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Abstract Collective intelligence for the common good is

considered here in terms of its contribution to social

transformation at the micro level of community. A critical

evaluation of the knowledge limitations of research pro-

grammes currently focussing on collective intelligence is

presented before the case is made to widen collective

intelligence research efforts and understanding. The

application of a ‘common good’ focus to collective intel-

ligence research and practice provides a contextualising

space for community practice in the digital age to be

considered through a philosophy of community technolo-

gies. Community media is presented as providing tools,

spaces and processes for such critical considerations to be

made. Community learning and community-based learning

theories are discussed and drawn together to illustrate how

community–university partnerships can be developed to

facilitate and promote collective intelligence for the com-

mon good. The paper concludes with an introductory dis-

cussion of the Community Media 4 Kenya (CM4K)

community–university partnership as an exemplar of col-

lective intelligence for the common good.

Keywords Collective intelligence � Common good �
Community ICT philosophy � Community–university

partnerships � Community learning � Community-

based learning � Community media � CM4K

1 Introduction

Funding priorities for academic investigations into collec-

tive intelligence have, in recent decades, tended to focus on

the design and utilisation of communication networks,

computer technologies and applications. This research

emphasises the development of organisation and manage-

ment theories aimed at stimulating improvements in

organisational efficiency, effectiveness and economic

practices. Improvements achieved by harnessing the col-

lective potential and capabilities of human interaction and

creativity in the workplace with the processing power and

capacities of digital technologies.

As Malone (2006) suggests, the key question appears to

be, ‘‘how can people and computers be connected so that

collectively they act more intelligently than any individual,

group, or computer has ever done before?’’ Miorandi and

Maggi (2014, p. 55) take this a stage further by arguing that

the social collective intelligence approach, ‘‘has the

potential to greatly enhance the problem-solving capabili-

ties of individuals and groups by combining the power of

ICT with the knowledge and competencies of billions of

people worldwide’’.

Whilst producing much of interest to the collective

intelligence discourse, research and development strategies

such as these restrict knowledge and understanding of

collective intelligence to organisation theory and practice.

As such, their contribution to collective knowledge is

limited. Attempts to understand intelligence as a collective

resource for action need to consider the learning ecologies

that facilitate and enable the development of collective

intelligence processes in a much broader social context

than the economics of the market.

Collective intelligence for the common good is consid-

ered here in terms of its contribution to social

& Peter Day

p.day@brighton.ac.uk

1 CM4K, School of Media, University of Brighton, Brighton,

England, UK

123

AI & Soc

DOI 10.1007/s00146-017-0726-3

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by Rongo University Repository

https://core.ac.uk/display/223128499?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s00146-017-0726-3&amp;domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s00146-017-0726-3&amp;domain=pdf


transformation before discussing community-learning pro-

cesses and illustrating how community-based learning

might contribute to and support community learning

through the development of collaborative and collective

partnerships.

2 Technology as a democratic social structure

This paper suggests that the complexity of human social

structures (Haslanger 2015), such as community, and the

diversity found in them, create unique challenges to the

design of collective intelligence systems. However, these

challenges become more complex when digital technolo-

gies, clearly social structures when understood as con-

structs of the network society (Castells 2010) or digital age,

are added to the mix.

It is widely understood that social structures such as law,

politics, religious and cultural beliefs, the economy and

even languages often shape social interactions and that, in

turn, social experiences and interactions often shape social

structures. However, despite this, it is noted that a deep-

rooted and passive acceptance of technologies and appli-

cations exists in the digital age (Flynn 2007). Why such a

passive attitude to digital technologies should exist whilst

other social structures can be shaped by social attitudes is

something worthy of further inquiry but lies beyond the

scope of this paper, with the exception of these passing

observations.

It appears that as a society, we are more inclined to

accept social circumstances resulting from the implemen-

tation and use of digital technologies than we are for other,

more familiar, social structures, e.g. legal or political

(Sclove 1995). The portrayal of digital technologies as

modern, inevitable, and of course, fun—depicted as the

next ‘must have’ gadget and of course the consumption of

entertainment goods and services—means that the reality

of their social significance and impact is often hidden from

the same public scrutiny that other social structures

receive, despite their pervasiveness.

The truth is that most people are not interested in and do

not want to analyse the role digital technologies play in

society, preferring instead to simply accept their existence

with little in the way of critical social analysis. The com-

plexity and meaning of the knowledge (computer science

and information systems), thought and power that exists

behind the design and implementation of digital tech-

nologies is often lost on social policy makers let alone the

general public. This ignorance of the nuts and bolts of

information and communication applications and networks

results in an acceptance of digital technologies being the

preserve of ‘experts’. Many of these experts hail from

academic or commercial organisations with little interest

in, or engagement with, the common good or the realities

of the challenges found therein. The almost mythical status

(Illich 1990) bestowed on digital technologies and the

levels of power (to those who own the means of production

and the points of sale) they leverage to shape and manage

other social structures, and consequently social behaviour

in the digital age, is quite alarming.

The development of digital age social policy driven, as it is,

by the production and consumption of entertainment goods

and services, gives little consideration to issues of democracy

and citizenship and often fails to meet the broader social

needs, ideals and aspirations of culturally diverse citizens and

their communities in a democratic society, i.e. the common

good. Of course, interpretation of democracy is subjective and

can take many forms (Giddens 1993). However, participation

is a fundamental component of both democracy and com-

munity and as such is central to valorisation and celebration of

diversity in society (Galbraith 1994).

3 Collective intelligence for the common good—
through a community lens

Whilst much of the collective intelligence (CI) research

literature focuses on formally structured social entities, e.g.

organisations, commercial enterprises and their communi-

cations networks, in which the purpose is to acquire and

apply knowledge to the solution of shared problems—there

is also scope for this institutionalised and economised

understanding of collective intelligence to be interpreted

for the common good. An illustration of this can be found

through work at the MIT Center for Collective Intelligence

where it is argued that ‘‘collective intelligence relies upon

the individual knowledge, creativity, and identity of its

constituent parts, and emerges from a synergy between

them. In its highest forms, participating in collective

intelligence can actually help people self-actualize while

solving collective problems’’ (Al-Hakim 2008, p 65). Al-

Hakim’s emphasis on self-actualisation echoes earlier work

by Levy, who suggested that an indispensable character-

istic of collective intelligence, ‘‘is the mutual reorganiza-

tion and enrichment of individuals’’ (1997, p 13).

Whilst limiting the understanding of collective intelli-

gence to certain types of organisations, these observations

from business and cyber theorists do enable us to draw

parallels with experiences in the work of community

engagement, community empowerment and community

technology practitioners. (1) The significance of individu-

als to the collective and by definition, the significance of

the diversity that accompanies different individuals; (2) the

manner in which individuals connect and communicate

with one another; and (3) the purposes for which they

connect and engage in collective enterprises.
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The motivation for engaging in collective activities is

complex and this paper turns to that presently but it

should be remembered that the purposes for which col-

lective social structures (comprising diverse individuals)

connect and communicate with each other are equally as

complex. When understood as a space of networked

resources for the common good, collective intelligence

often possesses different social values and agenda and

sometimes has the capacity to perform as a contested

space. However, whilst the differences and diversity of

individuals and groups within the collective can be

problematic at times, this complexity also brings with it

capacities for creativity and new ways of understanding

social environments in which community and individual

capacities can be enhanced.

Understanding, embracing and learning from the com-

plexities that exist in collective activities is not without its

challenges but it also provides opportunities for significant

social rewards—‘‘New overarching paradigms—like civic

intelligence1—that may provide the next steps in the evo-

lution of the conscious development of ICT for the ame-

lioration of social and other problems are emerging in ways

that integrate many worldviews in a non-hierarchical net-

work fashion.’’ (Day and Schuler 2006, p. 44).

Diversity in collective intelligence is portrayed here

ultimately as a social strength that should be celebrated.

This heterogeneity of the human condition is something to

be valorised and encouraged in both the design of tech-

nological systems and the planning and implementation of

social policies—rather than the homogenising blueprint

approach or ‘one best way’ (Taylor 1911) so often

encouraged in socio-economic models and practices.

4 A community philosophy of digital technologies

The application of such an understanding of democracy in

the digital age leads naturally to an argument for a human-

centred approach to, or community-centred philosophy of,

technology. If the empowerment of citizens, to participate

in determining the basic structures of society, is a funda-

mental aim of democracy, and if technologies are an

important species of contemporary social structures, then it

follows that both technological design and practice need to

be democratized (Sclove 1995). This then, is the central

challenge facing the collective intelligence for the common

good discourse.

It is a basic tenet of a community philosophy of tech-

nology that as citizens participate in the design,

implementation and development processes of community

ICT initiatives, changes can result in the hegemony of the

existing technological order. These in turn have the

potential to exert structural influences on the democratic

process. The potential of deliberation and sense-making

technologies speak to this. Williamson and Sande (2014,

pp 85) suggest,

Digital is valuable when it can be used effectively. It

extends traditional concepts of media into an inter-

active experience where the views of many can be

expressed and potentially disseminated widely. It

extends the experience to support (and encourage)

discourse (thought of themselves, digital applications

have not proven particularly effective as discursive

tools). It is this potential to reach out and to bring

people together that sets digital tools apart from tra-

ditional print and electronic media. It is this which

offers us the greatest potential for citizens to become

more involved in the political and democratic pro-

cesses, even though that process is not necessarily

carried out entirely online.

However, arguments relating to participative democ-

racy in a digital age remain abstract unless they are

expanded into a framework of specific guidelines for

democratic design, or democratic design criteria (Sclove

1995). It is beyond the scope of this paper to develop

such a framework but it should not be beyond the scope

of this network to make this an important focus of its

mission.

Perhaps this edition of AI and Society and the subse-

quent discussions that ensue from it might act as a catalyst

to dialogue in this respect. Before that, however, it is

important to emphasise that such design considerations

should not be reified. They can and should be adapted to

suit social circumstance and needs. Within local commu-

nities such design criteria should always represent the cit-

izens’ best assessment of collective intelligence for the

common good, whilst taking into account the aspirations

and needs of individuals and collective alike.

Collective intelligence has been defined as groups of

human beings, rather than a collection of independent

agents, taking decisions about which actions to take to

solve problems together (Hiltz and Turoff 1978; Smith

1994). This distinction emphasises the power of the

group or collective (comprising individual) members.

Levy (1997) provides a similar definition but takes the

definition further by contending that intelligence goes

through a process of ongoing enhancement. These

enhancements are the learning processes that enable

individuals to contribute to the intelligence of the

collective.
1 For further discussion of the concept of civic intelligence see,

Schuler (2001) and for insights into and an exemplar of the concept in

collaborative authorship see Schuler (Ed), 2008).
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5 Reflections on why people engage in the common
good

Smith suggests that the notion of a ‘common good’ has

Aristotelian roots, describing it as ‘‘a good proper to, and

attainable only by, the community, yet individually shared

by its members’’ (Smith 1999, p 625). Involvement in the

common good or collective action by individuals is driven by

any number of reasons but those reasons bring with them all

manner of assets and gifts for the collective intelligence. It is

worth remembering therefore that, ‘‘the recovery of a strong

participatory idea of citizenship should not be done at the

cost of killing individual liberty’’ (Mouffe 1991, p 71).

This raises the question of why individuals engage in the

collective. Research by MIT’s Centre for Collective Intel-

ligence into business organisations suggests that money, love

(the intrinsic enjoyment of the activity itself; the act of

socialising with others and the altruistic pleasure gained

from contributing to a cause) motivate some, whilst glory

gained from such acts that can boost the ego can all be

identified as motives for engagement in collective actions

(Malone et al. 2009). So although collective activities are not

always, or even usually, driven by financial incentives there

are similarities between the rationale behind collective

engagement organisations and communities.

Examining online group formation, Shirky (2008) pre-

sented three motivations or reasons for coming together:

sharing; co-operation and collective action. Shirky’s

explanation is not unlike the four causes of community

involvement proposed by Batson et al. (2002), who sug-

gest: (1) egoism—increases the individuals own welfare;

(2) altruism—increases the welfare of other individuals; (3)

collectivism—increases the welfare of a group or a com-

munity; and (4) principlism, where one or more moral

principles are upheld.

The reasons individuals engage in community activities

differ for many reasons. What is important here is under-

standing community as social systems that is to say, in

terms of their human, rather than technological compo-

nents. Recognising communities as communicative ecolo-

gies in which collaboration and collective action can be

planned and undertaken despite the social diversity. It is

here that learning in the community is of significance.

Once the primacy of people has been accepted, digital

technologies can be understood as tools, spaces and pro-

cesses that contribute significantly to the learning of

communities. The subordination of technology to human

purpose provides a more solid platform from which to

develop collective intelligence for the common good. As

Shirky (2008, p. 160) reasons, ‘‘[r]evolution does not

happen when society adopts new technologies, it happens

when society adopt new behaviours‘‘.

6 Community media for the common good:
an academic learning partnership

The introduction of digital technologies into social settings

often occurs in ways insensitive to socio-cultural struc-

tures, norms, values and belief systems—this is a particular

problem in international development where communica-

tions and media policies and practices often reflect the

social agenda and priorities of modern Western culture to

the total disregard of the indigenous populations (McPhail

2009; Day et al. 2009). Attempts to develop collective

intelligence for the common good based on digital tech-

nologies need to be grounded in principles of participatory

design sensitive to and respectful of the socio-cultural

worldviews, practices and traditions existing in local

communities (Day 2001). With the need for sensitivity and

cognisance in mind, this paper now focuses on the mutu-

ality and reciprocity of learning activities that have

occurred through collaborative community media activities

for the common good.

The appropriation of digital technologies by communi-

ties to support community development and empowerment

processes and activities (Packham 2008) requires an

understanding of how and why communities learn, if the

full potential for community technology is to be realised in

a contextualised manner (Day and Farenden 2007). There

is a strong similarity between the capacity-building work-

shops of community media (Day et al. 2014) and the

emerging discipline of learner generated contexts (Luckin

et al. 2007). In community (media) learning activities,

participants learn to generate content that relates to com-

munity issues and needs (community voice). They take

responsibility for the purpose of their learning (community

engagement) and participate in the design, organisation and

implementation of the learning processes that shape com-

munity outputs and outcomes (community empowerment),

or to put it another way—community media for the com-

mon good.

7 Community learning

Community learning is described as a process or processes

enabling the capacities and capabilities of communities to

be built in an informal but contextualised and relevant

manner (Day 2011). This is achieved by equipping people

with the skills, information, knowledge and support

through which community voices can be heard. Commu-

nity learning seeks to promote a confidence among par-

ticipants to converse and sustain dialogue with others—an

ingredient essential in effective partnership collaborations

(Day et al. 2014).
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Whilst community learning can focus on any matter

relevant to the needs of community life. It should always

be participatory in approach and seek to build dialogue

between learners. Dialogic exchanges occur when infor-

mation and knowledge are exchanged between learners.

This can be through conversational communications and/or

through groups of people learning by doing. Community

learning therefore encourages community-networking

processes (Schuler 1996; Day 2009) in which dialogic

exchanges are the transactions between community-learn-

ing network nodes, i.e. learners (Nielsen 2002).

Packham provides a similar illustration of community-

learning processes describing them as:

• Learning with others (recognising the importance of the

participant’s identity, connectedness to the community

and a sense of agency to achieve something

worthwhile);

• Learning from experience (based on evaluation and

critical reflection);

• Learning and doing through collaborative activities

undertaken by groups. (Packham 2008, p. 110).

Community learning is very much a community devel-

opment or community-building process. It requires plan-

ning and effort if it is to be sustained. It is founded on a

training the trainers approach in which newly trained

people go on to work with and train others in a cyclical

process. Building the capacities of local people in this way

to take control of their own activities provides them with

the capabilities to build and enrich community life.

8 Community-based learning

Community-based learning builds on community learning

through dialogic network and resource interventions, by

academic partners, in community learning. The purpose of

community-based learning is twofold—both of which are

built on an understanding of multiple intelligences. That is

to say that all individuals learn, understand, and can teach,

in different ways (Gardner 1993) and as such individuals

possess and can contribute unique gifts and assets to col-

lective intelligences.

The first purpose is to challenge students (in the first

instance) and subsequently community workshop partici-

pants to question their built-in assumptions about social

justice and the way they perceive the world. The second

purpose is to engage in ongoing dialogic exchanges about the

activities they engage in and the learning that occurs during

the planning and implementation stages of their community

media practices as well as reflecting critically on these pro-

cesses during and afterwards. Reflecting not only on their

interactions with others but also on how they felt and what

they thought throughout. Using inquiry—questioning, ana-

lysing and seeking solutions to problems (Kiely 2005), e.g.

how to raise the funds to make the projects and fieldwork

they are about to embark upon (see below) a reality. In

essence community-based learning is a form of transfor-

mative learning, intended to refine, elaborate, transform and

create new meaning and challenge what is already learnt

through communicative learning (Mezirow 1991).

This is achieved through open, cooperative and critical

exchanges of skills and knowledge between students, aca-

demics and community as equal learning-partnership par-

ticipants rather than the more philanthropic approach often

found in service learning. Community-based learning is

about learning by doing ‘with’ community partners rather

than doing ‘to’ or ‘for’ them. Whilst there is often an

element of philanthropy in all service learning approaches,

community-based learning emphasises sustainable part-

nerships of learning and development (Annette 2002).

This symbiosis between ‘teaching’ and ‘learning’—in

which all participants actively contribute to teaching and

being taught—highlights the reciprocal nature of commu-

nity-based learning (Clark 2013; Bringle and Hatcher

2009) and has much in common with the leaner-generated

contexts group (Luckin et al. 2007).

The purpose of community-based learning is not only to

promote the development of mutually beneficial and sus-

tainable learning partnerships that effectively meet student

and community learning needs through inquiry and dis-

covery but also emphasises learning as a process of action

and empowerment in which the capacities and capabilities

of the communities can be realised.

Understanding collective intelligences in terms of mul-

tiple and diverse worldviews is an essential part of com-

munity-based learning, grounded as it is in a capacity-

building approach. Often when terms like capacity building

are used there is a tendency to focus on the development of

skills, competencies and abilities through workshop activ-

ities. Whilst these are undoubtedly significant components

of the capacity-building process, understanding the role

that communications—that is to say the social interaction

through conversational and dialogic exchanges—plays in

developing the relationships, reciprocity, confidence and

trust necessary for building or developing human capacities

is essential but often overlooked. A Fisheries and Agri-

culture Organisation of the United Nations working party

defined human capacity development as:

The process by which individuals, groups, organisa-

tions, institutions, and societies develop their abili-

ties—both individually and collectively—to set and

achieve objectives, perform functions, solve prob-

lems and to develop the means and conditions

required to enable this process. (FAO 2004).
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Definitions such as this undoubtedly provide useful

platforms from which to write a policy documents but do

little to assist us in understanding the nuts and bolts of

human capacities; how they might be best developed and

how these capacities contribute to collective intelli-

gences. A recent attempt at developing a framework of

capacities for civic intelligence (Schuler 2014) goes

someone to start this much needed discussion. The next

section seeks to further this discourse through an applied

discussion of the purpose and practices of Community

Media 4 Kenya.

9 Community Media 4 Kenya (CM4K)—a
community-based learning partnership

CM4K (Day et al. 2014) emerged as a community-based

learning partnership network comprising students and staff

from the University of Brighton, Rongo University College

and Kenyatta University as well as community groups,

NGOs and government representatives in Kenya. CM4K

started to evolve over 10 years ago when a group of former

students—some Kenyan—decided that the community

informatics principles and practices they were engaging

with during the Community Project module which formed

part of their Library and Information and Media Studies

degrees at the University of Brighton could be applied to

benefit Kenyan civil society.

It was this early partnership, together with the subse-

quent enthusiasm of final year media studies students

6 years ago, that led to the establishment of CM4K as part

of the Community Project module. Originally established

as an experiment the module was influenced by but dif-

ferent to the US model of service learning. The module

started by focussing on the creation of knowledge sharing

and learning environments for students and community

partners in the city of Brighton and surrounding commu-

nities. Students were encouraged to engage community

partners in dialogue and identify ways in which their media

skills, knowledge and experience could be utilised to

design solutions to community problems.

These dialogic processes enabled participants to get to

know one another and develop relationships of trust and

reciprocity; whilst assessing community needs and map-

ping community assets at the same time—whilst at the

same time contributing to the enhancement of civic intel-

ligence. The idea was to identify how community media

tools, spaces and processes could be developed and shared,

in ways that not only stimulated reciprocal learning

opportunities for students and community partners alike as

well as addressing local needs; building local assets and

capacity; empowering local voices; supporting opportuni-

ties for socio-economic development; celebrating cultural

diversity and promoting socio-cultural understanding

between students and community.

Today, CM4K’s modest activities are totally self-fi-

nancing. Students who elect to participate in the Commu-

nity Project module, become part of CM4K and collaborate

on the planning and implementation of fundraising activi-

ties to finance the implementation of the fieldtrips. Students

pay for their own flights to Kenya and once in Kenya, the

fieldwork relies totally on the skills, knowledge, expertise

and enthusiasm (assets) of the students and participating

partners—individuals from diverse social, cultural and

economic backgrounds collaborating as a collective for the

common good.

Students participating in the fundraising, organisation

and planning of the fieldtrip identify with CM4K’s goals

readily and quickly develop a determination to make a

difference by helping to address the needs and aspirations

of participating community partners. In addition to facili-

tating knowledge exchanges and mutual learning through

the capacity-building workshops, student fundraising also

contributes in equipping the training workshops. The media

equipment bought as a result of the student fundraising and

used in the workshops remains with our partners so that the

trainers, we collaborate with can continue both the training

and their own community media activities in their com-

munities after our departure.

Participants in the community media capacity-building

workshops are identified by CM4K’s Kenyan partners. In

the past they have included university students, residents

from marginalised communities, NGOs representing dis-

enfranchised youth, women’s groups, farmer’s groups, etc.,

from Kenya. CM4K has facilitated participatory learning

workshops (Day and Farenden 2007) for the UN Volun-

teers Programme and the President’s Youth Enterprise

Fund and currently collaborated with Rongo University.

Kenyatta University, the Focus Youth Initiative and SEMA

Media (a community media youth NGO)—other universi-

ties are also expressing an interest in including CM4K’s

community media approaches in their curriculum and

thereby facilitate student/community learning partnerships

of empowerment and voice.

These collaborations led to a programme of capacity-

building workshops and community-planning discus-

sions—in Nairobi and rural communities in Migori County

and always result in significant personal development and

growth among the participants. CM4K is collaborating in

plans to establish community media centres and commu-

nity radio in a number or locations. Whilst the Kenyan

partners plan the fieldwork activities, and the students raise

awareness and funds, it is important to engage in and

maintain a dialogue between all partners to ensure the

capacities, capabilities, assets and needs of all partners can

be matched to the needs of the Kenyan partners.
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Invitations to participate are generated through local

community, policy and civil society networks in Kenya. An

interesting but unplanned by-product of this mode of

invitation generation has been a growing interest to par-

ticipate from other countries, especially in Africa but Asia

also. CM4K is not in a position to support such interven-

tions at this moment but it is certainly bearing the possi-

bilities in mind.

Participating communities gain from the participatory-

learning (community media) workshop (PLW) approach of

CM4K through the acquisition, or improvement of practi-

cal media skills. The PLW processes facilitates and

encourages: collaborative inter and intra community dia-

logues; learning by doing; active project planning and

implementation; experience in knowledge sharing; confi-

dence and capacity building; self-expression and commu-

nity voice; the articulation of community needs; and

finding local solutions to these needs among participants.

The capacity-building approach we adopt is intended to

empower participants to engage in dialogue about needs

and go on to plan, organise and implement community

actions to address these needs through the utilisation of

community media.

Trust is a major element for developing these kinds of

community partnerships. It is also a prerequisite to

unlocking community motivation to use ICT for the kind of

community building activities described above (Day 2001).

Relationships built on trust and sustained over time can

prevent dissatisfaction when things do not go to plan—

something not uncommon in the kind of short-term and

under-resourced program like CM4K (Martin et al. 2009).

Building trust between partners from hugely different

backgrounds, cultures, believe systems and circumstances

requires open communications and this is often a signifi-

cant contributor to the transformative learning processes

encountered by participants, including the author of this

paper.

The CM4K partnership approach is rooted firmly in an

understanding that the majority of successful and sustain-

able community-based learning projects are built on strong

relationships with community partners (Cleary and Simons

2006) in which trust, reciprocity (respect) and mutuality are

nurtured. CM4K seeks to develop these strong partnership

foundations based on an approach it calls PEARLS—Par-

ticipatory Education: Action Research and Learning Sce-

narios (Day et al. 2014).

The partnership relationships that CM4K has managed

to build and sustain has enabled each year’s student cohort

to engage in meaningful and ever more complex commu-

nity media projects designed to meet the needs of our

community partners (Eyler 2002). The establishment and

nurturing of these relationships has played a crucial part in

enabling each year’s student to build on the work of

students from previous years in meeting the needs of the

Kenyan partners. Successful community projects do not

occur by accident (Werner et al. 2002). Strategies of

planning, engagement, implementation and reflection are

the foundations for effective community projects and it is

these that form both the challenges and learning environ-

ments for students and communities alike.

10 Conclusion

To date, the work of the CM4K partnership has focussed on

small scale collaborations that contribute in the first

instance, through community–based learning, to transform

and develop students as critical scholars with a strong sense

of social justice and the common good. Second, through its

promotion of a training the trainers approach based on a

range of participatory learning workshop techniques has

stimulated community learning and enabled ongoing out-

reach programmes to be facilitated within the CM4K par-

ticipants community networks.

However, the network of partners is expanding and

whilst this work will continue we have been approached by

politicians and officers from the national government, and

perhaps with more immediately possibilities, high level

politicians and officials at County level in two neighbour-

ing rural counties in Homa Bay and Migori Counties. Their

desire is to explore possibilities for community media

practices and research to support the empowerment of

impoverished and marginalised communities. There is a

long way to go and some serious discussions to be had as

the politicos will need to illustrate their desire for com-

munity empowerment rather than political expediency if

we are to work with them but there are encouraging signs

that community media for the common good might receive

a higher level of support and encouragement in the near

future.

For now, however, it can be conclusively argued that

students, who at the start of each module, come into the

CM4K partnership as individuals excited by the prospect of

travelling to Kenya; doing some interesting media activi-

ties and getting to visit the Maasai Mara. As the processes

of intense and challenging activities start to unfold and

realisation of and excitement about what they are involved

in develops so does their capacities and capabilities as

undergraduate students start to transform; first, through

communicative activities with each other, and second with

our Kenyan partners. The relationships and friendships

they develop contribute to their transformation as young

scholars and their experiences in the various social envi-

ronments encountered in Kenya first introduce them to

humility and second to embrace social justice and

responsibility.
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The work of CM4K is an unfolding and exciting story.

There is no definitive pathway mapped out for the part-

nership and its activities. The reality is that much of this

will depend on the resources the network can build and

acquire. There will be no doubt of many unexpected forks

along the path where decisions made about which way to

go will affect our activities but CM4K is very much about

the journey rather than the destination and one of the main

characteristics of the partnerships has been to try and learn

from each experience and feed that into our development.

Whether this is the development of CM4K as a network

partnership; or the participating youth groups, NGOs and

communities; the participating Universities or the indi-

vidual students/learners—we process, problematize, anal-

yse, discuss and seek solutions for the common good. In

this sense, CM4K makes a fascinating case study for those

seeking to broaden and challenge understanding of col-

lective intelligence for the common good in the digital age.
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Lévy P (1997) Intelligence collective. English. Collective intelli-

gence: mankind’s emerging world in cyberspace/Pierre Lévy;

translated from French by Robert Bononno. Plenum Trade, New

York

Malone TW (2006) What is collective intelligence and what will we

do about it? [Online]. MIT. Center for Collective Intelligence.

http://p2pfoundation.net/What_is_Collective_Intelligence.

Accessed 05 Apr 16

Malone T, Laubacher R, Dellarocas C (2009) Harnessing crowds:

mapping the genome of collective intelligence [Online]. Cam-

bridge, MIT Center for Collective Intelligence. http://cci.mit.

edu/publications/CCIwp2009-01.pdf. Accessed 05 Apr 16

Martin A, Seblonka K, Tryon E (2009) The challenge of short term

service learning. In: Stoecker R, Tryon, Hilgendorf A (eds) The

unheard voices: community organisations and service learning.

Temple University Press, Philadelphia

McPHAIL T (ed) (2009) Development communication: reframing the

role of the media. Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford

AI & Soc

123

http://www.frontiersjournal.com/issues/vol8/vol8-01_annette.pdf
http://www.frontiersjournal.com/issues/vol8/vol8-01_annette.pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.ezproxy.brighton.ac.uk/doi/10.1002/he.356/pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.ezproxy.brighton.ac.uk/doi/10.1002/he.356/pdf
http://ci-journal.net/index.php/ciej/article/view/805/786
http://www.livingknowledge.org/lk6/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/LK6_Full-paper-book_April-2014.pdf
http://www.livingknowledge.org/lk6/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/LK6_Full-paper-book_April-2014.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/007/y5568e/y5568e04.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/007/y5568e/y5568e04.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11098-014-0434-5
http://learnergeneratedcontexts.pbworks.com/f/Olearnpaper2007.pdf
http://learnergeneratedcontexts.pbworks.com/f/Olearnpaper2007.pdf
http://p2pfoundation.net/What_is_Collective_Intelligence
http://cci.mit.edu/publications/CCIwp2009-01.pdf
http://cci.mit.edu/publications/CCIwp2009-01.pdf


Mezirow J (1991) Transformative dimensions of adult learning.

Jossey-Bass, San Francisco

Miorandi D, Maggi L (2014) ‘‘Programming’’ social collective

intelligence. IEEE Technol Soc Mag 2014:55–61

Mouffe C (1991) Democratic citizenship and the political community,

in collective, MT community at loose ends. University Of

Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, pp 70–82

Nielsen C (2002) Community learning: creating a sustainable future

through critical awareness. Development Bulletin, vol 58,

pp 102–105. Special issue: Environmental Sustainability and

Poverty Reduction: Pacific Issues, edited by Pamela Thomas.

https://crawford.anu.edu.au/rmap/devnet/devnet/db-58.pdf.

Accessed 23 Feb 2014

Packham C (2008) Empowering youth and community work practice.

Learning Matters, Exeter

Schuler D (1996) New community networks: wired for change.

Addison-Wesley, Harlow

Schuler D (2001) Cultivating society’s {civic intelligence}: patterns

for a new ‘‘world brain’’. J Soc Inf Comm 4(2):157–181

Schuler D (2008) Liberating voices—a pattern language for commu-

nication revolution. MIT, Massachusetts

Schuler D (2014) Pieces of civic intelligence: towards a capacities

framework. E-Learn Digit Media 11(5):518–529

Sclove R (1995) Democracy and technology. The Guilford, London

Shirky C (2008) Here comes everybody: the power of organizing

without organizations. Allen Lane, London

Smith J (1994) Collective intelligence in computer-based collabora-

tion. Lawrence Erlbaum, Hillsdale

Smith TW (1999) Aristotle on the conditions for and limits of the

common good. Am Polit Sci Rev 93(3):625–636

Taylor FW (1911) Principles of scientific management. Harper &

Row, New York

Werner CM, Voce C, Openshaw KG, Simons M (2002) Designing

service-learning to empower students and community: Jackson

elementary builds a nature study center. J Soc Issues

58(3):557–579

Williamson A, Sande M (2014) From arrogance to intimacy: a

handbook for active democracy. Democratise/Preera, London/

Gothenburg

AI & Soc

123

https://crawford.anu.edu.au/rmap/devnet/devnet/db-58.pdf

	Community Media 4 Kenya: a partnership approach to building collective intelligence
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Technology as a democratic social structure
	Collective intelligence for the common good---through a community lens
	A community philosophy of digital technologies
	Reflections on why people engage in the common good
	Community media for the common good: an academic learning partnership
	Community learning
	Community-based learning
	Community Media 4 Kenya (CM4K)---a community-based learning partnership
	Conclusion
	References




