselves into Artisan Production Units took hold among community members, following some training on hand-woven fabrics offered by CCIMCAT. In 1992, the Tajzara Artisan Association (TAA) was created initiating the commercialization of their products in the regional capital city of Tarija. TAA has 11 workshops set up with the necessary equipment for the production of wool textiles. 

CCIMCAT accompanied TAA until 2000. TAA also had technical assistance from the Dutch Cooperation Service, which provided assistance in organization and management. When the artisans’ association separated from the NGO CCIMCAT for a period of nine months, they faced a challenging economic and management crisis. After a thorough analysis and reflection, the members of the association decided to focus their efforts on offering quality textiles that are valued in the market, and to allocate a percentage of the sale price to cover the minimum costs of marketing of their products. The reflection process generated several changes within the organization. They reformulated the previous articles of association making them more functional for a productive economic association. The operational structure of the organization was reorganized in 3 departments: production, marketing, and finance.

All members of the organization develop the production process of handmade textiles, and each member has his/her defined responsibility within the process. The management process and quality control is also being undertaken with the participation of all partners. In addition, the directors of the Artisan Production Units have assumed responsibility for monitoring quality throughout the production process.

	Benefits / Opportunities:

· The profitability of this artisan activity has enabled the TAA to establish productive group dynamics to generate regular income. Textile activity has grown to make up the second most significant economic activity offering an economic alternative, which has reduced the migration rate of community members.
· The artisan activity has been included in the Local Economic Development Plan of the Yunchará municipal government.
· The positioning of Tajzara’s artisan products in the regional market (Tarija) has induced greater recognition and appreciation of people from the Tajzara area, who now have more self-esteem and are proud to claim that they are tajzareños.

· Social network and relationships of the organization have improved: in addition to being connected with local and national level representative bodies, it has different agreements with private, public, national and international organizations. 

	Problems / Challenges:

· Great efforts have been made to build capacity and improve the skills of artisans in order to increase the quality of textile production (i.e. design, election of colours, and presentation of products; cost management; pricing; efficiency in marketing processes). 

· It is strategic to continue the work on the environmental perspective of the production process, ensuring the conservation of natural resources (natural dye plants and grasslands) and deepening awareness of environmental management.


Another alternative income-generating CED strategy that is emerging in cities around Latin America, and other developing countries, is in regards to the development of scavengers/recyclers cooperatives. Although the activity of picking through trash for recyclables has existed for a long time, only recently has it gained significant visibility. The number of people resorting to this activity for survival has increased dramatically in urban centres of the global South (Takaki, 2009). In industrializing countries, where agricultural mechanization creates higher unemployment and a strong movement of people toward cities, increasing numbers of urban poor resort to informal trash picking for their survival. 

Given that most waste pickers work informally, they are usually excluded socially, politically, and economically (Bonner, 2008). In the global South waste pickers’ cooperatives have emerged as a strategy for survival and social inclusion in the context of high urbanization and the impacts of this process (i.e. increase in the quantity of waste produced and the lack of sufficient jobs for an unqualified labor force). In Latin America the organization of waste pickers is more advanced than in other regions of the world, and their inclusion and recognition as workers in municipal solid waste management systems is more common than elsewhere (Ibid). In Latin America, waste pickers are mainly organized into worker cooperatives. These CED and Social Economy experiences are mostly initiated by NGOs, although; in some cases local governments promote the organization of informal waste pickers. Generally these initiatives employ capacity building and accompaniment strategies aiming at transitioning from informality to the formality of cooperatives and achieving self-management. 

Summary Sheet 8

	Name of the Experience: Asociación Cooperativa de Recicladores de Bogotá (Cooperative Association of Recyclers of Bogotá)


	Country: Colombia
	City: Bogota 
	Context: Urban
	Time Period: 1989-Present

	Initiator Organizations: Fundación Social 

	Type of Organizations: National NGO with catholic roots

	Participants / Target Group: Scavengers / Informal waste-pickers 

	Main CED Principles: Community-based Development; Asset-based Development; Sustainable Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Cooperative

	Themes: Socioeconomic integration of excluded groups; Integration in formal job markets

	Methods: Capacity Building (NGO accompaniment); Self-management 

	Goals: 
· Promote scavengers’ social inclusion

· Improve scavengers’ income and working conditions

	Description of the Experience: 

For much of the 20th century, the recovery of recyclable materials from trash was illegal in Colombia, and such activities were considered a problem to be eliminated, at one point with a paramilitary-initiated “social cleansing” campaign. Colombian waste pickers came together to defend their livelihood and change the government’s and the public’s negative perception of it.
The Fundacion Social (FS) has played a key role in mobilizing and organizing scavengers in Colombia by offering advice and training on cooperative management, as well as capital grants or loans to fund activities or equipment purchases. In 1998, FS decided to withdraw from the process and the recyclers’ movement autonomously continued the organizational process through self-management. 

In 1986, scavengers of Bogotá decided to begin an organizational process to improve their social and economic conditions, as well as technical efficiency and political representation by developing productive projects related to recycling. With the support from FS, 4 cooperative groups were organized and they formed the Asociación Cooperativa de Recicladores de Bogotá (ARB). In 1990, ARB joined other Colombian recyclers as a founding member of the world’s first nation-wide movement of recyclers; the National Association of Recyclers, which has grown to include 150 cooperatives as well as regional and local associations. Efforts by the national association resulted in Colombia’s Law 511, enacted in 1999, legalizing recycling activities.

Since its inception ARB has been involved in a process of mobilization and organization detecting groups and settlements of scavengers that operate in Bogota. As a result, in 2006, ARB had grown to include 23 cooperative groups representing 2,300 recyclers and 8,000 beneficiaries including their families.

One of the activities that the ARB has carried out has been the implementation of social programs such as the creation of three child care centers for 200 children, educational programs, preventive health care, and veterinary services for horses used by recyclers to transport materials. In addition, thanks to ARB’s efforts the Constitutional Court passed Bill C-742 that urges the City of Bogotá to include recyclers in all municipal procurement negotiations relating to waste management services.

	Benefits / Opportunities:

· ARB’s efforts have resulted in a stable and higher income for waste-pickers as well as training for professional advancement, access to scholarships and home loans, and, for some families, housing constructed by the city. 

· ARB successfully negotiated with households and businesses the separation of recyclables before pick-up by collection trucks contracted by the city to transfer them to the city-owned sorting plant administered by the ARB. Source separation constitutes a dramatic step forward for recyclers. It produces a higher volume of clean materials and collecting them at the source makes for a much healthier working environment than searching through dumps, gutters and garbage cans.

· ARB and the national association defend recyclers’ interests and have had political influence successfully lobbying to change law and policy, and catalyzing the transition of scavenging from an informal to a formal activity.

	Problems / Challenges:

During the last years recyclers in Bogotá have seen a decreased in their capacity to collect recyclables as a result of a complex set of circumstances that progressively impair their working and living conditions:

· Growth of the population engaged in waste-picking activity, which, due to its informality, anyone can do it.

· 70% of the recovered materials do not have a stable market.
· Although this productive activity does not require large investments, the activity has been used as a means of survival and has not allowed the accumulation of capital for research and investment in production machinery and environmental hygiene.
· The absence of a culture of recycling among the population and industries has caused problems at the technical, social and environmental level that directly affects scavengers.


8.4. Non-Monetary Economic Activities

Non-monetary economic activities are economic activities in which production and distribution of goods and services depend on reciprocity (Laville, 2003). These activities represent another key theme within Latin American CED and Social Economy initiatives, and diverse examples of these activities can be found in the region. This research has highlighted two types of non-monetary economic activities: 1) community work groups, and 2) barter clubs/community-currencies. 

Community work groups refer to experiences where groups of people organize themselves to work collectively (usually in communal lands, or collectively owned plots) and distribute the results of their work (generally food supplies) without involving any monetary exchanges. This type of experiences, which generally represent a means of survival, might be characterized as consisting of subsistence activities. These experiences are supplementary endeavours that people engage in to meet their basic needs and often complement other economic activities that participants may undertake. The main feature of these CED and Social Economy experiences is that they utilize and enhance social capital. 

Summary Sheet 9

	Name of the Experience: Pirwa


	Country: Bolivia
	Community: Huancarani
	Context: Rural
	Time Period: 1997 - Present

	Initiator Organization: Pirwa

	Type of Organizations: Grassroots community organization 

	Participants / Target Group: Poor members of the community

	Main CED Principles: Community-based development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Collectively-owned social enterprise

	Themes: Poverty alleviation; Development of social capital

	Methods: Participatory decision-making; Non-monetary economic exchange 

	Goals:  Alleviate poverty and malnutrition in the community

	Description of the Experience: 

Currently, most inhabitants of Huancarani are women, as their husbands and sons have migrated to other parts of the country in search of jobs. 

In 1997, a group of community members created the Pirwa
 with the goal of preserving social relations while carrying out “economic” activity simultaneously. This group started to work together on a communal piece of land, clearing away the bushes and constructing a wall. Over time, they were able to start building a communal house, with some financial support from European international collaborators. 

Today, the Pirwa is s voluntary organization that attempts to eradicate hunger and malnutrition. The organization is composed of 22 people
 that, according to the local criteria, are poor
. They are mainly women (80%), and many of them are elderly. There are also people with physical disabilities, and 65% of the group are originally migrants from elsewhere. Almost 50% of the Pirwa members do not own land or are single women. 

The Pirwa is a means by which participants receive food in equal shares for their labour. The communal work done at Pirwa, however, is not the only productive activity carried out by the members. Most of them engage in other productive activities such as working on their own plots, or in the informal economy (washing clothes for other women, taking care of others’ children, etc.), which they complement with the communal productive activity undertaken at the Pirwa.
Since its inception, the Pirwa communal work group carries out projects such as growing organic produce, baking bread, making adobes or mud bricks, and raising cuys (guinea pigs) – all produced for sale in the community and in the immediate surrounding region. These projects are initiated, designed, and implemented by the members themselves. In exchange for their work members receive foodstuffs to feed their families after they have worked 17 8-hour days. 
The Pirwa meets once per week to carry out communal work; while some members plant and harvest organic vegetables in the communal fields, make adobe bricks, or care for their cuy house, another rotating group of 4 members works in the kitchen of the community center baking bread to be shared among all of the members who worked that day.

	Benefits / Opportunities:

· Alleviation of economic stress by increased supplies of food

· Access to established vital social relationships in the community (social capital)
· Enhancement of a common organizational development identity – the communal work group aims to complete projects that are beneficial to the community, inspire community pride, and foster community relationships

	Problems / Challenges:

Since its inception the Pirwa aimed to become self-sustainable by selling adobes, organic produce, and bread; however, Pirwa is not yet economically viable without external funds. 

In order to be more economically sustainable, the Pirwa has intensified its activities (i.e. increasing adobe production and crops). Nonetheless, the increase of time and effort becomes intolerable for many members; largely because working an extra day at the Pirwa means that they are not able to carry out their own individual economic activities that they rely on to survive. When members cannot fulfill their weekly obligation to the Pirwa they send other family members to replace them in order not to lose their membership. 

In theory, any member could bring up an idea for a new project; however, in practice, most of the new ideas are introduced by the two members who occupy administrative positions and who are most educated. Thus, barriers (i.e. lack of confidence, self-esteem, etc.) to participation have not been completely overcome.


The second key sub-theme concerning non-monetary economic activities refers to barter clubs/community-currencies CED experiences. Barter clubs, which originated in the mid 1990s in Buenos Aires, Argentina, and later spread to several cities in different countries, offer a space to exchange goods and services without being restricted by access to money. These experiences share the main goal of alleviating social and economic difficulties of the participants. 

Barter clubs are usually organized in ‘nodes’ (literally ‘knot’, referring to a market centre), which are networks composed of people that exchange goods and services through a community currency. These community currencies are implemented as a flexible tool to allow barter clubs to extend beyond a single location, and to facilitate multi-reciprocal barter using the alternative currency as a medium of exchange. These experiences, by utilizing community currencies, provide new methods for practicing local economic development projects aimed at meeting basic human needs, as well as achieving cultural revitalization and meaningful human economic activity (Lopezllera-Mendez and DeMeulenaere, 2000). 

People wanting to engage in a local node or club, usually, participate in ‘first timers’ meetings where the rules and operation of the clubs are explained, and people are encourage to contribute to the barter club. Community markets or barter clubs are based on the idea that participants should be both producers and consumers. 

In short, barter clubs combine a community currency with a market where each participant is both a producer and a consumer, developing horizontal and democratic networks on a human scale that aim to meet participants’ consumption needs that were previously unmet because of lack of income.

Summary Sheet 10

	Name of the Experience: Tianguis Tlaloc: Facilitating Multi-Exchange


	Country: Mexico
	City: Mexico City 
	Context: Urban
	Time Period: 1996 - Present

	Initiator Organizations: Promocion del Desarrollo Popular (PDP)

	Type of Organizations: National NGO (popular development)

	Participants / Target Group: Members of the network of producers, servers, and consumers (although no-members can also use the Tlaloc)

	Main CED Principles: Asset-based Development; Community-based Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Bartering and alternative market

	Themes: Community currencies; Poverty alleviation; Mutual support

	Methods:NGO accompaniment 

	Goals: 

· To allow producers and consumers to meet face to face and undertake both economic and social exchanges

· To encourage participants to utilize the local currency (Tlaloc and Tequio) to create more work opportunities, economic interaction and mutual support 

	Description of the Experience: 

In 1996, the PDP launched in Mexico City the community currency system, known as 'Tianguis Tlaloc'. Products and services are exchanged using an alternative currency called Tlaloc, alongside the national currency. The Tianguis Tlaloc was introduced to the public through neighbourhood markets. PDP members set up monthly fairs across Mexico City to allow producers and consumers to meet face to face and undertake both economic and social exchanges. 
The Tlaloc bill represents one hour of work and has an equivalent value of 30 pesos (approximately US$3). The system uses a printed currency based on units of time where all skills are treated as of equal value. Every member of the network of producers, servers, and consumers sign a letter of agreement and receive 15 hours in Tlaloc notes, and a 40-hour credit to their account to start trading products and services with other members of the Tianguis (social market and network). It is recommended that members accept at least 30% of the price of a transaction in the community currency. Pesos are accepted, but the policy is to increase the use of Tlaloc as much as possible.

Every member of the network is in a quarterly directory where offers and demands for goods and services are publicized. Members are people living in Mexico City and its surroundings; the intention is to bridge urban and rural people. Rather than being concentrated in a local area, participants come from all over the city, linking individuals with organizations, semi-rural with urban people, and middle-class with the poor. There are approximately 100 registered units as members; a 'unit' can be an individual, a family, or an organisation, such as a small business. 

In this system, trades are made using a combination of the following methods:

1. Gift: based on the culture of donation and the leveling of risks, characteristic of indigenous cultures. 

2. Moral debt: delivery of a good or service with the understanding/expectation of a later reciprocal action. 

3. Barter: delivery of a good or service in exchange for another, bilaterally, with a similar value. 

4. Exchange: Tlaloc notes are used. A price is determined for each transaction, which these notes cover partially or completely. 

5. Ordinary Purchase-Sell, using pesos. 

	Benefits / Opportunities:

Perhaps more important than the economic benefits are the opportunities to strengthen the local social fabric. Monthly fairs are organized to allow producers and consumers to meet face to face, and to create solidarity through a new spirit of exchange -not just goods and services but also cultural and ecological values-. It also creates solid links between people from the city and the country.

In the states of Yucatan, Oaxaca, San Luis Potosi, and Michoacan, groups have been, or are in the process of being formed to emulate this initiative. 

	Problems / Challenges:

The level of participation, while small across Mexico City (in September 2003 there were approximately 60 members and 40 'sympathisers'), is significant within the neighbourhoods in which the system operates. Although the practice of Tlaloc is progressing slowly, the members and the Tlaloc are continually growing and evolving.
The Tianguis Tlaloc is run on an entirely voluntary basis and it has not been able to grow as much as initially envisioned. Organizers have had to overcome challenges of mistrust and irresponsibility. Some of the problems concern the lack of ownership within the community, poor location of the markets, constant change of contact details for people advertising in the directory, lack of promotion of Tlaloc, etc. 


8.5. Workers-Recovered and Self-managed Enterprises

Workers-recovered and self-managed factories represent another significant theme within Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences. In a context of economic crisis and structural unemployment, in Latin American urban settings the phenomenon of workers-recovered enterprises emerged. Workers-recovered enterprises refer to factories/enterprises that workers decide to take over with the goal of self-managing production when the owners declare bankruptcy or abandon their factories. These are enterprises that the workers have recovered as a mean to keep their jobs. The first cases of this phenomenon
, which occurred in Argentina, go back to the early 1990s, although their visibility increased since 2001 (Deledicque et al., 2005). 

When workers decide to take over and recover their factories, typically, they go through three basic stages: first they occupy and take over the facilities, then they resist the eviction (which often implies a confrontation with law enforcement officers), and finally, after achieving some kind of legal authorization, they self-manage production in the factories. Generally, there are two ways of organizing within the recovered factories and relating with the state: one is the nationalization of the enterprises under workers' control; and the other way is the formation of workers’ cooperatives. In the first form, state property under the control of the workers is proposed. That is the state subsidizes the enterprise to operate, while the workers are state employees that control and oversee the operation of the enterprise and are responsible for its management. Workers' control involves self-management and control over the entire production process with equal distribution of income, but the state has the ownership of the factory. The second option is in regards to the formation of self-managed cooperatives, where workers are in charge of, and are responsible for, all operation, maintenance, production and marketing activities of the enterprise. In this option, workers collectivelly own the cooperative enterprise. 

One of the main characteristics of workers’ recovered and self-managed enterprises is the associative form of organizing production processes. Regarding income distribution, workers-recovered enterprises tend to distribute incomes equally, although in some cases they establish scales according to specific responsibilities (Perbellini and Tifni, 2007). Another distinguishing aspect of these experiences is the centrality of the workers’ assembly. The assembly offers the possibility to discuss and exchange ideas and to actively participate in the operation and management of the enterprise (Deledicque et al., 2005). It is worth noting that the continuation and sustainability of workers’ recovered and self-managed enterprises mostly depends on the support they receive from the community and on the formation of networks of solidarity among recovered enterprises. Thus, many workers’ recovered enterprises have created and contributed, even within the facilities of the factory itself, for instance, cultural centres, schools for youth and adults, sports facilities, and community radios. 

Although experiences of workers-recovered enterprises are unique and different from each other, some common strengths and challenges can be identified (Perbellini and Tifni, 2007). The following are some of the common strengths of these experiences:

· Associative management of means of production

· Popular support due to media campaigns

· Technical aptitude

· Sense of belonging

· Democratization

· Participation

· Solidarity

· Horizontality and cooperative integration

Contrastingly, the common challenges that workers-recovered enterprises face are:

· Difficulties in accessing to financing

· Lack of public policies that contribute to the consolidation of workers-recovered enterprises

· Difficulties in marketing their products and gaining trust from suppliers and customers

· Lack of administrative organization and technical capacity

· Lack of education in cooperativism

Summary Sheet 11
	Name of the Experience: Takeover and Self-management of ‘Union Papelera Platense’


	Country: Argentina
	City: Ringuelet, La Plata
	Context: Urban
	Time Period: 2001-Present

	Initiator Organization: Workers of the factory

	Type of Organization: Factory workers

	Participants / Target Group: Workers of the factory

	Main CED Principles: Participatory Development; Asset-based Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Cooperative

	Themes: Recovering of jobs; workers self-management

	Methods: Self-management; Democratic Decision-making

	Goals: To keep and protect workers’ jobs

	Description of the Experience: 

In 2001, when the ‘Papelera San Jorge’ declared bankruptcy, a group of workers of the company decided not to abandon the factory and started a struggle for its recuperation. Confronting the desperate situation of unemployment, the workers chose to defend their jobs by managing the factory and by beginning to operate through legal channels, which transformed the company into a workers’ cooperative. 

When the factory went bankrupt it had 60 workers, and only 27 of them recognized the need to organize themselves and to find a solution. Administrative and managerial employees decided not to participate in the struggle, thus only workers belonging to the sectors of production and maintenance engaged in collective action.

Fearing the possible depletion of the factory by its owner, the workers launched a peaceful occupation of the plant as a way to keep the machines. The decision to take the factory was influenced by previous experiences in other factories in the country, for the workers thought it was best to take this measure, rather than await the verdict of the court (which could take 3 or 4 years). In this case the takeover was characterized by low levels of conflict (as opposed to other takeover processes, such as the paradigmatic cases of the Ceramic Factory Zanon and Brukman Textile); however, it involved a high level of uncertainty and risks for the workers and their families. 

With the process of recovering the factory, workers’ demands focused on seeking a legal sentence to expropriate the factory from its previous owner. The workers themselves became the direct interlocutors to negotiate with the State. After arduous negotiations, workers were allowed to begin with the production, but to do so they had to pay rent to the court. While maintaining this agreement for several months, the court ruled that the facilities and existing machinery were of public interest and subject to expropriation to be donated to the CUPP. This process of temporary possession lasted for two years until the final expropriation.
In 2004, the court decided to proceed to the auction of the company. The cooperative bought the factory and it was awarded the assets of the former ‘Papelera San Jorge’. In order to buy the factory, workers had to endure 12-hour workdays for two years and bought it without any assistance from the State or financial institutions. 

In terms of internal structure, the cooperative’s organization includes an Assembly and a Board of Directors, consisting of a chairman, a secretary and a treasurer, elected every three years. The Board of Directors is in charge of the social operations and operative functions, while the Assembly is the sovereign organ of the cooperative. The centrality of the Workers’ Assembly is one of the traits that characterize self-management experiences. It allows for the discussion and exchange of ideas, as well as for workers’ active participation and commitment with regards to the functioning and strategies of the cooperative. 

During the assemblies, which are held periodically, all the workers have the same decision-making power. This way, they avoid the Board of Directors distancing from the collective of workers. Many of the issues related to the operation of the cooperative, performance assessments, and planning decisions are resolved through the informal mechanism of the Assembly.  

The organizational form that the CUPP adopted is self-management, which implies that all members participate in decision-making. It is the workers who collectively organize the work process, who undertake the work, and who evaluate the production. Moreover, the criterion utilized to determine the remunerations is equality: every worker has the same salary. 

	Benefits / Opportunities:

· Workers were able to change their reality (to face unemployment) regaining self-esteem and dignity.

· A new work culture replaced the hierarchical relations, while new forms of cooperation were built based on relations of trust. 

· Since 2002, the inclusion of the cooperative in the community started to grow. For instance, in the neighborhood level CUPP collaborates with the community health centre of Ringuelet. Since 2006, a cultural centre operates within the factory, where among other activities it offers courses in arts, gymnastics, and computers that are open to the community. In addition, the CUPP also works as a training centre for workers and, occasionally, they also organize family events.

	Problems / Challenges:

· One of the key challenges faced at the time of the takeover, after the bankruptcy of ‘Papelera San Jorge’, was to renew the confidence of suppliers and clients.
· After the takeover, and after the court allowed workers to start up production, it took time, money, and huge efforts to launch the cooperative since they had to repair the machines, to reconnect gas and electricity, etc. Workers had to endure several months in the struggle without any income. 

· Although the formation of the cooperative implied a complex process of elaboration of new rules and acquisition of new habits of cooperation, there still is a permanent tension between cooperative attitudes and individualistic attitudes among the members. 


8.6. Participatory Budgeting

Participatory budgeting is another important theme amongst Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences. Participatory budgeting processes are presented as a tool for reducing poverty and practicing good governance and as an innovative methodology to articulate democratization and social justice. These experiences refer to processes by which citizens, either as individuals or through civic associations, may contribute to decision-making over at least part of a public budget through an annual series of meetings with elected representatives. Given that governmental institutions promote these processes, participatory budgeting can be considered as induced participation processes, which can be implemented just as a means to allocate municipal resources more effectively or as a process for strengthening democracy and empowering citizens. 

Participatory budgeting was first introduced by the city of Porto Alegre in 1989, which provided a template that other municipalities in Brazil and elsewhere would follow. The experience spread cautiously at first but has expanded rapidly since 1996 and is now adopted by about 180 Brazilian municipalities. The participatory budgeting has also spread beyond Brazil in Latin America to cities in Argentina, Uruguay, Peru, Ecuador, Colombia, Bolivia, Mexico, and Chile. Depending on the definition of participatory budget used (a more specific or a more general definition), these experiences have expanded from about a dozen cities mainly in Brazil to somewhere between 250 and 2,500 municipalities throughout Latin America. The smaller number would include those cities where participatory budgeting began as a local government initiative, while the larger number would include all the municipal governments recently required by national laws to consult civic organizations on budget priorities, such as in Bolivia, Nicaragua, and Peru (Goldfrank, 2006).


Although each participatory budget experience is unique they share some common features. Most of these experiences combine direct and representative democratic decision-making mechanisms, and cities are generally divided in sub-areas or districts where residents (either as individuals or through civic associations) voluntarily participate in assemblies and forums in order to contribute to decision-making about annual allocation of municipal capital investments. According to literature, the success of these experiences appears to be correlated with various aspects: the elected mayor is either indigenous or from a leftist party (or both), opposition from local political elites is weak or inexistent, national or international aid organizations provide funding and/or technical assistance, the municipality has revenues sufficient to make significant investments in public works or programs, and there is social capital and a culture of participation and cooperation within and among local civic associations and/or indigenous customary organizations that have not been destroyed by guerrilla warfare or clientelistic politics (Goldfrank, 2006, 3).

 
Participatory budgeting has proved to be an effective instrument to enhance citizen participation, empowerment, and social inclusion (Inter.-American Development Bank, 2005). However, even if participatory budgeting succeeds on these dimensions, it does not dramatically reduce poverty and unemployment on its own. To reduce poverty, the fundamental principles of participatory budgeting–transparency, direct participation, and redistribution towards the poor – would also need to be applied not only to national levels of government but to also to international policy-making institutions (Goldfrank, 2006)

Summary Sheet 12
	Name of the Experience: Villa El Salvador’s Participatory Budget


	Country: Peru
	City / Community: Villa El Salvador
	Context: Urban
	Time Period: 2000-Present

	Initiator Organization: Municipal Government

	Type of Organization: Local Government

	Participants / Target Group: Citizens of Villa El Salvador

	Main CED Principles: Participatory Development; Asset-based Development

	Themes: Participatory governance

	Methods: Participatory Planning

	Goals: 

· To develop participatory governance
· To strengthen the social fabric

· To mobilize and organize the population around common goals

	Description of the Experience: 

Villa El Salvador, a district located 21 miles south of Lima, was founded in 1971 as a result of an invasion of state land by 200 families. Currently, more than 350.000 people live in Villa El Salvador. Since its inception, Villa El Salvador has carried out many community engagement experiences. Among others, the district has undertaken processes of design, implementation and management of three development plans. Therefore participation and negotiation was not a completely new practice to them. In 1999, the district initiated a participatory process to define the ‘Third Development Plan’ for the district, which generated a number of civil society bodies that channeled the proposals of the community. In 2000, after the strategic goals were collectively set, the annual participatory budgeting process was implemented using the experience of Porto Alegre, Brazil, as a reference.
The objective of the 1999 urban development plan was to develop a “shared vision of the future of the city” and to select a certain number of strategic priorities. Since the Development Plan was designed collectively, they decided that municipal resources should be allocated collectively as well. Thus, the next step was the launch of a process of participatory budgeting. This process was not conceived as an aim in itself but rather as a means to develop participatory governance. 
The district was divided into eight areas to allocate resources and mobilize people to discuss their priorities. The implementation process was divided in the following stages: a) budget allocation; b) convening of the population; c) thematic and regional workshops; d) meetings to define priorities; e) development of projects; f) execution of projects; g) assessment and accountability.

Each year 35% of the municipal investment spending is subject to discussion and divided in the 8 areas according to three indicators: number of inhabitants (30% of the allocated budget); inadequacies in provision of basic services (20%); and tax contributions – the greater the number of inhabitants who paid their municipal taxes, the higher their share of the budget (50%).

Two types of institutions were created to channel citizens’ participation: 1) Thematic Roundtables that are responsible for developing sectoral policies; and 2) Territorial Development Committees, which discuss and implement operational plans for each of the eight areas. 
Despite the inherent challenges of this kind of process, levels of community participation in Villa El Salvador are relatively good. About 12.5% of the population age 16 and older has been involved in some way in the prioritization of projects within their area; and 6.25% of this population has had a more dynamic role in different areas of decision-making. 

	Benefits / Opportunities:
· Strengthened citizenship: revitalization and renewal of popular participation in municipal governance
· Improved district governance

· Concerted action multiplies the existing resources and increases the efficiency and legitimacy of the municipal government

	Problems / Challenges:

A key issue identified in the participatory budget process regards to weak technical capacities of the main actors involved in it (staff, community leaders, and general population). It has been essential to invest in learning processes related to the implementation and management process, as well as in generating information flows to allow the population to have quality information to make decisions.  
Another challenge was that the neighbourhood committees, when developing their project proposals, did not relate them to the comprehensive development plan. The process in Villa El Salvador first developed a plan and then began the participatory budgeting process; however there was no relation between the plan and the projects developed under participatory budgeting.

Many community leaders were involved in the process because they saw it as an opportunity to obtain investments for their respective ‘residential groups’ but once they got their respective projects tended to abandon the process, which makes leaders participation quite unstable. On the other hand, to the extent that the procurement of works granted legitimacy to leaders, some were choosing to occupy the leader position beyond established periods, thereby blocking the renewal of the leadership and making the involvement of the younger generation difficult.

Another limitation has to do with the fact that participation has been restricted to organized groups, which (although dynamic) is known to be a minority of the total population. This way most citizens remain precluded from partaking in the process. 


8.7. CED Housing Strategies 

The seventh Latin American CED and Social Economy key theme concerns housing strategies. Increasing CED housing experiences, promoted by diverse types of initiator organizations (i.e. grassroots organizations and NGOs, cooperatives, and governments), that seek to offer affordable housing and housing improvement options to different groups of urban poor can be found across the region. By the end of the 1980s, there was a considerable social need for new housing initiatives to attend to the needs of low-income households in the urban areas of Latin America (SIDA, 1997). This was, in part due to the limited success of most government housing programs – and because of the withdrawal of public support for such programs- and, in part, because of the rapid growth of urban poverty in the region during the 1980s. 

Latin American CED housing strategies that seek innovative approaches to reaching lower-income groups with improved housing and living conditions are very diverse. Some focus on the development of finance systems to support these groups in the construction, improvement, and extension of their homes; others focus on land regularization and titling programs; while others emphasize the development of housing cooperatives. Nevertheless, Latin American CED housing experiences do have some common characteristics. These experiences are usually small-scale (with a few exceptions of large-scale government and NGO housing projects); they strongly involve participants in the decision-making process, as well as in the design and execution of the housing programs; they combine technical assistance with self-help and mutual-help approaches; usually they also integrate collective infrastructure investments and service provision; and they promote community organization to engage participants in community projects that go beyond housing projects. 

Summary Sheet 13

	Name of the Experience: Housing Cooperative for Mutual Help ‘Nuevo Amanecer’
 

	Country: Uruguay
	City: Montevideo
	Context: Urban
	Time Period: 1971 - 1975

	Initiator Organizations: 

· Community Coop (COVIC)

· Central Medical Services Coop (COVICESEM) 

· Staff of the textile factory Sadila (COVIPSA)

· Metallurgical Coop (MACOVI 4)
· Textile Coop (COVIMT 5)

	Type of Organizations: Cooperatives

	Participants / Target Group: Members of the cooperatives (420 families)

	Main CED Principles: Asset-based Development; Participatory Development; Social Enterprise

	Type of SE Organization: Cooperative

	Themes: Housing

	Methods: Mutual help, Self-management; Participatory decision-making

	Goal: To build housing and develop a community for members of the cooperatives

	Description of the Experience: 

Nuevo Amanecer is a large housing cooperative located on the northeastern outskirts of Montevideo, the capital of Uruguay. It consists of 423 households and is one of more than 300 housing cooperatives across the country
.

In 1972, members of five existing cooperatives decided to join forces to form an umbrella cooperative they called ‘Nuevo Amanecer’. Three of the founding coops were union based (two in the textile industry and one in the metal industry); one was church based; and the fifth consisted of medical service workers.

Members of Nuevo Amanecer pooled their resources and in February 1972 acquired a bank loan. They were able to purchase land fairly cheaply on the outskirts of Montevideo in an area where several industries had closed down. Once this land had been acquired, members of the cooperative proceeded to build an entire neighbourhood from scratch using their own skills and labour.

Through a collective process, the group became a cooperative that works on house-building, urban environment, and community services. The cooperative families, besides participating in the civil works, also analyze, discuss, propose and decide in each and every stage of the process through their participation in the Cooperative Assembly. 
Once the premises were chosen, cooperative members with a hired team of technicians studied the social, urban, and architectural projects. The cooperative was legally constituted and then an application for a loan was submitted to the corresponding agencies (at the time, the Ministry of Housing).

All the families composing the Cooperative were at the same time building companies, labour, resource administrators, and users to whom the built houses were destined. Each family group had to contribute a minimum of twenty-one-hours of work per week during the building stage, which is the equivalent to 15% of the capital constituting the cost of the works. 

Different types of accommodations were constructed -buildings such as two-storey row houses for households with children, ground floor apartments for older members with mobility problems, and so on - to meet the needs of different kinds of households. The eventual allocation of homes was determined by a raffle held within each category.

Buildings to accommodate a number of social services (a small library and cultural centre, a seniors' centre, a medical clinic, a kindergarten, a primary school, and a communal workshop/tool shed) were also constructed. In addition, a communal meeting hall was constructed, as was office space for each of the five cooperatives that constitute Nuevo Amanecer. Space for several small commercial enterprises was also developed, including space for convenience stores, a beauty salon, and an automotive shop.

Members of Nuevo Amanecer do not own their own homes: all land and buildings are collectively owned by the coop itself. Should a home become vacant it is the coop that decides who can move in. Coop members do not pay rent per se. Rather; each household pays a monthly fee to Nuevo Amanecer and to one of its member coops. 

Coop funds are used to cover major maintenance costs -repairs to walls, roofs, and plumbing for example (but not damage caused by personal use). They pay for common amenities such as street lighting and the maintenance of green spaces. They cover state and municipal taxes. They help support the operation of social services such as the medical clinic and the library. They cover the coop's administrative costs and its financial contribution to FUCVAM (the umbrella organization for housing coops in Uruguay). Coop funds are also used for emergency purposes when individual households fall on hard economic times.

	Benefits / Opportunities:

· Nuevo Amanecer is far more than just a means for its members to obtain decent, affordable housing. The goals and organization of Nuevo Amanecer are informed by the social values of equality, mutual help, democratic participation, collective ownership, and self-management of resources.

· In the last decades, at the municipal level, the city of Montevideo has gradually been devolving power to 18 neighbourhood councils across the city in an effort to encourage bottom-up development and public participation in urban planning. Members of these neighbourhood councils include representatives from housing coops.

	Problems / Challenges:

· Uruguay’s political context has been challenging for the development of cooperativism. The military government (1973 - 1985) opposed cooperativism in various ways. In 1984, for instance, the military government introduced legislation making communal ownership of property illegal. In 1985, however, a democratically elected government was restored and housing coops continued to flourish.

· Developing a cooperative is a long educational process of social integration and training, which starts at the moment of creation of the group, before the foundation of the Cooperative itself, and continues with community life and social development as time goes by. 

· The granting of loans is a process that may take a long time, depending on the political will of the government authorities in office.


9. Discussion

9.1. Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences in Rural and Urban Contexts

Regarding several characteristics of Latin American experiences certain differences can be found depending on the context. The peasantry is one of the most oppressed, exploited, and marginalized social group in the region and many community-based development projects in Latin America traditionally focused on rural development. Moreover, many of the newly increasing community-based social movements of the region have emerged from rural sectors. Hence, numerous CED and Social Economy experiences of the region can be found in the rural context. Yet, since 1980s Latin America has been predominantly urban, and the struggles of the poor and marginalized urban groups have been gaining attention increasing the incidence of CED and Social Economy practices in Latin American cities. 
There are some expected differences in the themes addressed by Latin American CED experiences in the rural and urban contexts. In rural environments the predominant themes that these experiences tend to address are: 

· Farmers’ development

· Community-based natural resource management

· Alternative income-generating activities (especially, community-based sustainable tourism, and artisan and women groups’ social enterprises) 

· Non-monetary economic activities (especially, community work groups)

It is interesting to note that the CED and Social Economy projects undertaken in rural contexts tend to share some crosscutting themes regardless of the main theme that those rural experiences address. One example of such crosscutting themes is the promotion of organic agricultural practices and the sustainable use of natural resources. Many projects intend to improve farmers’ access to markets, their agricultural methods, and the quality of their products by implementing organic agricultural techniques as a strategic line of action. Similarly, community-based natural resource management programs also promote sustainable agriculture practices among subsistence farmers that live in and around protected areas. Another crosscutting theme in rural environments is the use and enhancement of traditional knowledge and culture. Considering that most small-scale and subsistence farmers in Latin America belong to indigenous ethnic groups, many CED and Social Economy initiatives in rural areas aim to recover traditional knowledge and promote the use of appropriate rural technologies that are culturally sensitive. Furthermore, many projects of natural resource co-management, and even such projects as community-based tourism and fair trade, also incorporate indigenous territorial claims within the projects. In addition, many of the projects in rural settings include a third crosscutting theme concerning issues of women empowerment and gender equity. Increasingly, many initiatives in rural contexts recognize the importance of mainstreaming gender issues to community development efforts. 

On the other hand, the specific themes that are found primarily in urban settings are:

· Community currencies and barter clubs

· Workers-recovered and self-managed factories

· Waste-pickers/Recyclers’ cooperatives 

· Housing strategies

One trend that seems very common amidst urban CED and Social Economy experiences (especially among the first three themes just mentioned above) is the creation of networks and second level organizations (such as groups, associations and confederations of cooperatives) between similar projects and groups within the city, and nationally. Moreover, due to the creation of this associations and networks, it appears that CED and Social Economy initiatives in urban environments have greater probability of influencing public policy as well as of participating in decision-making and in consultative institutions such as local forums, councils, etc.  


 Depite the contrast, there are some themes that can be found in both rural and urban areas, such as:

· Participatory budgeting 

· Artisans’ social enterprises (although probably these are more common in rural contexts)

In regards to the methods applied, there are no apparent differences depending on the context. Both rural and urban experiences use similar methods to achieve their objectives, such as participatory decision-making processes and mechanisms, NGO accompaniment and capacity building, as well as self-management approaches. Perhaps, it could be noted that in rural experiences there are some methods that are specific to the rural context, such as participatory rural appraisal methodologies, or farmer-to-farmer approaches. 

With respect to the type of social enterprise organization created by these experiences it seems that there is more probability of finding community-based and collectively owned social enterprises, as well as informal organizations in rural contexts than in urban areas. It appears that urban social enterprises tend to mainly take the form of cooperatives. This may be because of the smaller size of rural communities and fewer participants in rural projects, which facilitates the adoption of community-based or collectively owned types of social enterprise. In addition, it might be because in urban contexts the requirements, and the resources, to legally formalize social enterprises, for example in the form of cooperatives, are greater than in rural areas. 

9.2. Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences and Types of Initiator Organizations

The types of Latin American CED project initiator organizations that have been distinguished in this research include: grassroots organizations (i.e. community groups, groups of factory workers); local, national, and international NGOs; and local and national governments. Based on the literature review and the collection of experiences, there are several conclusions that can be drawn regarding the relationships between the types of initiator organizations and CED themes and methods. 

Some CED themes are directly related to a specific type of initiator organization, while other themes are addressed by a variety of type of organizations. For instance, participatory budgeting processes are initiated by local governments; workers-recovered factories by groups of factory workers, and community-based natural resource management experiences are predominantly initiated by international NGOs, although some of these experiences are also initiated by national governments. Whereas CED experiences that address farmers’ development initiatives, non-monetary economic activities, as well as alternative income-generating activities are predominantly initiated by grassroots community groups and NGOs. 

Experiences initiated by local and national governments -which are especially involved in participatory budgeting processes, housing strategies, and in community-based natural resource management programs- usually represent induced participation approaches and often implement co-management methods. Participatory budgeting processes can be implemented just as a means to allocate municipal resources more effectively or as a process for strengthening democracy and empowering disadvantaged groups. In the latter case, these experiences incorporate some elements of popular education. As explained in section six, governments generally employ co-management methods in social and environmental projects, which according to Clemente (2003) is one of the most widely implemented participatory method in Latin America. This is especially true in the case of community-based natural resource management initiatives, which often also include international NGOs as project initiators. In relation to CED housing strategies, however, it appears that governments commonly support self-help approaches; usually offering financing and technical assistance to disadvantaged groups to develop housing projects. 

Community grassroots groups and local NGOs are the main types of initiator organizations of CED experiences based on self-help approaches -which besides in CED housing projects can also be found in experiences that address such themes as non-monetary economic activities, and workers-recovered factories-. These self-help approaches usually involve self-sustained activities to improve basic living-conditions and often take the form of social movements, as in the case of, for example, the movement of workers-recovered and self-managed factories. 

Community grassroots groups and local NGOs are also the predominant type of initiator organization of farmers’ development experiences and alternative income-generating experiences. In the case of these latter types of CED experiences, NGO accompaniment approaches are often combined with popular education methods. NGOs facilitate such processes as capacity building (i.e. in organizational, productive, and marketing issues) and often employ popular education methods to mobilize the creativity of the participants by enabling them to become involved in the identification of their own problems, as well as in the formulation and implementation of appropriate measures to address these problems.

9.3. Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences and CED Principles

Although most of the experiences combine several CED principles, in order to facilitate analysis in this section only the principle that is most strongly emphasized in each of the experiences has been taken into consideration. In this manner, several patterns emerge regarding the relationships between main CED principles and key themes addressed as well as methods applied by CED and Social Economy experiences in Latin America. 

The CED principle of community/place-based development is mainly related to such key themes as farmers’ development, specifically fair-trade experiences, and alternative income-generating social enterprises. Experiences of these thematic groups place special emphasis on promoting self-reliance and economic diversity, and follow the strategy of developing small-scale businesses and industries to revitalize local community economies, as is the case with coffee producers that seek fair, alternative markets, or as women groups’ social enterprises illustrate. This is the principle that is most closely related to the creation of social enterprises. Most of the experiences that have community/place-based development as their main CED principle, adopt some form of social enterprise organization in order to achieve their goals (i.e. cooperatives, collectively-owned social enterprise, community-owned social enterprise). The experiences that place emphasis on this principle appear to be predominantly initiated by grassroots organizations as well as local and national NGOs. These CED experiences and social enterprises use participatory approaches (such as participatory research methods), as well as democratic decision-making structures within the organizations, and capacity-building strategies that aim to arrive to a stage of self-management.

The second CED principle of participatory development is mainly related to the key themes of participatory budgeting, and policy advocacy processes identified as a sub-theme of farmers’ development.  As stated earlier, participatory budgeting can be viewed as induced participation processes. On the other hand, farmers’ policy advocacy processes represent processes of participation from below where grassroots groups organize to influence public policy decisions. Mobilizations from below by the rural sectors come in a variety of forms. These can come through well-organized civil society groups of NGOs and from less articulated rural social movements. Typically these processes seeking participatory development involve peasant and producer organisations, NGOs, research centres, transnational activists, as well as other national and international social movement organizations. 

The third CED principle of sustainable development is the main principle guiding the thematic group of community-based natural resource management. These experiences are mostly based on collaborative management schemes. They aim to design and implement land uses, activities, and projects to foster conservation in protected areas by promoting socioeconomic development to provide local inhabitants with livelihoods that do not undermine the area’s natural resources. These experiences usually consist of partnerships between the local community, NGOs, and government. Regarding the methods employed by these experiences, in addition to capacity-building methods, they generally implement participatory methods, such as participatory rural appraisal and democratic decision-making mechanisms. Moreover, these community-based natural resource management experiences often develop to form social enterprises engaged in activities such as sustainable tourism, artisan crafts, etc. 
 Lastly, the CED principle of asset-based development is related to such key themes as producers’ association (a sub-theme of farmers’ development), non-monetary economic activities, workers-recovered factories, and housing strategies. The principal feature of these experiences is that their strategies are based on associative efforts. Participants of these experiences organize themselves to make the most of their available assets and often seek to enhance and utilize their social capital (i.e. relationships, networks, solidarity) to share resources and costs. The experiences that emphasize asset-based development tend to implement methods based on self-help and mutual-help approaches, and usually incorporate elements of self-management and participatory decision-making mechanisms.

9.4. Common Benefits/Opportunities and Problems/Challenges of Latin American CED and Social Economy Experiences

Despite the diversity found in Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences, it is possible to identify some common benefits/opportunities that these initiatives offer, as well as some typical problems/challenges that they face. 

One of the benefits that all these experiences have in common is that they improve the well-being and living conditions of the participants, either by improving their incomes and working conditions, by enhancing their environment, by democratizing local governance, or improving their housing conditions. A second benefit that these initiatives have in common is that they promote community organization. Most of these experiences involve the creation or development of some kind of organization (i.e. community groups, associations, and social enterprises), and these experiences offer opportunities to enhance the organizational capacity of the participants. A third benefit that these CED and Social Economy experiences share is that they provide opportunities to increase social capital. In addition, most of these experiences promote the creation of relationships and cooperative networks between different organizations and institutions locally, nationally, and/or internationally. A forth benefit is that participants of these initiatives profess an increase in self-esteem given that these experiences offer participants opportunities to solve their own problems and to be agents of their own development. Lastly, these CED and Social Economy experiences increase further awareness and consciousness (about environmental issues, gender equality, information about social and political rights and the law, etc.). Moreover, participants acquire new skills and knowledge, as well as participatory habits that can be employed in other spheres beyond the specific CED or Social Economy initiative. 

Regarding the challenges/problems that diverse Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences face, one of the most common challenges regards to the scale and impact of the experiences. By definition these experiences are local, thus, they are generally small-scale. However, communities do not exist in isolation but are embedded in larger regional, national, and international socio-economic and political systems. Communities are affected by external factors that most CED and Social Economy experiences have little capacity to influence. A second frequent challenge faced by these experiences is the need to consolidate and strengthen community organizations and social enterprises since most of these initiatives operate in contexts that lack organizational and technical capacity. A third problem that these experiences encounter is in regards to self-sustainability. Most of these initiatives require, especially during the early stages, financial and technical support from different organizations and institutions. Lastly, another common problem, especially among CED and Social Economy experiences that are initiated by organizations other than the main participants or target group, concerns the quality of participation and the challenge of self-management that manifests when participants or target groups do not take ownership of the initiatives. 

10. Conclusion

The Latin American region has actually a very rich range of experiences that correspond to CED and Social Economy conceptual frameworks. Especially since the 1980s, following the neoliberal structural reforms and democratization processes implemented in the region, the number of experiences that seek to improve the well-being of growing urban poor population and increasingly marginalized rural population by implementing CED and Social Economy principles has proliferated. In terms of CED and Social Economy experiences, what really characterizes the Latin American continent is the broad range of themes they address, the diverse methods they use, and the varying forms they take. This research, however, has allowed identifying seven broad themes that are critical to understanding CED and Social Economy practices in the region. While some of the identified key themes are especially relevant to Latin America because the large quantity of particular CED and Social Economy experiences that address these issues, other themes are significant not in quantitative terms but because they were originally conceived and/or consolidated in Latin America.

Some trends can be observed regarding several characteristics of Latin American CED and Social Economy experiences. Although some of the key themes are undertaken in both rural and urban settings, some of the key themes have greater incidence in urban contexts, while others are more relevant in rural environments. Regarding different types of project initiator organizations (i.e. community groups, NGOs, and governments), it also appears that certain types of project initiator organizations have a greater tendency to focus on specific themes than others. Similarly, there is a correlation between the themes and the main CED principle that experiences are based on. Regarding the methods employed in these experiences, however, even though some particularities can be observed, there are no significant differences depending on the context, types of project initiator organizations, and main CED principles. The broad range of Latin American experiences uses similar methods to attain their goals. These methods are generally based on participatory decision-making processes and mechanisms, NGO accompaniment and capacity building, as well as self-management approaches.

Several factors combined may help explain the specific attributes and peculiarities that distinguish the Latin American region in terms of CED and Social Economy practices. First, Latin America is one of the most unequal regions of the world. Second, a high proportion of the population of the region is living in poverty conditions. Third, in Latin America, in contrast to other regions of the world, there are highly politicized marginalized sectors with a high degree of organization and a long history of struggle. And fourth, Latin America is an economically and environmentally rich area. All of these factors certainly affect the number and the shape of CED and Social Economy experiences found in a region. 

This research has provided a heterogeneous collection of experiences that illustrates the range of the many CED and Social Economy practices implemented in Latin America. Moreover, the seven key CED and Social Economy themes that have been identified, in addition to the several patterns that have been observed, provide a solid foundation for further research and to undertake comparative research between experiences in Latin America and other regions around the world. 
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Websites:

· Asociacion Aldea Global Jinotega: http://www.pagjino.org 

· Asociación del Sello FAIRTRADE-Comercio Justo: http://www.sellocomerciojusto.org/es/productos/cafe/impacto_aldeaglobal.html

· Conservation International: http://www.conservation.org
· Housing Cooperatives in Uruguay: http://www.housingcoopvivienda.org
· Presupuesto y Genero en America Latina y el Caribe: http://www.presupuestoygenero.net
�  Colombia, Ecuador, and Mexico are some examples of decentralization from above, while Bolivia represents the main example of decentralization from below.


� Experiences from Bolivia were prioritzed given that this research was carried out for the ‘Bolivian Specialization in Community Economic Development Project’.  The ‘Bolivian Specialization in Community Economic Development Project’ is an initiative led by a partnership between the Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar (UASB), the Asociacion de Instituciones de Promocion y Educacion (AIPE) (Association of Promotion and Education Institutions), and the Centre for Sustainable Community Development (CSCD) (a teaching and research unit of Simon Fraser University).


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Vargas and Burgoa (2007) (see References section).


� COFAES consists of Soil Conservation Communal Committees from each of the farms where the farmers implement their ecological agriculture experiences. These committees have a policy recognized by the sindicato (or ayllu). These committees plan the activities that each family will develop yearly, as well as the visits and type of support that they will require from K`anchay (a national NGO).


� In Sacaca, every community has its own “traditional way of organization” which they call “sindicato”. Many sindicatos together form a “sub-central”, and all the sub-central organizations form, together, the central indigenous peasant organization of Sacaca. This municipality has 187 communities and 17 sub-centrals.


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from AGRECOL (2005) (see References section).


� Indigenous communities have their own “traditional organizations” which they call “sindicato”. Many sindicatos together form a “sub-central”, and all the sub-central organizations form the central indigenous organization. 


� Growing interest of women in participation is partly explained by the importance the Intercomunal gives to women’s participation in courses and practices, as well as in training them as community developers. Another reason is that women (as well as elderly and youth) are now more involve in production and commercialization of organic grapes. 


�The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from http://www.pagjino.org and http://www.sellocomerciojusto.org/es/productos/cafe/impacto_aldeaglobal.html


� The Inter-American Foundation provides Aldea Global with instrumental program support to develop non-traditional export crop options.


� Poverty lending consists of solidarity groups between five to fifteen members, whom analyze the feasibility of each other’s credit applications.


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from the following references (see References section): Arambiza and Painter (2006); and Lastarria-Cornhiel, et. al,( 2008).


� CABI is the political representative of the Isoso community, as well as co-administrator of the Isoso’s protected area. As such, CABI represents the Guaraní Isoseño people at local, municipal, provincial and national levels, with respect to governmental agencies as well as civil society. CABI defines itself as the sole authority that can make decisions, administrate, plan, and manage its territory. It is also the historic entity that represents the cultural, social, ethnic identity and politics of the Guaraní-Isoseño people.


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Jamal and Stronza (2009) (see References section), as well as from http://www.conservation.org


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Lastarria-Cornhiel, et. al,( 2008) and Peltre (2010)  (see References section).


� CABI is the political representative of the Isoso community, as well as co-administrator of the Isoso’s protected area. As such, CABI represents the Guaraní Isoseño people at local, municipal, provincial and national levels, with respect to governmental agencies as well as civil society. CABI defines itself as the sole authority that can make decisions, administrate, plan, and manage its territory. It is also the historic entity that represents the cultural, social, ethnic identity and politics of the Guaraní-Isoseño people.


� See Summary Sheet 4


� CIMCI has had the support of national indigenous NGOs such as APCOB (Associación de los Pueblos Indígenas del Oriente de Bolivia) and CIDOB (Confederación de Pueblos Indígenas de Bolivia), as well as international NGOs such as WCS, ‘Asociacion de Territorios Vivos’, and development agencies such as USAID. 


� Over time, CIMCI has also used international development funds (from USAID and Spain) for these activities.


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from SIMAS (n.d.) (see References section).


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Habitat (2006)  (see References section).


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Soto and Geffroy (2005) (see References section). 


� Pirwa can be translated to English as a storage building


� One-third of the families in Huancarani are officially members of this collective enterprise – 20 members and two administrators – and there are at least five families on a waiting list, hoping that a current member will be unable to fulfill their obligations and a new family can replace them.


� According to the local criteria, poverty is not only perceived as a ‘shortage of material means’, but also as a ‘shortage of social and spiritual means’. The ‘lonely’ person (without family members in the community) is ‘poor’ in symbolic terms: he or she has lost social prestige and is not considered a whole entity. The social, spiritual and productive capacity of this person is weakened, which, in turn, translates into a loss of economic capital.


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Lopezllera-Mendez and DeMeulenaere (2000) (see References section).





� The experience of recovered enterprises is not new but the massive and radical features that charactirize the process of recuperating enterprises in Argentina in the late twentieth century are a novelty. In Latin America, for instance, during the Allende government in Chile about 125 enterprises operated under a workers’ self-management regime; in Bolivia during the popular revolution of 1952 this process was significant in the mining sector; and in Brazil a movement of workers-recovered enterprises was created during the 1980s (Deledicque et al., 2005). 


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from Deledicque, Feliz, and Moser (2005) (see References section).


� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from: Llona and Soria (2003); and Zolezzi (2004) (see References section).





� The information regarding this experience has been retrieved from http://www.housingcoopvivienda.org and Font (2001) (see References section). 


� In Uruguay, there is a social urban movement that is engaged in the collective building of the city. With more than 40 years of experiences and 20,000 member families living in cooperatively owned homes in 400 communities across the country, the Federación Uruguaya de Cooperativas de Vivienda de Ayuda Mutua (Federation of Uruguayan Mutual Aid Housing Cooperatives) (FUCVAM) is one of the largest and most radical cooperative federations of the Americas.
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