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COMMUNITY IN A GLOBAL ECONOMY
EEREHERIITLE

Harry K. Schwarzweller’

Introduction

Thank you very much for the opportunity to speak with you here at this
conference on community and community organizations in Taiwan. It is an
honor. And I appreciate the efforts and aims of those who have made this
event possible — National Sun Yat-sen University (and its president, Dr.
Chang), The Institute of Interdisciplinary Studies, The Civic Affairs Bureau
of your Municipal Government, the Social Science College (and its Dean),
and Dr. Stan Lee. I have known Dr. Lee and his family for a long, long
time — at West Virginia University and at Michigan State University. He is a
dear friend, a wonderful person, and a very good sociologist — and I wish

him and his family great happiness in the years ahead.
8=

MG EADE R " GEAR L @A & ) bRt -
B - RBMPATA EhE(EAET A S THIEREIA - FBlE
BT L RE o LB TERT BT REUR - IR A
BAEIR R LARTAEPaHE 5 T iR RS2 E RN LA SRR L B2 i 1
THRMMIRA - R —CF A » —(idF A thR—(IREFIL G
K o @ MABAI R AR A A SR -

Professor, Michigan State University
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Many of the papers at this conference, directly or indirectly, touch on
the idea of “community” — as a context for social action, and/or as an
instrument for the amelioration of social problems. Often, if not invariably,
community participation is regarded as a “good thing.” Consequently, but
especially because I am curious and concerned about how the everyday
inter-relationships of ordinary people are being effected by the powerful,
impersonal forces of change in our contemporary world, and also because I
have become increasingly wary about the -relevance and sociological
usefulness of the concept of “community,” I have elected to focus my
attention here on the broad, extremely complex question of “community in a

global economy.

FEAE (BT & th A 37T 2 G 2O B B Bt it e iR FS it & 178
RIS - DUR /Bt R LR - B - ST 2SR » itE
S U RE —FF g - NIt - BFFRAF AT FIRR O— M A B H A
I ERBR RN ZEBR At €A A AN B8 I BRI T
B AR MBHiaYE it @ ST & 2 _EROFERAMERE MM - 305 KFE 5!
B R G B R S BRAEE oh— (B AR &R L @ e -

Community Conceptualized

From the very beginning, “community” has been one of the
fundamental concepts in sociology, firmly planted in the discipline by the
early founders of sociology — Comte, LePlay, Marx, Toennies, Weber,
Durkheim, and Simmel. As I’m sure you too have done and may yet be
doing, we in graduate school debated the classic works of these giants, their
critics, and the perspectives of later scholars, such as Robert Redfield (1941)
and Charles Galpin (1915). Sometimes with anxious desperation, we, as

serious students, tried to formulate our own principles of social organization
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and our own system for explaining the local context of social action. In
those days, “community” was a central problem in the field of rural
sociology, and rural sociologists, many of whom leaned strongly toward
human ecology, regarded *“community” almost in awe, as a vital social

grouping or ‘“ecological entity” affecting the lives of rural people
(Ensminger and Polson : 1946; Sanderson, 1936). We neophytes believed

deeply that the sociological enterprise should observe the basic rules of
scientific inquiry, so we pressed our teachers for help in specifying a
reasonable conceptual and operational definition of community and

appropriate methodologies to study this phenomenon.
ARG

o ERTLE - FF BT MR B REE - A
R TNt & B2 AR R R S 2 B A S - ARG MRt
R ZERTIR—EK » H BB AR TG A RTRY R » LUK EEUIE R
(1941 FIEM(1915)5F M #E 2 EHLPIRFTamANEREL - ARFEIEHAIR
F 2 N ERMTE DRI A G B IR - TP E SR S E s
FOfE % o DRt 1 TEIRt 755 - e —E A 74 » ik & | 240
ATt SRR L PR - YA € R rh A 25 B B A SR e
e Tt & EE— s A RS e T AR EEE
#% , (Ensminger and Polson : 1946, Sanderson, 1936) - {5 Lot @&
4 F AT B AR EL SR EAKE ) FT AT K
BUOAEAIHIZHD - FREE SR @R R E R - AR EEHR
RIS E Tk -

‘In a theory seminar at Cornell University, long, long ago, I mustered
the courage to raise my timid student hand and to ask Professor Robin
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Williams, author of one of the great books on “American Society”(1970), a
rather pointed question : “Professor Williams, you’ve been talking about
boundary-maintaining systems and you’ve mentioned ‘community.’ Please,
how do you define community? ” Professor Williams looked at me with his
kind but piercing gaze, took a long drag on his ever present cigarette (in
those days professors and students often smoked in class), lifted his head
toward the ceiling, and blew a cloud of bluish gray smoke into the air.
“A community,” he said, “is a vast Chinese garden in the sky.” Williams had
been a student of Talcott Parsons at Harvard, and Parsonian
structural-functionalism, despite drawing heavily upon the works of
Durkheim and Weber, referred to community only in passing; locality
groupings (territoriality) and the spatial setting of institutionalized human
social behavior (the site of social action) did not receive much attention in
Parsonian theory (Parsons, 1951). Professor Williams, I believe, was simply
saying to me “Not to worry. You should focus instead on social interactional

systems.”

IBALARTERAE R K2 M R Gl P B R M
" EBILE | (1970)2 REHIBHRIT B BRI 24 2 F - hki—
AR BB RMIRE BT EERREE M RAR - T B IS tiEs
TLEE - HEERRERF A E TSIt ? BBIAHL TR E » MR
TR (R A ZATFE A E e it ) » F88HRIER - A
it Zerh — G IR IR U o ik 0 AR BRI ZE R EIERT - 2L
FRUTEIREITERS R 2 24 » 2 IREEITASREDhRE 1 FA(ES1E - BE
{5 ARk Bt WL R 8 5 | vR B R A BRI 0F © ST ERE (&) N
HIE AT G TRIZMEES (it E{TEI ML) WA ZEIRER-
HlZf(Parsons, 1951).19 % AR « BRI » TAHE » AR EIRAEEL -
{RMMERZ SR E B At & AEiE R b -
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But, over the years, I and many other rural sociologists did worry about
“community” — its vagueness and validity as a sociological concept, the
methodological difficulties that one encounters in researching community
structure and change, and, much more importantly, what seems, even to the
casual observer, to be the demise and decline of community as a meaningful
social ecological entity and social psychological construct in America and
throughout the world — not only in the sprawling metropolises of the world’s
major cities, such as Detroit, Taipei, Sydney, Lima, and Frankfurt, but also
in the rural villages and hinterland localities.

(2K » BoRIF 2 HADYAS it SRR B RO it & - -3EfE
it € S SRR PRI - I ZT W RS HS s B IR AT B B T vsaw
i » DA EE AR » BHE 2 E AR AR i@ &
R E A B AN PR — (i BB G AL R E R A & O B AR AR
GEASHBRAESER] - FEE{lE {5 — AR A 1 57 B iy IEAE SR P
e R CAERHEE - B0 TR IS AR e E - it A
AR RESL T

My good friend and former colleague, the late Professor George A.
Hillery, published a fascinating and often cited paper in 1955 that searched
out areas of agreement in definitions of community (Hillery, 1955).
Ninety-four definitions, pulled from the existing literature, were laboriously
analyzed and classified. Not surprisingly, he observed that ‘there was no
- complete agreement as to the nature of community, except that “people are
involved.” Social interaction, however, with people united by one or more
social bonds, was generally regarded as a main element, whether with or

without reference to territoriality.
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HAVEF AARCARTRI A S - EARIEREGEET » 1£ 1955 F G
KR RAER T HASE S [H > Bt @ E BT RF AR
9Em 3L (Hillery, 1955) o fEHARAYSIRR T Ht 94 (EE % » I HnkAsy
IRIBRAE - WP LS. EBIRT T REIA, 24 KK
Hit @ EEE2RE —BEE - A MERRAREDEEBHE
JE > H—E s it & R RATE RS AR & A8 Ent @iy £ 5

I was never very enthusiastic about operationally defining this
extremely variable social entity. Rather, for teaching purposes and to guide
my own research in rural localities, I focused on a range of elements that
should be considered in studying the human community, such as “composed
of people and social agencies, integrated through common experiences, an
ability to act together as a social organization, consciousness of local unity,
and located within a contiguous territory.” (For further background, see :
Fear and Schwarzweller, 1985; Leonard, et.al, 1993; Wilkinson, 1991.)
Probably because of my research on rural migration from Appalachian
Kentucky (Schwarzweller, et.al, 1971), where migrant families in the urban
areas of destination remain closely attached to their kinsfolk, friends, and
social networks at the rural place of origin, I came to believe that spatial
contiguity (people residing near each other, sharing a common geographic
domain) is not an essential condition for creating and maintaining
“community” in a social interactional sense (i.e. in terms of the basic
social-psychological requisites of “community” organization and behavior.)
But I remain convinced that “a sense of place,” whether territorially based
(residential environs, homeland, ancestral origins) or deriving from
identification with an ethnic, religious, and/or cultural (language) grouping,

is vital to shaping the social person. And the latter, identification with an
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ethnic, religious, and/or cultural (language) grouping is becoming ever more
critical and problematic in this era of economic and cultural globalization,
where technological change is accelerating and new ideas and different
ways of thinking swirl about us all in a dizzying manner.

H— A BRI RE LA e E B R IR E KAt & HS -
& BT E EREREE T EH RIS - IR EEEEIER A
Feit R AEF B — R o Fla0 T s AR EEEE - &H
KA B E G - G — Bt GRS —EITEINIRE S - T EAIRYE
% DARTE— BB R s - P RIALE , (BREIEF1E55E © Fear and
Schwarzweller, 1985; Leonard, et.al, 1993; Wilkinson, 1991.) - AJfEE X
Pt 7% 1 35 LN Bl 7 22 1 L) 3t 1@ 19 8 A 7% R (Schwarzweller, et.al,
1971) » 17 B B R 6 5% BE RS BT o 12 5 e M R B AR AR TS OB »
K0 LAt s a1 ke S R I K - PR DAY FEE Tt & A e
BLACE (A2 LA & - RHRRELT T R Rt €7 - OB RO Se R AER) - 22 ]
EEORHIE B ARCR FAEAEMNE - B —(E R 5) NS EREFIMEE it
& BB - (B2 —EHEE  NER IR A ER T BB R
& B BUE) - BRRER - REO AVEEHLGEE S R EIREEFR
AOlF_ EROER IR » T ARYREZ ) B EE G AR AT EGRREY - 1T
A IR ESE - FrEE] R RS — AR MRS RIL
L Z BRI - TERREY » R8O F/EbGES) R ERSEIF Lz a8
[E] 1% 5 13415 B DN EE SEANEHECAPR S - ‘

Let me note that my general orientation to the social issues and
theoretical challenges that are represented by the problem of community in a
global economy has been influenced greatly by the writings of ~ Ferdinand
Toennies and his classic formulation of the “Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft”
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typology (Toennies, 1887, 1940, 1988, 2001; see also, Atoji, 1984;
Cahnman, 1995; Heberle, 1941). Gemeinschaft relationships, as Toennies
saw it, have temporal depth : they are familiar, comfortable, and enduring.
Gesellschaft ‘relationships, on the other hand, are characteristic of social
interactions in the public sphere; they are more transient and superficial
(Harris, 2001 : 18-19). The two forms of social interaction co-exist, but in
varying degrees. Gesellschaft type relationships have been documented in
the most traditional rural communities, and Gemeinschaft relationships play
an integral and vital part in the lives of all of us, even in the relative chaos of
mass society. Toennis typology, explains Harris (2001) “-- focuses on the
universally endemic clash between small-scale, kinship and
neighborhood-based ‘communities’ and large-scale competitive market
‘societies.” 1 shall refer to this later, for I believe that : 1) economic
globalization appears to threaten what little communal relationship
structures remain woven into the fabric of life in most neo-modern,
industrial societies; 2) communal relationship structures, of the kind
represented by Toennis’ conceptualization of “Gemeinschaft,” are essential
to the stability and meaningfulness of social life; and 3) the loss of
communal relationships cannot be compensated for by the more impersonal

associational interactions characteristic of a frantic, export-import oriented
market economy. On the other hand, perhaps I am just a romantic, longing
for times past, when neighborhoods were not simply a collection of cordial
“neigh-dwellers” and when the local marketplace was a warm and friendly

place to do the family’s shopping.

BB UL AR » BB A BRSO BB A BT O SRR S
BIRAY S AL - BUE A H AL e - ROt BE-FEARAY o 528
##:(Toennies, 1887, 1940, 1988, 2001; see also, Atoji, 1984; Cahnman, 1995;
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Heberle, 1941) - GRANFLFERTATREEAT—AK - it ERIRZAIFH AR
SRR A KT AGER) AT il ARV RW AW - 155
— 1 » AR R A S S R E IR | SRR e
EAAY 1 HoE LR miy (Harris, 2001 18-19) i@ Wil A B BH{RAH
AT - (B AN ERZE - ARBEIRRC A kS H B R 1Y
(RAFCSA Tk e > ik W R R R — {18 4 5 A S A R A I
BARAEE G EEEAAME REA & - Al - (RIS
YT MEIRE(2001) » - BEAE/ NBUSE » LS » DA SR L 2 it e LA

e FVER TG & B AR 5 - G ER I ¥HE (83 S
At e AHRE > FEARS ¢ 1) RSB LRI REE A /) » it E (R R (RAS
R PR AR S LM G AENfEE © 2) KERARIAERN
it G i 1 B AR HEE i & A0S SRS ERE F A W BRI B B3R 3)
ik B (RAY IR S R T SORERRY. ~ 1 -tH R A AT SRS TR iR
BN A B REESHIE - 1255 — 0l > AR —(LER@E I
A REEEN "HE > - ARSE AERR GRS
FEE SR EAIRE = 7 e R E AT E -

Globalization and Community

The literature on what we refer to as the processes of “globalization” is
huge and growing. In the past few years there has been a flood of books,
conference papers, and journal articles in the social sciences (political
science, economics, sociology) that deal in one way or the other with the
problems and challenges associated with globalization, and as well a
comparable stream of publications and magazine articles relating to the
financial and business sectors — including management guides for the new

wave of corporate executives — which provide prescriptions for adjusting to



