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Abstract

The undersupply of housing in England has created a pervasive sense of crisis
about the delivery of sufficient new dwellings. Alternative forms of housing
provision therefore merit further exploration, particularly those that can deliver
low cost, stable accommodation in good condition. Potential remedies may be
found in various models for collective ownership of housing. Housing collectives
are organisations controlled by their members and residents, operating in a
defined geography, which collectively own and manage land and housing for
the benefit of a designated group. But why have such organisations consistently
been a marginal form of provision? And do the patterns of benefits and costs
they create make their future expansion desirable? Significant gaps in
knowledge emerge in attempting to answer such questions. Furthermore, the
relationship between the benefits and costs arising within collectives, and the
form and function of these organisations, is poorly understood.

Three housing collectives were studied intensively to address these gaps in
knowledge. Ideas from realist social science and analytical sociology are
brought to bear on processes of change. The study finds powerful constraints
and enablements in the internal workings of collectives, as well as a series of
external constraints and enablements arising through the structure of relations

around the collectives.

Residents and members of the collectives identified a range of costs and
benefits. Causal mechanisms are introduced to show how these perceived
outcomes are, in part, attributable to collective form and function. The rules
governing collective forms blend with internal regulation, to generate certain
costs and benefits. Furthermore, the history of each collective tends to shape
current behaviours to preserve original ideals and achieve desired outcomes.
The lessons from this research are far reaching for activists, support agencies
and governments, revealing forms of agency and state intervention which can

affect the conditions for future collectivism.
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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1. Questions from the practice of collectivism

In 2010, working with a group of residents in one of England’s more deprived
neighbourhoods, | listened closely as they discussed how to reduce the number
of empty homes in their area. The complexity of their task seemed
overwhelming. During a lull in proceedings, | remembered a cryptic statement |
had once read from Oliver Wendell Holmes Junior; ‘I would not give a fig for
simplicity on this side of complexity, but | would give my life for the simplicity on
the other side of complexity’ (Wells, 2013, p.19). As those residents explored
the possibility of collective ownership as a solution to their problems, |
wondered whether there could be any simplicity beyond the seeming chaos of
factors shaping their efforts. Could these complex processes be rendered
explicable by simpler or generalisable models? Could the basic ingredients for
such collectivism be established? And even if those ingredients were in place,
did the individuals involved derive the benefits anticipated? These questions

were to set the platform for more detailed enquiry.
1.2. Atime of crisis: The relevance and timeliness of this study

Whilst housing collectivism holds deep personal interest, it is also of relevance
to contemporary concerns about housing. In England, a complex set of issues
and policy challenges have emerged in recent times. For decades, the supply of
housing has been significantly outpaced by new housing need and demand
(Holmans, 2011). Reports suggest that 60,000 more homes are needed, above
the levels of output seen in 2014/15, just to keep up with new household
formation (Wilson, 2016). Across the dominant tenures of home ownership and
private renting, price rises have created significant burdens on household
finances, during a period of low wage growth (IFS, 2015). Simple ratios of
house prices to earnings in England, reveal a rapidly widening ratio over the last
20 years (DCLG, 2015). This has made homeownership unaffordable to many
groups, particularly first-time buyers (Corlett et al, 2016). In private rented
accommodation, as more households have entered this sector, average prices

have increased in all UK regions, particularly in the two years preceding this
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research (ONS, 2016). Further to these financial concerns are longstanding
worries about the quality and condition of such rented accommodation (Davies,
2013; Gousy, 2014). These represent major concerns about housing provision
in the private market and whether current prices, being inelastic to changes in
demand, can only be mitigated by strong government intervention (Archer and
Cole, 2014: Barker, 2004; Lyons, 2015). These have profound consequences
on public expenditure, not least in the burgeoning housing benefit bill, which has

risen to mitigate the effects of price rises (Cooke and Davies, 2014).

The problems apparent in English housing provision are not, however, confined
to problems with markets. New housing developed by local authorities or
housing associations might have countered these market failures (Rutherford,
2013), but such production has grown only modestly in recent years. Between
2010 and 2015, an average of 32,000 new homes were built by local authorities
and housing associations each year (DCLG, 2016a). However, this did not fill
the gap arising from reduced private sector development. One reason for this is
that government grants for housebuilding by social landlords were significantly
reduced in 2011. It was expected that such organisations would make up the
shortfall by borrowing against projected rental income, boosted by the
opportunity to charge 'Affordable Rents' at 80 per cent of the local market rent
on new tenancies (HCA, 2011a). One outcome from this has been increased
burdens on the finances of such tenants, and greater risk of poverty and
material deprivation (Tunstall et al, 2013). Alongside changes to funding, social
housing tenancies in England have undergone reform, reducing security of
tenure for those entering the sector (Robinson and Walshaw, 2014). Alternative
tenures, such as shared ownership, have emerged which arguably offer more
tenure security, seeking to widen access to home ownership. However,
shortcomings in this tenure have also become apparent, particularly in terms of
its affordability in a large number of markets (Shannon, 2012; Nanda and
Parker, 2015).

Other housing related concerns have become visible. After several decades of
government programmes seeking to regenerate urban areas (Crisp et al, 2014),
new policies have emerged to focus on housing estates. These policies aim to

improve the ‘worst housing estates’ or ‘knock them down and replace them with
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high-quality homes’ (HM Government, 2016). Lessons will need to be learnt
from past regeneration initiatives (Cole, 2012), particularly in accounting for
resident opposition, and how they can be supported and involved in the process
(Archer, 2012; Wilson, 2013). Whilst this and the other problems outlined above
are not restricted to urban areas, the solutions to these problems, aside from

new garden cities, will likely have to focus on such urban contexts (Javid, 2016).

The above represents a complex set of inter-related problems, which
commentators argue constitutes a crisis (Lyons, 2015; House of Lords, 2016).
Whilst often presented as a crisis of supply, this is manifest in poor levels of
housing ‘choice, quality and affordability’ (Wilson, 2016, p.35). Current models
of provision are failing to meet demand and need, and are not providing secure,
good quality, affordable housing in sufficient quantity. To address problems of
this magnitude may require the expansion, enhancement and reform of the
dominant tenures. However, there is also scope to explore and harness new

forms of housing provision which target some of the issues outlined above.

1.3. Housing collectivism: A role in remedying current housing

problems?

As social beings, working collectively is an innate human response to group-
level problems (Kropotkin, 1902; Ostrom, 1990; Sussman and Cloninger, 2011).
Perhaps then part of the solution to England’s housing problems can be found
in organisational forms which harness these predispositions. But what does
collectivism in housing look like? What form does it take and what types of

institutions embody such approaches?

A full answer to these questions is offered in the following pages, along with a
justification for the use of this key term ‘collectivism’. In England, such housing
has a long history, emerging from the co-operative movement, first as co-
partnerships between investors and dwellers, then as formal co-ownership
models, and in more recent times as common ownership and tenant
management (Birchall, 1992; Rowlands 2009). Other legal and operational
forms have emerged to secure wider community governance, such as
community land trusts (Aird, 2009; Paterson and Dayson, 2011; Swann, 1972),

and intentional communities prioritising social interaction and environmental
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sustainability (Blandy, 2013; Macamant, 1994). Other forms can harness
collectivism, such as self-help housing, which seeks to address empty housing
(Mullins, 2010a), or group self-build schemes (Wallace et al, 2013).

Such collectivist forms represent attempts to mitigate some of the housing
problems identified above, but also offer more idealistic visions of how housing
can affect quality of life and the relationships between residents. The
international literature in this field suggests that collective forms of housing can
mitigate housing costs (Birchall, 1988; Davis & Demetrowitz, 2003; Paterson
and Dayson, 2011), provide housing in good condition alongside other services
(Clapham and Kintrea, 1992, Rowlands, 2009; Satsangi, 1990), and offer
enhanced security of tenure to residents (Sousa & Quarter, 2005; Haffner &
Brunner, 2014; Bunce, 2012; Chatterton, 2014). In addition, it has also been
suggested that such housing creates a range of quality of life benefits (CMHC,
2003; Clapham and Kintrea, 1992; Moore and McKee, 2014; Saegert and
Winkel, 1996). On the basis of this literature, housing collectivism may address
some of the contemporary housing issues outlined above. However, this wide
and varied literature has a number of shortcomings. It fails to capture the full
range of benefits and costs that such housing models create for those involved,
and crucially how those costs and benefits interrelate and offset one another. It
also falls short on the critical issue of attribution, explaining how these

organisational forms give rise to different outcomes for this involved.

Another cause for reflection is the fact that claims about the potential of housing
collectives, to remedy the housing problems faced, seem at odds with the scale
and size of this sector. Whilst there is evidence of a recent growth in some
collective forms (Heywood, 2016), the housing in this sector constitutes less
than one per cent of the total housing stock in the UK. In other countries,
housing collectives constitute a much higher percentage. In Sweden, for
instance, co-operative housing constitutes 22 per cent of the total housing
stock, and similarly in Poland (CHI, 2016). This begs fundamental questions as
to why this sector is so small in the UK, and what constrains and enables the
development of such models. Available literature provides some answers to this
question. It identifies important internal factors, for instance, relating to the

capacities, capabilities and co-ordinated action of residents and members
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(Bunce, 2016; Moore, 2015; Sungu-Eryilmaz and Greenstein, 2007; Young
Foundation, 2011). It also reveals external sources of constraint and
enablement, for instance, in the advice and support provided by external bodies
(CFS, 2008; Moore and Mullins, 2013; CCMH, 2009), in funding and the
provision of finance (Birchall, 1988; Chatterton, 2015; CLT Fund, 2016;
Rowlands, 2009), in the policy and practices of different tiers of government
(Aird, 2009; CFS, 2008; Clapham and Kintrea, 1992; CMHC, 2005), and in the
legal structures and practices which relate to property ownership and
transactions (Clarke, 1997; Morris, 2012). However, a key gap in knowledge
remains regarding how these factors inter-relate and interact with one another
to constrain and enable housing collectives in practice.

1.4. The aims of the study

The literature relating to housing collectivism suggests that such models could
help ameliorate contemporary housing problems for certain groups and
individuals. However, the gaps in knowledge are significant. Firstly, the factors
affecting their development are not sufficiently understood, and secondly, the
benefits and costs they deliver are not adequately evidenced. This study targets
these weaknesses in current knowledge guided by the following research

questions:

Research Questions One: What factors have constrained and enabled the
development of housing collectives?

Research Question Two: What are the perceived benefits and costs of
housing collectivism for members and residents, and to what extent are these

attributable to the form and function of the collectives?

To address these questions, the study applies empirical research methods
within a multiple case study design. It uses a set of ideas and techniques from a
realist tradition and from analytical sociology, to collect and analyse empirical

data to generate answers.

The thesis is structured as follows. Chapter two traces the lineage of housing
collectivism, offers a definition of such organisational forms and practices, and

explores the practical expressions of certain collective forms in the UK. Specific

14



gaps in understanding emerge, directing the empirical work towards specific
themes and issues. Chapter three then presents lessons from the literature that
directly address the two research questions. Chapter four outlines the
framework of concepts and analytical tools which will be used to address the
research questions, grappling with issues of causal analysis necessitated by the
nature of the questions posed. The chapter proposes that certain analytical
approaches can help simplify and explain the processes and relationships
governing a collective’s development and performance. Chapter five takes
these conceptual and analytical tools to outline a methodology guiding the
empirical work of the study. The chapter justifies the adoption of a multiple case
study design, and outlines the associated processes for case selection, data
collection and a unique approach to data analysis grounded in retroductive
reasoning. Chapter six presents short histories and features of the cases
selected, to briefly outline the chronological development of the collectives.
Chapters seven to ten present the case study findings, unpicking the internal
and external factors constraining and enabling the development of the cases,
and the perceived benefits and costs derived by residents and members of
those collectives. The conclusion, in chapter eleven, summarises and
synthesises this learning, offering reflections on its strengths and limitations.
The chapter sets out the study’s contribution to current knowledge, its
implications for a variety of different audiences, and potential avenues for future

research.
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Chapter Two: Housing Collectivism; intellectual

origins, definitions and practical expressions

2.1. Introduction

In the following chapter, the historical and intellectual roots of housing
collectivism are discussed, setting a context for subsequent discussions. On the
basis of this context, a definition of housing collectivism is offered, to identify the
legal forms, operations and practical expressions of such collectivism in
England. This is followed by a discussion of the history and development of
diverse types of housing collective in this national context, and draws
comparisons with movements in other countries. This highlights recurring
events and patterns which help frame a more detailed review of the literature in
relation to the research questions.

2.2. Tracing the intellectual origins of housing collectivism

The simple idea of collectively owning and managing housing with other people
has its roots in distinct and overlapping ideas. As discussed below, modern-day
housing collectives echo historical ideas linked to, among other things, the
principles of co-operation and mutualism, the value and practices of common

ownership or resource management, and ideas relating to pre-figurative action.

The history and principles of co-operation and mutualism assert a strong
influence on modern expressions of housing collectivism. The “voluntarily
banding together for the common purpose of mutual assistance’ (Mutualist.org,
2012a) has been depicted as an innate human tendency (Burns et al, 2004;
Kropotkin, 1902; Sussman and Cloninger, 2011). In response to a variety of
needs and desires among the working classes in Europe in the 19™ century, co-
operation took distinct organisational forms (Thompson, 1966). These were
premised on ideas of ownership by workers as shareholders in that
organisation. After models for worker co-operation (Owen, 1827) emerged, in
Europe prominent thinkers were setting out a vision of mutualism, based on a
critique of the ‘centralised power of capital and the state’ (Mutualist.org, 2012b).

Pierre-Joseph Proudhon’s noted phrase ‘property is theft’ was a call for the
16



widest possible distribution of property, particularly land (Mckay, 2011). In terms
which would be echoed by communitarians some years later (Etzioni, 1997),
Proudhon espoused a notion of localised order and governance based on
mutuality. Such ideas were being echoed by others, such as Bakunin, who was
to introduce the concept of collectivism in his vision of ‘collective ownership of
property by freely organized producers' associations’ (Dolgoff, 1971, p.262).
Mutual forms of organisation are the derivatives of these ideas, with ownership
being vested in the membership, rather than in individual member shares
(Lewis et al, 2006).

Borrowing ideas from this tradition of co-operation and mutualism, and how
property should be owned, arguments for collective ownership of housing have
been made (Ward, 1985; Birchall; 1988, Chatterton, 2015). Advocates draw on
Proudhonian ideas in suggesting collective forms of housing, ‘avoid both the
tyranny of strong state power and the individualism of the market’ (Clapham and
Kintrea, 1992 p.171), and provide solutions and protections for those poorly
served by these dominant forces (Swann, 1972). Highlighting the shortcomings
of public and private housing, advocates suggest that markets turn private
tenants and owners into ‘inert consumers’ (Ward, 1985, p.10), and that states
turn social housing tenants into passive and dependent subjects through

‘remote and paternalistic management’ (Ward and Conway, 2003, p.83).

Other rationales for collective ownership of housing are found in ideas related to
the use and management of common resources (Ostrom, 1990), or non-private
goods held in common ownership. Given historic processes of the enclosure of
common land in the UK (Wordie, 1983; Polanyi, 2002), and the centrality of land
in housing provision, ‘commoning’ has a particular resonance with modern-day
collective action on housing (Bunce, 2016; Thompson; 2015). This in turn links
to Georgist critiques of landlordism and the need to capture the value of land for
wider public benefit (Davis, 2014). Collectively owned and managed housing
has therefore been increasingly presented as a form of ‘commons’ (Minora et al,
2013), depicted as a response and counter to dominant systems of ownership.
For instance, Bunce (2016, p. 135) suggests community land trusts (CLTs) are
a route to creating ‘urban commons’, which can act as a ‘grounded form of

resistance to land commodification practices’. And Thompson has presented
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mutual housing organisations as ‘commons... that attempt to express mutual
relations in institutional form’ (Thompson, 2015a, p.18). Such work highlights
processes through which land and housing can be controlled for the common
good. In exploring the forms of organisation that make this possible,

connections are made to ideas of institutions and institutional theory.

The notion of institution has a long history, with resurgent interest in recent
decades as 'new institutionalism' has taken a sociological turn (Rhodes, 2011;
Meyer, 2007). Early institutionalists sought to frame institutions as the forces
which shape choices and options for rational actors. Running counter to this
scholars have highlighted the limits of agency in social settings, or the
‘embedded non-actorhood in what were supposed to be political, economic, and
cultural choices' (Meyer, 2007, p.789). Scholars have sought to highlight how
institutions (including organisations like collectives) can shape individual
behaviour. Scott (1995) sets out three pillars of institutions, as being regulative,
normative and cognitive processes. Each of these components of an institution
shape behaviour through, for instance, legal sanctioning (regulative processes),
moral codes (normative processes) and cultural or taken for granted ideas
(cognitive processes). The significance of such ideas to housing collectives
become clear in light of; 1) their operation within legal systems governing
property ownership and their ability to write binding internal rules; 2) the
likelihood of normative processes being used to ensure collaboration and co-
operation between members; and 3) collectives being situated within, and
having the capacity to preference, wider cultural factors. Housing collectives
are, in this sense, institutions and they have increasingly become seen as

institutions to create and maintain common property.

Other arguments for housing collectivism have emerged from within wider
economic debates, which inform differing models of ownership. In navigating
the space between private and public ownership, dominant economic
arguments in favour of markets (Lachman, 2000; Fama, 1970) and state
ownership (Stiglitz, 2000) have had to be countered. One other particularly
enduring argument against collectivism was made by Engels (1997[1872],

p.42), who suggested that such alternative forms of housing merely transformed
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workers ‘into capitalists without them ceasing to be workers’. As Hodkinson
suggests;
‘...capitalist social relations engender crisis in housing conditions as well
as make housing alternatives both difficult and potentially reactionary...
Any project aimed at creating alternative housing in the here and now is

thus discouraged because it cannot transform the entire system
(Hodkinson, 2012, p.435).

Hence, attempts at ‘self-help’ are portrayed as merely useful additions to the
discourse and praxis of capitalists, or doomed to fail by working within the

dominant capitalist ideology (Engelsman, 2016).

The response of advocates to such arguments reveals another important
intellectual foundation and rationale for housing collectivism. This relates to the
pre-figurative potential of housing collectivism, enabling residents to live-out the
change desired in the wider world (Boggs, 1977; Hodkinson, 2012; Chomsky,
1997). As John Holloway (2010, p.83) has noted ‘our only option is to fight from
the particular, but then we clash against the force of the whole’. In his guide to
developing mutual homeownership schemes, Chatterton (2015) states;
‘...groups may be more agitational towards the big state and market...But
whatever the stance, there are pragmatic moments when all projects have

to deal with policy, red tape, bureaucracy and regulation...as it is trying to
prefigure the future world they hope for’. (Chatterton, 2015, p.14).

Here again housing collectives are located in the space between markets and
states, with the potential to navigate (with certain pragmatism) the current
systems and norms regarding the development of housing. This counter to
Marxist critiques echoes early socialist ideas predating statist Marxism, where
social injustice would be tackled through associations and local collectives of
workers and producers (Schumpeter, 1994[1954]). This connects back with
ideas of co-operation and mutualism as models for member ownership and

control.

The rationales for modern-day collective ownership of housing assert the
importance of control and autonomy, drawing on a rich literature and set of
political and economic ideas. Collective ownership of housing, in its varied
forms, is depicted as a means to protect members from private interests and

markets, as well as the interference of the state. It is presented as an alternative
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to individual or public proprietorship by treating physical assets as common
resources, whilst providing a pre-figurative means to assert some control over
the ‘future world’. Whilst not all modern expressions of housing collectivism
consciously draw on this lineage, it is woven into the language, legal forms and

rationales which shape such activity.
2.3. Defining housing collectivism in England

From these common strands of thought housing collectivism can take varied
organisational forms. There are various legal and operational models in which
housing can be owned, and/or managed, by the people living in that housing or
local area. In England, such forms can include community land trusts, co-
housing initiatives, mutual homeownership societies, self-help housing
organisations, and collective self-build groups. Other models for tenant
management are closely related, but may not comprise collective ownership of
property. Such labels express, and emphasise, differences in some of the
following; the legal form of the organisation; the operational and governance
practices adopted; the desired outcomes and nature of the housing provided;
and, how property is owned. Given that such labels try to express difference
along these complex dimensions, it is no wonder that definitional precision is

problematic.

Definitional challenges might be exemplified with regard to ‘housing co-
operatives’. This term hints at a specific type of legal entity, a co-operative
society (HM Government, 2014a), yet it also denotes a set of long established
operational principles (ICA, 2015) and a more ethereal set of aspirations and
values regarding reciprocity among members. It also signifies a range of
approaches to ownership, of both equity and physical property. Separating
these distinct elements to get to a clear meaning or definition can be difficult,
particularly when comparisons are made across national jurisdictions (Lang,
2015).

To encapsulate activity across a range of different housing models where
housing is owned and managed collectively, generic concepts have emerged.

Important work has been undertaken by Aiken et al (2011) in defining the forms
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and practices of ‘community-based organisations’ who own land or buildings.
They define such organisations as those;
‘...located within a physical community, which may consist of a
neighbourhood, village, town, conurbation or small island but only
exceptionally a county or wider region. The main (if not exclusive) focus of
the organisation’s work is to seek benefits for certain defined people or

places in the locality where it is based. It will have a governance structure
independent of public or private sector organisations’ (Aiken et al, 2011).

Whilst not specific to the provision and ownership of housing, a number of
features appear prominent in this definition. These relate to the geographical
remit of the organisations, the defined benefits for specified people and places,

and the nature of the governance model.

Additional concepts have emerged to delineate these types of organisations,
focusing specifically on housing provision. A recent addition to the lexicon has
been ‘community-led housing’, which is taken to mean;
‘...homes that are developed and/or managed by local people or
residents, in not for profit organisational structures. The detail of the
organisational structure can be varied, but governance should be

overseen by people who either live or work in the locality of benefit or are
direct beneficiaries’ (Gooding, 2015, p.4).

The government body in England charged with facilitating physical
development, the Homes and Communities Agency, has used a similar
definition, highlighting that community-led housing covers ‘a range of
models...CLTs, mutuals and co-operatives, co-housing, self-build and others’
(HCA in Lang, 2015, p.24). Attempts have been made to draft a legal definition
of community-led housing, to be enshrined in legislation (BSHF, 2016a). This
aligns with much of the above, but with clauses to specify a maximum number
of dwellings owned by the organisations in question. Whether housing
collectives should be defined in terms of the size of their housing stock, and
whether size effects the extent of local control, remains to be seen. However,
this does reveal how community-led housing is demarcated from larger housing
associations which purport to be ‘community-led’. This clause reveals how, as
social housing in the UK has become increasingly provided by larger housing
associations (Mullins, 2010b; Pawson and Sosenko 2008), models have

emerged which assert the importance of localised ownership and control.
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An arguably narrower definition of such housing forms is offered by Minora et al
(2013), who use the phrase of ‘self-organised communities’ to explore the
‘habitability’ of housing projects in England and Italy. The authors define ‘self-
organised communities’ as;
‘groups of inhabitants sharing interests, living in specific localities,
developing a set of rules and an organisational structure to own, develop,

or manage housing assets for the common good’ (Minora et al, 2013,
p.34).

This definition highlights the importance of shared interests, rules and
governance structures in such organisational forms. It directs attention to similar
features of such organisations; their territoriality, their adoption of non-profit
making structures, voluntary membership, their use of formal and informal
contracts between members, their assertion of reciprocity and solidarity

between members, and their desire to enhance their environment.

Whilst such definitions of collective housing may fail to capture completely the
phenomena being studied, the overlaps between these definitions reveal a
certain coherence. They emphasise action in a specific geography, working for

the benefit of a defined group, and acting in a non-profit making capacity.

It is notable, however, that most of these definitions are disconnected from the
historical roots of this activity, and fail to capture some of the inherent qualities
of it. Minora et al’s (2013) definition rightly highlights how such organisations
are constituted of collectives of individuals with shared interests, willing to co-
operate because neither states nor markets are delivering on their interests. For
referential precision, the concept of collectivism is valuable here, as it connects
these practices and organisations back with ideas about local control and
mutuality, orientated around shared aspirations. Furthermore, the concept of
collectivism directs us to important ideas and theories around collective-action
by groups of people (Olson,1965; Ostrom, 1997). The empirical work in this
study emphasises how the costs and benefits derived by members of the
collectives, and the constraints and enablements which influence their

development, are in part a product of these collective-action dynamics.

Finally, the term collective helps link to ontological ideas about the properties of
groups of people. Through enduring internal relations and shared identities,
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groups can have properties that are not reducible to the aggregate properties of
its members (Harre, 1993). These ideas about collective properties are
important in understanding the processes and outcomes collectives can

achieve.

Given the above, this study uses the term collective housing, or housing
collective, to describe organisations with different forms and functions. Such

collectives are defined as;

A set of people and shared interests organised within a non-profit making
organisation, with a defined geographical remit, which owns and uses land and
housing collectively for the benefit of a defined group of people.

2.4. Housing collectivism in England: Forms and trajectories

Having established some common characteristics for this activity, it is important
to explore what this looks like in practice, and consider why it has remained only
marginal in the English housing system. This reveals historical patterns in the
constraint and enablement of collectivist forms, and how collectives have

emerged to respond to new needs or desired outcomes.

As noted above there are a variety of collective forms and functions in England
which meet the definition presented above. Cohousing is a model of collectivism
where the design of housing and operational processes focus on social
interaction between dwellers, and their participation in maintenance and
management (Blandy, 2013; Cohousing Network, 2016; Macamant, 2014). Self-
help housing is a model which focuses on ‘bringing back into use empty
properties’, usually within a non-profit legal structure, and focusing on volunteer
training and involvement in renovations (Self-help Housing.org, 2016). These
models expanded in the 1970s and 1980s (Mullins, 2010a), and have seen a
resurgence in recent years as a social enterprise sector has created new
opportunities (Moore and Mullins, 2013). Other models worthy of note are
collective self-build groups, particularly those which sustain some collectivism
after the development of new housing (Diggers Self-build Co-op, 2012), and
housing associations where, constitutionally and in practice, residents have a

high degree of control over decision making (Rosenberg, undated). A new, but
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rare, form of commonhold association might also be added to this list (Wilson,
2001).

Two specific collective forms are worthy of in-depth discussion here; co-
operatives and CLTs. These are of particular interest to this study for two
reasons. Firstly, combined these forms of collective account for a large majority
of such activity in the UK (Heywood, 2016; CCH, 2016). Secondly, these forms
express subtle differences in collectivist approaches to housing, and different

pathways to collective ownership and control.
Co-operative housing

Whilst a precise definition of housing co-operatives is difficult to secure (Lang,
2015; Birchall, 1992), this term denotes, in its broadest sense, member-owned
housing organisations applying co-operative principles (Lang, 2015; Rowlands,
2009). In various countries worldwide, co-operative housing is a relatively
mainstream model for housing ownership and control. In Sweden co-operative
housing constitutes 22 per cent of the housing stock, with comparable rates in
Norway (15 per cent), and to a lesser extent Austria (8 per cent) and Germany
(6 per cent) (Moreau and Pittini, 2012). However, in England, co-operative
housing, alongside other mutual housing models, constitutes just 0.6 per cent of
housing supply. This directs attention to how national conditions might shape
such collectivism, and the features of these conditions which are most
significant. Outside of England, there are differences in other UK nations which
have created varying contexts for housing collectivism. This is most obvious in
Scotland, where devolved policy and law making functions have created a
framework for co-operative and other collective housing forms which is
markedly different to England (McKee, 2010; Scott, 1997). Outside of England
the salience of homeownership appears less prevalent.

Allowing for such contextual differences, common origins for co-operative
housing in the UK may be posited. Commentators suggest there have been
three phases in the development of this housing movement (Rowlands, 2009;
Birchall, 1991), defined by particular models and dominant ideas. Rowlands
(2009) presents these phases as; 1) co-partnership, 2) co-ownership and, 3)

common ownership and tenant management.
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Co-partnership models grew from the building societies/clubs of the early
nineteenth century. From the Tenant Co-operators in 1887, through to the
garden cities developed in early part of twentieth century, these were all
experiments in forms of collective investment, control and/or ownership of
housing by those who lived in them. However, recurrent patterns can be seen in
how control and ownership diminished. As Birchall notes;

‘...even in the cooperative movement, the ‘individual landlord’ has

prevailed over the ‘collective dweller’ type of tenure’ (Birchall, 1991, p.4).
The garden city and garden suburbs movement, whilst providing a model for
collective financing of development and municipal services (Howard,
2007[1901]), departed from the core co-operative principles (Rowlands, 2009;
ICA, 2015). Whilst expressing ideals of co-operation and mutual benefit,
management of these trusts was left to ‘gentlemen of responsible position and
undoubted probity and honour’ (Howard, 1901, p.13), at the cost of dweller

control.

Such models, whilst building over 8000 dwellings between 1901 and 1912
(Birchall, 1991), dwindled as local councils began developing housing on a
large scale. This points to a major structural constraint on co-operative
developments; in certain periods co-operatives thrived when the state receded,
and dwindled when States were proactive in housing development. Ultimately,
shifts in British politics, toward social democracy, determined the fate of co-
partnership (Tims, 1966).

The development of co-ownership schemes marked a progression to a second
phase, and one which focused on dweller ownership of housing. The idea of co-
ownership was imported to the UK from Scandinavia. The construction process
for the housing was generally managed by founder members, who tended to be
architects, estate agents and builders who were allowed to charge fees
(Birchall, 1991). Once the scheme was completed ownership would pass to a
collective of residents who would be co-owners and also individual tenants
(Rowlands, 2009).

Facilitated by the Housing Act 1961and Finance Act 1963, which led to grant
funding and tax reliefs for such schemes, the number of co-ownership societies

expanded rapidly, and by 1977 there were 1,222 in existence owning over
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40,000 dwellings (Birchall, 1991). Despite the legislative backing, co-ownership
societies were beset with problems. Unhindered by regulation, the schemes
often went over budget and used poor quality or experimental materials. In
many cases ownership of the housing never transferred to the dwellers
(Birchall, 1991).

A third phase in the development of co-operative housing, beginning in the
1970s, might also be identified. This was marked by new co-operatives created
to undertake housebuilding, short-life co-operatives to occupy empty dwellings,
and other tenant-led co-operatives to own and manage social housing
(Rowlands, 2009).

Various legislation and grant programmes, notably in the Housing Rents and
Subsidies Act (1975), enabled co-operative bodies to access public funds
through housing association grant programmes. With the expansion of such co-
operative models, a number of secondary co-operatives were developed as 'co-
ops of co-ops'. These secondary co-operatives helped generate economies of
scale in purchasing and provision that made housing more cost effective to
provide (Rowlands, 2009). A number of such secondary co-operatives are in
existence today, for example Radical Routes, which provides financial and
technical support to housing co-operatives not in receipt of government grants,
whilst also encouraging the adoption of certain principles and practices (Radical
Routes, 2011a).

Changes in public funding in 1988 meant that housing organisations had to
raise significantly more private finance for development, acting as a major
constraint on future co-operative housing. New co-operative models have
emerged to work within this different financial environment. The Community
Gateway model, such as that developed in Preston (Community Gateway
Association, 2016), comprises a partnership body which includes the local
authority, a housing association and five neighbourhood level co-operatives. It
was devised as a vehicle for stock transfers, where tenant control and decision
making is prioritised. Here connections are made with a rich tradition of tenant
participation in social housing (Bradley, 2014; Hickman, 2006), and this
provided the stimulus for collective ownership models to emerge in social

housing. In recent times the language of mutualism has become more obvious,
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as the mutualisation of certain housing associations has taken place (RBH,
2011).

From 2010 changes in the UK political context created a new set of conditions
affecting the development of housing collectivism. Broad visions of ‘localism’
and a ‘Big Society’ emerged, which began to orientate policy (including housing
policy) around certain communitarian ideas and notions of localised control and
responsibility (Jacobs and Manzi, 2013; Moore, 2011). Communitarian ideas
assert the need to not only re-stimulate civil society, but to ‘remoralize’ it
(Etzioni, 1997, p.96). Such theorists suggest that social ties and mutuality
should be ‘nourished’ to;

‘...maintain social order while ensuring such attachments will not suppress

all autonomous expressions’ (Etzioni, 1997, p.27).
Localism agendas, therefore, have sought to increase the role and activity of
civil society, to address local issues related to housing. In so doing it was hoped
this would strengthen the social ties upon which societal norms and order can

be maintained.

This brief history of housing co-operatives raises important questions. Why is
this form of housing comparatively small in England? What forces and factors
have really shaped their development? And is this connected to their capacity to
meet certain housing needs? These are critical questions if one is interested in
the potential of such housing to tackle certain housing problems. The above
history hints at possible answers, suggesting the importance of internal
dynamics, relations and governance in shaping their development, but also the
role of external agencies, such as governments and investors, in dictating the

conditions and resources in which such organisations develop.
Community Land Trusts (CLTS)

The concept of a CLT has its origins in the United States (US), as a direct
product of the civil rights movement, and guided by the Indian Land Gift
movement and later Gramdan (Davis, 2010; Satsangi, 2007). The former had
led to millions of acres of land being donated to poor Indian households by the
mid-1950s. However, over time the new owners succumbed to pressure from

speculators and repossessions by lenders, which meant their lands were lost.
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The Gramdan movement ensured gifts of land were made to village councils,

not individuals, who held the land in trust and then leased it to poor households.

Swann (1972) and others saw the importance of this type of governance
arrangement, and set out replicate it in rural America to address the plight of
rural black communities. New Communities Inc. was founded in 1969 as a 'non-
profit organisation to hold land in perpetual trust for the permanent use of rural
communities' (Davis, 2010). In such trusts, non-residents could become
members so that the organisation could draw on their support and resources.
This was an application of lessons learnt from Indian land movements, valuing
networks beyond the narrow geography of where the land is located. Reflecting
on Swann's ideas Davis notes:

‘These activists understood that such a radical experiment in racial

advancement could survive in the hostile environment of southeast

Georgia only through the continuing participation of sympathetic outsiders

who might never live at New Communities themselves' (Davis, 2010,
p.18).

CLTs in the US grew, and large expressions of this, such as the Champlain
Housing Trust (CHT), have developed as a model for collectivism that allows for
equity to be held and released by individual dwellers. The model can be
summarised as follows;
‘...through a perpetual ground lease CHT gives owner occupiers full rights
to the land for the duration of their occupancy (and that of their heirs), but

requires that equity is shared on resale, thus ensuring permanent
affordability’ (BSHF, 2016b, online).

Under this conception CHT allows for a degree of dweller control, but also wider
community participation and collective ownership of land. The organisation is
governed by a board of trustees where; one third represent the people who live
locally, one third are local stakeholders such as local government, and one third
represent interests of people living in properties on CHT land. This points to a
form and function of governance which can look very different to that of purely
dweller owned housing. In the US, CLTs have emerged to tackle specific urban
issues, such as housing abandonment and dereliction. For example, The
Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative, in Boston, was set up to tackle a legacy
of derelict and neglected sites in the area (DSNI, 2016) through a CLT

28



structure. This has resulted in the remediation of land and the building of

several hundred affordable homes.

In the early 2000s, there was increasing interest in the CLT model in England
(Conaty et al, 2003; Countryside Agency, 2005). This led to a demonstration
project which ran between 2006 and 2008, and a further support programme
between 2008 and 2010. This sought to provide or broker support for newly
forming CLTs, but also to try to ‘create the conditions for them to flourish
independently’ through learning networks and advocacy (Moore and Mullins,
2013, p.13). These programmes had a number of specific objectives; the
promotion of the CLT concept, widening the understanding of how CLTs form
and operate, encouraging CLT partnerships with housing associations, and the

provision of direct support to emerging CLTs (Aird, 2009).

In 2008 the definition of a CLT was enshrined in law (HM Government, 2008a)
as advocates argued that;
‘CLTs differ fundamentally from public housing providers and should be
treated differently. They are more than just a vehicle for affordable housing

provision, but are also vehicles for empowering both urban and rural
communities’ (Paterson, 2008, p.3 cited in Moore and Mullins, 2013, p.14).

This newly recognised legal status was helpful in negotiating new arrangements
to access government grants through the then Affordable Homes Programme
(HCA, 2011c). In 2008, the CLT Fund was created by several charitable
funders, providing small grants for technical support for CLTs, along with
development finance. This was then followed by the development of a National
CLT Network in 2010, which would;

‘...provide funding, resources, training and advice for CLTs and work with

Government, local authorities, lenders and funders to establish the best
conditions for CLTs to grow’ (CLT Network, 2016a).

Subsequently this intermediary organisation has played a key role in the growth
of CLTs in England (Moore and Mullins, 2013). Linked to this, has been the
emergence of umbrella CLTs have emerged which operate within counties or
across regions, providing advice and support to local CLT groups, but also
acquiring and developing land for housing themselves where appropriate
(Moore, 2010).
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The number of CLTs grew rapidly from the late 2000s, taking the form of largely
volunteer-run bodies operating in tightly defined geographical areas (CLT
Network, 2016b; Lang, 2015), as advocates depicted them as a model to
‘create a more diverse tenure pattern to suit local housing needs’ (Paterson and
Dayson, 2011, p.11). In such narratives the echoes of early mutualist thought,

and the importance of local control and autonomy, are observed.

In 2014, charitable funding was secured to support the development of urban
CLTs, in both high-value London property markets (London CLT, 2016), and
low value regeneration areas (Archer, 2012; Thompson, 2015a). In contrast to
the US, where 60 per cent of CLTs operate in urban areas (Sungu-Eryilmaz and
Greenstein, 2007), in England CLTs have been a largely rural phenomenon.
This new urban programme sought to create a ‘movement of successful urban
CLTs on the ground, and active support for urban CLTs from local authorities
and funders’ (CLT Network, 2016¢). The impact of this on the CLTs supported,

and the extent to which it has catalysed additional urban CLTs, is not yet clear.

What is apparent is that certain government initiatives linked to a new ‘localism’
agenda have supported the growth of CLTs (Moore and Mckee, 2012). The
emergence of new ‘community rights’ and dedicated funding for ‘community-led
development’ (My Community, 2016a: 2016b), alongside regulatory changes,
have created more conducive conditions for CLTs to develop. The sector has
also been exempted from new government policies which require social
landlords to reduce their rents (CLT Network, 20169).

At the time of writing there are approximately 175 CLTs in England and Wales
(CLT Network, 2016b). By 2011 CLTs had developed 229 properties, with a
projection that 3000 CLT properties will be built by 2020 (CLT Network, 2016d).

Understanding the development of English CLTs is aided by comparisons with
the Scottish CLT movement. Here, the land trust movement is much further
advanced, in part, due to the creation of a government backed Community Land
Unit in 1997 and the subsequent Land Reform Act (2003). The impetus for this
development in Scotland was the historic concentration of land ownership,
giving the idea of land reform a long-run historical dimension (Bryden and
Geisler, 2007). As Moore and Mckee note;
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‘Community land ownership in Scotland has not been premised solely on
its ability to deliver housing. Rather, it has been promoted as a remedy to
historical patterns of concentrated feudal land ownership and associated
socioeconomic problems’ (Moore and Mckee, 2012, p.281).

The Land Reform Act introduced a series of rights for communities to purchase
land in their area, which have become commonly known as ‘buyouts’
(Wikipedia, 2013). A Scottish Land Fund was created with an initial £10m to
support community groups to buy-out landlords, and this has supported over
239 buyouts. Over 500,000 acres of land has become owned by land and

property trusts in recent years (Carrell, 2012).

In the early 2000s, a hybrid CLT model was theorised which combined both a
CLT and a co-operative body (Conaty et al, 2003). This aimed to create a
structure to assure housing affordability (Rogers, 2009). The model suggested
that a CLT could own land on which housing would be built, with a Mutual
Homeownership Society (MHOS), a co-operative body, leasing that land to build
and occupy subsequent housing. Following the construction of the housing, the
total value of the development would be divided into equity units. The members
of the MHOS would take up a certain amount of these units depending on their
income and the build costs of their house, making monthly repayments towards
this equity in return for the housing. When a member wished to leave, their
equity units would be valued in a way that was indexed to local earnings, rather
than the housing market. There are only a handful of emerging MHOS, perhaps
the most prominent of which is LILAC in Leeds, which (legally) is structured
more like an ownership co-operative. (LILAC, 2016).

In summary, CLTs adopt different operational forms, and stress different
organisational priorities, to many housing co-operatives. However, they still
draw heavily on the central ideas of localised, member control, and on the
holding of land and housing in common ownership. They allow for wider
community participation beyond those housed, and embrace individualised
ownership more readily. The factors which have constrained and enabled their
development show some marked similarities to co-operative housing. Again,
internal dynamics relating to forms of ownership, and member and resident

involvement, emerge as significant factors in their development. External
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bodies, such as governments, advisors and funding bodies have shaped their

emergence in significant ways.
2.5. Emerging questions

Engagement with the literature on the historic development of co-operative
housing and CLTSs, raises persistent questions about why they have grown and
receded in different periods. The patterns and changes in their development
tells us little about the outcomes they have created for the people and places
where they have formed.

To understand the potential of housing collectives to address contemporary
housing problems, requires elucidating the factors shaping how and under what
conditions they develop, and understanding the patterns of outcomes, both
positive and negative, that they create for different parties. Without answers to
these questions the potential contribution of such collectivism will remain
unclear. Such reflections were the basis for a more targeted review of the

literature, from which this study’s research questions emerged.
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Chapter Three: The development and outcomes

of housing collectivism

The preceding chapter set a broad agenda to explore the development and
outcomes of housing collectives. This chapter presents the results of detailed
reviews of literature relating to these two themes, exploring predominantly UK
and North American literature, but also drawing on studies from other European
countries. It presents insights on the varied factors influencing the development
of housing collectives, introducing the key concepts of constraint and
enablement, and using these to organise the insights from the literature. The
second section of the chapter focuses on the literature regarding the outcomes
of such activity for various actors, utilising the concepts of cost and benefit. The
chapter’s conclusion draws this learning together, identifying the gaps in
knowledge this research seeks to address, and therefore the research

questions guiding the study.
3.1. The constraint and enablement of housing collectivism

When faced with the task of understanding how collectives develop, and what
forces and factors influences this, it rapidly became apparent that other
conceptual devices would be required. This was for two reasons; firstly, to
identify and prioritise the most relevant literature, since nearly all of the literature
in this field discusses development issues to some extent; and secondly, to
organise that knowledge in a way that explains the marginality of such housing

forms in the English housing system, and ultimately its potential to grow.

The literature discussed above revealed factors affecting the development of
collectives which were manifestly internal to those organisations, for instance,
the relations between members or models of governance. Factors were also
identified which flowed from their contexts and the actions of external bodies,
such as governments or funders. The concepts of internal and external were
used initially to identify and categorise any development factors evident in the

literature.
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A further set of concepts was needed to differentiate between those factors
facilitating collective development, and those that hindered it. Reviews of
sociological literature, relating to the interplay between social structures and
individual agency, led to Giddens’ (1984) use of the terms constraint and
enablement. Giddens uses these terms to describe the structures which shape,
and are the product of, agency. Such concepts offered the potential to bridge
over structural and agential factors in the development of collectives, to

understand the range of factors which help and hinder these activities.

Using the concepts outlined above, literature was identified which promised to
provide insights into these issues. Employing database searches, and cross
referencing citations, a varied literature was identified from a range of

academic, policy and advocacy sources, of both UK and international origin.

From this review certain types of internal and external constraints and
enablements were identified and organised. The table below summarises these

factors, before discussing them in detail in the remainder of the section.

Table 1: A summary of factors constraining and enabling housing collectivism

Factors constraining

development

Factors enabling

development

Internal

Member and resident

capacity and capability

The time, commitments and
needs of members and

residents

Member and resident self-

interest

The organisation and co-
ordination of member and

resident time and energy

Low levels of participation

by members and residents

Governance structures and
processes which encourage
collective action and co-

operation

Socio-economic conditions

dis-incentivising collectivism

Socio-economic conditions

incentivising collectivism
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External

National policy making,
programmes and regulation
dis-incentivising or

proscribing collectivism

National policy making,
programmes and regulation
incentivising or prescribing

collectivism

Policies and practices in

local governments dis-

Policies and practices in local

governments incentivising or

incentivising or proscribing prescribing collectivism

collectivism

Limited access to key Access to key resources,

resources, including land including land and finance

and finance

The absence of supportive | The presence of supportive

partner organisations, partner organisations
partners hindering collective

development

Limited access to technical Access to technical advice

advice and professional and professional services

services

The following review of the literature teases out some of the subtleties of these
factors, revealing variance in their influence, in light of collectives operating with
different populations and members, with different external bodies, and in

varying socio-economic and political conditions.
The internal constraints on housing collectivism

Studies reveal a varied set of internal constraints shaping the development of
collectives. Of particular note are those that relate to the capacities and
capabilities of collective members and activists, their motives and potential for
self-interest, and issues of participation by those connected with the

organisation.

The reliance of collectives on the efforts of a small number of individuals, often

acting in a voluntary capacity, can be a significant constraint (Aird, 2009;
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Heywood, 2016; Moore, 2015; Sungu-Eryilmaz and Greenstein, 2007; Young
Foundation, 2011). Housing collectivism is often predicated on individuals
providing their time and energy voluntarily, and this may constrain even the
initial formation of such organisations. As Clapham and Kintrea (1992) have
noted, among possible founders of certain housing collectives there may be;
‘...reluctance to bear the costs of running a co-operative in terms of the

time, effort and acceptance of responsibility (Clapham and Kintrea, 1992,
p.177).

Reflecting on the potential for tenants to become collective owners of their
social housing, Birchall highlighted further barriers to the formation of
collectives, which relate simply to their ‘lack of awareness of opportunities’
(Birchall, 1988, p.194). If such groups do not possess knowledgeable activists,
or housing policy specialists, then their awareness of such opportunities is likely

to be diminished.

Even when there is willingness amongst a group of individuals to bear the
personal costs of running a collective, further constraints can arise. Firstly, such
individuals can lack the skills required to navigate the complexities of
transferring ownership and managing a physical asset effectively (Young
Foundation, 2011; Aiken et al, 2008). Building the required knowledge can take
time, and volunteers find themselves learning on-the-job, and relying heavily on

the support of technical advisors.

Developing organisations to collectively own and manage housing is a highly
complex task (Paterson and Dayson, 2011). Complexities lie in the constitution
and good governance of the organisation formed. Housing co-operatives, CLTs
and other mutual models operate complicated legal structures, and their
formation and continued operation can confuse and frustrate volunteers with no
background knowledge (CMHC, 2005, Conaty et al, 2003; Minora et al, 2013).
Yet, this understanding is critical to the continued ownership and operation of
the organisation, as their financial viability may be marginal and therefore they
need strong governance and decision-making procedures (Aird, 2009). This
suggests that the organisational form a collective adopts may be a constraint in
itself. Clapham and Kintrea’s work on housing co-operatives highlights how the

development of such collectives ‘is long, often difficult and time-consuming’
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(Clapham and Kintrea, 1992, p.178). This highlights a specific set of barriers to
entry for this form of housing, which are not present in owner-occupation or

rented accommodation.

Another constraint lies in the capacity of members and volunteers to handle the
necessary transition such organisations must make, from an initial community
mobilising and organising role, to a property owner and/or landlord. As Paterson
and Dayson (2011, p.21) have noted, such organisations find themselves
‘grappling with forming an institution...[whilst needing to be] aware of and ready

for a long term management commitment’.

The reliance on a small number of individuals often serves to jeopardise the
long-term sustainability of the organisation. As Moore (2014) notes,
dependence on a handful of individuals creates;
‘...a concentration of knowledge and skills may affect the future
succession planning of CLT boards’ (Moore, 2014, p.iv).
In the housing co-operative sector this is similarly acknowledged, as studies
have revealed it is ‘always the same people’ tasked with managing co-operative
schemes (CCMH, 2009, p.51). Linked to this is the scale of demands on
individuals often operating in a voluntary role. CLTs are often fuelled by
volunteers who commit a ‘huge amount of time’ (Moore, 2015, p.5). Constraints
therefore lie in the over-reliance on a limited number of people who are required

to give up significant time and energy (Heywood, 2016).

This issue has been explored more generally by scholars trying to understand a
range of ‘collective action’ situations (Olson.1965). Olson introduced the notion
of a ‘freerider’ as someone who uses ‘public or collectively provided goods,
services and benefits without paying the costs’ (Calhoun, 2002, p.76-77).
Because an individual’s contribution to a collective good may make only a
minimal impact, the removal of that contribution may be tolerated or missed
because of its marginal effect. Despite this, the non-contributing individual can

still receive that good because it is a collective provision.

Olson saw free-riding as a situation unique to collective goods where people
could not be excluded from their use. This differs from housing collectives,

which have mechanisms for exclusion, such as eviction. Nonetheless, his ideas
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have a resonance, given evidence regarding member participation in housing
collectives. Firmly based on a ‘rational choice’ understanding of human action,
Olson asserts that ‘rational, self-interested individuals will not act to achieve
their common or group interests’ without certain incentives (Olson, 1965, p.2).
Individuals act collectively only if there are ‘selective incentives’ which reward

those who contribute and punish those who do not.

A key problem with Olson’s logic is that it is hard to explain the participation of
active volunteers in housing collectives purely in terms of rational self-interest.
Whilst such volunteers may well see individual benefits for their participation,
and suffer consequences for non-participation, Olson’s theories leave little room
for altruism or motives that flow from shared interests. Indeed, the work of
Ostrom (1997) has provided evidence that;

‘...Individuals [can] achieve results that are "better than rational” by

building conditions where reciprocity, reputation, and trust can help to
overcome the strong temptations of short-run self-interest’ (Ostrom, 1997,

p.1).
Studies of co-operatives have revealed a more nuanced picture of ‘mutual
incentives’ driving member participation, which comprises both individualistic
and collectivistic incentives (Birchall and Simmons, 2004). The latter identifies
motives among co-operators that flow from shared goals, shared values and
feeling a sense of community (Birchall and Simmons, 2004, p.8). Other studies
shed light on the inadequacies of such self-interest models in explaining
collective action in urban development (Webster, 2003; Nelson, 2002).

Whilst Olson’s conception of the free-rider fails to account for non-rational
action, it does provide a useful set of propositions to help explain low
participation in housing collectives. Olson’s theories make specific reference to
freeriding in small groups (which is pertinent to most housing collectives). He
sees in these scenarios a ‘systematic tendency for "exploitation” of the great by
the small’ (Olson, 1965, p.30). Evidence for such scenarios is seen in the
collective housing literature, and in related fields (Aiken et al, 2008; CCMH,
2009).

Further internal constraints flow from the economic status of those within

collectives. The successful development of collectives may become a matter of;
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‘...survival of the fittest’ where those with the time and affluence to engage
in civic action benefit, while marginalised populations remain on the
fringes’ (Moore and McKee, 2012, p.288).

This assertion that only affluent communities have the time, energy and skills to
own and manage housing collectively seems intuitive, but there is limited
empirical evidence to support this. In the US, the majority of CLTs are based in
very low or low income neighbourhoods (Sungu-Eryilmaz and Greenstein,
2007). Other studies of housing co-operatives in the US suggest that ‘a
willingness to work hard, an ability to stick with tough problems, [and] optimism
about their own abilities’” are important traits of co-operative leaders, and
guestion whether this will be more or less prevalent in low income communities
(Saegert and Winkel, 1996, p.455). Saegert and Winkel go on to suggest that it
is the broader involvement of all collective members in collective activities that
is a bigger determinant of the co-operative’s success (Saegert and Winkel,

1996, p.545). Where this is not in place, significant constraints emerge.

Various literature relating to CLTs echo this (Young Foundation, 2011; Bunce,
2016; Moore, 2014). Where there is minimal community involvement and
backing for collectivism, collective forms will be less likely to emerge. This has
been noted in Canada where there has been;
‘...strong NIMBY (not-in-my-backyard) opposition from the community [to
CLTs]...As a key lesson, it is essential to remember not to overlook the

importance of community outreach to build support for a CLT’ (CMHC,
2005, p.3).

Where local support is secured, collective models can overcome such
NIMBYISM to deliver more affordable housing than would have been accepted
otherwise (Moore, 2015). However, it is easy to see how local residents,
mobilised against housing collectives, might derail such initiatives. Some argue
that this may become more likely in urban areas which are ‘densely populated

[and]...less cohesive’ (Young Foundation, 2011 p.74).

There are other internal constraints that act on members and residents, and
determine their involvement in the collective. It has been acknowledged, by
scholars in the UK and in Canada, that the price of housing in certain collectives
excludes those on the lowest incomes or in receipt of state benefits (CMHC,
2005; Hodkinson, 2012). This raises the possibility that, for those priced out of
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private housing, and with the biggest interest in developing affordable collective
housing, such models may not serve their ends. Constraints to participation
may therefore arise from who the collective is seen to serve, which is linked to

the pricing and nature of any housing provided.
The external constraints on housing collectivism

Beyond those constraints which arise from ‘within’ collectives, there are a set of
additional barriers to collective development, which might be classed as
external. Scholars such as Bunce (2016) and Birchall (1988) have highlighted
constraints arising from wider societal norms around property ownership and
market conditions, and national policy making and programmes which hinder
collectivism. Furthermore, constraints on collectivism arise from interactions
with public bodies and other housing providers, and in the financing of such
activities and accessing appropriate technical advice. These constraints are

explored more fully below.

Prevalent in the literature related to housing collectivism is the notion that
constraints arise from the dominant norms and structures of society. Bunce
(2016), in her writing on the development of East London CLT, frames certain

constraints in terms of the current economic mode, highlighting;

‘...frustrations and compromises that are increasingly part of activist work
within larger neoliberalized governance and market contexts’ (Bunce,
2016, p.148)

Unpicking these ideas, those developing collectives are constrained by current
norms and rules related to property ownership, and how these create
preferential conditions for individual ownership. Birchall has noted how the
‘psychological climate’ works against collective forms of ownership in England
(Birchall, 1988, p.195), as cultural preferences for individual homeownership are
deeply embedded (Gurney, 1999). Within the legal system, rules regarding
ownership have normalised individual ownership and at the cost of common
property rights (Gordon, 1995; Clarke, 1997). Taken together this literature
suggests a network of cultural norms and legal rules that are aspects of a
broadly constraining structure. Highlighting an important dynamic, Elster
(1989c) suggests that ‘...those willing to go against the current in any

endeavour require qualities which do not always make for success init’. In
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simple terms, those attracted to housing collectivism, as counter to prevailing
norms and rules, may struggle to develop such schemes within the confines of
those norms and rules. Constraint and enablement of such activity may ebb and
flow in line with cycles of political opportunity or contention (Meyer and Minkoff,
2004; Tarrow, 1998), as the vulnerabilities of political groups present incentives

to collectivise and challenge the status quo.

National legislation has the potential to incentivise and dis-incentivise
collectivism, and in the previous chapter key legislation was noted which
enabled and constrained collectivism. More subtle constraints relate to policy
making and political support for such activity. It is a recurrent suggestion in the
literature that housing collectivism cannot grow without the backing of national
governments (Paterson and Dayson, 2011; Clapham and Kintrea, 1992;
Rowlands, 2009). Yet, in the history of the development of collectives in
England, there has been only ‘marginal political support’ for collective models
such as co-operatives (Clapham and Kintrea, 1992, p.172). In more recent
times, national governments have provided a mixture of support for CLTs and
other forms of collectivism (HM Government, 2008b; HCA, 2011b; HM
Government, 2010). Policy documents have promoted certain forms of housing
collectivism, and such activity has been encouraged, for instance, through grant
programmes, legislation and streamlined regulatory procedures. Nonetheless,
historically government and its various agencies have lacked the understanding
of different collectivist forms to fully support their development (Clapham and
Kintrea, 1992). Scholars have noted how regulation of housing collectives, by
government bodies, has either been inadequate or heavy handed (Clapham
and Kintrea, 1992; Rowlands, 2009). Furthermore, changes in policy which limit
collectives' access to government funds or tax reliefs have acted as major

constraints.

The operations of local government have also hindered the development of
housing collectives. Echoing Clapham and Kintrea above, Aird (2009) has

suggested;

‘There is a lack of awareness or misunderstandings at local authority
level...about what a CLT is and how it operates, especially regarding the
key element, which is community control (Aird, 2009, p.20).
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The last sentence is particularly interesting as it reveals some of the difficulties
that local authorities experience in ‘really letting go of management and control
[of housing] to communities’ (Aird, 2009, p.20). CLTs, in particular, have
presented a challenge to local authorities. As vehicles for housing development,
as well as local representation, local authorities have become confused about
the roles of various public sector and voluntary agencies in local democratic
processes (Young Foundation, 2011).

Certain practices in local government are more visibly constraining.
Development policies and processes for procurement, for instance, can hinder
new housing development undertaken by collectives. In Canada, federal
government reports have reflected how ‘municipal policies and zoning
regulations may also act as barriers to the start-up of a CLT’ (CMHC, 2005,
p.3). Evidence from collectives in the UK highlights similar constraints emerging
from bureaucratic processes in local government. For example, in seeking to
transfer land from a local authority, one collective was recently required to
tender through OJEU, a European procurement system. The process cost
£40,000 and in the end the collective was the only bidder (Hopkirk, 2015).

Other scholars have noted how proposals for collective ownership can run up
against local authority-led regeneration programmes where large-scale,
strategic intervention is preferred to small scale collective initiatives (Archer
2012; Thompson, 2015a). Reflecting on the constraints acting on co-operatives
Clapham and Kintrea have noted how it is easier for government agencies to
fund ‘big bodies, rather than support newly constituted novices’ (Clapham and
Kintrea, 1992, p.177). These prevalent perceptions can affect whether public
sector owned land and housing is released to collectives (Moore, 2014).
Working at the margins of financial viability, collectives often need low cost
transfers of assets such as land (Aiken el al, 2011) and this can be difficult to

negotiate with local authorities (Chatterton, 2015).

This points to the complex relationships between collectives, local authorities
and providers of finance. Financial constraints emerge in accessing capital
provided by lenders, in terms of the restrictive processes that determine

lending, and the conditions attached to any finance provided. Aird (2009) notes

42



how, post-credit crunch, institutional lenders became significantly more risk
averse, and saw the unusual model of collective ownership as a risky
investment. Advocates for housing co-operatives have revealed similar risk
aversion to their proposals, and this approach by lenders spills into the other
parts of the property industry. For instance, Morris (2012) has noted how some

property auctioneers do not permit bids from collectively owned bodies.

It is sufficient to say that access to finance has been frequently cited as a
barrier to collective development (Rowlands, 2009; Paterson and Dayson, 2011;
Conaty et al, 2003; Young Foundation, 2011). Collectives have had to be
creative in making their schemes financially viable. Paterson and Dayson note
how CLTs have used a ‘cocktail’ of funding from charitable trusts and
foundations, though warn that this is ‘unlikely to be replicated’ and therefore
other sources will ‘need to be sought with vigour’ (Paterson and Dayson, 2011,
p.20).

The provision of charitable funding does not completely remove constraints on
collective development. Such grants may stipulate that the money can only be
used for capital investment, and not on funding the operations of the collective.
Similarly, government funding programmes, whilst providing enabling finance,
have created various challenges in relation to bureaucratic burdens and
restricted use (Davis, 2011; Moore, 2014; Clapham and Kintrea, 1992).

Dilemmas emerge in securing sufficient revenue, for instance in the form of
rents or the sale of equity, which is critical to servicing debt, and which may
affect the collective’s capacity to provide housing at substantially less than

market prices (Paterson and Dayson, 2011). This is particularly acute in the

period during development, when revenue is not yet being received.

Collectives have formed partnerships with other larger housing providers to
navigate some of these issues, and to draw on their expertise (CLT Network,
2011). Accepting the potential of such relations to enable collective
developments, they can also act as an important constraint on what collectives
can do, and undermine claims to local autonomy and control. Bunce (2016), in

her observations of a CLT, noted how the group had needed to;
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‘...yield to reliance upon partnerships with private sector actors in order
to cultivate development interest in a proposed CLT site, and settle for
compromised final outcomes regarding the CLT arrangement (Bunce,
2016, p.136).

To get access to publicly owned sites, or sites of significant public sector
interest, collectives have been led to partner with bigger developers who
provide the credibility, skills and reassurance to those public authorities. In the
case of this CLT, working with partners required compromises in terms of site
use, and the numbers of affordable housing units in CLT ownership (Bunce,
2016, p.145).

Moore and Mullins (2013) have provided valuable insights into some of the

possible factors which shape these, at times, constraining relationships;

‘...the interests of local community-led groups may be incompatible with
those of larger partners such as asset focused housing
associations...there are differences of institutional logic between
community-led and large scale housing providers, and that caution is
therefore required’ (Moore and Mullins, 2013, p.26).

Whilst collectives may need partners, entering such partnerships often creates
a clash of ‘logics’, and the partner with the most resources and strongest
external relationships may have more power to set the terms of that

relationship.

Similar constraints emerge when collectives work with technical advisors or
umbrella bodies who operate at a larger spatial scale but support local groups.
Again, Moore and Mullins (2013) have raised questions about power
differentials and issues of control. The operation of such umbrella bodies brings
into question that critical issue of local independence, especially where the
umbrella acts as the land owner for that local scheme. Similar concerns have
been raised about the role and efficacy of secondary housing co-operatives that
provide advice and services to smaller housing collectives (Clapham and
Kintrea, 1992). Whilst structures like umbrella CLTs have emerged to support
the development of local CLTSs, critics suggest that in the co-operative sector
there is not an effective mechanism for existing co-operatives to support the

development of new ones (Morris, 2012). Hence, constraints can emerge from
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both the presence and absence of a support infrastructure (Moore and Mullins,
2013).

Few would deny however that access to technical support and assistance is
vital for such groups. The reason smaller collectives draw on such advice and
support is that they may not have the necessary skills and experience among
their members and volunteers. Hence, constraints arise when groups cannot
access professional support on a range of legal, financial and development
issues (Aird, 2009; CFS, 2008; Moore and Mullins, 2013).

The internal enablement of housing collectivism

A related literature identifies factors which enable the development of
collectives, and which can again be dissected in terms of internal and external
factors. Beginning with internal enablements, this section discusses; the
importance of volunteer time, energy and motives; processes for the
organisation and co-ordination those involved; and the role of governance

models in balancing collective and individual interests.

The development of collectives can be constrained by a reliance on volunteers,
but the nature of this internal capacity brings with it important enablement.
Firstly, voluntary effort, as Price Waterhouse (1995) noted in their analysis of
housing co-operatives, does not appear on the balance sheet of those
organisations. Where collectives can mobilise significant free hours of people’s
time it is likely to reduce their costs. This means that such organisations can
deliver better services and greater levels of affordability. This notion of the value
of voluntary effort has been asserted by various scholars in reference to various
collective forms (Moore, 2015; Minora et al, 2013; Rowlands, 2009; Young
Foundation, 2011).

The investment of voluntary time in collectives may flow from a range of
motives, related to both self-interest and other aspirations to see improvements
to a local area or to benefit others. Scholars have noted how unmet housing
needs can drive the formation of, or participation in, collectives (Birchall, 1988).
Other motives, for instance, to see an improvement in an area or meet
another’s housing need, may motivate such voluntary input (Moore, 2015).

Such local involvement can imbue collectives with a unique mandate and level
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of buy-in from local residents. Perhaps because of this collective forms have
been identified as new mechanisms for participative democracy and
reconnecting people with processes of government and local governance
(CCMH, 2009, Hill, 2014; Clapham et al, 1996; Thaden and Lowe, 2014). If
such collectives are ‘anchored’ in a local area (Young Foundation, 2011, p.48)
they can create the required local support and pressure to address housing
issues, breaking through seemingly intractable politics and NIMBYISM to

develop new housing (Moore, 2015).

The development of collectives is enabled by processes which organise
members and residents, and facilitate their co-operation. Mandates for the
development of collectives can be created through processes which might be
termed ‘community organising’ (Betten and Austin, 1990; Bunce, 2016). In his
seminal work on community organising Rothman (1974) highlights how, in the
search for improved material or social conditions, groups of people will organise
in diverse ways. His notion of ‘social action’ depicts scenarios where people are
mobilised and organised against institutions to affect how power is distributed.
Alternatively, groups organise toward ‘locality development’, whereby cross-
sections of a community are supported to identify common issues and build
consensus on solutions. These different processes and approaches to
community organising can serve to embed common objectives, and create ties

of mutuality and solidarity between individuals.

It is unsurprising that certain collectives draw upon these traditions of
community organising (London CLT, 2016). It is also not surprising, given the
lineage of housing collectivism discussed above, that collectives often emerge
through protest and organised action against a perceived threat or grievance.
As Saul Alinksy noted in his popular text, Rules for Radicals, collectivism can
form when masses of people see no other option;

‘Any revolutionary change must be preceded by a passive, affirmative,

non-challenging attitude toward change among the mass of our people.

They must feel so frustrated, so defeated, so lost, so futureless in the

prevailing system that they are willing to let go of the past and chance the
future’ (Alinsky, 1971, p.xix).

Hence, it becomes clear that collectives can be enabled when there is a shared
despair or grievance among individuals, which creates the space for those
46



individuals to organise into some collective form. Literature concerning to social
movement theory echoes this and shows how perceived grievances can
mobilise people towards collective action (McCarthy et al, 1977; Snow, 2013).
Hence, housing collectives are enabled when they can offer solutions to
perceived grievances such as a lack of affordable, good quality housing with
security of tenure. The development of convincing narratives about the potential
products of collectivism, and the creation of robust plans for such collectivism,
are critical enablements in this process of mobilisation and engagement
(Chatterton, 2015; Paterson and Dayson, 2011).

Even if people are willing to ‘chance the future’, what will sustain their
involvement longer term? Bandura (1982: 2000) presents important insights into
such processes, showing how an individual’s perception of the efficacy of a
collective not only shapes their commitment to it, but also its success. As
Bandura notes;

‘Perceived collective efficacy fosters groups’ motivational commitment to

their missions, resilience to adversity, and performance accomplishments’
(Bandura, 2000, p.75).

When collectives achieve a goal, it may impact on member perceptions of
efficacy in positive ways. Such processes point to important internal processes
which enable collectives to develop and achieve their goals. At the heart of such
enablement seems to be passionate activism. As Bunce observed in one UK
CLT;
‘...activist efforts for a CLT were successful in raising public awareness
about CLT practices, identifying community-based needs for a CLT site,
establishing a final CLT arrangement, and initiating future dialogue about

the role of commonly held land in East London and the broader city’.
(Bunce, 2016, p.148).

Bunce suggests these significant developments were made possible by the
‘activists’ involved. So, whilst a source of constraints, individual members and
residents can be a powerful enabling factor when they are both committed and
active in developing the collective. This concurs with a more general literature
on how collective action is often initiated by leaders who are capable of
‘inducing’ others to co-operate (Bianco and Bates, 1990).
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Birchall (1988) has suggested that a key condition for developing co-operatives
is the presence of proven and tested examples, which show that their
governance systems work. Existing housing co-operatives, in implementing a
‘one-member-one-vote’ governance systems, are putting into practice the ideal
of collective control, and evidencing how different relationships to those seen in
individualistic ownership are possible (CCMH, 2009). Evidencing the benefits of
this form of governance becomes imperative. Rowlands (2009) notes;
‘Co-operators as owners of the business have a vested interest in the

business and are less likely to either fall into arrears themselves or
tolerate arrears from their fellow co-operators’ (Rowlands, 2009, p.34)

Rowlands is drawing attention to how the development of collectives is shaped,
and can be sustained, by the unique nature of their internal governance and the
control that each member can assert.

The external enablement of housing collectivism

External factors which enable collectivism include conducive conditions in wider
society and the housing market; supportive national policy making, programmes
and regulatory changes; enabling policy and practices in local government;
dedicated grant making and financing; partnerships with other housing
developers; and in a dedicated and supportive infrastructure for learning and

technical advice.

Just as multiple constraints to collectivism may be found in the structures which
shape contemporary life (Bunce, 2016), so too these structures offer certain
enablements. Scholars have suggested that what enables collectivism is the
very necessity of it, in addressing complex problems. As Ostrom has noted,
there is a human capacity to;

‘...instill productive norms of behaviour...[and] craft rules to support

collective action that produces public goods and avoids "tragedies of the
commons” (Ostrom, 1997, p.1)

Norms of behaviour in society have created human relations which allow for the
holding of knowledge, property and other materials collectively. In certain
contexts, a history of effective collective or co-ordinated action, or a culture of
mutualism, might provide the psychological conditions in which collectivism can

grow (Birchall, 1988). Where problems are urgent enough, so the theory goes,
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collective action will emerge. The complexity of problems facing the housing
system in England arguably calls for institutional forms capable of creating such
norms of behaviour and rules which can produce goods such as housing.
Indeed, the historic development of CLTs and housing co-operatives aimed at
addressing housing shortages, poor affordability or inadequate management by
landlords, shows how such conditions can stimulate collective action on housing

issues.

National governments can create the space and incentives for collectivism,
often in response to some of these identified housing problems. Commentators
have highlighted the importance of ‘political will’ in the enablement of housing
collectivism (Young Foundation, 2011). Recent government policies highlight a
broad, if at times rhetorical, support for housing collectivism (HM Government,
2008b; 2010). Beyond the rhetoric, tangible enablement can take various forms.
Legislation can and has been introduced which creates new types of institutions
for collective property ownership (HM Government, 2002). Governments have
also constructed packages of financial incentives for housing collectivism.
These act upon those interested or engaged in collectivism, but also the
external bodies which can enable such groups. Examples of this in the UK are
numerous. They include legislation and policy to create tax reliefs on collective
mortgages (Birchall, 1988), dedicated grant funding schemes (HM Government,
2012), duties on local authorities to respond to collective proposals alongside
rights for collectives themselves (My Community, 2016b) and simpler regulatory
processes for such groups to access funding (HCA, 2011c). The range of
financial incentives and disincentives that governments can create brings into

sharp focus their enabling potential.

Local government is another important source of enablement. Good relations
with local councils are seen as a critical factor in accessing material resources
such as land and housing, and also in navigating political barriers in the
planning process (Minora et al, 2013; Paterson and Dayson, 2011; Chatterton,
2015). Aird (2009) summarised the enablement offered by local authorities in
some of the first English CLTs, which took the form of;

‘...donating land; taking a flexible approach to planning, e.g. granting

planning permission, allowing CLTs to receive ‘commuted sums’ or land
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from development schemes; agreeing an allocations policy that suits the
CLT’s aims; and providing enabling grants’ (Aird, 2009, p.13).

Accessing land or housing at low-cost, either donated by local authorities and
landowners, or via some other process of acquisition which minimises costs, is

seen as a key enabler of collective development.

The motivation for local authorities to support collectives comes from the
frequent need for alternative options for housing development. An example of
this is where local authorities have no resources to catalyse development by
private construction firms in rundown areas (Clapham and Kintrea, 1992;
Thompson, 2015a: 2015b). Collectives are then enabled by the failure of
‘standard’ development processes, and the local authority’s liability to resource

shortfalls.

Enablement also flows from the external provision of finance. External bodies,
in the form of grant making organisations and lenders, have developed financial
support packages, which supplement that provided by governments. This can
be woven into the infrastructure which supports collectivism, such as the grants
offered through the CLT Network’s fund (2016e), or the ethical investment
available for housing co-operatives through Radical Routes (2011b). In addition
to such funding and finance, charitable funders have created dedicated grant
programmes to support the development of collective housing in its various
forms (for instance, the Nationwide Foundation, 2015). Furthermore, the
emergence of an ethical lending sector (CAF, 2016; Ecology Building Society,
2016; Resonance, 2016; Triodos Bank, 2016) has created a niche lending
market for collectives, delivering finance critical to the development of certain
collective housing projects (Chatterton, 2015). What becomes apparent is that,
whilst access to finance is a constraint on housing collectivism, the emergence

of new funders with dedicated capital is a key source of enablement.

Added to this financial enablement, collectives are often only able to develop
their schemes by accessing support and advice provided by other external
bodies. Aird (2009) has emphasised the importance of these external advisors

in her summary of the early development of CLTs;
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‘A major factor in the success of the demonstration scheme in building
properties has been the existence of secondary CLT support bodies, such
as umbrella CLTs’ (Aird, 2009, p.11)

Access to technical support and advice has enabled these collectives to
overcome some of the constraints noted above regarding their capacity and the
shortfall in their skills and experience. This advice may be provided by
‘umbrella’ bodies, other secondary or primary co-operatives, or a host of other
professional bodies. Irrespective of their source they can ‘reduce such burdens
and provide technical expertise’ (Moore and Mullins, 2013, p.26). Research
highlights the importance of such support, often provided free of charge, in key
areas such as finance, development planning, the legalities of constituting
organisations, the legalities of land ownership and use, and the construction
and development of housing (Young Foundation, 2011; Paterson and Dayson,
2011; CFS, 2008).

This advice has often been provided by secondary co-operatives and other
infrastructure bodes. What becomes apparent is that whilst there are
differences in the support infrastructure for co-operatives and CLTs (Moore and
Mullins, 2013), they provide a key enabling role, whilst also delivering an
informal means of regulation and enforcement of norms or standards. The
Commission for Co-operative and Mutual housing noted;

‘...the success of such service provision depended on the service

provider’s links to the co-operative housing movement through the CCH

[the Confederation of Co-operative Housing] or other means, and that

there had not been a serious governance failure in a co-op that receives
support in this manner’ (CCMH, 2009, p.50).

A further process of enablement flows from infrastructure bodies and advocacy
agencies promoting the idea and practice of collectivism. Birchall (1988, p.88)
saw the presence of ‘promoters: both charismatic individuals and organisations’

as a key condition for the growth of housing co-operatives.

Having infrastructure in place provides opportunities for collectives to learn from
their peers. ‘Co-operation among co-operatives’ is a key principle of this sector
(ICA, 2015), and is facilitated by the membership body the CCH. This network
of primary and secondary co-operatives provides both formal and informal
support to newly emerging groups (CCMH, 2009). Similarly, among CLTs

national networks have created a structure for CLTs to share learning and
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resources (CLT Network, 2016a). Presenting lessons from the development of
the first 150 CLT homes in the UK, Aird (2009) has suggested that;
‘CLTs were quick to build on contacts m