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Introduction
In this paper I start by looking briefly at the policy framework for crofting since the Napier Commission.  Since policy frameworks and objectives increasingly concern places, territories, or geographically defined communities, I then discuss the various meanings of ‘community’ in the context of ‘crofting’ and Scotland, asking whether the policy changes within and beyond Scotland, as well as new emergent economic opportunities in crofting-like areas, are increasingly leading to a more inclusive ‘territorial’ or ‘place based’ notion of ‘the crofting community’. I then move on to consider the various ideas of ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable communities’, and try to suggest some ways in which a ‘sustainable crofting community’ might be recognised, and what kind of indicators might be ideas to monitor progress towards ‘sustainability’. Finally I briefly consider some of the internal and external drivers of the future economy of crofting areas.
KEY FINDINGS

· Crofting policy has traditionally been orientated towards agriculture, despite the ubiquitous importance of pluriactivity (and especially off-farm work) for the livelihoods of crofting households, and hence the close link between sustainable livelihoods and sustainable surrounding non-agricultural economies
· Debates on the idea of ‘community’ relate closely to the alternative ideas about the nature and composition of ‘crofting communities’, with tension between the sectoral interest-based community of those with crofting tenure and the place-community interests. This has been reflected in the recent debates about Land Reform and Community Purchase. 

· A key question is whether the new livelihood opportunities in crofting areas, as well as the shifts in policy objectives and instruments are likely to reinforce this shift from an (agricultural) sector-based idea of ‘the crofting community’ to one that is more inclusive and territorially based.
· Given the geographical location of crofting communities mainly around the edge of the Highlands and islands, economic and social sustainability has always been an issue.  Environmental and cultural sustainability have also become key issues. We may think of sustainable crofting communities in a highly normative, value-based and utopian way, or we may seek to identify what processes are producing ‘unwanted outcomes’, and which are producing ‘desired outcomes’. 
· Arguably. there is rather wide agreement about the nature of ‘desired’ and ‘unwanted’ outcomes, but there is less understanding of the processes involved, or the means of altering relevant institutional and individual behaviours to move towards ‘sustainability’. Any list of criteria or indicators derived therefrom will be disputable, but in order to stimulate debate, I propose a list based on research, and debate, spanning at least 12 years. 

· The list partly reflects the view that the future economy of crofting areas will be increasingly dependent on transforming a wide range of public and quasi-public goods into both commercial activity and a higher quality of life for residents. 
· However, there are both internal and external drivers of the current and future economy in crofting areas, and indeed different crofting communities are likely to face different conditions, and to respond in varying ways to future challenges and opportunities.
The policy framework

Traditionally, crofting policy has been aimed at crofting agriculture. This has been the case with CAGS, Crofter Housing, New Entrants, and the Crofting Acts, as well as the regulation of crofting tenure and crofting land related to these Acts. Although it has long been recognised that crofters and their households mainly depend on external sources of income from employment, self-employment and pensions for their livelihoods, the non-agricultural aspects of crofting life and livelihood were almost wholly ignored by crofting policy.

Equally, regulatory crofting policy since the Napier Commission has emphasised security of tenure for crofters and their heirs and successors in perpetuity, this being one consequence of the harsh experiences of the ‘clearances’ in the 18th and 19th Centuries. This tended to create a largely ‘closed community’, with preference to locals in matters of the letting of vacant crofts. This has nevertheless been increasingly challenged since the emphasis on market forces  during the 1980’s and also due to the desire of development agencies and government to ensure that enterprising young people were not prevented from staying in, or coming to, the crofting areas because of a lack of non-crofting land and housing. Indeed, the role of crofting in providing a lower cost route to housing has often been noted in studies of the ‘housing problem’ in the Highlands and Islands. However, we must emphasise a point made earlier, notably that crofting has played, and continues to play, an important ‘culture bearing’ role that is significant in terms of a number of ‘positive externalities’, most obviously notably culture (especially, but not only, Gaelic) and the environment, which feed into what will increasingly come ‘the new crofting economy’.

‘Community’ and ‘Crofting Community’
What is a community? Tonnies’ contrasted gemeinschaft (community) with gesellschaft (society)
.  His community-society pairing represented the transition from ‘traditional’ to ‘modern’ industrial society with all its connotations of modernity (Eriksen, 1995).  The distinction between ‘geographic’ or ‘place-based’ and ‘functional’ or ‘interest-group’ community is related to this. As individualism and freedom of choice become the dominant ideas, and social control becomes something related to the close local societies of former times, it is collections of individuals pursuing the same interests that come to dominate, while the social structures and collective activities of places weaken. In the ‘modern’ global village of Marshall McLuhan (1964) local communities became displaced by media-based global culture, supposedly eradicating differences. The theme has been further explored by Appadurai (1990) who argued that de-territorialisation or apparent displacement of ‘place’ by global movement and culture requires a new conceptualisation of society and culture. Eriksen goes on to suggest that the ‘construction of place becomes a new project’. The apparent contradictions of ‘glocalisation’ – the situation where people’s lives are in part ‘local’ and in part ‘global’ - is echoed in rural development thinking, where there has been a re-focusing on ‘place-based’ or territorial communities, and hence on more cross-sectoral and ‘joined up’ or integrated approaches (OECD, 2006). 
Ideas of ‘Crofting communities’ are also reflected in the two dichotomies – place and function. The functional crofting community has dominated the discourse until recently, and is the notion of a crofting community made up exclusively of crofting tenants (and to an extent their households), with the emphasis on the nature of crofting tenure (individually tenanted arable or in-by land plus shared common grazings) and its agricultural functions. The place-based crofting community is a community in which crofting tenure predominates, but which also includes other residents and functions such as fishermen, bus and truck drivers, retirees, shopkeepers, tourist businesses, art galleries, school teachers, nurses, oil workers, commuters, researchers, ministers, and so on. 
During the upsurge in interest in community land ownership following the community acquisitions of Eigg and Assynt in 1992/3, a debate emerged about who was ‘in’ the ‘crofting community’. One group considered the (or a) ‘crofting community’ to be constituted by crofters, which, in the legal sense, means the registered crofters, who are generally usually male, usually head of family or household, and usually elderly. This is the narrow definition, which has the advantage of being legally precise in terms of the ‘client group’ and the land involved (land under crofting tenure including common grazings). It was the position adopted by the Scottish Crofters Union and the Western Isles Council, for example, during the House of Lords Committee of Enquiry on Crofting in 1994-5. However, another group, in which the Lord Sewel and this author could be numbered, took the position in written and oral evidence that a ‘crofting community’ should be seen as an inclusive geographical concept, and not one based on agricultural tenure
. Thus all the people of Galson in Lewis (or any other place where crofting tenure was the dominant form of tenure) should be regarded as ‘belonging’ to the crofting community of Galson, and not merely the registered crofters or even the registered crofters and the other members of their resident households. 

The issue continued to get attention during the Land Reform debates after 1997, as can be seen from the evidence to the Land Reform Policy Group, and was an issue when the Scottish Land Fund was established. In the event, the Land Reform legislation as the Scottish Land Fund adopted a territorial definition of community. Had they not done so, then it would have been open to a special interest community of ‘hunters’ or ‘environmentalists’ to use the Act and/or the Fund to acquire land, irrespective of the wishes and aspirations of the local geographical community, and contrary to the goals of the legislation and indeed the land reform movement in general. 
This issue is very important for new kinds of public support and public policy, and even more important in considering how crofting’s ‘positive externalities’ (see below) get transformed into wider economic and social benefits and ‘sustainable rural development’
The concept of sustainability and sustainable communities
Post-Brundtland Commission definitions of sustainability tend to stress the holistic nature of the concept (economic, social, cultural, and environmental) and its inter-generational dimensions (leaving the world better than we found it)
. Intra-generational equity is also present: particular groups within society should not be ‘privileged’ over others in terms of access to, use of, or exposure to adverse consequences from, environmental, economic, social or cultural processes. We should not ‘dump’ our economic, social or environmental problems on others. The spatial or territorial scales to be considered also encompass everything from the local to the global – we should not consider sustainability only in terms of ‘our community’ or ‘our nation’, but in terms of the world – ‘our’ impacts on ‘others’ – and theirs on us - is a central issue. We ought not to ‘export’ our unsustainable processes to others, and vice versa. Finally, there is some recognition that sustainability is not a ‘fixed’ thing to be captured by  measuring ‘footprints’ or ‘carrying capacity’, however useful these tools might be in specific situations. Sustainability can be changed by technology and innovation (including new ways of doing things and new things to do). The impacts of climate change in particular have recently added the idea that ‘sustainable communities’ should be able to withstand ‘shocks’ such as those arising from ‘natural’ disasters, or external policy changes. Beyond these rather general and essentially normative value-based framework understandings or conditions, it has been hard to progress to greater precision (Bryden & Shucksmith, 2000). 

This is because for some a sustainable community (or whatever scale) is a kind of new Utopia, while for others it is a more pragmatic question of identifying what is going wrong with the world in terms of economy, society, culture and environment and understanding the processes that produce undesirable outcomes over time. In turn, that understanding allows us to think how to change the processes to avoid ‘unwanted outcomes’ and promote desired ones (Brox, 2006).  In the end, we all have our own views of what is ‘sustainable’ over time, and what is not, even in our own personal lives. However, we need people to understand and debate the processes producing ‘unwanted’ outcomes as well as those producing ‘desired’ outcomes, and this means understanding the institutional setting and human society (and not only the ‘environment’). 
Nevertheless, there seems to be some emerging agreement that ‘un-sustainability’ may be linked to the processes that separate people in the richer countries from particular aspects of nature, society, culture, economy and place (Giddens, 1990; Bryden 1994). These are:

· The separation and alienation of people from “nature” 

· The separation, alienation and distancing of people from the “state” 

· The separation and alienation of people from production and “work” 

· The separation of people, community and work from “place” 

At the same time, however, there are communities that have managed to achieve better connectedness in all of these areas, and we tend to describe these as ‘more sustainable’. In this respect the experience of the Swedish Strategy for Sustainable Development, and their experimental sustainable communities programme, is interesting
.
How might a sustainable crofting community be recognized and ‘measured’?

This raises the question of how citizens might recognize more – or less - economically, socially, culturally and environmentally sustainable communities?  What are their characteristics? What are their distinguishing processes? Since we mostly think of the crofting communities as being ‘on the edge’ or at the ‘margins’ of Scotland, and yet vital to even the present day Scottish identity, economic and social sustainability is a central issue for them, and since the natural environment has always played an important role in their economy, institutions and social organization, environmental sustainability is also important (for example, kelp, fish stocks, the land itself, landscapes, biodiversity).

The kinds of questions that might be asked of a ‘sustainable community’ in a crofting context are
:-

· Are they at least maintaining their population and a viable age structure? In most of rural Europe (and the UK) outside the commuting zones of larger towns and cities, this generally means that they have a positive rate of net in-migration. In turn, this means that they should be offering prospects of a reasonable livelihood
 and something that return migrants and inward migrants as well as residents would recognize as a good ‘quality of life’. 
· Have they diversified their economic base beyond the primary sector, thus maintaining or even increasing employment rates and job quality in the face of reductions in primary sector jobs? This is essential for crofting communities, in most of which a dependence on crofting agriculture would lead to extreme poverty.  

· Are the local primary sectors (farming, fishing and forestry) viable and sustainable? The social test of this is whether successors to the farming, fishing and forestry rights continue to produce, not whether it can be ‘profitable’ or even return an equivalent income per hour of effort. The environmental test is whether production can continue without destroying the environment on which its continuation depends, and without destroying the ‘public goods’ such as air and water that it uses in the process. The community test is whether they help to provide the fresh food and other needs of the local population and service sectors, but also for export. These ‘other needs’ relate to ‘quality of life’, which is partly influenced by the positive and negative ‘externalities’ of primary production
. In a sustainable community we would surely expect the primary sector to be contributing to local development and quality of life through the production of more positive and fewer negative externalities. The primary activities are therefore not merely ‘positively multifunctional’, but any public goods produced are transformed into increased incomes and quality of life for local people.

· Is the physical and mental health of the population at least as good as it is elsewhere?  Public health is an important element in quality of life and in the EU it is largely determined by socio-economic conditions, especially poverty and major risk factors. 
· Does the community have an attractive and clean environment with good safe access to recreational, cultural and other amenities? For reasons of health, quality of life, the attraction of in-migrants and tourists, as well as considering the communities potentially adverse impacts on other communities, it seems important that the built and natural environments (biodiversity, water, air etc) are well maintained, waste is sensitively managed
 and recreation and green space is easily accessed. Strong links have been made between a healthy environment and both a healthy population and economic opportunities.

· Does the community have a high dependence on external sources of energy? Energy dependence is both expensive and increasingly risky. A sustainable community seems likely to be developing its own sources of renewable energy. This also means that its ‘carbon footprint’ is likely to be reducing.
· Does the community value its history, culture and environment and have a pride in their identity, and use these ‘assets’ both to enhance the quality of life and develop new economic activities and improve the rewards from existing economic activities? Does the education system support these values through ‘place-based and consequential  education’? The evidence is that new forms of employment in rural areas beyond the commuting belt increasingly  depends on adding value to there kinds of rural assets, and this is likely to be better and more cheaply done if people are fully aware of them. Moreover, the crofting communities are the home of the Gaelic language and culture, and the most important locus of activities and initiatives to promote it, including the Gaelic Arts Project, the Feisean movement
, GNG, Gaelic education, and Sabhal Mor Ostaig, to name but a few
. In addition, there are many economic and social spin-offs from these activities. 
· How even (or skewed) is property ownership and rights in the community? Are the rates of start-up of locally financed and initiated new small enterprises relatively high? In a more sustainable community more people are likely to have access to collateral, and hence to loans at reasonable interest rates. The transactions costs of doing business are low. There are also likely to be open and active networks with links across NGOs, business and public sector, and good links with the outside world.

· Are there effective and empowered local (community) governance structures that allow the goals and actions of sustainable development to be adapted to local strengths weaknesses and opportunities, and have reasonable autonomy of revenue and decision-making? Do the relevant public agencies work together towards common goals for the community, and with an agreed value basis? Are goals and values agreed through local democratic and participatory process, or are these defined by elites or narrow interests? Does ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ coordination work well for central and local levels? There is increasing recognition that the governance structures and their effective functioning are critical for sustainable rural (or any other) development. It is not an area of strength in most of rural Scotland, where the decades since the Wheatley reforms of 1974 have seen an increasing centralization of local government and a removal of functions of local government to central government agencies. There is almost no effective local community level of governance in rural Scotland, unlike most of the rest of Europe. The main exceptions are in the communities that have managed to purchase their own land, like Gigha, Eigg, Assynt and South Uist. Gigha has a democratically elected management board for the island, and it has a regular stream of revenue from wind-energy production. Because it owns the land, it can take meaningful decisions about important matters. For many communities, it is an island of hope in an otherwise bleak picture!
· Is the community prepared for – and resilient to -  a range of potential external or ‘natural’ shocks including those arising from climate changes, policy changes, and market changes.? This also relates to the previous issue of governance, with which it is strongly related.
· Is the community doing its own development, or is it ‘done to them’ by others?
No doubt this list of questions is incomplete, and not all will agree that they are all relevant or that they reflect the wide range of interpretations of ‘sustainable development’ that exist ‘out there’. However, many individuals and organizations believe that the answers to such questions do help to define how a community can become ‘more sustainable’. They also help us to define what indicators might be needed to assess progress.

The use of indicators to assess progress towards sustainable crofting communities
A considerable number of sustainability indicators and indicator frameworks exist, most operating at a national or regional scale, often dealing with issues that are less relevant, or less measurable, at a community level. Moreover, there tends to be a bias towards ‘the environment’ in ‘sustainability’ discourse and measurement, with insufficient thought being given to the economic, social, cultural and governance questions which we have highlighted. If environmental sustainability ultimately depends on human systems and decision-making, then these issues surely need higher priority.
Process and dynamics are essential – as stated earlier, ‘sustainability’ is not an ultimate state of being but a movement towards a ‘better’ world in which ‘good things’ from the point of view of society are enhanced, and ‘bad things’ from the same point of view are reduced or avoided. It is also essential that the communities themselves are involved both in identifying what would make their community more sustainable and in influencing change and monitoring progress.  Much of this is about building capacity and a sense of ownership and building in long-term sustainability (including preparedness/ resilience). There is a challenge here for the public sector as it is both community facilitator and the direct provider of services, which may be tested by a more empowered community.

A basic set of indicators covering the key economic, social, cultural, community  and environmental dimensions might be:-

A) Territorial development of the ‘crofting community’

· Migration balance
· Incomes
· Employment (sector and total)
· Participation rate (male, female)
· Enterprise and social enterprise ’start-up’ and ‘survival’ rate 
· Age structure
· Quality of life (a composite index, which needs further work but which includes health, equality, crime and safety, education, environmental, recreational and cultural elements) 
B)  Environment of the crofting community

· Water quality
· Biodiversity change
· Landscape change
· CO2 balance (community level)
C) Community & culture
· Index of Capacity (as developed by HIE 
)
· A new indicator of fiscal and decision-making autonomy
· Gaelic language speakers

· Gaelic learners

· Participants in Feisean

· Rate of volunteering

D) Natural resources and land use

· No of crofts

· Area under forestry
· Number of active fishing boats and capacity (fishing effort)

· Utilized Agric Area
· Production
· Intensity
· Land use change
· Employment including self employment in crofting, fishing and forestry
Drivers of the future Crofting Economies
It is generally agreed that in the richer societies, incomes, employment opportunities and quality of life are important drivers of the key mobility decisions that enable the sustaining of a population. Rural areas beyond the commuting belt of larger towns and cities will become increasingly dependent on the exploitation of a range of local public and quasi-public goods for the production of other goods and services and for increasing the quality of life for residents (Bryden & Dawe, 1999; Terluin, 2003; Bryden & Hart, 2004). Given the likely continuing challenge of winning satisfactory livelihoods in crofting environments, it will in my opinion be vital to secure the maximum feasible value added for locals from commercial activities that make use of these assets, and the best possible outcomes in terms of less tangible quality of life aspects. Essentially this means maximising the ownership of assets and commercial activities by local people and communities, through which they will also be able (empowered) to better influence processes toward what to them will be a more sustainable future. Here I am referring to such things as renewable energy production and use, the transformation of the local culture and the natural environment into tourism and other cultural ‘products’ and higher quality of life, and also to the production of fresh food and fibre which we may not be able to take for granted in future, and which may indeed be desired by local residents. In fact, crofting communities are in many ways ideally placed to deliver such benefits for themselves and for society at large. They are accustomed to multiple activities. They are naturally engaged with their environment and culture. They are able to acquire and manage land and related resources, and to have access to the sea. They can internalise the processes that transform public goods into market goods and services and improved quality of life. The support structures as well as the effectiveness of local institutions and the decisions of individuals will have an important impact on how successful these processes will be. 
Global and National Changes affecting Crofting Communities
There will also be external drivers of change, including policies, markets, climate change as well as global agreements and global conflicts. What kind of policy and market scenarios concerning crofting and crofting communities can we assume for the future? Useful sets of possible scenarios for key policies and markets are being developed by several projects, including the new stocktaking document ‘Rural Scotland: Better Still, Naturally’ produced by SEERAD (by Malcolm Hutchison) , the Brussels-based Sub-Rosa group that have been meeting to explore ideas for the next review of agricultural, structural, and rural development policies for the 2013-2020 period, the TOP-MARD Framework 6 Project (by Ken Thompson and the Policy Group), Scenar2020, and a number of other projects.  I assume that the slow but steady shift from sectoral to territorial rural development policy will continue, and may even intensify for the 2013 period onwards as a result of internal and external pressures at EU level, and also pressures at National (UK and Scottish) levels. This means that the ‘clients’ of rural policy will be increasingly a territorially (‘local’ or ‘regional’) based community rather than a sectorally based community, and further that in order to take full advantage of such policy shifts, a territorial organisation or structure of governance will be needed at regional and sub-regional levels. This is already the case with Land Reform policy, and with regional policies (the HIE network), and we may also see moves in this direction with the RPACs and Community Planning. However, it is also important to remember that many ‘non-rural’ policies will have important impacts on the future sustainability of crofting communities including energy, transport, welfare, health, planning, pensions, telecommunications, enterprise, innovation, higher education and research, local government, fisheries, forestry, trade, etc.
There are also important changes occurring, or likely to occur, in the Highlands and Islands, which will be important for the future sustainability of crofting. An important example is Dounreay decommissioning, which currently has major impacts on croft and farm household incomes in Caithness and in parts of Sutherland (Bryden et al, 2003; Bergmann, 2007). Others include the future of renewable energy production, rural services, transport, the UHI, and local government reform. In a context of negative natural population growth and net outward migration of youth, together with house prices inflated by scarcity and incoming retirees, there are challenges facing the periphery of the Highlands and Islands which will call for much more coherent policies, with local variations, which will challenge our highly centralised administrative and governance systems.

These and other contextual issues – at national, European, and global levels need to be carefully considered when thinking about how crofting communities can become more ‘sustainable’. 
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� Tonnies, 1887/ 1963(tr)


� See the record of oral evidence, and my later paper for the crofters Commission, in October 1998:  ‘Local partnerships and crofting community groups to which decision making on matters of crofting regulation may be delegated’, which dealt with a parallel issue. See also my comments made during the consultation on ‘Land Reform: The Draft Bill’, dealing with the Community Right to Buy. John Bryden, Arkleton Centre for Rural Development Research University of Aberdeen, 14 May 2001











� This is the case in the Scottish Sustainable Development Strategy [www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2005/12/1493902/39052] and its UK equivalent.


�  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.sweden.se/upload/Sweden_se/english/publications/RK/PDF/RK%20Sustainable%20development.pdf" ��www.sweden.se/upload/Sweden_se/english/publications/RK/PDF/RK%20Sustainable%20development.pdf�





�  The questions arise from (a) work by the author and colleagues on sustainable rural communities going back to 1994 [Bryden 1994] (b) recent research on Young People in Rural Areas [Paypird Project: See Burnett, Jensch and Shucksmith et al 2001: www.abdn.ac.uk/~wpg005/paypird/FRexsum.doc], The role of Rural Social Capital in Rural Restructuring [Restrim Project: See Shucksmith et al 2004: www.abdn.ac.uk/~wpg005/RESTRIM/index.hti], The Dynamics of Rural Areas [DORA project: see Bryden and Hart et al, 2004] (c) A recent series of seminars organized by the author and colleagues at the UHI PolicyWeb on ’Sustainable Highlands and Islands 2025’ [www.hie.co.uk/sustainability-seminars], (d) Current work by the author as coordinator of the TOP-MARD project which is analyzing the relationship between commodities and non-commodities (public goods) produced by farming and crofting, and the local economy, and the impacts of different policies on those relationships in 11 study areas in Europe, including Caithness and Sutherland [www.uhi.ac.uk/uhi-academic-partners/policyweb/topmard/home], and (e) Currrent work funded and organized by The Arkleton Trust on community responses to (and resilience) in relation to threats and opportunities linked with climate change in rural areas. 


�  In rural areas outside the commuting belt of larger towns and cities that usually means a combination of work opportunities and income sources for a household for those of working age. Crofting households below retirement age are typically ‘pluriactive’. 


� An example of a positive externality is pleasant and accessible landscapes; a negative externality is water and air pollution.


� I think this means not ‘dumped’ on other communities or at sea or in landfills that have adverse environmental  or social consequences


� For an evaluation see 25 years of The Feisean: � HYPERLINK "http://www.hie.co.uk/feisean-report.html" ��www.hie.co.uk/feisean-report.html�


� It is perhaps worth noting that an early Treasury Review (1974) of the Costs and benefits of Agricultural and Forestry support noted that one of the few arguments in favour of continued support for farming (and crofting) was their contribution of ‘culture’ although it was not specific about what that meant. 


� Although not yet in the public domain, this is in effect a list of criteria used by the HIE network to assess the capacity of a community wishing to undertake community projects. It refers to seven aspects, namely preparedness, track record in delivering local benefits and developing own resources, robustness in terms of leadership, sustainability in terms of critical mass and financial independence, and ability to diversify and innovate. The list is used hand in hand with an assessment of ‘community assets’ by which is meant anything that could be used to generate an income. Chris Higgins, Personal Communication. 
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