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Conceptualising the ‘community’ as a recipient of money — a critical literature

review, and implications for health and inequalities

Joanna Reynolds'; Matt Egan?; Alicia Renedo?; Mark Petticrew?

!Dept. Social & Environmental Health Research, London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, 15-

17 Tavistock Place, London WC1H 9SH

Research Highlights

Focuses on interventions giving money to communities in high-income settings

e Examines multiple conceptualisations of community across those interventions

Shows that flow of money and existing inequalities shape constructions of community

Describes implications for evaluations of impact of money on health inequalities

Abstract

There is increasing attention on how money may bring about positive changes to health,
and money-based development approaches are becoming more commonplace at the
‘community’ level, including in high-income countries. However, little attention has been
paid to how the ‘community’ might be varyingly conceptualised in these scenarios, or to the
potential implications of this for interpreting the impacts of such health improvement
approaches. This paper presents a critical interpretive review of literature presenting
different scenarios from high-income countries in which the ‘community’ receives money, to

explore how ‘community’ is conceptualised in relation to this process. Some texts gave



explicit definitions of ‘community’, but multiple other conceptualisations were interpreted
across all texts, conveyed through the construction of ‘problematics’, and descriptions of
how and why money was given. The findings indicate that the flow of money shapes how
conceptualisations of ‘community’ are produced, and that the implicit power relations and
inequalities can construct and privilege particular sets of identities and relationships
throughout the process. This highlights implications for approaching public health
evaluations of giving money to ‘communities’, and for better understanding how it might
bring about change to health and inequalities, where the ‘community’ cannot be
interpreted merely as a setting or recipient of such an intervention, but something

constructed and negotiated through the flow of money itself.
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Background

The ‘community’ has become a conceptual mainstay of much of the design of health
improvement approaches globally (Morgan, 2001), and in policy discourses framing efforts
to address inequalities. This reflects a social model of health wherein the engagement and
empowerment of ‘communities’ are recognised as social determinants of health and as
fundamental components of bottom-up approaches to improving health and health
inequalities (Laverack & Labonte, 2000). The concept of ‘community’ and its definitions and
uses are multifarious and much debated across the social sciences (Crow & Allan, 1994).
There is a long, diverse history of theorising around ‘community’ (Howarth, 2001), among
which, attention has been paid to the symbolic negotiation and construction of its
boundaries (Cohen, 1985), as well as to the social processes of identity-making that can
extend the ‘community’ beyond understandings of place and the ‘local’ (Anderson, 1983).
Despite this theoretical richness around ‘community’, there has been a marked absence in
policy-making of engagement with its conceptual intricacies and fluidity. The concept of
‘community’ is often operationalised uncritically in programmes and policies, without
acknowledgement of its contested nature (Bertotti, Jamal, & Harden, 2012), raising
qguestions about what can or should be interpreted from evaluations of ‘community’-

focused initiatives to improve health and inequalities.

Money-based initiatives are increasingly prominent within ‘community’ approaches to
health improvement, with the transference of money to the ‘community’ theorised to
increase wellbeing via material and psycho-social pathways (Rawlings, Serburne-Benz, &
Van Domelen, 2004). Examining the ways in which ‘community’ is conceptualised around

practices of giving money is important for understanding how these types of initiative might



contribute (or not) to health improvement. The role of money in improving health
outcomes can be theorised, on one hand, as increasing access to basic material resources
and services essential for wellbeing (Leatherman, Metcalfe, Geissler, & Dunford, 2012). The
simple premise of ‘giving money to the poor’ may enable them to increase their standards
of living, including material determinants of health and wellbeing (Hanlon, 2004). This
‘asset transfer’ approach implicates the ‘community’ as the setting in which the intervention
is delivered, for example conditional cash transfer programmes giving money to households
or individuals to prompt particular behaviours, such as accessing health services (Lagarde,

Haines, & Palmer, 2007).

These initiatives reflect a utilitarian perspective, wherein the transfer of money at the
‘community’ level is undertaken to achieve specific, often externally-determined outcomes.
Other initiatives reflect a more participatory premise (Labonne & Chase, 2008), engaging the
‘community’ in decision-making around money, with a view to changing the wider social and
economic conditions of inequality that shape their health. These initiatives have included
micro-financing programmes to reduce risk factors for HIV (Pronyk et al., 2008) and social
fund initiatives in which the ‘community’ helps organise the funding of local projects
(Rawlings et al., 2004). These initiatives reflect shifts away from a focus purely on material
wellbeing towards a rights-based approach to improving health (De Vos et al., 2009;
Wallerstein, 1993), in which empowerment strategies may lead to increased perceptions
and mobilisations of control, recognised as a determinant of health and health inequalities

(Bosma, Schrijvers, & Mackenbach, 1999).

These examples of money-based initiatives are all drawn from well-established practices to

address inequalities in low and middle-income countries, but there is also increasing focus



on these approaches in some high-income countries. In the UK for example, political
rhetorics advocating increased power and participation at the local level (Department for
Communities and Local Government, 2008) have emerged alongside renewed calls to
address inequalities (Department of Health, 2010). This has resulted in the development of
initiatives seeking to engage the ‘community’ in decision-making around a broad range of
social determinants of health (Milton et al., 2012), including deciding how funds should be
spent at the local level (Kaszynska, Parkinson, & Fox, 2012). Many initiatives have sought to
engage the ‘community’ in decision-making while giving established organisations
responsibility for managing the money, for example the UK’s New Deal for Communities
programme (Lawless, 2012). However, recent approaches are looking to locate control over
financial resources, as well as decision-making, in the ‘community’ itself. An example of this
is the current Big Local initiative, in which one million pounds is given directly to

‘communities’ to bring about change in deprived areas (Local Trust, 2012).

The description of such initiatives as ‘area-based’ denotes implicit framing of ‘communities’
as people living within a given geographic location (Lawless, 2012). However, this definition
will rarely account for the complexity of conceptualisations (and experiences) of
‘community’ in terms of social and / or spatial identities (Bertotti et al., 2012), nor of the
negotiations and contestations of these identities among different groups of people (Cohen,
1985; Howarth, 2002), that might be anticipated in a ‘community’-based initiative. The
narrowness of such framings may go some way to explaining the paucity of current evidence
of the impacts of such initiatives on health inequalities (O'Mara-Eves et al., 2013). If the
way(s) in which ‘community’ is conceptualised influences how the impacts of such initiatives

on health can be interpreted, the transference of money may add further complexity, given



the differing roles money can play in mediating relationships between people and context

(see for example Bloch & Parry, 1989; Maurer, 2006).

To generate a deeper understanding of how giving money directly to the ‘community’ might
influence health, specifically in high-income settings, it is important to consider how
‘community’ could be conceptualised in this scenario. The transferability of evidence of
effective money-based initiatives from low and middle-income countries is questionable,
given that relative deprivation and perceptions of inequality are arguably more influential
factors for health in high-income settings than absolute deprivation (Wilkinson & Pickett,
2007), and thus the pathways and effects of giving money directly to ‘communities’ may
differ. Hence, it becomes important to ask what kinds of ‘community’ are assumed,
constructed and experienced through flows of money given directly to groups of people,

and how these may be shaped by the different contexts in which money is given.

A critical review of literature was conducted to address the following question: how is the
‘community’ conceptualised in scenarios of receiving money in high-income country
contexts? This paper presents the findings of the review, to help understand how
conceptualisations of ‘community’ may contribute to interpretations of the impact on

health of initiatives involving flows of money.

Methods

Methodological approach

A traditional systematic review methodology was considered inappropriate for this review,
which did not seek to present an exhaustive synthesis of all literature on ‘community’ and

money, or to generate ‘robust evidence’. To explore the conceptual framings of



‘communities’ receiving money directly, from (likely) disparate and heterogeneous bodies of
literature, a critical interpretive synthesis approach (Dixon-Woods et al., 2006) was
considered appropriate. This methodology was developed to generate theory from a
variety of types of ‘evidence’, using an interpretive approach to synthesis rather than the
aggregative approach of the traditional systematic review (ibid). The methodology calls for
reviewers to adopt a critical lens to examine how the literature ‘constructs its problematics’
— or the issue(s) presented as being of key interest — and the ‘nature of the assumptions’ on
which each of the publications draw (ibid., p2), and was thus suitable for interpreting
conceptualisations of the ‘community’ in receipt of money across a wide range of

literatures.

Search strategy

An iterative approach was taken to develop the final search strategy, to ensure a body of
texts that was varied but manageable in scope for the review. This involved several
preliminary searches to explore the breadth of relevant literature, and identify key search
terms. Reflecting on these searches, the authors discussed to identify — from a potentially
very broad set of literatures — the types of scenarios that might be most relevant to
informing interventions in which money is given to ‘communities’ to improve health and
inequalities. Consequently, four ‘domains’ of scenarios in which ‘communities’ might be
given money directly were identified, and used to tailor the search strategy towards the

most relevant literature. The four domains included:

e Development: money received for the purposes of economic, social, health, or other

types of development);



e Windfalls and income shocks: unexpected receipt of money, for example collective
lottery winnings or dividend payments;

e Compensation and reparation: money received in acknowledgement of health or
social harms suffered in the past, or risk of such in the future;

e Research participation: money received in exchange for participation in research

activities.

Pilot searches were then conducted to refine the key search terms under each domain,

before the final search strategy was agreed (see Table 1).

A range of electronic databases and ‘grey’ literature resources were identified to provide
access to literature from multiple disciplines and of different types. The four sets of search

terms were applied to each of the following seven databases:

e Academic research databases: International Bibliography of the Social Sciences
(IBSS), PubMed, Academic Search Complete, GEOBASE, Web of Science;

e Grey literature databases: GreenFILE, Open Grey (Europe).

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The main rationale guiding selection of texts for the review reflected the increasing focus in
high-income contexts on engaging the ‘community’ in health and social development
agendas by giving them money and control over it (Kaszynska et al., 2012). As such,
included literature was restricted to papers that described scenarios of direct transfer of
money to ‘communities’, as opposed to transfer of other types of resources, or the transfer
of money via third parties such as non-governmental organisations or local councils. A

(predominant) focus on high-income country contexts, using membership of the



Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (http://www.oecd.org/) to

denote a country of high-income, was also stipulated. No time period restrictions were
applied to the search strategy or inclusion / exclusion criteria. The full inclusion and

exclusion criteria are presented in Box 1.

Synthesis and interpretation

All records identified through the search were downloaded to EndNote 7 and titles and
abstracts were screened for inclusion by the lead author. The full texts for those not
excluded during screening were retrieved and read, to assess further their eligibility for
inclusion. The final set of eligible texts was then uploaded to QSR Nvivo 10 for
interpretation and synthesis by the lead author. Descriptive information was extracted from
each text to record the country/ies and population(s) of focus, rationale for giving money to
‘communities’, general disciplinary perspective(s) and a summary of the main arguments of

each text.

Following Dixon-Woods et al (2006), the review focused on interpreting the content of texts
rather than assessing their quality. The steps of synthesis involved identifying concepts of,
and relating to ‘community’ presented explicitly and more implicitly across the texts via an
inductive approach, and grouping these into common themes. Following reading each text,
codes were developed and assigned to relevant concepts presented explicitly in the texts,
and also to those interpreted by the lead author through close reading of the texts. These
codes were then grouped by identifying common meaning in an iterative manner, to
generate themes, which were then discussed among the authors to identify and synthesise

broader conceptualisations relevant to the focus on health inequalities.


http://www.oecd.org/

Results

Overview of search results

A total of 4814 separate texts were identified, and their titles and / or abstracts screened
using the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Of these, 46 were identified for possible inclusion
and their full texts sought. Subsequently, 24 texts were included in the review. The formats
of the texts were varied and included historical and non-historical case studies (seven),
empirical research reports (six, of which five were qualitative); theoretical and
methodological pieces (three); programme evaluation reports (two); policy analyses (two);
discursive or position pieces (two); and literature reviews (two). The texts spanned several
high-income countries (the UK, the US, Canada, Australia, Hungary); three did not refer to a
specific country. A wide range of disciplines were represented including the physical
sciences (environment, energy and engineering disciplines), and humanities and social
sciences (psychology, sociology, social policy, development studies, law and history), and
most texts seemed to straddle more than one discipline or field. Table 2 summarises the
characteristics of each text, main discipline(s), rationale for giving money, location (country)

and population, theoretical framings, and overview of each text’s main focus.

Described below are the variety of ways in which ‘community’ was conceptualised across
the texts reviewed, and how these linked with the contexts for giving money to
‘communities’, the related ‘problematics’ identified, and to the different framings of the
flows of money to ‘communities’ from other groups. While there was limited explicit
consideration of ‘health’ in the texts reviewed, the synthesis process helped identify cross-
cutting conceptualisations of (in)equality, which are relevant to questions of how giving

money might impact on health inequalities. See Table 3 for a summary of the ways in
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which conceptualisations of ‘community’ were presented and the interpretation of these in

relation to conceptualisations of (in)equality.

Explicit conceptualisations of ‘community’

There were limited examples across the texts in this review of explicitly stated definitions of
‘community’, with far more conceptualisations indirectly implied. The explicit definitions
given in several texts drew on ideas of shared characteristics, such as cultural heritage
among indigenous populations (McLean, 2012); ethnicity among African Americans
(Franklin, 2012; Fullinwinder, 2007); and political interests and modes of organisation for

protecting these (Fenge, 1992):

“Those communities with shared political and administrative interests, and, most
importantly, those with shared land use, were grouped together into six regions” (Fenge,

1992, p133);

Other texts acknowledged more contingent constructions of ‘community’, relative to
emerging projects such as commercial or energy developments (Annie E. Casey Foundation,
2007; Bristow, Cowell, & Munday, 2012; Cowell, Bristow, & Munday, 2011, 2012; Esteves,
2008; Esteves & Vanclay, 2009; Feldman, 1991; Klassen & Feldpausch-Parker, 2011; Vari &
Ferencz, 2007), defining them as “affected” or “local” to the development of interest

(Esteves & Vanclay, 2009, p143).

‘Community’ characterised by the rationale and context for giving money

Across the texts there emerged a range of different ways in which the description of

rationales for giving money conveyed assumptions about ‘community’. While
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acknowledging some conceptual similarities, scenarios of ‘compensation’ and ‘reparations’
have been separated here, reflecting the language used in the respective texts, and a
distinction between money given for specific loss of benefits or risks thereof
(compensation), and money as recognition of guilt or responsibility for more systemic

discrimination (reparations).

Compensation for harms experienced and/or anticipated

The majority of texts framed the giving of money to communities as ‘compensation’ for
harms (environmental, economic), or for anticipated risks thereof, describing scenarios of
the impacts on ‘communities’ of the siting of industrial developments such as mines, dams,
irrigation and energy developments, and also commercial developments (Allan, McGregor,
& Swales, 2011; Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2007; Bristow et al., 2012; Campbell & Hunt,
2013; Cowell et al., 2011, 2012; Egré, Roquet, & Durocher, 2007; Esteves, 2008; Esteves &
Vanclay, 2009; Feldman, 1991; Klassen & Feldpausch-Parker, 2011; Lucas-Darby, 2012;
McLean, 2012; O'Faircheallaigh, 2004; Saito, 2012; ter Mors, Terwel, & Daamen, 2012; Vari
& Ferencz, 2007). The depiction of these scenarios appeared to frame ‘community’ as an
entity impacted upon, vulnerable to the forces and interests of external entities such as

energy companies and commercial retail developers.

Yet, there were also framings of ‘community’ as an entity with potential to influence the
success (or otherwise) of a venture, with money mediating relationships between the
‘community’ and external entities, to generate ‘acceptance’ of a development, for example

a nuclear energy facility (Vari & Ferencz, 2007):

12



“The local population’s consent was obtained via negotiations where the prime stake
concerned the financial compensation of the host and neighbouring settlements.” (Vari &

Ferencz, 2007, p189).

In some scenarios, this conveyed the ‘community’ as having interests distinct from those of
other, for example corporate, entities but which could be closer aligned through the
transference of money, manifested in support for a development (Allan et al., 2011; Cowell
et al., 2012; Egré et al., 2007; Esteves, 2008; Klassen & Feldpausch-Parker, 2011; ter Mors et
al., 2012). In other texts, however, the money was presented as highlighting, and even
cementing the distance between these sets of interests, through depictions of the
‘community’ rejecting compensation as ‘bribery’ (Allan et al., 2011; Esteves, 2008; Vari &

Ferencz, 2007).

Reparations for past injustices

Texts describing reparations for historical injustices faced by particular ‘communities’,
including slavery and discrimination faced by African Americans (Franklin, 2012;
Fullinwinder, 2007), damaging policies targeting Aboriginal Australians (Berndsen &
McGarty, 2012), and damages faced as a result of urban redevelopment (Lucas-Darby,
2012), firmly conceptualised the ‘community’ as the ‘victim’, relative to much more
powerful, dominant entities. It was implied in these texts that the process of agreeing and
giving money as reparations was instrumental in ratifying the identity of the ‘community’ as
victim and wronged. Overlaps between compensation and reparation were indicated in one
text (Akashah & Marks, 2006). Here, money given to the ‘community’ in recognition of
harms suffered — including to health — was presented as compensation to help restore

wellbeing, but also as reparations to acknowledge the wrong done to the ‘community’ in the
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past. As well as the ‘community’ being conceptualised as a victim, it was also framed as
playing a role in influencing social relations beyond its boundaries; by receiving reparations

the ‘community’ helped dissuade future harms to others:

“In this context, compensation has emerged as an attempt to help victims of human rights
violations reclaim aspects of their former health and to dissuade future acts of wrong-doing”

(Akashah & Marks, 2006, p259).

Land claims agreements / settlements

Several texts centred on the transfer of money to ‘communities’ in agreements around
collective land claims. While these texts shared some similarities with texts describing
compensation, the processes and relationships depicted around money for land agreements
conveyed distinct conceptualisations of ‘community’. These texts focused on notions of
‘traditional’ rights to land, with reference to the ethnic and / or cultural heritage claims of
particular indigenous ‘communities’, (Anders, 1989; Campbell & Hunt, 2013; Dayo &
Kofinas, 2010; Egré et al., 2007; Fenge, 1992; McLean, 2012; O'Faircheallaigh, 2004). The
emphasis placed in these texts on the transference of money from the state to
‘communities’ conveyed constructions of the ‘community’ centred on historical identities
and claims to physical resources, and on distinct forms of collective ‘ownership’ and
‘property’, often at odds with a dominant capitalist economy (Anders, 1989; Dayo & Kofinas,

2010; Fenge, 1992; O'Faircheallaigh, 2004):

“With thousands of years of experience in holding communal property and relatively little
experience living with private property, it's no wonder that conflicts arise between the new

land tenure under ANCSA [land settlement act] and the older notions of communal property.

(Anders, 1989, p289).
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Descriptions of land agreements also implied a broader process through which
‘communities’ come to be recognised externally, acknowledged as legally-recognised
entities with whom the state can cooperate (Anders, 1989; Dayo & Kofinas, 2010). Echoing
explicit conceptualisations of the ‘community’ as sharing characteristics, these
representations implied a homogenous and distinct group of people, historically situated in

long-established struggles for identity and resources against the dominant state.

‘Community’ constructed through descriptions of the flow of money

Depictions of the flow of money in the texts also conveyed conceptualisations of
‘community’. In many, the flow was framed as dictated by dominant groups in possession
of greater resources, such as state or corporate entities, and thus, again, constructing the
‘community’ as a subordinate, and passive entity, whose identity and eligibility to receive
money — such as compensation or reparations — rested in established hierarchies of power
and inequality. More complex pictures of the ‘community’ and its agency in relation to the
flow of money were also presented, however. For example, the description of ‘benefits-
sharing’ — the sharing of financial outcomes from energy developments between the owning
corporation and affected ‘community’ — presented the ‘community’ as situated in a more

dialogic relationship with a corporate entity (Allan et al., 2011; Egré et al., 2007):

“Monetary benefit sharing mechanisms can thus be implemented even in cases where there
are no project-affected people. The interest of such mechanisms reside in their potential to

support long-term beneficial partnerships between developers and concerned communities”

(Egré et al., 2007, p235).
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This conveyed the ‘community’ as playing a more instrumental role in the ongoing success
of a development, and having similar interests in potential profits as the corporate entity.
Other texts portrayed claims to money being made by the ‘community’, for example in
establishing ‘community benefits agreements’ with urban developers (Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 2007; Lucas-Darby, 2012; Saito, 2012). This suggested a much more agentic,
active and strategic interpretation of the ‘community’, though still one arising from contexts

of inequality, power and resources.

‘Community’ constructed through framing of problematics

Three prominent themes were identified across the framing of problematics — or, the key
arguments or issues - in the reviewed texts, which revealed assumptions about the

conceptualisation of ‘community’ in the scenarios described.

Negotiated and contested identities of ‘community’

Several texts described the difficulties faced by indigenous ‘communities’ in establishing
themselves as legal entities recognised by the state in negotiations over land settlements,
conveying the ‘community’ as struggling to assume a form that can participate in decision-

making over resources (Anders, 1989; Dayo & Kofinas, 2010; Fenge, 1992):

“The process of selecting land for villages, as well as regional corporations, was a challenge
in ANCSA because it required meeting the requirements of the settlement while also

negotiating conflicts with private in-holders of property”. (Dayo & Kofinas, 2010, p149).

Similarly, in other scenarios the ‘community’ was presented as lacking in particular

resources recognised by external entities, for example corporate developers, and needing

16



to acquire these before being able to enter into negotiations over claims to benefits (Annie
E. Casey Foundation, 2007). Critiques of the extent to which the ‘community’ can enter into
a true partnership with other entities also reflected the political or commercial value for
some entities — such as energy developers —in being seen to engage the ‘community’

(Cowell et al., 2011; Esteves & Vanclay, 2009; Lucas-Darby, 2012).

Other texts described competing claims to ‘community’, highlighting conflicts between
internal and external constructions of a ‘community’ identity, such as the perceived
‘inadequacy’ of local government categories of ‘community’ employed in processes for
allocating financial benefits for land use to Aboriginal groups (Campbell & Hunt, 2013).
There was acknowledgement of the different sets of power relations among groups with
different interests that shape these conflicting claims to ‘community’, for example in
situations of determining compensation for the siting of energy developments (Bristow et

al., 2012; Cowell et al., 2011, 2012):

“The notion of community, like that of scale itself, is therefore being shaped by inherent
power relations or who is making claims for the affected ‘community’ and for what purpose”

(Bristow et al., 2012, p1116).

Calculating the ‘right’ amount of money

Several texts presented the difficulties in calculating and assigning monetary value to harms
or risks faced by the ‘community’, and in doing so often conveyed the ‘community’ as a set
of resources (social, physical, economic) that may be ‘used up’ or disturbed by
developments or acts of harm (Akashah & Marks, 2006; Allan et al., 2011; Esteves, 2008).

Descriptions of perceptions of injustice in the process for determining compensation, for

17



example for land use, implied that the value of a ‘community’ and its resources may be
perceived differently by those deemed within it and outside it (Klassen & Feldpausch-

Parker, 2011),

The lack of impact of money on the disadvantaged ‘community’

A number of texts conveyed the ‘communities’ receiving money for harms or from land
settlements as disproportionately disadvantaged compared to other sectors of the
population, (Cowell et al., 2012; Lucas-Darby, 2012; O'Faircheallaigh, 2004; Saito, 2012), for

example low-income residents facing potential harms from urban commercial development:

“These projects tend to reflect the policy interests of affluent members of society and

negatively impact low-income communities.” (Saito, 2012, p130).

Some texts argued that money given as compensation or reparations would not improve the
levels of social and economic inequality that the recipient ‘communities’ faced (Anders,
1989; Franklin, 2012), or that the money given would not adequately address the harms
faced by ‘communities’ (Egré et al., 2007; McLean, 2012). Across these texts, therefore,
were implied conceptualisations of ‘community’ as defined by, and situated in a complex

context of inequalities which would be little affected by the receipt of money.

Discussion

The powerful influence of money on health is well-documented (Benzeval et al., 2014; Ecob

& Davey Smith, 1999) and initiatives in which money is transferred to disadvantaged
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populations have the potential to bring about positive changes to health (Leatherman et al.,
2012). Many of these initiatives rest on participatory principles, seeking to engage the
‘community’, but critical consideration of how ‘community’ is conceptualised in this role has
been lacking. This critical literature review sought to explore how ‘community’ has been
conceptualised across a range of scenarios in high-income countries of giving money directly
to groups, to contribute to theorising on how the health impacts of giving money to a

‘community’ can be evaluated and interpreted.

While only one text in the review made explicit reference to health, describing the types of
harms suffered by ‘communities’ for which they might be compensated (Akashah & Marks,
2006), the remaining texts depicted elements of the processes and impacts of giving money
to ‘communities’ that can be interpreted and evaluated as broader determinants of health
and inequalities. These included access to physical, social, political and economic resources
(Milton et al., 2012), and capacity to participate in the wider contexts shaping access to
these resources (Campbell & Jovchelovitch, 2000). The multiplicity of conceptualisations of
‘community’ identified across the texts — and the different ways in which these were
conveyed or implied within texts — resonates with theoretical debates on the concept and
meaning of ‘community’ (Crow & Allan, 1994). Furthermore, it reflects that multiple,
different identities may be variously, and continuously, negotiated within and between
groups of people in any particular context, spatial or non-spatial (Anderson, 1983; Stephens,

2007).

Moreover, the review indicates the influential role that money plays in such scenarios. The
flow of money contributes to the ongoing construction of identities around ‘community’

through its symbolic and material role in mediating — and sometimes reaffirming —
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inequalities of power and access to resources between different groups (Campbell &
Jovchelovitch, 2000). This suggests that attempts to evaluate the impacts of giving money
to ‘communities’ should not only be explicit in defining ‘community’ at the outset — for
example, as conflated with a defined, geographical area (Lawless, 2012) or as a complex,
ecological system (Hawe, Shiell, & Riley, 2009) — but must also explore the multiplicity of

identities of ‘community’ that arise through the processes of the flow of money.

The conceptualisations of inequality that underpinned much of the literature in this review,
commonly depicting the ‘community’ as marginal, subordinate and vulnerable, resonate
strongly with rights-based, empowerment approaches to health improvement (De Vos et al.,
2009). However, the potential implications of adopting such a framing of ‘community’ in
evaluating the impacts of giving money must be carefully considered. If an evaluation
starts, uncritically, from a perspective of the ‘community’ as disempowered, the agency of
members to negotiate ‘community’ identities around money (Bloch & Parry, 1989), and the
mobilisation of these to bring about change to determinants of health, may be overlooked.
A minority of papers in this review gave more nuanced depictions of agency in relation to
the transference of money, for example the ‘community’ actively making claims to
monetary benefits (Saito, 2012). Tendencies to present the ‘community’ as a unified,
homogenous entity — either by shared cultural or geographic characteristics, or by relative
deprivation or poor health — may result in misleading assumptions of the fixedness and
coherence of a group of people (see for example Mitchell, 1998), and an obscuring of the
plurality of power relationships between individuals, and within and between ‘communities’

(Howarth, 2002).
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This review also suggests that scenarios of receiving money may lead to increased emphasis
on assessing ‘eligibility’ to be part of a ‘community’. The processes of negotiating eligibility,
and the values and power relations on which it rests, both within and beyond the
‘community’, are likely to have differing impacts on levels of participation and perceptions
of control and access to resources — all key determinants of health. Careful attention to
these processes in context must become a fundamental component of attempts to evaluate
and understand the health impacts of giving money to ‘communities’ (Marston, Renedo,

McGowan, & Portela, 2013).

Implications for public health evaluation

The common depictions here of the ‘community’ in receipt of money as subject to harms
(either historical, or potential risk thereof) holds important implications for how to assess
the health impacts of giving money. Links between harms (experienced directly or
indirectly) at a structural level and observable inequalities in health have been theorised, for
example, as ‘structural violence’ (Farmer, 1999). Public health evaluations of interventions
seeking to address health inequalities by giving money to ‘communities’ must therefore be
attuned to the broader structural relations within which interventions are contextualised.
They should consider the extent to which the giving of money could be (unintentionally)
complicit in ‘harmful’ relations between those with access to resources —and good health —
and the ‘community’ without. Evaluators should furthermore examine assumptions about
the role money given to the ‘community’ is expected to take in relation to protecting against
future health and social ‘harms’ (inequalities), or in mitigating the effects of those already
experienced, and assess the success or otherwise of an intervention in achieving this. The

extent to which money reaches and benefits those most at risk of such ‘harms’ is important
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to evaluate. A critical, reflexive approach within evaluation work, drawing for example on
principles of ethnography (Reynolds et al., 2014), might help unearth implicit and
structurally-embedded contexts of inequality which a money-based, ‘community’

intervention could perpetuate or even exacerbate.

Public health rhetoric assumes that ‘bottom-up’ interventions hold potential to address
inequalities by engaging those otherwise excluded (O'Mara-Eves et al., 2013). However, this
review suggests that processes of defining a ‘community’s’ eligibility to receive money often
reflects existing social and power hierarchies. Thus, it is plausible that interventions to
address health inequalities via the transference of money may serve to entrench further the
disparities of agency and power that underpin the identification of the recipient
‘community’, and / or lead to new struggles for access to resources between members of
that ‘community’. Therefore, evaluations of such interventions must pay careful attention
to the negotiations of ‘community’ identity and their inherent power dynamics, to examine
the possible negative effects of giving money to ‘communities’, and for whom health
inequalities persist, or worsen, as a result (Lorenc, Petticrew, Welch, & Tugwell, 2012).
Though this review did not seek to assess the effects of giving money to ‘communities’, the
indication in several texts that money did little to address existing positions of relative
deprivation, suggests this is an important concern for public health evaluations of such

interventions.

Limitations

The methodology used for this review relied on interpretation of themes across texts, and
thus is not reproducible as a traditional systematic review aims to be. However, efforts

were taken to maintain a ‘critical voice’ throughout the analysis and interpretation by all
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authors, and to ensure interpretations were grounded in the texts reviewed, thus

establishing the transparency and plausibility of the findings (Dixon-Woods et al., 2006).

The review was potentially limited by its search strategy which reflected the aim of
synthesising a varied set of texts on ‘communities’ receiving money in high-income
countries, rather than an exhaustive mapping of all relevant literature. The vast majority of
the texts included in the review comprised journal articles published in the past couple of
decades, perhaps reflecting the bias of electronic databases toward journal articles rather
than books or monographs. Despite no limits set on the time interval searched, the earliest
text reviewed was published in 1989 and the majority published since 2004, which might
reflect recent political and technological developments that have given rise to scenarios in

which ‘communities’ receive money.

The lack of explicitly health-focused literature in this review must also be noted,
acknowledging other, related literatures that speak to money, the ‘community’ and health
outcomes in high-income countries. These include research on the impacts of profits from
gaming sites on native Indian populations in the US (see for example Stephenson, 1996); on
other types of ‘community’ development or regeneration initiatives and health inequalities
(see for example Mathers, Parry, & Jones, 2008), and the vast literature on reparations, and
specifically, on reparations and health (Williams & Collins, 2004). The absence of these
literatures likely reflects the specific focus on money being given directly to ‘communities’,
as opposed to other, subtly different mechanisms of funding, and other terms used for
groups of people. This serves to highlight the importance of acknowledging not only the
plurality of the term ‘community’, but also the conceptual and semantic spaces around it.

Further attention to this might unearth different ways of imagining flows of agency and
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resources, and among groups of people identifying themselves in different ways, for
example as a online, disease-oriented ‘community’ (Radin, 2006), that could inform

approaches to evaluating the health impacts of giving money to groups of people.

Conclusion

This review illustrated the conceptual complexity of the ‘community’ as a recipient of
money in high-income countries, and the embedded relations of inequality influencing the
negotiation of identities and eligibility to receive money. With emphasis in public health
literature of the importance of ‘upstream’, systems-level approaches to addressing health
inequalities, intervening on the “distal and structural causes” of relative poor health (Diez
Roux, 2011, p1631), the complex social, political and economic relations that shape how a
‘community’ in receipt of money is conceptualised has clear implications for attempts to
address health inequalities. Evaluations of the impacts on health and inequalities of
initiatives giving money directly to the ‘community’ must take a critical approach to
examining the relationships of agency and power that cause the identification of a particular
group, by another, as a ‘community’ eligible to receive money. This critical approach should
extend to considering the types of interpretations of impact on inequality that can be made,
given the construction of ‘community’ at the outset. Attention should also be paid to the
processes of the initiative, through which the ongoing negotiation of identities and
eligibility, within the ‘community’ and between the ‘community’ and external groups, will
invariably be shaped by the specific flows of money within broader contexts of inequalities,

and thus influence how, and for whom, changes to determinants of health can be identified.

24



Acknowledgements

This study was funded by the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR)’s School for Public Health

Research.

References

Akashah, M., & Marks, S. P. (2006). Accountability for the health consequences of human
rights violations: methodological issues in determining compensation. Health and

Human Rights, 9(2), 256-279.

Allan, G., McGregor, P., & Swales, K. (2011). The importance of revenue sharing for the local
economic impacts of a renewable energy project: a social accounting matrix

approach. Regional Studies, 45(9), 1171-1186. doi: 10.1080/00343404.2010.497132

Anders, G. C. (1989). Social and economic consequences of federal Indian policy: a case
study of the Alaska natives. Economic Development & Cultural Change, 37(2), 285-

303.

Anderson, B. (1983). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread of

Nationalism. London: Verso.

Annie E. Casey Foundation. (2007). Community benefits agreements: the power, practice,
and promise of a responsible redevelopment tool. Baltimore, MD: Annie E. Casey

Foundation.

Benzeval, M., Bond, L., Campbell, M., Egan, M., Lorenc, T., Petticrew, M., & Popham, F.

(2014). How Does Money Influence Health? York, UK: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

25



Berndsen, M., & McGarty, C. (2012). Perspective taking and opinions about forms of
reparation for victims of historical harm. Personal & Social Psychology Bulletin,

38(10), 1316-1328. doi: 10.1177/0146167212450322

Bertotti, M., Jamal, F., & Harden, A. (2012). Connected Communities. A review of
conceptualisations and meanings of ‘community’ within and across research
traditions: a meta-narrative approach. London, UK: Arts and Humanities Research

Council.

Bloch, M., & Parry, J. (1989). Introduction: money and the morality of exchange. In J. Parry &
M. Bloch (Eds.), Money and the Morality of Exchange. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge

University Press.

Bosma, H., Schrijvers, C., & Mackenbach, J. P. (1999). Socioeconomic inequalities in
mortality and importance of perceived control: cohort study. BMJ, 319(7223), 1469-

1470. doi: 10.1136/bmj.319.7223.1469

Bristow, G., Cowell, R., & Munday, M. (2012). Windfalls for whom? The evolving notion of
‘community’ in community benefit provisions from wind farms. Geoforum, 43(6),

1108-1120. doi: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2012.06.015

Campbell, C., & Jovchelovitch, S. (2000). Health, community and development: towards a
social psychology of participation. Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 10, 255-270. doi: 10.1002/1099-1298(200007/08)10:4<255::AlID-

CASP582>3.0.CO;2-M

26



Campbell, D., & Hunt, J. E. (2013). Achieving broader benefits from indigenous land use
agreements: community development in Central Australia. Community Development

Journal, 48(2), 197-214. doi: 10.1093/cdj/bss036

Cohen, A. P. (1985). The Symbolic Construction of Community. London: Routledge.

Cowell, R., Bristow, G., & Munday, M. (2011). Acceptance, acceptability and environmental
justice: The role of community benefits in wind energy development. Journal of
Environmental Planning and Management, 54(4), 539-557. doi:

10.1080/09640568.2010.521047

Cowell, R., Bristow, G., & Munday, M. (2012). Wind energy and justice for disadvantaged

communities. York, UK: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Crow, G., & Allan, G. (1994). Community Life: An Introduction to Local Social Relationships.

Hemel Hempstead, UK: Harvester-Wheatsheaf.

Dayo, D., & Kofinas, G. (2010). Institutional innovation in less than ideal conditions:
management of commons by an Alaska Native village corporation. International

Journal of the Commons, 4(1), 142-159.

De Vos, P., De Ceukelaire, W., Malaise, G., Pérez, D., Lefévre, P., & Stuyft, V. d. (2009).
Health through people's empowerment: a rights-based approach to participation.

Health and Human Rights, 11(1), 23-35.

Department for Communities and Local Government. (2008). Communities in Control: Real

People, Real Power. London: DCLG.

27



Department of Health. (2010). Fair Society, Healthy Lives (The Marmot Review). London:

Department of Health.

Diez Roux, A. V. (2011). Complex systems thinking and current impasses in health disparities
research. American Journal of Public Health, 101(9), 1627-1634. doi:

10.2105/AJPH.2011.300149

Dixon-Woods, M., Cavers, D., Agarwal, S., Annandale, E., Arthur, A., Harvey, J., . . . Sutton, A.
(2006). Conducting a critical interpretive synthesis of the literature on access to
healthcare by vulnerable groups. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 6(1), 35. doi:

10.1186/1471-2288-6-35

Ecob, R., & Davey Smith, G. (1999). Income and health: what is the nature of the
relationship? Social Science & Medicine, 48(5), 693-705. doi: 10.1016/50277-

9536(98)00385-2

Egré, D., Roquet, V., & Durocher, C. (2007). Monetary benefit sharing from dams: A few
examples of financial partnerships with Indigenous communities in Québec (Canada).
International Journal of River Basin Management, 5(3), 235-244. doi:

10.1080/15715124.2007.9635323

Esteves, A. M. (2008). Mining and social development: refocusing community investment
using multi-criteria decision analysis. Resources Policy, 33(1), 39-47. doi:

10.1016/j.resourpol.2008.01.002

Esteves, A. M., & Vanclay, F. (2009). Social development needs analysis as a tool for SIA to

guide corporate-community investment: applications in the minerals industry.

28



Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 29(2), 137-145. doi:

10.1016/j.eiar.2008.08.004

Farmer, P. (1999). Infections and Inequalities: The Modern Plagues. Berkely, CA.: University

of California Press.

Feldman, D. L. (1991). The Great-Plains Garrison Diversion Unit and the search for an

environmental ethic. Policy Sciences, 24(1), 41-64. doi: 10.1007/bf00146464

Fenge, T. (1992). Political development and environmental management in northern

Canada: the case of the Nunavut agreement. Etudes Inuit, 16(1-2), 115-141.

Franklin, V. P. (2012). Introduction - African Americans and movements for reparations:
from ex-slave pensions to the reparations superfund. The Journal of African

American History, 97(1-2), 1-12. doi: 10.5323/jafriamerhist.97.1-2.0001

Fullinwinder, R. (2007). The case for reparations. In M. T. Martin & M. Yaquinto (Eds.),
Redress for Historical Injustices in the United States: On Reparations for Slavery, Jim

Crow, and Their Legacies (pp. 121-133). Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Hanlon, J. (2004). It is possible to just give money to the poor. Development and Change,

35(2), 375-383. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7660.2004.00356.x

Hawe, P., Shiell, A., & Riley, T. (2009). Theorising interventions as events in systems.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 43(3-4), 267-276. doi: 10.1007/s10464-

009-9229-9

29



Howarth, C. (2002). Identity in whose eyes? The role of representations in identity
construction. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 32(2), 145-162. doi:

10.1111/1468-5914.00181

Howarth, C. S. (2001). Towards a social psychology of community: a social representations
perspective. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 31(2), 223-238. doi:

10.1111/1468-5914.00155

Kaszynska, P., Parkinson, J., & Fox, W. (2012). Re-thinking Neighbourhood Planning. From

Consultation to Collaboration. London: ResPublica.

Klassen, J. A., & Feldpausch-Parker, A. M. (2011). Oiling the gears of public participation: the
value of organisations in establishing Trinity of Voice for communities impacted by
the oil and gas industry. Local Environment, 16(9), 903-915. doi:

10.1080/13549839.2011.615305

Labonne, J., & Chase, R. S. (2008). Do Community-Driven Development Projects Enhance

Social Capital? Evidence from the Philippines. Washington, DC.: World Bank.

Lagarde, M., Haines, A., & Palmer, N. (2007). Conditional cash transfers for improving
uptake of health interventions in low- and middle-income countries: a systematic
review. Journal of the American Medical Association, 298(16), 1900-1910. doi:

10.1001/jama.298.16.1900

Laverack, G., & Labonte, R. (2000). A planning framework for community empowerment
goals within health promotion. Health Policy and Planning, 15(3), 255-262. doi:

10.1093/heapol/15.3.255

30



Lawless, P. (2012). Can area-based regeneration programmes ever work? Evidence from
England's New Deal for Communities Programme. Policy Studies, 33(4), 313-328. doi:

10.1080/01442872.2012.694639

Leatherman, S., Metcalfe, M., Geissler, K., & Dunford, C. (2012). Integrating microfinance
and health strategies: examining the evidence to inform policy and practice. Health

Policy and Planning, 27(2), 85-101. doi: 10.1093/heapol/czr014

Local Trust. (2012). What's Big Local all about? Retrieved 10/10/14 from

www.localtrust.org.uk website: http://www.localtrust.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2012/02/E18604-Local-Trust-Big-Local-Leaflet-BEST.pdf

Lorenc, T., Petticrew, M., Welch, V., & Tugwell, P. (2012). What types of interventions
generate inequalities? Evidence from systematic reviews. Journal of Epidemiology

and Community Health, 67(2), 190-193. doi: 10.1136/jech-2012-201257

Lucas-Darby, E. T. (2012). Community benefits agreements: a case study in addressing
environmental and economic injustices. Journal of African American History, 97(1/2),

92-109. doi: 10.5323/jafriamerhist.97.1-2.0092

Marston, C., Renedo, A., McGowan, C. R., & Portela, A. (2013). Effects of community
participation on improving uptake of skilled care for maternal and newborn health: a

systematic review. PLoS One, 8(2), €55012. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0055012

Mathers, J., Parry, J., & Jones, S. (2008). Exploring resident (non-)participation in the UK
New Deal for Communities Regeneration Programme. Urban Studies, 45(3), 591-606.

doi: 10.1177/0042098007087336

31


http://www.localtrust.org.uk/
http://www.localtrust.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/E18604-Local-Trust-Big-Local-Leaflet-BEST.pdf
http://www.localtrust.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/E18604-Local-Trust-Big-Local-Leaflet-BEST.pdf

Maurer, B. (2006). The anthropology of money. Annual Review of Anthropology, 35, 15-36.

doi: 10.1146/annurev.anthro.35.081705.123127

McLean, J. (2012). From dispossession to compensation: a political ecology of the Ord final
agreement as a partial success story for indigenous traditional owners. Australian

Geographer, 43(4), 339-355. doi: 10.1080/00049182.2012.731298

Milton, B., Attree, P., French, B., Povall, S., Whitehead, M., & Popay, J. (2012). The impact of
community engagement on health and social outcomes: a systematic review.

Community Development Journal, 47(3), 316-334. doi: 10.1093/cdj/bsr043

Mitchell, J. P. (1998). The nostalgic construction of community: Memory and social identity

in Urban Malta. Ethnos, 63(1), 81-101. doi: 10.1080/00141844.1998.9981565

Morgan, L. (2001). Community participation in health: Perceptual allure, persistent

challenge. Health Policy and Planning, 16(3), 221-230. doi: 10.1093/heapol/16.3.221

O'Faircheallaigh, C. (2004). Denying citizens their rights? Indigenous people, mining
payments and service provision. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 63(2),

42-50. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8500.2004.00377 .x

O'Mara-Eves, A., Brunton, G., McDaid, D., Oliver, S., Kavanagh, J., Jamal, F., . . . Thomas, J.
(2013). Community engagement to reduce inequalities in health: a systematic
review, meta-analysis and economic analysis. Public Health Research, 1(4). doi:

10.3310/phr01040

Pronyk, P. M., Kim, J. C., Abramsky, T., Phetla, G., Hargreaves, J. R., Morison, L. A., . .. Porter,

J. D. (2008). A combined microfinance and training intervention can reduce HIV risk

32



behaviour in young female participants. AIDS, 22(13), 1659-1665. doi:

10.1097/QAD.0b013e328307a040

Radin, P. (2006). “To me, it's my life”: Medical communication, trust, and activism in
cyberspace. Social Science and Medicine, 62(3), 591-601. doi:

10.1016/j.socscimed.2005.06.022

Rawlings, L. B., Serburne-Benz, L., & Van Domelen, J. (2004). Evaluating social funds. A

cross-country analysis of community investments. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank.

Reynolds, J., DiLiberto, D., Mangham-Jefferies, L., Ansah, E., Lal, S., Mbakilwa, H., . ..
Chandler, C. (2014). The practice of 'doing' evaluation: lessons learned from nine
complex intervention trials in action. Implementation Science, 9(1), 75. doi:

10.1186/1748-5908-9-75

Saito, L. T. (2012). How low-income residents can benefit from urban development: the LA
Live Community Benefits Agreement. City & Community, 11(2), 129-150. doi:

10.1111/j.1540-6040.2012.01399.x

Stephens, C. (2007). Community as practice: social representations of community and their
implications for health promotion. Journal of Community & Applied Social

Psychology, 17(2), 103-114. doi: 10.1002/casp.884

Stephenson, J. (1996). For some American Indians, casino profits are a good bet for
improving health care. Journal of the American Medical Association, 275(23), 1783-

1785. doi: 10.1001/jama.1996.03530470009003

33



ter Mors, E., Terwel, B. W., & Daamen, D. D. L. (2012). The potential of host community
compensation in facility siting. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control,

11(S), $130-5138. doi: 10.1016/j.ijggc.2012.07.002

Vari, A., & Ferencz, Z. (2007). Radioactive waste management in Hungary: changing
approaches and conflicts. Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy &

Management, 9(2), 185-209. doi: 10.1142/5S1464333207002767

Wallerstein, N. (1993). Empowerment and health: The theory and practice of community

change. Community Development Journal, 28(3), 218-227. doi: 10.1093/cdj/28.3.218

Wilkinson, R. G., & Pickett, K. E. (2007). The problems of relative deprivation: why some
societies do better than others. Social Science and Medicine, 65(9), 1965-1978. doi:

10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.05.041

Williams, D. R., & Collins, C. (2004). Reparations: A Viable Strategy to Address the Enigma of
African American Health. American Behavioral Scientist, 47(7), 977-1000. doi:

10.1177/0002764203261074

34



Table 1 Search terms for scenarios of ‘communities’ receiving money by domain

Domain

Search Terms

Development

(money OR grant®* OR cash OR monetary OR invest* OR donat*) AND
(“social fund*” OR “social investment” OR “community chest*” OR
regenerat*) AND (impact™* OR effect OR influence* OR change* OR
outcome* OR interact* OR negotiat™® OR value*) AND (social OR health OR
identit* OR economic) AND (communit* OR group* OR household* OR

family)

Windfalls and

income shocks

(money OR grant* OR cash OR monetary OR invest* OR donat*) AND
(“social fund*” OR “social investment” OR “community chest*” OR
regenerat*) AND (impact* OR effect OR influence* OR change* OR
outcome* OR interact* OR negotiat™* OR value*) AND (social OR health OR
identit* OR economic) AND (communit* OR group* OR household* OR

family)

Compensation and

(money OR cash OR monetary OR in-kind OR benefit*) AND (settlement*
OR compensat* OR reparat®* OR payment*) AND (energy OR development
OR frack* OR harm* OR legac* OR damage*) AND (social OR health OR

participation

reparation
identit*) AND (communit* OR group* OR household* OR family* OR
village* OR population* OR public)
(compensate* OR payment* OR fee*) AND (research OR study OR
Research program* OR project*) AND (“community partner*” OR “community

participat*” OR “community-based partner*” OR “community-based

participat*”)
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Box 1 Search inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion criteria:
e Journal articles, reports, grey literature, books.
e Empirical, discursive or theoretical papers focussing on real scenarios of giving money directly
to ‘communities’.
e High income country setting (denoted by OECD membership).

e Exploring process and/or effects of giving money to ‘communities’.

Exclusion criteria:

o Newspaper articles and other literature not based in empirical or theoretical research, and
which do not refer to ‘community’.

e Literature focussing on hypothetical situations of giving money to ‘communities’, e.g.
compensation willingness-to-accept studies.

e Papers with predominant focus on low or middle-income countries.

e Papers focussing primarily on other forms of financing where money is not given directly to
‘communities’; on micro-credit or micro-financing processes of giving loans which need to be

repaid; on types state-managed social welfare.

e Papers not published in the English language and without English translation.

36



Table 2 Summary of texts included in the review

Author & Year

Type of Text

Main discipline(s) &
conceptual framing

Rationale for money
to community

Location and
population

Key focus / statement of problem

Akashar & Marks,
2006

Allan et al, 2011

Anders, 1989

Annie E. Case
Foundation, 2007

Bernsden &
McGarty, 2012

Bristow et al,
2012

Theoretical /
methodological

Theoretical /
methodological

Case study

Programme

report

Empirical
research
(quant.)

Empirical
research (qual.)

Public health; law.
Social justice; health &
human rights

Energy studies;
development studies.
Economic impact
analysis; participatory
development.

History. Participatory
development; social
identity theory.

Development studies.
Participatory
development;
corporate social
responsibility (CSR).
Psychology. Social
identity theories.

Energy studies;
development studies.
Participatory
development.

Compensation /
reparations for harms

Compensation for
disruptions

Settlements for land
rights and use

Community benefits
agreements (CBAs)
(compensation)

Reparations for
historical injustices

Compensation for
disturbances; to
generate support for
development

No specific location
or population

UK (Shetland Isles);
rural island
population

US (Alaska);
indigenous
population

US; urban, low-
income population

Australia;
indigenous and
non-indigenous
populations
UK; no specific
population

Argues a lack of equity and transparency in
determining compensation; describes challenges
of costing wide range of harms, including to
health.

Describes and evaluates different approaches to
estimating economic impacts to community of
wind farm development.

Explores challenges for native communities of
establishing corporations to negotiate
settlements for land use.

Describes supporting urban communities in their
negotiations of CBAs; identifies the range of
resources required by communities to enter into
negotiations.

Explores resistance by non-indigenous people
towards compensation and reparations for
indigenous people; describes how entitlement is
perceived from different perspectives.

Critical exploration of competing perspectives to
define the community in negotiations around
compensation for wind farm siting.
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Campbell et al,
2013

Cowell et al, 2011

Cowell et al, 2012

Dayo & Kofinas,
2010

Egré et al, 2007

Esteves, 2008

Programme
evaluation

Empirical
research (qual.)

Position paper
and case study

Case study

Literature
review

Empirical
research (qual.)

Development studies.
Participatory
development; social
Justice.

Energy studies;
environmental
science. Social justice;
environmental
planning.

Energy studies;
development studies.
Participatory
development; social
justice.

Development studies;
history. Participatory
development; social
identity theories.

Development studies;
history. Participatory
development; social
justice.

Business studies;
development studies.
Participatory
development; CSR.

Compensation for land
use

Compensation for
disturbances

Compensation for
disturbances

Settlements for land
claims

Benefit sharing from
dam developments

Social investment

Australia;
indigenous
population

UK (Wales); rural
population

UK; rural and
coastal populations

US (Alaska);
indigenous
population

Canada; indigenous
population

Australia (&
Southern Africa);
no specific
population

Considers the best uses of payments to the
community as compensation for land use for
mining, and in contexts of community-led
development.

Explores range of influences on negotiations
around acceptance for energy sitings via focus on
community benefits.

Critiques compensation as a means for
generating acceptance for energy projects, and
describes how affected communities are often
disproportionately disadvantaged.

Describes challenges of entering into land
agreements, given communities’ traditional
cultures of collective ownership of resources.

Describes different approaches to compensating
communities affected by dam development, and
guestions of ensuring equitable benefit sharing.

Explores approaches for companies to provide
money and support to host communities to
ensure ongoing relationships and mutual benefit.
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Esteves &
Vanclay, 2009

Feldman, 1991

Fenge, 1992

Franklin, 2012

Fullinwinder,
2007

Klassen et al,
2011

Theoretical /
methodological

Policy analysis

Policy analysis

Discursive

piece

Case study

Empirical
research (qual.)

Business studies;
development studies.
Participatory
development; CSR.
Policy studies;
environmental
science. Social
identity theories;
environmental
planning.

Policy studies; history;
sociology.
Participatory
development; social
identity theories.
History; development

studies. Social justice;

social identity
theories.

History; legal studies.
Participatory
development; social
justice.

Environmental
science; development
studies. Participatory
development;
environmental
planning.

Social investment

Compensation for land

use

Settlements for land
claims

Reparations for
historical injustices

Reparations for
historical injustices

Compensation for land
use

No specific location
or population

US & Canada; no
specific population

Canada; indigenous
Inuit population

US; African
American

population

US; African
American
population

US; no specific
population

Explores how mining companies should
understand development needs of host
communities and provide social investment.

Describes difficulty of aligning competing values
and priorities in relation to water policy:
compensating communities for loss of land
versus broader environmental concerns.

Describes a newly agreed land settlement;
presents the political and policy barriers
overcome by Inuits in desire to settle land
agreement.

Argues for money to support social development
initiatives for African Americans as form of
reparations; describes debates over who is
responsible for paying reparations to
communities.

Describes challenge of deciding who is liable and
who is entitled to reparations; suggests targeting
reparations towards persisting inequalities faced
by African Americans.

Describes challenges faced by communities in
engaging with discussions around energy
developments; presents different models of
community engagement.
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Lucas-Darby,
2012

McLean, 2012

O'Faircheallaigh,
2004

Saito, 2012

ter Mors et al,
2012

Vari & Ferencz,
2007

Case study

Case study

Case study

Empirical
research (qual.)

Literature

review

Case study

History; development
studies. Participatory
development; social
justice.
Environmental
science; political
science. Participatory
development; post-
colonial theory.
Development studies;
policy studies.
Participatory
development; theories
of the state.

Development studies;
policy studies.
Participatory
development.

Environmental

science. Social justice;

environmental
planning.

History; policy studies.

Participatory
development;
participatory
democracy.

Reparations for
injustices through
developments

Compensation for
harms

Compensation for land
use

Community benefits
agreement:
compensation for loss

of benefits

Compensation for
disturbances and risks

To generate local
support for
developments

US; urban, low-
income population

Australia;
indigenous
population

Australia;
indigenous
population

US; urban, low-
income population

No specific location
or population

Hungary; no
specific population

Describes rise of urban community activist
groups seeking benefits for injustices; argues
those most impacted are those already
disadvantaged.

Describes problems of representation for
indigenous groups in negotiating compensation;
presents challenges of partnerships between
groups with different values.

Highlights issue of benefits received from
companies for land use being used to provide

community services in absence of state provision.

Describes embedded inequalities surrounding
urban developments and rise of community
groups negotiating compensation, setting
precedents for other communities.

Reviews literature exploring effectiveness of
compensation for overcoming opposition to
carbon developments; community-level
compensation may be more effective than
individual.

Describes increasing opposition to nuclear waste,
and community claims to compensation;
summarises processes of negotiation around
acceptance.
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Table 3 Conceptualisations of ‘community’ and their construction in the texts reviewed

How Constructed in
Texts

Conceptualisations of ‘Community’

Conceptualisations of (In)equality

Explicitly defined

Through descriptions of
rationale for money

Through descriptions of
the flow of money

Group of people with shared ethnic or cultural heritage; shared
experiences of harm; or historical connections to land or physical
resources.

Group of people ‘affected’ by a development or project, defined
geographically or otherwise.

Compensation: the ‘community’ as victim of loss of benefits or
resources, impacted upon, requiring and deserving of remuneration;

the ‘community’ as having a distinct set of interests.

Reparations: the ‘community’ as victim of systemic discrimination or
harms, subjugated; identity of ‘community’ ratified through reparations
process; emphasis on historically situated, shared ethnic or cultural
heritage.

Land claims agreements: the ‘community’ as minority, with historically-
situated ethnic / cultural origins; defined through historical claims over
physical resources; the ‘community’ as having a distinct organisation
and set of knowledges that must be assimilated with dominant state.

The ‘community’ as a passive recipient in a flow of money dictated by

more dominant entities, such as compensation.

The ‘community’ as having a distinct set of interests to be reconciled
with those of a corporate entity through the profit sharing from a
development.

Relative marginalisation or vulnerability of the
‘community’ linked to their shared characteristics.
Inequality embedded in historically-situated relations, or

more contingent, in relation to new developments.

Assumed potential for money to address inequalities
experienced as a result of harms or injustices faced or
anticipated by nature of ‘community’ identity, but
embeddedness of inequalities undermines this.

Ownership of resources (e.g. land) is disempowering in
face of goals of more powerful corporate / state entities,
indicating unequal status afforded to different sets of
values.

Lacking equality of power, voice or capacity to participate
in discussions about money.

Attempts to reduce the inequality of status between the
entities, but through mechanisms which protect the
status of the more powerful entity.
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Through framing
problematics of giving
money to communities

The ‘community’, or some of its members, as agentic, making claims to
money through the acquisition of particular skills or resources.

Negotiating relationships between the ‘community’ and others: the
‘community’ as an entity requiring modification or accumulation of
resources to negotiate with more powerful groups; the ‘community’ as
an entity with political or commercial value for external groups.

Calculating the amount of money: the ‘community’ as an entity with a
worth that may be viewed differently by different groups;

Lack of impact of money on the ‘community’: the ‘community’ as
marginalised and disproportionately disadvantaged; as entrenched in
persisting structures of inequality, despite receipt of money.

Unequal distribution of skills, but which can be overcome
to help ‘community’ address other inequalities of

resources.

Marginalised communities must be more closely aligned
with values of dominant entities to be able to influence
the inequalities they face.

Power relations around negotiations of money reflect —
and may perpetuate — existing inequalities.

Existing structural context of inequalities faced by
‘community’ cannot be overcome by transference of

money

42



