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Abstract

Theories of communitarianism have become increasingly important in understanding
UK housing policy and regeneration practice, as governments promote active
citizenship and community empowerment in the management and governance of
housing. Community land trusts (CLTs) have been embraced by communities and
governments as a potential vehicle for the delivery and management of affordable
housing in locations where there is thought to be insufficient supply. Rather than rely
on provision from state or private actors, CLTs directly undertake development in

order to meet the local needs of their area.

This thesis studies how and why people form, or attempt to form, CLTs in England
and Wales, contributing to an emerging body of academic work on CLTs at national
and international levels. It draws upon theories of community (Etzioni, 1995a; Tam,
1998) and neighbourhood governance (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2008) to illustrate the
underlying rationales of CLTs and describe their negotiation within and between

communities, financiers, and local and national governments.

The research finds that the intrinsic rationale for CLTs is the alteration of power
relations that privilege the autonomy of a defined, constructed or imagined
community in the governance of local housing, influencing its tenure type, use and
occupation in line with the needs of a CLT's instigators and beneficiaries. However,
the creation of a CLT, as a form of communitarian governance, is a relational and
political process that involves positioning for resources and legitimacy within wider
social, cultural and political contexts. This gives rise to a variety of organisational
forms and outcomes that reshape our understandings of a CLT. It should be
understood as an approach with diverse rationales and characteristics rather than a
uniform model. The potential effectiveness and composition of CLTs is likely to

depend on the linkages made with broader structural forces, indicating that agendas



of communitarianism and localism may be as dependent on the role and influence of

external forces as they are on the active citizenship of local people.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This thesis studies how and why some actors within particular local communities
form, or seek to form, community land trusts (CLTs) to instigate social change in the
ownership and governance of housing. An emphasis on community as an answer to
societal issues is not novel. It has simultaneously existed as a central component of
state policy agendas, an important and pragmatic alternative to governmental
solutions, and as a device capable of articulating local opposition and resistance to
dominant political discourse and hegemony. Theories of communitarianism have
been strongly influential in political rationales and policy underpinning housing and
regeneration. Yet, while the discourse around community ascribes many positive
statements to its existence, the construct carries with it varied meanings and
interpretations that shape the extent to which it is vital or marginal and filled with

democratic potential or regulatory limitations (DeFilippis et al. 2010, p. 2).

These possibilities are especially pronounced in the field of housing with residential
movements that actively involve people in the design, management and governance
of housing now seen as common in the United Kingdom. Yet, while there is a long
history of housing that is planned and controlled by its users (Handy et al., 2011), a
plethora of organisational forms, roles and possibilities for community can be found
in this tradition. These range from co-operative housing entirely owned by its users
and tenants, to social housing schemes where tenants are participants in
governance rather than owners. As such community-led and controlled housing is
best understood as a sector that is "diverse in terms of scale, management,

organisational objectives, history and location" (Handy etal., 2011, p. 16).

CLTs have emerged in recent years as a progression of this tradition. CLTs are
structured as non-profit organisations, usually formed on a voluntary basis, and
established to further the social and economic interests of a local community by
acquiring and managing land in order to develop and own local housing (HM
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Government, 2008). Described as a "largely theoretical model" (HM Treasury, 2006)
by politicians as recently as 2006, CLTs have grown in prominence in the last five
years to be identified not only as a potential vehicle for the delivery of affordable
housing but also as an agent through which governmental agendas of localism and
community empowerment can be channelled. Indeed, in 2010 CLTs were used as a
case study by government to justify proposals to decentralise power and decision-
making in planning policy to community lével (Shapps, 2010b), while the coalition
government's programme for action released soon after their election in 2010
promised to "create new trusts that will make it simpler for communities to provide
homes for local people" (HM Government, 2010, p. 12). This support links into
governmental commitments to devolve power downwards from the centre to the local
level, reflecting communitarian views that embrace the neighbourhood as the
primary site to engineer social change. Such standpoints can be found in the rhetoric
that advocates CLTs as a form of autonomous organisation capable of producing
favourable outcomes for its beneficiaries:

In essence, CLTs provide an opportunity to regenerate urban and rural
communities from the bottom up. They build on local tacit knowledge of local
community needs, engage local ‘communities in developing innovative
approaches and experiment with Aew forms of community governance in
order to create genuinely sustainable solutions - in social, financial and
environmental terms.

Bailey (2010, p. 50)

Yet while the language used to endorse CLTs speaks in such effusive terms, CLTs
remain in their infancy in England and Wales and references made to their
emergence and exact operation are often oblique. Goodchild (2010, p.22, my
emphasis) refers to the "proposed Community Land Trust"; Handy et al. (2011, p.
13) refer to a "potential" but unproven and untested CLT model, and, despite their
political sponsorship, the Conservative Farty recently described CLTs as an

10



"existing, yet still largely experimental, way for local communities to work together"
(Conservative Party, 2009, p. 23). This is indicative of a lack of awareness as to the
extent and operations of CLTs. While 'Conaty (2011, p. 28) observed that there are
over 140 CLTs engaged in developing housing in England, this figure conflicts with
the observations of other sources. In January 2011 Triodos Bank (2011), a major
charitable funder that has supported CLTs, stated that there are "just 13 Community
‘Land Trusts in the UK, with a further six |n the process of being established". While
the figure of CLTs is higher than this, there is no comprehensive or reliable source
that expressly states how many CLTs exist and the extent of their activity.! There is
therefore a gap in our understanding of exactly how CLTs engage local communities
and experiment with forms of community governance. The purpose of this thesis is to
bring empirical evidence and theoretical understanding to these ambiguities,
exploring how and why CLTs are formed to develop housing and the conditions
under which these new forms of community governance are implemented. The
research aimed to answer the following overarching research question:

What is the purpose and function of CLTs as a form of housing governance in
England and Wales?

To do this, it is first necessary to lay the foundations of our understanding of CLTs.
This chapter begins by considering the anfecedents to CLTs in England and Wales
by tracing their international origins in the USA and Scotland, before considering the
housing trends and policy development that provided the genesis for this study. |
then outline the structure of this thesis.

! The National CLT Network have an 'activity' map on their website - http://www.communitylandtrusts.org.uk -
though this does not provide a cumulative figure of CLT development {in terms of number of homes delivered

or number of CLTs in existence) nor does it contain anything beyond basic information on many of the CLTs
listed.



http://www.communitvlandtrusts.ore.uk

The origins and evolution of CLTs

The label of "CLT" was first applied to organisations in the USA in the late 1960s, an
outgrowth of the civil rights movement with .the specific aim of providing marginalised
populations with greater access to rights of land use and asset ownership (Davis,
2010). CLTs as they are understood in the USA today are predicated on their ability
to offer affordable forms of housing, either.through shared equity owner occupation
or sub-market rental properties, to households on low to medium incomes. This is
achieved by retaining the freehold of the 'Iand, aiming to ameliorate the impact of
open market forces by attaching conditions to the occupation and resale of the
housing that stands upon it with an emphasis on preserving its affordability for those
on lower incomes (Diacon et al., 2005). By retaining ownership of the land, and
therefore a stake in the property that stands upon it, the CLT aims to ensure housing
remains affordable and that it is not sold or developed except in a manner which the
trust's members consider beneficial for the local community (Davis and Stokes,
2009). It is in this way that CLTs have become a mechanism to protect indigenous
communities in rural and urban areas from a range of pressures including
speculative private house building, gentrification and absentee landlordism, and are
often found in urban neighbourhoods subject to modernising and gentrifying reforms
(DeFilippis, 2004, Gray, 2008).
v

CLTs in the USA now number over 230 with over half of these formed since 2000.
These CLTs have a historical reliance on voluntary endeavour and philanthropy
(Sungu-Eryilmaz and Greenstein, 2007). In addition to acting as a mechanism to
retain housing affordability, a key argument in favour of these CLTs is that their
community-led structure places an emphasis on the democratic stewardship of
assets, engaging local people in governing the use of properties and enhancing
governance at the neighbourhood level (Diacon et al., 2005, p. 3). This is exemplified
by the American CLT's tripartite governance structure where board representation is
split equally between CLT residents and owners, representatives from the wider
community unconnected to the CLT, and local municipal officials that represent the

12
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public interest (Davis and Stokes, 2009, p. 10). The aim is for CLTs to be guided by -
and be accountable to - the people who reside within the physical, geographic
boundaries in which a CLT operates, emphasising a strong attachment to place,
locale and claims to community representation (Davis, 2010, p. 262).

The important relationship between community governance and connections to
localities is also found in the way CLTs have formed in Scotland. Here, community
land ownership has a long history dating back to a community buy-out of private land
in 1908, though CLTs have been given recent impetus by legislation that makes
explicit provision for their acquisition of land (Bryden and Geisler, 2007; 2010).2 The
fundamental drivers for CLTs in Scotland have related to historical patterns of
concentrated private land ownership which divorced governing powers from the local
area. CLTs were instigated as a response to socio-economic problems brought by
private landowners who oversaw minimal investment in, and development of, the
communities that occupied the land they owned, resulting in the decline of local
areas (Satsangi, 2007; 2009). Community buy-outs of land via a CLT offered the
opportunity for a resident-led governance model that allowed them the opportunity to
control and direct the destiny of the local area in accordance with local knowledge
and desires for community renewal. Here, community was a device that (re)asserted
the rights of local people to lead and fully participate in the decision-making
processes that affected their local area.

Community control, therefore, shaped a process of social change that placed the
locus of power to local levels and, as in tHe USA, created CLTs that aim to accord

greater weight to community influence over the management and production of their

21n 1997 a dedicated Community Land Unit was created by the Scottish Government to provide technical
assistance to CLTs and administered a dedicated Land Fund that provided funding from 2001 to 2006.
Additionally, a Land Reform Act was introduced in 2003 that allowed CLTs a pre-emptive right to purchase land

in their area when offered for sale on the open market. These developments are discussed further in Chapter
3.
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locality. Hypothetically, this places CLTs as a community development strategy
aimed not just at delivering housing that is affordable to the people that reside within
this locality, but to promote neighbourhood stability, participation and elevate
empowerment, though Gray (2008, p. 75) argues that there is a "dearth of empirical
evidence" to support these claims.

Although English housing policy has a; historical tradition of non-profit and
philanthropic housing®, CLTs can be considered a phenomenon that is in its infancy.
Its prominence in England can be traced to a publication published by the New
Economics Foundation in 2003 that used the American experience of CLTs to offer
them as an antidote to a crisis in the afford_gbility of housing (Conaty et al., 2003). In
particular, CLTs were promoted as a mechanism that could be particularly effective
in rural locations where low levels of affordability pose problems for rural households
to access property at a cost within their means. These issues have been well versed
in the literature over the past three decades (Shucksmith, 1981; 1990; Yarwood,
2002; Sturzaker, 2010; Satsangi ef al., 2010), with disparities between local incomes
and house prices exacerbated by high demand for rural living that sees wealthy
"adventitious purchasers" (Shucksmith, 1981) enter and outbid local households in
rural markets. These issues are intensified by housing and planning policies that
have failed to provide rural locations with their "fair share" of development, with
housing targets planned at a regional level failing to filter down to the local level
(Gallent, 2009). These issues were well documented by the Taylor Review of the
rural economy, which argued that rural locations were at a crossroads with a choice
between becoming "ever more exclusive .enclaves for the wealthy and retired, or
building the affordable homes to enable péople who work in these communities to
continue to live in them" (Taylor, 2008, p. 3).

3 Examples include alm'shouses, a type of charitable housing that has existed for centuries, along with the
emergence of philanthropic housing societies and housing associations in the early 20" Century.

, 14



It is primarily within this context that CLTs have emerged, with Taylor (2008, p. 113)
arguing that the community-led nature of CLTs can provide reassurance that any
housing they develop will be used for the express purpose of benefiting local people
and prioritising affordable housing to meet these needs, as opposed to the
construction of private homes subject to the vagaries of the open market. A national
demonstration programme was launched as a result of the report published by the
New Economics Foundation in 2003 (Conaty et al., 2003), with 16 interested
community groups (equally split between rural and urban areas) participating in
forming and developing CLTs. Seedcorn‘téchnical assistance for this was provided
by charitable donors such as the Carnegie UK Trust and administered by an
independent action research unit based at the University of Salford. The
demonstration programme aimed to facilitate CLT access to land, finance and
technical assistance that could remove ,Iyegal barriers to their development. An
evaluation in 2009 estimated the quantitatfve outcome of this programme to be the
planning or development of approximately 150 CLT homes in rural locations (Aird,

2009), although the evaluation also identified a series of obstacles to their delivery:

CLTs are currently being established on an ad-hoc basis but a common
ingredient is lay-led leadership by local people who are committed to making
a difference in their community. To succeed, they need to be given practical
support and encouraged to overcome the obstacles that, inevitably, will need
to be negotiated along the way. |

CFS (2008a, p.44)

Additionally, it was stated that the urban strand of the demonstration programme was
still at an "early stage of investigation and experimentation" in contrast to the rural
element where a number of CLTs were more fully-formed (CFS, 2008b, p. 3). As a

15



result, this research is primarily concerned with the rural dimension of CLT formation
and organisation.*

The ad-hoc basis on which CLTs were being formed in this period was partly due to
a series of definitional, financial and organisational problems in which CLTs were
seen to be operating on the margins without sufficient practical support from local
and national governments (CFS, 2008a; CFS, 2008b). "Absurdist, bureaucratic
obstacles" (Aird, 2009, p. 24) were cited as being problematic for CLTs engaged in
the national programme, often related to the language and definition of CLTs and the
problems this posed in engaging stakeholders. These observations were supported
by one of the few academic articles on CLTs in Britain (Paterson and Dunn, 2009),
who focused on two community groups that were considering the formation of a CLT
as an answer to the questions posed by an unaffordable and insufficient supply of
housing. This research, though, was non-committal in observing the actual solutions
of CLTs in practice and instead focused on the theoretical role they may play to

"ensure local control and affordability in perpetuity" (Paterson and Dunn, 2009, p.
764).

There have been a number of important progressions in CLT policy since the
national demonstration programme concluded. A legal definition of CLTs was
inserted in the Housing & Regeneration Act 2008° as a consequence of the
demonstration programme's recommendations. During this period, a specialist CLT
Fund was established by charitable bodies to provide a source of start-up finance,
assisting with organisational creation, technical assistance and business planning.
Crucially, this was unable to provide sufficient finance to acquire or purchase land as
the Scottish Land Fund did.

* Though two urban CLTs did participate in the study and are featured in the analysis.

* See Appendix 1.
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Then, concurrent to changes at government level, CLTs began to receive greater
recognition at a national level. Importantly, as a central element of the Conservative
government's plans for a 'big society' - engaging communities in the governance of
their local area by devolving power and responsibility - CLTs were identified as a
vehicle through which agendas of localism and community empowerment could be
channelled. In particular, CLTs were framed as an ideal type of organisation that
could participate in the government's neighbourhood planning proposals that aim to
empower local communities to take responsibility for the development of planning
policy and decisions in their neighbourhood, responding to their apparent
powerlessness: '

Resistance from local communities to proposals for housing and economic
development within their neighbourhoods is partly related to communities' lack
of opportunity to influence the nature of that development. A top-down and
target-driven approach has alienatea communities and stimulated opposition
to development.

CLG (2011a, p. 2)

Indeed, at the national CLT conference in 2010 the Housing Minister argued that "for
the first time it will be communities, not central government, who decide what
happens in their local area", though this was countered by the concurrent view that
"CLTs are going to have to work within the same financial constraints as everyone
else ... government funding is not the answér" (Shapps, 2010a).

The genesis of the research

There are therefore still attendant questions as to how CLTs acquire these

resources. The literature poses many possibilities, such as the transfer of land from

local landowners or public authorities; the acquisition of loan finance or subsidy; and

potential partnerships with housing developers or housing associations to actually
17



construct homes (CFS, 2008a; CFS, 2008b). What the literature has so far failed to
explore in any detail are the conditions under which these disparate possibilities are
realised and the dilemmas and negotiations that are faced during these processes.
The lack of insight into these issues progided the genesis for this research. This
research study was confirmed in the summer of 2008, the day after the legal
definition of CLTs was inserted into the Housing & Regeneration Act, and began in
September of that year.

While the chapters within the thesis are concerned with analysing the acquisition of
resources by CLTs, there are deeper issues that underpin these. CLTs are not just a
form of resident-led housing that can be easily categorised. CLTs are a form of
citizen governance and, although housing development is often a central component
and a precipitating factor in their formation, their activities and significance are far
broader. For example, although CLTs were included in a legislative act that is
concerned with housing and regeneration, the legal definition of CLTs does not
mention housing once. Instead their distinguishing features, according to the Act, is
the emphasis CLTs place on community leadership and ownership in their
organisation and management and the preoccupation with ensuring community
benefit and accountability as an outcome of their activity.

As such, though chapters in this thesis are structured around investigating the
practicalities of CLT development, they are also concerned with theories of
community that elevate the neighbourhood and its citizens to a preeminent level in
engineering and delivering social change. This elevation is clearly evident in the
advocacy literature that is published on: CLTs, dating back to the perspective
promoted by American CLTs whereby they act as a mechanism through which the
legitimate interests and rights of an individual are "durably secured and equitably
balanced" (Davis, 2010, p. 23) with the interests and rights of a community as
represented via a CLT. Similar claims can be found in the English literature. One of

the outputs from the national demonstratiorf programme asserted that the potential of
CLTs liesin:

18



connecting the process of physical change with the achievement of wellbeing
outcomes in particular places, through the engagement of communities in the
process, in individual and collective behaviour change, and retaining the
intrinsic value of their assets for rein\{estment in that place.

¥
CFS (2008b, p. 2)

With reference to the main research question of the purpose and function of CLTs in
housing governance, their role extends beyond the mere physical delivery of
housing, though the lack of clarity as to the conditions and outcomes that CLTs
operate and produce requires an interrogation of exactly what the role of community
is and how their expressed attachment to place manifests in engineering social
change in their local area.

To do this, Chapter 2 begins by analysing the communitarian theories of Etzioni
(1995a) and Tam (1998), which are of particular interest due to their influence on UK
political and governmental rationalities and housing and regeneration management
and policy in the last two decades. The!chapter explores the ideological weight
placed on the potential of community in the governance of local neighbourhoods.

These theories are explored alongside the various uses of community as both the
means of engineering social and behavioural change and the site for this to occur.
The chapter also unpicks the notions of "empowerment, "participation” and
"democracy" that are often suffixed to "community”. Unravelling the construct of
community illustrates the manifold definitions and manifestations it can bring, offering

prospects for both communal emancipation and objectification by policymakers to
justify state agendas.

This provides the theoretical framing for the study, which is further developed in
]

Chapter 3 by interrogating the link between‘f\collective action in residential arenas and

constructs of governance. The chaptér explores definitions of community
19



governance and the varied possibilities its attachment to locality and community can
hold. In particular, there are a nhumber of tensions inherent to these processes that
illustrate the need for an analytical approach that takes account of the underlying
motivations for the genesis of CLT formation. A framework of rationales used by
Lowndes and Sullivan (2008) is presented and justified as the primary analytical tool
alongside the theories of communitarianism described in Chapter 2.

Chapter 4 discusses the design and condu?:t of this research. It justifies the selection
of qualitative research as the means to investigate CLTs and describes the process
of obtaining a sample of participants and the implementation of research methods.
The chapter reflects on the practicalities of researching the unsteady and evolving
topic of CLTs during the project's time frame and discusses the relationship between
the researcher, the topic, study participants and the practices of data collection and
analysis. The aim is to be transparent about the research process and to provide an

explicit account of how the procedures undertaken in this study may have influenced
and constructed its findings. ‘

With the theoretical framing of the research in mind, alongside the attendant
uncertainty as to the practicalities of CLT development, the empirical chapters are
framed around the following sub-questions:&,

e What are the motivations and perceived advantages held by CLTs for
volunteers and strategic stakeholders?

e What are the enabling factors and tensions that occur during the process of
land acquisition?

e How do the objectives of CLTs reconcile with the process and demands of
obtaining finance from public and quasi-public stakeholders?

o What is the extent and importance of institutional support structures for local
CLTs?

20'



Chapter 5 seeks to understand why CLTs are initially formed and the relationships
between their formation and local housing contexts and dynamics. This chapter
explores the rationales presented by those involved and argues that these are linked
to a structural change in housing governance that privileges not only constructs of
affordability but also reconstitutes control over the use and occupation of housing in
line with the voice of a defined, physical community. Here, the importance of
community attachment, self-help and autonomy emerge as predominant features of
CLT visions and rationales. |

Chapter 6 - The importance of land: acquisition and influence - investigates the way
CLTs have accessed or acquired the land necessary for their developments. It
explores how public and private stakeholders have rationalised the release of land to
CLTs at (usually) low cost. Where CLTs have been unsuccessful in accessing land,
the question is posed as to why this is the case with particular reference to the
challenges forms of community governance face in their operation. The chapter
engages with issues of community representation and legitimacy and interrogates
the way in which CLTs define the beneficiaries of their activities in relation to a

reconfiguration of the use and occupation of local housing.

Chapter 7 explores the Dilemmas, compromises and trade-offs that occur as a CLT
seeks to acquire finance from either a local authority or state-sponsored funding
programmes. It explores how communitarién objectives relating to autonomy in local
control and governance of housing can be negotiated and reconfigured from the top-
down. This results in hybrid organisational arrangements for CLTs which should be
understood as a product of two-way facilitation as opposed to solely communitarian
endeavour or top-down dictat. Here, an understanding of CLTs is advanced by
identifying their relationship to, and influence by, wider social, economic and political
forces.

i
Chapter 8 is titled From experimentation to replication: the creation of a CLT sector.
and explores the evolution of the institutional landscape in which CLTs have
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operated from the national demonstration programme in 2006 to 2011. This identifies
that CLTs differ in their organisational form, arguing that the operation and practice
of 'being a CLT' differs according to its reasons for formation, the reception and
negotiation of these among key actors, and its access to critical human and
economic resources. It finds that forms of development, assistance and legitimacy
differ according to these geographical con’éingencies and advances a key argument
of this thesis that CLTs should not be understood as a uniform model of
development. Rather, it is an approach that denotes an idealised form of social
relations and particular objectives which will be subject to negotiation and
reconfiguration, as opposed to operating as a uniform model with universal
characteristics. It is, therefore a relational and politicised process as opposed to one
that is guided solely by its ideological roots.

The final concluding chapter describes and develops the main findings of the
research, which relate not only to the diverse nature of the CLT sector and the hybrid
organisational forms it produces, but also to the extent to which the attempts of a
CLT to realign aspatial forms of ownership and governance are successful within its
larger social, political and economic environments. The political and theoretical
implications of the research are discus'sed, the limitations of the thesis are
highlighted and pathways for much needed further research are proposed,
recognising that one intended contribution of this study has been to provide a basis
for future enquiry. '
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Chapter 2: Conceptualising community

governance

The concept of 'community' is regularly critiqued for its apparently vague and elusive
nature, a lack of specific meaning and confusion due to its wide ranging application,
use and diverse connotations (Day, 2006; Somerville, 2011a, p. 1). Communities can
be defined by specific tastes, interests, identities and geographies, they can describe
particular networks of social and political organisation and they can operate at local,
national and international levels. Community is frequently used and objectified by
politicians and policymakers in political strategies, yet strands of community
development practice can place as much emphasis on opposing state institutions as

on working with them (Kenny, 2011, p. i16).

These ambiguities make a succinct definition and understanding of community
difficult to pin down and lead to contestation as to the desirability of placing it at the
heart of social research: "all too often 'community' signifies something vague and ill-
defined, an excuse for not thinking hard enough about what exactly it is that people
do have in common" (Day, 2006, p. 2). Yet, following Fremeaux's (2005, p. 265) view
that community is "one of the most important yet ill-defined concepts in social
sciences", it is precisely the fact that the concept is complex, multi-faceted and
contested that makes it an important object of research enquiry. As Day (2006)
highlights, the study of community holds promise for social research, though the
elasticity of the concept's meanings and connotations make it "a highly problematic
term, alluring in its promise but to be approached with extreme care" (Day, 2006, p.
2).

With this in mind, it is necessary to delineate exactly what is meant by '‘community' at
the outset of any enquiry which places it as a central concept. The first section of this

chapter looks at approaches which see '‘community’ as a desirable quality of social
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life, a taken for granted reality that requires restoration. The second section
advances this through the lens of the communitarianism of Etzioni (1995a) and Tam
(1998), who emphasise the importance of social ties, shared values and common
interest in the creation of a healthy society. This links to the third section exploring
the concepts of citizen participation and active citizenship in processes of
governance and community development. These are underpinned by a narrative of
change in the relationship between the state and communities in the latter half of the
20" Century until the present day. During this period there has been an increased
emphasis on the empowerment of cemmunities through state action and
encouragement, reflective of both the perception that processes of empowerment
are essential to the renewal and sustainability of neighbourhoods and to the

increased interest in enabling governance rather than top-down government.

It is for this reason that the chapter has 4 focus on the work of Etzioni and Tam.
Their work, emphasising the role of communities in devolved processes of
government, has had particular emphasis on international housing and social
policies, particularly under the New Labour administration in the UK. Their work
advocates both a change in relationship between the state and community, and an
alteration of relations within communities where strong communal ties, self-
governance and mutual action are to be promoted. Autonomous forms of collective
action and organisation at the neighbourhood level are seen as essential to a
democratic society and as an antidote to multifaceted social and economic problems,
with the state providing encouragement for local actors to meet their own needs. In
the context of CLTs, the communitarian action that underpins their development is
thought to challenge the problems faced by local areas, while governments are keen
for this type of activity to flourish autonomodsly in local communities.
{

Yet, while community action holds prospects for empowerment and improved social
outcomes, as the chapter will describe there are several critiques of the
communitarian paradigm. These relate to key aspects of community including the
dynamics of power, dissent, contention and the co-option and institutionalisation of
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community organisation at local, regional and national levels. In this context
communitarianism provides a useful theoretical background to the study, with its
avocation of active citizenship and self-government at the local level that is
encouraged by the state holding explanatory power for both the formulation of local
communal organisation and for the rationales for community empowerment and
governance held by state actors.

By tracing the historical antecedents and modern advocates of communitarianism
the chapter aims to present a theoretical background to the study of CLTs as a form
“of community organisation and communal action at the neighbourhood level. It
discusses related literature on the shift from a top-down ‘government’ to an enabling
‘governance’, linking this shift to the prevalence of communitarian thought and action
in the design of housing and social policies, and discussing the supporting
arguments in favour and critiques of new forms of citizen engagement and
democratic organisation. !

2.1 The strength of communal ties

Historically one of the most influential theoretical contributions in considering the
strength and desirability of collective ties in the context of societal change has been
the work of Ferdinand Tonnies (1887) and his conceptualisation of two different
patterns of social organisation: gemeinschaft (‘community’) and gesellschaft
(‘'association' or 'society'). These ideal typ;es distinguish ties to a locality and the
people within it marked by longevity and loyalty, from short-term relations
emphasising individual rationality and independence.

Gemeinschaft relations are based on kinship, loyalty and co-ordinated action

orientated towards a common good, while gesellschaft refers to arrangements where

individual rationality predominates: "human gesellschaft is conceived as mere

coexistence of people independent of each other" (Tonnies, 1887, p. 34).

Gemeinschaft marks close knit relations between interdependent members of a
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community, placing a strong emphasis on. the desirability and value of this. It is
expounded in Nisbet's (1967, p. 47) belief that the concept of community denotes "all
forms of relationship which are characterised by a high degree of personal intimacy,
emotional depth, moral commitment, social cohesion and continuity in time".

Nisbet and Tonnies’ understanding of community sees it as not merely a descriptive
term of social organisation but as a desirable form of social relations: to be part of a
community is to be part of socially and morally cohesive forms of relationships where
individuals cooperate for a common good. As Noddings (1996, p. 245) states:
"community is an important social good - perhaps the very foundation of moral life".
To talk of "bad gemeinschaft’ - bad community - "violates the meaning of the word":
it is by definition a positive condition of existence (Tonnies, 1887, p. 34).
Gesellschaft is opposed to this and considered an arena in which individuals are
atomised rational actors, and are engaged in weak social relations within the market
and political arenas where the priority is to further individual ends rather than
contribute towards a communal good.f It is a condition differentiated from
gemeinschaft due to its movement from communal belonging to individual autonomy
where social bonds, kinship and loyalty to both family and locality begin to be
neglected. Gemeinschaft is understood as all kinds of social co-existence where
people are united for better or worse, whereas gesellschaft is a "strange country"
where these ties are forgotten and individual priorities predominate (Tonnies, 1887,
p. 33).

Here, community automatically equates to close knit and desirable social and
geographical relationships, while individuals in gesellschaft are engaged in
"essentially boundaryless, contractual relationships; the ties between them are
merely convenient" (Day, 2006, p. 6). Although Tonnies was most concerned with
the abstract properties of gemeinschaft and gesellschaft and the difference between
these broad patterns of social organisatian - in his work they did not necessarily
denote concrete social entities - he clearly notes that the spatial context of the village
or town are the settings where close knit ties are formed and preserved, while the
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industrial shift to urban life and 'society' rather than 'community' was to lead to a
decline in this communality and defined the shift to gesellschaft. Therefore, smaller
localities are seen to encourage greater social cohesion and belonging among its
members, as opposed to the perceived anonymity and short-term rationality of mass
society.

For Tonnies, industrial change had begun to erode the gemeinschaft - and therefore
'‘community’ as the ideal and predominant type of social organisation: "elements of
life in the Gemeinschaft, as the only real form of life, persist within the Gesellschaft,
although lingering and decaying" (Tonnies, 1887, p. 227). As this quotation
illustrates, the idea of community as a particularised and positive form of social
organisation was perceived to be incompatible with industrialised urban life.
Furthermore, it assumes that a web of interdependence, mutual obligation and
reciprocity emerges as a fait accompli within a small locality. While this may come
under threat from the transition to an industrialised and (allegedly) individualised
society, 'community' is perceived to naturélly flow and thrive when individuals are
engaged in interdependent relationships af the micro level. This provides the moral
grounding individuals need to live their lives to the full.

Smith (2002, p. 109) describes this standpoint as one where community is seen to
be "a static, bounded cultural space of being where personal meanings are
produced, cohesive cultural values are articulated, and traditional ways of life are
enunciated and lived". The theoretical contribution made by Tonnies had clear
resonance with the 20" Century concern with communitarian political agendas that
bemoaned the decline of traditional commiunity life and saw the tight social bonds

and mutual regard it was seen to generate as requiring restoration:

Throughout twentieth-century America, as the transition to gesellschaft
evolved, even its champions realizeg that it was not the unmitigated blessing
they had exbected. Although it was‘true that those who moved from villages
and small towns into urban centers often shed tight social relations and strong
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community bonds, the result for many was isolation, lack of caring for one
another, and exposure to rowdiness and crime.

Etzioni (19953, p. 117)

These concerns were echoed in Putnam's work on social capital (1993; 1995; 2000)
which contended that a decline in features of social organisation such as social
networks, common norms and trust - those markers of social capital - had eroded the
willingness of individuals to cooperate and engage in civic endeavour for mutual
benefit (Putnam 1995, p. 66). Social capital was seen to yield substantial social and
economic benefits including lower crime, reduced anti-social behaviour, enhanced
economic development and a more effective government (Stolle, 2003, p. 19).

For Putnam, growth in citizen distrust of government in the 20" Century - a state of
"democratic disarray" - was linked to the decline of social capital and civic
engagement in voluntary organisations and community activities (Putnam, 1995, p.
77). He argued that associational activity between citizens in voluntary societies
creates social capital and generalised norms of reciprocity, trust and mutual
obligation, creating similar webs of interdependence described by Tonnies. As such
decline in the extent to which people participated in these activities paralleled a
reduction in the political engagement of citizens, questioning both the extent to which
people were connected to government and whether they are willing to cooperate for
a communal good (Putnam, 2000). In short, social capital is seen as an essential
underpinning of a democratic government whose quality and effectiveness is linked
to strong traditions of political engagement within populations. From this, Putnam's
body of work has advocated investigation as to how social connectedness among
communities - and therefore civic engagement and civic trust - can be restored and
contribute to an improved system of government»(Putnam, 1995, p. 77). Here we see
community both as an abstract social quality in itself, in the sense of the interlinked

networks of mutual dependence and reciprocity, and as the geographical site and

W
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entity where the normative standards of community life are created and sustained to
improve the operation of government.

This thesis has been disputed by many. Levi (1996) and Stolle (2003) questioned the
extent to which participation in voluntary organisations necessarily leads to
engagement in the political system, not least due to the possibility that those
involved in voluntary networks may be déeliberately operating outside the formal
political sphere in an oppositional manner. Concerns over the production and
maintenance of social capital also relate to the potentially exclusive nature of trust
and association, creating boundaries between those who share the norms that social
capital is composed of - who are typically those already well connected with existing
access to resources - and those that lack strong community ties and are excluded
from civic participation (Foley and Edwards, 1999; Ostrom, 2001).

Nevertheless, Putnam's concern for this perceived decline in community life and
responsibility has been shared by many, particularly those subscribing to
communitarian political thought. In particular, Etzioni (1995a; 1997a) and Tam (1998)
bemoan the loss of civic engagement and trust among individuals and argue for a
new political agenda that encourages the revival of social webs in which people are
attached to one another through crisscros:sing relationships of mutual dependence
rather than leading atomistic lives (Etzioni, 19973, p. 123).

However, the task of restoring community life extends beyond the mere restoration
of tight knit social bonds to the reaffirmation a moral cuiture in communities: "there is
a need not just to revitalise civil society, but the more urgent and difficult task is to
remoralize civil society" (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 96). For Etzioni (1997a, p. 142) the
benefits of close knit community life are not restricted to a reinvigoration of civil
society which in turn can improve the operation of the state, rather community is
seen as the primary mechanism of maintaining social order and moral standards,
making governmental authorities work less as a provider and more as an enabler

and facilitator (as will be described in the following sections). Communitarianism

{
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represents an attempt to redraw the political map and suggests a "third social
philosophy" that leapfrogs the traditional divide between left-wing and right-wing
political standpoints, eschewing an emphasis on either individual autonomy or
authoritarian dictat in favour of a balance between individual rights and social
responsibilities to a common good (Etzioni, 1995b, p. 91). The aim is to build among
communities "a profound commitment to moral order that is basically voluntary, and
to a social order that is well balanced with socially secured autonomy" (Etzioni,
1997a, p. 257). f

Although this presents an ideal of balancing individual rights with moral
responsibilities, the communitarian literature leaves little doubt that, much like the
earlier work of Tonnies, a perceived shift from the romantic notion of community life
to a society based on individual autonomy has weakened citizen commitment to fulfil
reciprocal and mutual duties that constitute 'good citizenship' (Etzioni, 1995a, p. 3).
Etzioni (1995a, p. 161) bemoans the existence of "too many rights, too few
responsibilities" and the post-war decline of community life is depicted as
precipitating a weakening of values of hard work, thrift and compliance with informal
rules of social conduct, creating a "rising sense of entittement and a growing
tendency to shirk social responsibilities" (Etzioni, 1997a, pp. 64-65). In short, society
is allegedly based on a "celebration of the self" (Etzioni, 1995a, p.25) and the
communitarian paradigm seeks to remedy‘ftyhe "cancerous effects on community life"
this individualistic outlook has created (Tarﬁ, 1998, p. 3), with a definite view that the
decline of community life and the normative values of reciprocity and mutuality it
provided breeds a society lacking social virtue and morality (Etzioni, 1995a, pp. 24-
25). While communitarians aim to balance rights and responsibilities, there is little
doubt that the primary concern is that more responsibility and prescribed ties to
community are required rather than the creation of new rights that promote individual
liberty (Heron, 2001).
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The moral voice of community

An emphasis of communitarianism is, therefore, on reining in the autonomy of
individuals and encouraging greater commitment to imagined shared values of
mutuality, reciprocity and interdependence in the name of social cooperation
(Etzioni, 1995a, p. 7). The solution to "the absence of order, regulation and
normative guidance” is to allow a degree of 'bounded autonomy' for individuals and
subgroups, permitting a range of "legitimate options" for individuals to lead their lives
within an affirmed normative framework that encourages responsibilities to
community life (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 71).

Autonomy is to be bounded in accordance with a set of shared community values
that compose a normative framework to guide communities. Etzioni (1997a, pp. 199-
211) describes a set of core values relating to: inclusive democratic processes,
individual loyalty to both one's community and the wider community at large, socially
responsible behaviour, respect for (and responsibility to) other people and
commitment to ongoing moral dialogue within the community that debates which
values are to be shared and judges their ‘normative value. Tam (1998, pp. 13-15)
sees the existence of common values relating to the value of love, wisdom, justice
and fulfilment as providing a clear basis for defining the mutual responsibilities
people hold to each other. So for Tam, the value of justice is defined by the rather
prosaic motto: 'do as you would be di)ne by' in order to uphold reciprocal
relationships, while principles of open excﬁénge through 'co-operative enquiry' and a
reformation of power relations should ensure that all citizens are able to contribute to
the identification of specific values on which community life will be anchored. The
idea of co-operative enquiry is based on the idea that claims to truth are only valid if
consensus is reached by all those in the community:
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The communitarian principle of co-operative enquiry requires that any claim to
truth may be judged to be valid only if informed participants deliberating
together under conditions of co-operative enquiry would accept that claim.

Tam (1998, p. 13)

Etzioni's moral dialogues refer to debate over the "normative standing of one
suggested course as compared to another" (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 102) and involve
reaching consensus over the shared values of community. However, while
consensus provides empirical legitimacy - in terms of what people think is legitimate
- the substantive content of this conéensus is not imbued with sufficient
accountability (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 241). For Etzioni, in searching for the substantive
legitimacy required, there is a limited core of select 'higher order' values which act as
a reference point for any consensus based on their obvious normativity: "certain
concepts present themselves to us as morally compelling in and of themselves”
(Etzioni, 1997a, p. 241). These are self-evident truths that speak directly to all
human beings, often shaped by traditions (Etzioni, 2011, p. 116), and provide a
reference point for the values and principles communitarian order abides by. As an
example, Etzioni (2011, p. 117) describes how telling the truth is self-evidently
morally superior to lying, except in "extreme situations where the lie serves others
and not oneself", using the protection of the vulnerable from discrimination as an
illustration. These morally compelling values are self-evidently right, beyond
contestation and provide the normative framework for communitarian living. °
Ultimately, for the communitarian movemént, the 'golden rule' by which all values
should adhere is to: "Respect and uphold }society's moral order as you would have
society respect and uphold your autonomy" (Etzioni, 1997a, p. xviii).

® This argument will be critiqued in the following sections.
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The upholding of this moral order is to be done by drawing upon the community
itself. A major function of communities and the apparent qualities that emerge from
the interdependent and close knit social relations that characterise them is to
reinforce the character and conduct of individuals, a technique achieved through the
'moral voice' of community built into these relationships in accordance with values
that ought to be shared by all. Communities share these common sets of values and
reaffirm them by encouraging members to abide by these values, while censuring
those that behave in a manner that violates them (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 123). Those
who breach normative standards of socially responsible conduct are to suffer
informal social sanctions channelled through the community's moral voice and "daily,
routine social underwriting of morality" (Etzioni, 1995a, p. 35). Community becomes
defined as the arena in which shared meanings, sentimental attachments and
interpersonal networks of recognition and réciprocity are established, and to object to
these values and the moral voice that sustains them through informal censure is to
oppose the social glue that quintessentially underpins the social and moral order of a
communitarian society (Etzioni, 1995a, p. 36).

The communitarian vision then is one that envisages a strengthening of the social
order through the moral voice of community rather than solely law and order. Etzioni
(1997a, p. 139) argues that social conduct should be regulated by reliance on the
moral voice rather than through laws, giving primacy to the shared moral values that
members affirm and arguing for a reduction’in the involvement of government:

In effect, the more a society relies on the government per se, the more both
the moral order and autonomy are diminished, the less communitarian the
society becomes. The more a society relies on members' convictions that their
community has established a Iegiti}nate and just order, and the more they
conduct themselves voluntarily in line with the order's values because they
themselves subscribe to them, the more communitarian the society.

Etzioni (19973, p. 140, original emphasis)
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The virtue of the communitarian society is therefore perceived to be its ability to
“persuade errant members to change their ways" (Etzioni, 1997b, p. 72) through
voluntary conviction as opposed to state-led coercion. The idea is not simply to
revitalise civil society but for it to provide a moral culture that enhances social order
while significantly reducing the need for state intervention in social behaviour
(Etzioni, 2000, p. 15). Once established, this moral voice is "highly incorporated into
daily life" working through informal censure and encouragement between individuals
and groups to not only adhere to behaviour that reflects shared values but to avoid
behaviour that offends or violates the moral culture of community (Etzioni, 1997a, p.
124). It is these webs of interdependence and encouragement at the micro level that
promote 'community’ as both the site and tool of effective governing. As Etzioni
describes, a laissez-faire nation state of government appears to leave people to their
own devices as opposed to the way corﬁmunity continually reinforces normative
standards of character and behaviour and ‘as such encourages the self-government
of individuals and groups:

The incontestable fact about human nature is that the good and virtuous
character of those who have acquired it tends to degrade. If left to their own
devices, going through the routine of life, individuals gradually lose much of

their commitment to values - unless these are continuously reinforced.
Etzioni (1997a, p. 187)

Therefore of critical importance for communitarians is the reformation of government
to accord more weight to the role of community in the way society is governed.
Communitarian politics requires the development of citizens who participate in co-
operative enquiries that determine a wide range of issues, who recognise shared
common values and accept the social and behavioural responsibilities these imply,
and who actively support the transformation of power relations for a common good

(Tam, 1998, p. 8). Tam places much emphasis on transforming power relations,
| recommending decentralised units of communitarian governance as a remedy to a
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remote centralised government that breeds feelings of alienation and powerlessness
and fails to recognise civic pride as a key incentive for governance. Despite
grounding this in language of economic inéquality (and as a corollary the inequality
in power and influence this is seen to bring for particular groups), central to the
communitarian politics of Etzioni and Tam is the idea of individual responsibility for
socially acceptable behaviour within the nest of community:

Central to the communitarian message is the notion of responsibility. How
individuals behave affects the well-being of others. No citizen of an inclusive
community can be allowed to entertain the delusion that responsibility cannot
be properly ascribed in the world in which we live ... there are no grounds for
denying that each individual is responsible for his or her behaviour and its
effect on others.

Tam (1998, p. 121)

The task for communitarian politics is therefore to recast citizens as responsible
members of moral communities, achieving a technique of governing that operates
through individual subscription to moral values. This is to be done by diminishing the
role of the state and increasing the role of community through decentralised forms of
community empowerment and participation that can build forms of citizenship that

build and sustain self-governing communities.
2.2 Communitarian politics: shifting from government to governance

This emphasis on communitarian responsibility gained popular political currency
towards the end of the 20" Century. Although New Labour's reinvention of
government through collective action in the community was posed as a remedy to
the preceding culture of Conservative market rationality and individualism (Driver
and Martell, 1997), the Conservative governments that predated New Labour had

also utilised ideas of 'community’ and the role of the active citizen in governing
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processes. Kearns (1995) noted the passing of welfare responsibility from state to
individual citizens in the early 1990s, compelling people to 'get active' on the basis of
their personal morality and the prospect of the approbation of others. This
combination of personal effort and moral judgement by fellow citizens "facilitated the
linking of active citizenship to the longerfterm project of reforming, curtailing and
cheapening the welfare state" (Kearns, 1995, p. 157) - in other words it was a key

political process and tool for reforming government.

In this sense the political project of '‘community' implemented by New Labour (a topic
discussed extensively by Jordan, 2011) continued the reshaping of governing
processes. Giddens (1998, p. 65) applied the motto "no rights without
responsibilities" to his influential 'third way' politics, emphasising a communitarian
perspective that any expansion of individual rights ought to be accompanied by a
parallel rise in communal obligation, a view also invoked by Tony Blair (1998, p. 4) in
arguing that the rights individuals enjoy should also reflect the duties of citizenship.
The imperative for individual and mutual responsibility illustrated the influence of
Etzioni's communitarianism upon New Labour and continued the shift described by
Kearns (1995), where state-led rights-basé"d approaches to welfare were reduced in
favour of a more mixed economy of welfare where devolved management, individual
choice and collective action channelled through civil society would promote citizen
responsibility and active citizenship (Driver and Martell, 1997, p. 33). As the following
sections describe 7, community becomes not only the geographical site of
governance but a technique where norms of individual and collective action are
promoted to encourage self-governance of the social sphere.

” This is not intended to be an exhaustive review of New Labour's approach to community. Rather, it is a
review of the concept of community using some examples from their approach to illustrate the growth of the
'rights and responsibilities' community agenda. !
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Community as a terrain of governance

" A crucial element of these ideas is that much less emphasis is given to the state's
role as an active welfare agent, and instead citizen involvement in community-level
structures is seen as the most appropriate method for achieving desired goals
(Heron and Dwyer, 1999, p. 95). Leading from the communitarian agenda of rights
and responsibilities, this is also based or{ the belief that centralised nation states
have become too distanced from the communities they serve (Taylor, 2007). The
role of the state and the idea of representative democracy upon which its sovereignty
rests is problematised by the scale and complexity of modern-day society. The state
is seen as unable to respond to the policy problems the complexity of society poses
and unable to meet and support localised values, interests and problems, breeding
feelings of citizen alienation from political structure and a decline in the legitimacy of
representative democracy and the institutions it creates® (Bloomfield et al., 2001, p.
501; Newman, 2005, p. 119). From a comrhunitarian perspective the issue has been
the retention of too much centralised control by governments that legislate on such a
large scale that the complexities of their governing minimise public understanding
and exclude grassroots participation and influence, breeding citizens who are merely
passive in receiving government rather than active in its creation and operation
(Tam, 1998, p. 154).

Communitarian advocates have argued for alternative forms of political governance
as a remedy to this, shifting decision-making from the centre to decentralised
structures at a local level that allow citizens to participate in decisions that affect
them as "equal and responsible members of a shared community" (Tam, 1998, p.
154). Local people should have the power to decide how their own communities are
governed and civic pride should be recognised as a key incentive alongside market
individualism, the idea being that this will then incentivise all members of a

® This subject is returned to in the following section. i
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community to participate in determining and resolving local issues if their
deliberations are accorded sufficient political value (Tam, 1998, p. 154-156). This
aims to enlarge the idea of civic participation beyond the traditional electoral
procedures of representative democracy and into Tam's conception of a co-operative
enquiry where all citizens are able to participate in decision-making over specific
issues at an equal and decentralised level ('_I'am, 1998; Magnette, 2003, p. 144).

The idea, then, is not solely to draw goverr?ment closer to the people it serves but to
create engaged citizens who are active in the self-government of themselves and
their community through civic participation. New Labour's approach to community
leant heavily on this idea, often referring to "neighbourhood renewal" or "civil
renewal" (SEU, 2001; Biunkett, 2003) to denote efforts aimed at increasing civic
participation and responsibility. The idea of active citizenship became part of this,
the facilitation of which was thought to create: |

strong, empowered and active comr:nunities, in which people increasingly do
things for themselves and the state acts to facilitate, support and enable
citizens to lead self-determined and fulfilled lives.

3 Blunkett (2003, p. 43)

This continued a promotion of active citizenship, locating local people as the solution
to local problems, that Amin (2005) terms a shift from a culture of top-down universal
policies available to all towards an enabling frame of provision for bottom-up and
locally negotiated priorities. Programmes centred on neighbourhood renewal aimed
to shift influence and opportunities to the local level, setting and prioritising the

neighbourhood as the most appropriate place to tackle issues of social exclusion (as
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opposed to the level of city or town) and allowing greater influence for active
communities to influence policies and governance arrangements that affect them.®

These ideas were taken further in the Communities in Control white paper,

promoting an extensive programme of community empowerment and motivated by a
commitment to the creation of self-governing communities:

There are no limits to the capacity of the British people for self-government,
given the right platforms, mechanisms and incentives. Empowering citizens
and communities is an urgent task for us all.

CLG (2008, p. 129)

This proposed a raft of reforms aimed at allowing communities to gain greater power
through mechanisms that allow them to hold politicians to account, to influence
decisions made on their behalf, and to parficipate in the operation and ownership of
local services (CLG, 2008a). As Somerville ‘(2011a, p. 97) describes, the image
conveyed in the white paper was one of an active, empowered citizen who
volunteers in the community, who is prepared to assume responsibility for local
services and political issues and who is engaged and influential in policy decisions.
As later sections will describe, similar pIatférms for communitarian governance have
manifest in other areas of social life and policy, with their operation in the field of
housing of particular interest to this thesis.

? Yet the paradox of this agenda is that programs such as the New Deal for Communities, an area-based
initiative that exemplified the neighbourhood approach, have been critiqued by some for being undermined by
national policy demands and targets that contradict neighbourhood-focused agendas (Lawless, 2007; Wallace,
2010). Indeed, Wallace's (2010, p. 816) analysis argued that one NDC case area offered "little more than an
opportunity to participate in circumscribed and myopic projects of quasi-empowerment” as local decisions
were constrained and usurped by central dictat and priorities.
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Essentially, the idea of community as a new terrain of governance illustrates how the
state is no longer required or able to answer all of society's needs; instead
individuals and localities are expected to assume responsibility for their own well-
being through processes of empowerment (Rose, 1999, p. 142). It is in this way that
community becomes not only a space of government but a technique through which
citizens are governed not by centralised- control but by using mechanisms that

promote individual responsibility, community empowerment and mutual adherence to
norms of behaviour.

The self-governing community

Nikolas Rose's work on political power beyond the state (Rose and Miller, 1992) and
the "death of the social" (Rose, 1996) is important to consider in reviewing these
arguments. Community is not simply the territory of government but a means of
governing where collective relations are reconstituted in ways that reduce the
salience of 'the social' - the unitary domain of the traditional nation state and welfare
system - in favour of the community and its networks of allegiance and mutual
obligation to family, neighbourhood and locality (Rose, 1996, p. 330). Community is
not primarily a geographical space but also a field in which ethics and responsibility
are embedded into the social relations that occur within it (Rose, 2001, p. 7). The
ties, bonds, forces and affiliations of community are, much as communitarian
scholars describe, to be celebrated, nurtured and instrumentalised to produce a form
of self-government with desirable consequences for both individual and community
(Rose, 1996, p. 335). The terrain of commimity and the high probability of repeated
interaction between its members mean that people have a strong incentive to act in
socially responsible and beneficial ways to avoid breaking the obligations attached to
citizenship (Somerville, 2005, p. 122). Therefore, the regulation of individual conduct
in line with the moral voice of community becomes a method of maintaining order at
community-level (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 139; Rose, 2000a, p. 1409).
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This does not imply a deletion of the state's role in society; instead it denotes a shift

from government's position as an active welfare provider and agent to an enabling

role where active citizens are encouraged to support themselves:

We need to avoid thinking in terms of a simple succession in which one style
of government supersedes and effaces its predecessor. Rather, we can see a
complexification, the opening up of new lines of power and truth, the
invention and hybridization of techniques. But nevertheless, the ideal of the
'social state' gives way to that of the 'enabling state'.

Rose (1999, p.142)

The ideal of the 'enabling state' described;here needs to be placed in context. It is
closely linked to the New Public Management (NPM) system of organising the public
sector that took hold through the 1990s, a method of economic organisation that
emphasised greater cost efficiency and effectiveness of the public sector which was
to be remodelled on private sector and business-like values (Dunleavy and Hood,
1994). In particular, lines of power and governance were to be diffused and
improvements in public service delivery secured by the return of public services to
citizens by creating more choice and more power for the citizen (as seen in John
Major's Citizen's Charter - see Cooper, 1993). This was to be achieved by securing
better access to information, providing more scope to influence change in the
management and delivery of public services and by reconstructing formerly
bureaucratised provision into quasi-markets of services consumer by active and
empowered (by choice) citizens (Dunleavy and Hood, 1994; Flint, 2003, p. 613).

Parallel to this, the diffusion of public service delivery was to encourage participatory
and democratic programs that activate citizens to act in their own self-governance
and self-interest (Cruikshank, 1999). Citizens are encouraged to aspire to autonomy,
to interpret welfare provision and sufficiency as a matter of individual responsibility,
and to shape life through acts of choice and consumption that become the hallmarks
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of citizenship (Rose, 1996).The citizenshipbof an individual is analysed by their ability
to self-govern, and failure to act politically, to participate in individual empowerment
and self-governance is to disengage with the social obligations of 'responsible
citizenship' (Cruikshank, 1999, p. 95).

An example of this is found in the housing literature where governmental emphasis
on homeownership as a preferred form of tenure simultaneously constructs the
homeowner as a model, self-sufficient and self-governing individual while linking
alternative tenure choices (such as social renting) as deviant forms of housing
consumption undertaken by flawed consumers lacking in autonomy and unable to
exercise choice (Flint and Rowlands, 2003). Thus, programmes of empowerment
and self-help both promote and encourage autonomy and seek to alter or shape
(rather than control or force) the actions of citizens towards this goal (Cruikshank,
1999, p. 3). Empowerment is therefore seen to be "both voluntary and coercive"
(Cruikshank, 1999, p. 48) in providing both opportunities for self-government and
self-help, and encouragement for citizens to engage with this by constructing model
forms of citizenship for them to aspire to.

Governmental strategies of community empowerment fall under this umbrella of
opening up new lines of power and organisations of government. The foreword to
New Labour's Communities in Control white paper spoke of providing the "right
support, guidance and advice" to unlock the "huge, largely latent, capacity for self-
government and self-organisation" within communities (CLG, 2008a, p. iii). For Rose
(1996), strategies offering the guidance and advice that the previous quotation
speaks of require scrutiny for the way they redefine methods of governing. While
communities that have previously been under the tutelage of the social state are to
be empowered and set free to find their own destiny through self-organisation and
determination, at the same time this involves citizens being made responsible for
their own welfare and government. So while empowerment may be grounded in
governmental discourses of handing 'power to the people', with power comes
responsibility:
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Empowerment, with all its emphasis on strengthening the capacity of the
individual to play the role of actor in his or her own life, has come to
encompass a range of interventions to transmit, under tutelage, certain
professionally ratified mental, ethical and practical techniques for active self-
management.

Rose (1996, p. 348)

For Rose the empowerment of communities denotes the transmission of active
subjective capacities pertaining to self-management that build a moral code of
individual responsibility and community obligation by which citizens are encouraged
to shape their lives (Rose, 1996, p. 347). These capacities become the means of
distinguishing between moral, responsible members of a community and those non-
active citizens lacking the skills required fo[\: self-management (Rose, 2000b, p. 331).
As such empowerment involves a "double movement of autonomization and
responsiblisation" where the ties and associations within communities are used to
engender individual and mutual self-government (Rose, 2000a, p. 1400).

The shift of power and control to community does not therefore mean that the state
has withdrawn from social life, but rather that it assumes a more nuanced role where
these practices of government are seen as "deliberate attempts to shape people's
behaviour in conjunction with certain objectives" (Lee, 2010, p. 114) which are to be
achieved not through direct intervention but via the implication of self-regulation and
obligation within governmental aims (Flint, 2003, p. 612-613). This self-regulation is
to be achieved within a framework of 'bounded autonomy' (Etzioni, 1995a) which is
"built on a moral dominant discourse shaped by government ... of what constitutes
required, appropriate and ‘correct' behaviour” (Flint, 2008, p. 20).

Following sections will link more thoroughly the concepts of community discussed
here and the way they are enacted in the governance of housing, but at this point it

is worth illustrating the rise of the community governance described above in social
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housing provision. Flint (2003) describes‘how tenant empowerment programmes
offer residents of social housing greafer opportunities to participate in the
governance of their homes and community’:.‘ Clapham and Kintrea (1994) and McKee
(2007) document the opportunities afforded by community ownership' and tenant
management of social housing, rescaling the governance of housing in order to
empower tenants. The emancipatory prospects for devolved and rescaled forms of
housing ownership are discussed in greater detail in the following chapter, yet within
this context it is important to note the 'ethopolitics' of the reshaped relationship
between social housing providers and residents as described by Flint (2003). Tenant
behaviour is reshaped, moving from identities of alleged flawed dependency on
bureaucratic decision-making to enhanced agency where tenants act as rational
consumers 'empowered' to hold landlords to account, exercise choice and actively
improve their standard of living. This enhanced agency ran concurrently to an
agenda of responsibilisation channelled thr:ough contractual arrangements detailing
behavioural duties towards families, the gePgraphica| community and the upkeep of
property.'!

Elsewhere, McKee and Cooper's (2008) Foucauldian analysis of tenant participation
in Glasgow found that programmes of empowerment hold both regulatory and
liberatory possibilities, as active citizens who behave 'responsibly' and get involved
are contrasted with those 'problematic’ individuals who opt out of participation

processes and become constructed as apathetic, alienated and excluded. The use of

% The phrase ‘community ownership' describes the majority control or ownership of housing stock by its
residents. Popular examples include housing co-operatives and community-based housing associations that
have formed to manage social housing.

! One example of such contractual arrangements is the use of 'Good Neighbour' agreements by social housing
providers. These explicitly iterate normative standards of behaviour expected by tenants in order to "promote
positive behaviour and reinforce community values" (CLG, 2006). Tenants are obliged to abide by the
agreements and refrain from the 'nuisance behaviour' they prohibit, creating a contractual relationship
whereby tenancy is no longer framed merely in terms of the maintenance of individual conduct but reframed
in communal terms that expand the behaviour and obligations required by tenants.
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community as a technique of governing becomes a process of framing the conduct
of citizens in relation to their contribution - or lack thereof - towards the 'strength’ of
the wider community which itself becomes a crucible of behavioural and moral
scrutiny (Wallace, 2010, p. 809). Citizens a}e encouraged to 'do the right thing' - that
is, to meet the conditions of citizenshib that encourage seif-government and
responsibility for meeting their own needs, with potentially punitive punishments for
those who opt out of the process (for example withdrawal of welfare provision for
unsuccessful jobseekers) (Heron, 2001). Adherence to the behavioural obligations
demanded by the community is of paramount importance in discourses of morally
responsible communities and has become one of the key targets of academic
critiques for the potential effects the imposition of such obligations could have on
different groups. This furthers an understanding of governmental projects that are
constructed around community deliberation and decision-making: they are not
necessarily constituted or presented neutrally and are instead influenced by the
objectives and economic imperatives that underpin and influence governmental
decision-making.'?

The communitarian vision of a co-operar’tive enquiry in which all participate to
contribute to the community's normative framework can be critiqued both for failing to
reconcile differences in power and for producing the authoritarian framework of
governing that communitarians, such as Tam's (1998, p. 154) rejection of centralised
authoritarian states, actually claim to avoid. Central to the communitarian argument
is that governing through community is done by reliance on the voluntary conviction
of members to align their behaviour with the image of a communitarian society, with

the moral voice of community acting as both an encouragement to behave in

2a good example of this is stock transfer of social housing from council ownership to housing associations.
McCormack's (2009, p. 401) case study described the paradox of stock transfer that can only go ahead if
approved on the basis of a ballot of tenants, yet in reality tenants were given little choice at all if they wished
their homes to be maintained to a high standard. The council presented a 'bleak alternative' to transfer, one
typified by reduced investment in housing maintenance (due to a need to reduce public expenditure) as
opposed to a transfer that would inject greater finance into improving housing standards for tenants.
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accordance with certain values and as a censure when these obligations are violated
(Etzioni, 1995a, p. 38). Etzioni insists that this is not done through coercive means
and that "if a person does not accede to the community's moral urgings, nobody will
make that person 'behave™ (Etzioni, 1995a, p.38).

However, as Robinson (2008, p. 20) points out, communitarianism centres on
identifying valued forms of community, désigning policies to promote and protect
such communities where they already exist and to reconfigure forms that stray away
from the ideal of community. To argue that social pressure of this kind is not coercive
would be to question the abilities held by a self-governing community, as if
communities are to rely on moral pressures to maintain social order, they can only
do so if these pressures have some degree of coercive effect in reconfiguring the
behaviour of potential dissidents (Levitas, 2005, p. 95). 'Community' can construct
essentialist categories of difference - the included and excluded, the responsible and
irresponsible, the deserving and the undeserving - and to appeal to a homogenous
common culture is to obscure the divisions, exclusions and inequalities that pervade
community life (Cain and Yuval-Davis, 1990, p. 22).

The shared values that define this commot culture, for example the value of justice
put forward by Henry Tam and those values that Etzioni argues are self-evidently
moral, are contested in themselves. Philpott (2011) points out the manner in which
the subjectivity of these values questions their basis for providing a normative
framework for communities - what is deemed fair and just to one group of people
could easily preclude others - and that to assume that people are inclined to treat

each other as equals within this framework is to avoid the complexities of everyday
life.

This is problematised not just because of the potential exclusion of those who fail to
conform to the idealised construct of community but due to the neglect of power
inequalities among community members. Levitas (2005, p. 95) questions which

members in the community will have the power to impose normative values and
v
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standards and highlights the difficulties of ensuring just, equitable and accountable
outcomes through informal community ties. Elias and Scotson's (1965) work on the
members that were designated as 'insiders and outsiders' of community life
highlighted the process of exclusion of outsider groups, where strong associative ties
between those who had lived in a community the longest were used as a means to
stigmatise and marginalise the 'outsiders' - those that had moved in last with weaker
and less established social relations. These configurations became a means not only
to create an idealised positive image of thé established group in the community but
as a way of conferring negative human attributes to "members of a group which they
considered collectively as different from, and as inferior to, their own group" (Elias
and Scotson, 1965, p. xx).

Jordan (2011, p. 50) also explores the possible inequalities in power, arguing that
policies aimed at governing through community are actually more orientated towards
reinforcing images of active entrepreneurial individuals rather than building
community solidarity. These usurped ideas of providing equality of opportunity as the
rhetoric around devolving power and influence to communities may suggest, and
instead assisting abler and more ambitious individuals to differentiate themselves
from communities where community membership and belonging - defined by
individual self-responsibility and self-management - was lacking. There is, therefore,
a need to be alive to the variable ou%)comes policies aimed at 'empowering'
- communities can create, considering who is empowered and at the expense of
whom. As Allen (2003, p. 5) puts it, power (and the associated concept of
empowerment) is not a neutral tool for associational collective action that facilitates
mutual aims and interests, but it is also an instrumental vehicle through which power
can be held over others and used to obtain leverage at the expense of others.
Expanding this, the communitarian vision of associational power between citizens
should be understood not only as having the potential for mutual action in the name
of community empowerment but also for the possibility of others gaining leverage
over those that fail to conform to the valued form of community life.
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This section has provided an introduction to the potential application of
communitarian ideology to everyday life. Through the decentralised units of
governance endorsed by Etzioni and Tam, communities become both the site and
mechanism through which individual and communal self-government is harnessed.
While the section has concluded with an analysis of the regulatory possibilities of
community, those that may exist through the potential stigmatisation or exacerbation
of inequalities of those that sit outside a valued construct of community, the following
section advances to discuss varied understandings of the way community
empowerment and participation can operate. This follows Rocha's (1997)
understanding that, while it is necessary to question the purpose of who is being
empowered and why, not all types of power are experienced as the actualisation of
influence or force and may hold out the prospect for mutual action towards improved
conditions for less powerful citizens.

2.3 Understanding Empowerment and Participation

The concept of community empowérmént, often premised on strengthening
community ties and building collective influence, is one that has been open to regular
contestation in the academy. As Section 2.2 argued, it is vital to gain an
understanding as to who is empowered and for what purpose, yet empowerment
often remains "mired in romantic notions of neighbourliness" (Colenutt and Cutten,
1994, p. 241) and used indiscriminatel} with a positive meaning "uncritically
assumed to be universal" (Rocha, 1997, p. 31). This section aims to further an
understanding of the varied definitions of empowerment and its prospects, providing
the context for a thorough exploration of the creation and facilitation of new forms of
community governance.
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Arnstein's (1969) ladder of citizen participation’ in neighbourhood renewal programs
provides a useful introduction to the variable possibilities held by the empowerment
of people to participate in public life.

In Arnstein's eyes, citizen participation is a process through which power relations
are, to variable degrees, altered between those who hold power in determining the

operation of public policies and those excluded from participating in these processes:

It is the redistribution of power that enables the have-not citizens, presently
excluded by the political and economic processes, to be deliberately included
in the future ... In short, it is the means by which they can induce significant

social reformvwhich enables them to share in the benefits of the affluent
society.

Arnstein (1969, p. 216)

The dynamics of citizen participation as conceptualised by Arnstein (1969) are
shown in Table 1.

3 While Arnstein's work obviously precedes much of the literature already discussed in this chapter, it
provides a valuable introduction to this discussion of empowerment and participation for the contestation,
debate and alternatives it has generated and its continued use in the social science literature (Burns et al.,
1994; Cornwall, 2008; Hall and Hickman, 2011).

49



Table 1: A ladder of participation (Arnstein, 1969)

8 Citizen Control T Degrees of citizen
power
6 Partnership
5 Placation
Degrees of
4 | Consultation tokenism
3 Informing
2 Therapy
Nonparticipation
1 Manipulation

Citizen participation in social reform is seen as "the cornerstone of a democracy - a
revered idea that is vigorously applauded by virtually everyone" (Arnstein, 1969, p.
215) and is actualised by the powerful, though its exact implementation is
experienced differently dependent on the extent to which power relations are
redefined. There are "significant gradations of citizen participation" (Arnstein, 1969,
p. 217). The eight rungs and three levels of Arnstein's ladder describe how the
involvement of citizens at one end of ‘the spectrum is defined by levels of
'nonparticipation’ that are contrived by those with power as a substitute or illusion for
genuine shifts in influence. Those in power 'educate' or 'cure' participants and
manipulate them to behave in a certain way in line with particular objectives. Above
this, the rungs relating to consultation and placation are understood as tokenistic
forms of community involvement: citizens are allowed an advisory role in the
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operation of policies that affect them but there is no requirement for their views to be
heeded: there is the right to participate but not the right to decide. Finally, at the top
of Arnstein's ladder sits those instances where citizens can enter into partnerships or
arrangements that allow scope for significant decision-making or full managerial
power.

Arnstein is unequivocal in arguing for higher degrees of citizen participation, arguing
that the top rungs represent a more adequate way of representing the opinion of
local communities than traditional forms of representative democracy and that
disadvantaged communities require further scope for influencing local decisions
because reliance on traditional forms of government to end their disadvantage and
powerlessness has failed" (Arnstein, 1969,:p. 224).1"' There are, however, a number
of limitations with Arnstein's ladder. Each rung on the ladder is not necessarily
equidistant with higher degrees of citizen participation becoming progressively more
difficult to obtain (Burns ef al., 1994), while each rung designates degrees of power
that could encompass disparate experiences among citizens. For example, the
context in which consultation and debate between government and community takes
place may vary as will the suitability of consultation being allowed to fully alter the
course of political decision-making.

Burns et al. (1994) expanded Arnstein's ladder of participation and aimed to provide
a more nuanced understanding by distinguishing between different forms of control
at the top (independent, entrusted and delegated) to more cynical forms of 'selling'
citizen participation and empowerment that aim to safeguard or manipulate
relationships of power between the powerful and the powerless. However, the main
issue with the work of both Arnstein (1969) 2;':md Burns et al. (1994) is the assumption

' It should be noted that Arnstein's work related partly (though not exclusively) to black and ethnic minority
communities in 1960s America; a period of history where these communities suffered significant social and
economic disadvantage in society. Her faith in greater citizen voice and control and corresponding distrust of
government should therefore be contextualised by this.
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that to progress to the top of the ladder, moving from a state of manipulation and
coercion at the bottom to independent citizen control at the top, is both eminently

possible and desirable.

Table 2: A revised table of citizen participation (Burns et al., 1994).

CITIZEN CONTROL

6. Genuine consultation

12. Independent control

5. High quality information

11. Entrusted control

CITIZEN NON-PARTICIPATION

CITIZEN PARTICPATION

4. Customer care

10. Delegated control

3. Poor information

9. Partnership

2. Cynical consultation

8. Limited decentralised decision-making 1. Civic hype

7. Effective advisory boards

Western democracies are typically structured on systems of representative
government where political elites are elected to represent citizens and the acquisition
of significant citizen power in these environments is not easily achieved (Stoker,
2010, p. 58). Somerville (2011b, p. 421) details the rise of elitism and
professionalisation in political life, leading t6 weakening citizen attachment to political
parties and, as a corollary, a lack of willingness to participate in exerting influence on
governmental decision-making perceived to be the domain of 'those who know best'.

People have become disenfranchised and unwilling to be involved in decision-
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making at either a local or national level (Fox, 2009) and tensions may exist between
the triangulation of efforts to encourage citizen participation, the extent to which
citizens wish to be involved in this, and thg extent to which elected governments are
willing to cede control (Somerville, 2011:b, p. 421). Hall and Hickman's (2011)
analysis of resident participation in French housing regeneration illustrates both the
reluctance of residents to assume high degrees of influence in decision making,
preferring instead a consultative role rather than substituting the work of
professionals, and the way in which these professionals were in any case orientated
towards designating circumscribed 'types' of participation than ceding total control.
The belief that to progress to the top of the ladder and assume independent citizen
control is both straightforwardly possible and desirable is an "erroneous normative
assumption" (Hall and Hickman, 2011, p. 835).

Furthermore, the endorsement of greater citizen control appears to assume a
"single, indivisible public" speaking as one, when instead it could be argued that
there is a "plurality of publics" each speaking with different voices that reflect variable
conditions and concerns (Somerville, 2011b, p. 419).

The task for democracy, therefore, is to aggregate the many voices that make up this
plurality in such a way that decisions can be made that take account of these voices
equally and are regarded as authoritative by all those likely to be affected by them
(Somerville, 2011b, p. 425). Traditional forms of representative democracy are
increasingly seen as lacking legitimacy due to disaffection with political decisions,
domination of elites in shaping and representing public opinion and decline in
electoral and party political citizen participation, leading Somerville to discuss four
approaches to deepening democracy and participation in order to improve the
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influence of public opinion and mitigate the problems with representative
democracy'® (Somerville, 2011b, p. 422):

Participatory democracy. This goes beyond representative democracy by
creating and supporting participatory mechanisms of citizen engagement,
which in turn are built upon and support communitarian views of the rights and
responsibilities of democratic citizenship. Political power should be devolved
to citizens individually and collectively so they can work directly with elected
officials in making a significant difference to the way policy is implemented.

Civil society and associative democracy. The concern with this approach is
with how an independent civil society - a voluntary sector of self-governing
associations - holds government fo account rather than how it directly
participates in processes of co-governance. Participation in public life, but not
directly in governmental decision-making, is the essential ingredient for an
autonomous public opinion which allows citizens methods of holding the state
to account. This provides a defence against the formation and dominance of
elite opinions, for example 'big business' or 'big government', and allows a
"bubbling up of opinion from the grassroots" (Somerville, 2011b, p. 426). As
Hirst (1994, p. 20) describes, associative democracy aims to correct the "little

capacity [citizens have] to redirect a failing bureaucracy toward meeting their
needs".

Deliberative democracy. Deliberation, in the sense of public reasoning to
come to collective decisions, deepens democracy by ensuring that
government actions and inactions are actually determined by, and not just

5 Somerville's work is presented here for its comparative value between different approaches to democratic
renewal, providing further evidence of how community involvement may be valued for a particular form of
authenticity and legitimacy in decision-making. It is important to note that this partly draws on the work of
others, in particular the work on associative democracy by Hirst (1994; 2002) and Amin (1996).
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responsive to, the conclusions of the public. The emphasis is on an informal
public sphere, transmitted through a range of techniques including protest,
petitions, lobbying and public meetings, which are translated into policy
proposals and arguments for the formal political sphere. It is akin to John
Dryzek's (2005) popular vision of deliberative democracy that is constituted by
a public sphere that is semi detached from a power-sharing state. Rather than
going beyond representative democracy, it is a means of strengthening it by
achieving a more informed and inclusive expression of public opinion, though
it is dependent on the commitment of political parties to "empowering the
disempowered" (Somerville, 2011b, p. 428).

e Enhanced representative democracy. This advances the limitations of
participatory democracy, hamely the danger of failing to secure representative
public opinion, by proposing the creation of deliberative public forums with
elected representatives to represent different interests and stakeholders.
These forums could improve the articulation and aggregation of public opinion,
working alongside traditional elected governmental authorities to inform
decision making that reflects the will cf the people.

These four approaches are broadly aimed; at creating and supporting autonomous
political spaces for the opinions and concerns of less powerful citizens to gain
greater traction in decisions that affect them (Somerville, 2011b, p. 431). It is argued
that non-electoral citizen representation can improve the operation of government,
as the 'untaintedness' of community representation in relation to state-led institutions
and procedures allows them to represent the authentic grassroots views of those
interests that are "marginalised or excluded under the present structure or operation
of electoral politics" (Saward, 2009, p. 19). Essentially, community involvement can
provide an authentic form of democratic decision-making as it provides a bottom-up

(as opposed to top-down) approach that is more responsive to the needs, concerns

55



and local knowledge of citizens, and acts as an antidote to the disenchantment felt

with representative democracy:'®

Civil society appears here as a space, defined by its 'otherness’ to both state
and market, and as such can readily be filled by different kinds of politics. This
space is therefore‘ imagined in contradictory ways: as empty (of politics) yet
full (of values, norms and community belongings). lts promise, then, rests on
its apolitical, yet 'authentic' character.

Newman and Mahony (2007, p. 57)

There is, though, a broad consensus in the literature that civic participation is a
'messy business' (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004) with the complexities of its meaning
and precise purpose posing many challenges to its effectiveness (Irvin and
Stansbury, 2004). '

If we are to understand community as a concept that can simultaneously be used to
describe groups of people tied by identity, place, interest and aspiration, it follows
that these definitional problems pose ghallenges for initiatives that place an
emphasis on greéter individual and colfective participation and representation:
communities are not homogenous masses and their members do not have the same
beliefs or needs (Smith, 2008, p. 147). The question of who speaks on behalf of a

community is not easily reconciled and, as Somerville (2011b, p. 430) points out,

16 Co-operative housing is a useful example here. In 2009 the Commission for Co-Operative Housing released a
report under the title of Bringing Democracy Home, making the case for an expansion of the co-operative
sector based on "the importance of community" and encouraging a realignment of the housing sector to "help
facilitate ordinary people and communities to take control ... the UK co-operative movement is a powerful part
of our national democracy" (Bliss, 2009, p. 7).
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mere ‘'untaintedness' from the state is not enough to claim community
representation, as to be embedded in the authentic views of the grassroots is to be
tainted by the particular views, interests and priorities that this environment nurtures.
As such this is merely a different and an additional form of particularised expertise
and knowledge.

These issues are exacerbated by the demands of participation in determining or
operating governmental decision-making or policies. Opportunities for community
involvement, particularly in articulating and implementing their interests, are often
impeded by professionalised structures that oblige participants to invest high levels
of skill and time (Fung and Wright, 2001; Robinson et al., 2005; Smith, 2008). As
such those who participate in civic action tend to be those with higher levels of social
capital, education and stable and secure living conditions, as well as the time to
devote to such activities (Reed and Selbee, 2001; Skidmore et al., 2006; Mohan,
2011): a 'civic core' of empowered and engaged individuals that tend to provide the
bulk of civic participation (Wells et al., 2011, p. 93).

Therefore, efforts to deepen democracy and increase citizen participation will
depend not only on the willingness of those in power to involve the powerless, but
also on the abilty and engagement of those deemed to require greater
empowerment in decisions that affect them. The idea of full independent citizen
control of local decisions, which parallels with the communitarian vision of breeding
decentralised forms of citizen participationsthat are active rather than passive in the
way they are governed (Tam, 1998, p. 154), is therefore one likely to take hold
mainly in areas where a civic core is evident, community ties are strong and
representatives are able to effectively determine and articulate locally-based
interests and priorities.

Even where a civic core is strong, the extent of community involvement may be
contingent on the political will at local and national levels. Governmental emphasis
on public participation has been dismissed as 'government by focus group' by critics
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who argue that participation usually amounts to encounters with "officially defined
structures and approved forms of involvement" that short circuit rather than enhance
the groundswell of public opinion (Lowe, 1997, p. 1563; Newman and Mahony, 2007,
p. 54). The view described above that civil society is empty of political meaning and
influence may therefore be an illusion; instead civic participation becomes aligned
with state aims, charged with service -delivery and morphs into a strategy of
governing the social at a distance, as per the work of Rose (1996) and on
communitarianism described in the previous section (Newman and Mahony, 2007, p.
61).

Paradoxically, such instances can also gi\;e rise to alternative forms of civic action
that aim to resist these governmental techniques. Shapely (2011) documents how
neighbourhood groups emerged spontaneously in the 1960s as a response to
perceived deficiencies in local authority planning policies. Planning had long been
seen as a domain where extensive community participation and consultation was
seen as unnecessary and wasteful by a centralising planning system, and therefore
any forms of participatory democracy actually involved educating the public into the
planning process, avoiding conflict and securing consent for governmental policies: a
technique that controlled and diminished the power of public opinion rather than
broadening forms of urban governance:

Citizens were, apparently, being invited to participate actively in the creation
of public policy. Promoting consultative democracy would, theoretically,
encourage greater involvement and enhance citizenship. But generating
publicity in practice still meant telling people what was going to happen. It
involved holding exhibitions and public meetings, but it did not necessarily
mean active participation whereby people's views were sought and absorbed
into the decision-making process.

Shapely (2011, p. 79)
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Resident action groups involved in community action formed as a reaction to the lack
of voice provided by traditional participation policies, articulating the concerns of
residents alienated from the policy-making process and setting out to challenge the
assumption that residents would give passive consent to local authority policy
decisions rather than to gain and share power over a period of time. Shapely (2011,
p. 81) argues this was particularly evident in oppositional activity against slum
clearances in the 1960s and 1970s, with community action groups emerging to
adequately reflect and transmit public opinion.

We can see in this instance that community activity can emerge as an oppositional
activity fighting against state and market forces that threaten the interests of the local
neighbourhood. Collective action is a means through which individuals can defend or
achieve a valued form of living (DeFilippis et al., 2006). Yet, in line with the literature
review of communitarianism, the key dilemma for research on forms of collective
action to confront is precisely what is being defended and for whom.

If collective action is the means through which the values, norms and notions of
community belonging are determined and transmitted, placing community as an
influential stakeholder in the governance of Society (Etzioni, 1997a, p. 141), it is also
necessary to interrogate the underpinning lrationales, analyses and stakes that this
collective action reflects. In line with DeFilippis et al. (2006), a platform from which to
advance such enquiry is to view community as neither a romantic 'social good'
(Tonnies, 1887; Etzioni 1995a) nor as a regulatory mechanism for governing the
social (Rose, 1996), but as an imagined ;‘;roduct of both their larger and external
contexts and the practices, organisations z:ind relations that take place within them.
Communities may emerge as vital arenas for social change and important
mechanisms for challenging the weight of elite governmental thinking dominated, yet
the potential problems of power relations and oppression within communities can
make community in and of itself a dubious goal (DeFilippis et al., 2006, p. 685).
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Conclusion

The preceding discussions have sought to highlight and unravel understandings of
'‘community’ - particularly those that have influenced recent governments - its
potential definitions and manifestations and the fault lines within these. Communities
can be simultaneously defined as a site for social change, a desirable form of
organising social relationships, a strategy through which citizens can be governed, a
technique of collective resistance and a vehicle through which grassroots public
opinion can be expressed. They can reflect communities of shared interest, place,
concern or behaviour and offer both liberatory and regulatory possibilities. The
following chapter provides an analysis of how spaces for community influence are
practically institutionalised, looking particularly at the reformation of housing
governance that extends responsibility for decision-making and management to the
level of community. Levitas (2000) arguesv that research that unpicks these issues
necessarily involves:

A critical orientation to notions of 'community’ and to all forms of ‘we-speak’
asking what differences or conflicts of interest or experience are suborned
within the assertion of collectivity.

Levitas (2000, p. 192)

The analysis of the emergence of community governance in housing therefore leads
into a framework for analysis that allows room to critically explore what the interests
are that underpin collective action expreséed through a CLT and furthermore the
rationales that affect the ways in which (ana the extent to which) its complexities are
negotiated among and within the broader range of actors and processes community
governance demands.

60



Chapter 3: Housing governance and the

politics of community

This chapter seeks to further examine the realm of community governance to explore
the relationship of collective action to the governance of housing. It begins by
providing some clarity as to our understanding of what governance entails,
particularly when it is expanded to the level of the neighbourhood. This provides the
backdrop to our understandings of how community governance in housing can be
instigated and how it is negotiated among public and private stakeholders. An
account of relevant literature that has explored CLTs in other countries is provided,
arguing the research published to date on developments in the United States and
Scotland has failed to engage with the politics of community woven into the
formation, development and existence of CLTs as a form of housing provision and

governance.

This links to the core theme of this thesis: namely how and why communities come
together from the ‘bottom up’ to attempt the implementation of new tenurial and
organisational arrangements in order to meet the needs of a defined locality, and the
negotiations and challenges that are undertaken to facilitate new forms of housing

governance.
3.1 Governance, co-governance and housing

The enlargement of civic participation discussed in the previous chapter, whether it
be through encouraging people to fulfil certain social responsibilities in accordance
with a valued form of living or through efforts to extend democratic power to wider
populations, is indicative of what many term the shift from centrally controlled

government to dispersed processes of governance. Although the concept of
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governance is disputed for being 'slippery' (Pierre and Peters, 2000, p. 7) and has
been critiqued for its lack of a universally adcepted and understood definition (Jordan
et al. (2005, p. 478), the term has gainedi popular currency in describing the drive
towards the involvement of institutions and actors that are drawn from, but also

beyond, elected nation state governments:

Contrary to the classic form of 'government', contemporary governance is not
imprisoned in closed institutions and is not the province of professional
politicians. Though rarely defined with precision, it refers to patterns of
decision-making taking place in a larger set of institutions, with a broader
range of actors and processes. |

Magnette (2003, p. 144)

Processes of governance are premised on gheir capacity to cover the widest possible
range of institutions and relationships in the procedures of governing (Pierre and
Peters, 2000, p. 1). The boundaries and responsibilities for influence and decision-
making become blurred between actors and the potential for governance through
self-governing networks of actors is recognised as an effective strategy as opposed
to merely through the central command, power and authority of government (Stoker,
1998, p. 18). As the efforts to deepen democracy and encourage communitarian-
minded behaviour reveal, the level of the neighbourhood becomes the site where
community engagement and participation in political life can be harnessed through
dispersed governance, as opposed to citizens merely participating in electoral
processes. Based on the view that centralised government is no longer capable of
governing effectively at a local level without the cooperation and participation of its
citizenry, goverhance involves the creation of new institutional spaces and decision-
making opportunities in which previously: excluded parts of the population can
influence and challenge policy formulation and delivery (Taylor, 2007, p. 297-298).
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This narrative conceptualises civic involvement in governance as an activity
formulated and defined by the state. Much in line with Taylor's description,
Somerville (2005, p. 121) sees community-based governance as the process
through which the activities of government are democratised and as a necessary
condition for the democratic legitimacy of representative democracy. The efforts to
'deepen democracy' described at the end of the previous chapter are a means
towards making the decisions that emerge from these processes work more fairly in
favour of citizens: they aim to enhance rather than undermine elected government
(Somerville, 2011b, p. 421).

Governance is therefore said to be embedded into governmental structures and
takes place 'in the shadow of hierarchy' (Scharpf, 1994, p. 40). Yet, Somerville
(2005, p. 120) points out that community governance can also be understood as a
process of decision-making that takes place on a scale that is both appropriate for
the demands of, and regarded as legitimate by, identifiable communities.

This suggests a key role for those to be empowered with the ability to shape and
affect policy decisions, suggesting that the power of government and the scale at
which governance is to be implemented is subject to negotiation and influence from
actors at community level. Collective action in governance processes could be to
defend, oppose or achieve a particular policy or mode of governing rather than to
legitimise its existing formulation (DeFilippis et al., 2006). This is not to suggest that
the role of government is significantly curtailed nor that practices of empowerment
fall outside their gaze. Indeed efforts to deepen democracy still represent a space
where power is exercised in some form to a particular end and this is highlighted by
the definitional problems and debate surrounding who and what 'community' may be
composed of or seeking to achieve. Rather, as the analysis of literature and research
on CLTs internationally presented later in the thesis will illustrate, it is important to
note that collective action will not always emanate from, or be aligned with,
governmental structures and the objectivessthey are orientated towards.
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The multiple possibilities offered by new. governance spaces are to be realised
through technigques of co-governance in spaces autonomous from conventional
political systems and structures:

The new governance spaces that are opened up as a result of these
reconfigurations enable 'performing Gitizens' to become directly involved in the
co-production of particular policy outcomes that matter to them, their
contributions to specific policy projects combining to generate a system of co-
governance. Co-governance may be enacted through networks created either
by the state for the purpose of improved system effectiveness or by citizens
themselves operating outside conventional political systems and structures.

Lowndes and Sullivan (2008, p. 55)

The networks through which co-governance may be enacted are differentiated as
"invited spaces" and "popular spaces" by Cornwall (2004), distinguishing between
opportunities where the involvement of the powerless is contingent on being offered
a chance to participate by the powerful uir)der defined boundaries of engagement
and 'popular' autonomous forms of ac’tion.f through which citizens create their own
opportunities and terms for engagement (Cornwall, 2002). Invited spaces can bring a
wider network of non-state actors into policymaking, though the decision as to who is
permitted to participate and under what terms lies with those already holding power
and may be used to legitimise governmental priorities rather than reconcile
differences in inequities and status (Cornwall, 2002, p. 24). Popular spaces,
however, can be created and claimed by less powerful actors and emerge as a result
of popular mobilisation around issue-based concerns or as a way for like-minded

people to join together in common pursuits: they are arenas in which "people join
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together, often with others like them, in collective action, self-help initiatives or
everyday sociality" (Cornwall, 2004, p. 76)."”

While these are not static concepts and it is acknowledged that spaces created with
one purpose may be used by those who engage in them for something completely
different (Cornwall, 2004, p. 81), the key( point is that popular spaces are to be
distinguished from invited spaces as their f"g‘:reation permits a bottom-up constitution
of the "rules of the game" as opposed to cémmunity involvement being configured in
line with governmental strategies and objectives.

The role of community as both the geographical site and collective means of
transmitting citizen participation may in different ways depend on the constitution of
the spaces for community governance. The institutional framework of government
can develop the structures and possibilities of engagement, while these can be
simultaneously accepted, negotiated or undermined via dispersed forms of
governance at the local level:

External ‘higher-level' institutional constraints structure the range of
possibilities for developing new rules and are expressed through legislation,
policy frameworks, resource regimes and the regulation of 'standards'. At the
same time, locally specific institutions either reinforce or undermine
institutional 'templates’ circulating in the wider environment.

Lowndes (2001, p. 1965)

7 it should be noted that although useful in describing some of the prospects for mutual action, these
activities listed by Cornwall are different in both their purpose and value. Furthermore, the notion that
‘everyday sociality' is intrinsically or necessarily linked to citizen participation or involvement in the public
realm is contradicted by some of the literature questioning Putnam's social capital thesis described in the
previous chapter (Levi, 1996; Stolle, 2003).
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Therefore the process of structuring and embedding community involvement into
governance is key as its acceptance or negotiation gives rise to varied outcomes. In
other words, rather than assuming the role of community governance to be one of
invited participation with pre-configured rules of engagement, the widening of
- opportunities for collective action can emeré;e both as a result of and in opposition to
the state-led legislation, policy frameworks and resource regimes that structure
policy formulation and objectives. Thus, the 'institutional differentiation’ that occurs
as patterns of decision-making and responsibility for governance become delinked
from bureaucratic hierarchies, giving rise; to a greater variety of institutions and
institutional arrangements for local governa'?flce (Lowndes, 2001, p. 1961).

Housing has become a key terrain for this, particularly in the context of the
demunicipalisation of council housing which gave rise to a new mixed economy of
provision typified by an enabling role for the state as opposed to one focused on
providing material resources and direct management. Social housing has moved
away from a singular model of traditional hierarchal organisation channelled through
local government towards combined forms of governance and co-ordination that
draw not only on hierarchy but on markét and network principles too, reflecting
policies of modernisation elsewhere in the public sector (Mullins et al., 2001).

This change was precipitated both by -governmental support for the housing
association sector, demonstrated by the injection of significant state funds in the
1970s aimed at creating a 'third arm' of housing policy that could challenge the
hegemony of local authority rented housing (McDermont, 2010, p. 37), and by the
diversification of tenure and management of council housing from the 1980s
onwards. Housing became progressively delinked from local authorities, with the
right to buy taking significant proportions of rented housing into owner occupation
(King, 2010) and stock transfer offering changes both in who manages social
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housing and opportunities for tenants to actively influence their choice of landlord."®
Stock transfer involved the transfer of housing stock into the ownership of housing
associations seen as more capable of innovating in the investment and management
of property (through their ability to raise private finance), while this was also
grounded in providing a platform for an improved range of opportunities for tenants
to influence the management of their homes and therefore provide a more
responsive landlord service to tenants (Malpass and Mullins, 2002). Stock transfers
have typically involved balloting tenants affected by the proposal to alter their
landlord and, if it goes ahead, reserving places on the governing body of the housing
stock to assist with governance decisionsépver investment, rent levels and tenancy
conditions. McCormack posits that on face value stock transfers have offered:

a site of active citizenship, with tenants in effect determining the future
provision of a key welfare service in their area ... tenants in stock transfer
areas can not only vote on a major area of public service, but also help to
develop its shape, and participate in its governance.

McCormack (2009, p. 393)

Yet, these spaces of invited participation (Cornwall, 2002) for communities -
expressed via tenant involvement - are characterised by multiple tensions and
competing narratives. Lowndes and Sullivan argue that the creation of these new
governance spaces is inherently unstable due to the potential variety of desires and
expectations of these processes:

18 Although the way social housing is funded is not the focus of this analysis, it should also be noted that the
decoupling of social housing from local authorities was also seen as desirable for reducing public sector
expenditure and allowing private finance to be invested into improving the quantity and quality of housing
stock (Whitehead, 1999; McDermont, 2010, p. 41).

67

—




the instability of 'new governance' means that any strategies employed by the
state will be subject to challenge and contestation and their attempted
application will generate new sources of agency for citizens to act on their
own terms.

Lowndes and Sullivan (2008, p. 55)

The challenge, contestation and need to acknowledge the varied possibilities for
community governance have been exemplified within stock transfer processes.
Reflecting on the initial experiences, Clapham and Kintrea (1994) were critical of the
large-scale nature of stock transfer to housl_ng associations in England, particularly in
comparison to the experience in Scotland where transferred stock was dispersed
into small units of management via community ownership co-operatives or
community-based housing associations. These served to provide greater scope for
resident involvement and influence, providing more positive outcomes for tenants in
terms of satisfaction and choice than larger landlords would provide (Clapham and
Kintrea, 1994). These tensions over size have been found elsewhere in the housing
association sector. Mullins (1999) spoke of the paradox between housing
associations 'sensitively serving the needs of society' on one hand, based on their
traditional image of being locally based and accountable to their communities, and
on the other increasing their size through merger activity on the basis of business
logics such as economies of scale (see McDermont, 2010 for a detailed account of
this).

More recent research has concentrated on the extent to which stock transfer
processes truly represent devolution of power to community level. McCormack
(2009) has been highly critical of stock transfer ballots, arguing that the participation
of tenants is influenced by dominant narratives that reinforce existing relations of
power. McCormack argues that oppositional behaviour to transfer processes is

submerged by the imposition of landlord perspectives and manipulation of already-
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subsidiary tenant voices in governance processes in order to achieve the desired
ends of existing governmental structures:

A local authority is ostensibly working in 'partnership' with its tenants to reform
a key welfare service, whilst at the same time ... oppressing its tenants,
principally through its attempts at suppressing critical consciousness [of
tenants].

McCormack (2009, p. 408)

This concurs with other analyses of stock transfer that see it as a process of
privatisation aimed less at encouraging citizen choice and local democracy and more
at widening the scope for private profit-making, generating a series of anti-transfer
movements (Mullins and Pawson, 2009). Indeed, the concept has been described as
"more akin to voice than choice" (Mullins and Pawson, 2009, p. 94) as tenants are
usually faced with prescribed options between a specified new landlord or remaining
with local authority control rather than acting as the source for shaping the entire
structure, with financial incentives or disincentives prominent in the framing of
decisions.®

McKee's analysis of stock transfer in Glasgow also illustrates the complexities of
creating new opportunities for communities to become involved in local governance
structures, particularly when faced by the pragmatic realities of the constitution of
these spaces. Stock transfer in Glasgow was to involve two stages: the transfer of
ownership to a citywide housing association, who devolved the day-to-day
management of the housing to a citywide' network of small-scale and community-

¥ The experience of stock transfer in Glasgow demonstrates this, where additional financial inducements
relating to the elimination of debt were provided to encourage a 'yes' vote. Daly et al (2005) contrasted this
with a "no" vote in Birmingham where suspicion over the eventual outcomes a change in landlord would bring
led tenants to reject stock transfer in a ballot.
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controlled local housing organisations (LHOs) that would be governed at a micro-
level; and then the eventual 'second stabe transfer' of these properties into full
community ownership of the LHOs (McKee, 2007). In practice, however, the aim of
achieving full community ownership of the properties has been impeded by the cost
of doing so and a range of organisational barriers as to how best to practically
manage the housing stock, with some stakeholders desiring a revised governance
model consisting of fewer and larger organisations in the name of cost efficiency
(McKee, 2009). Similarly, McKee (2008, p. 194) observes the "contradictory co-
existence of decentred and centralising modes of governance" whereby the local
knowledge and capacity for action of communities is mobilised in the governance of
housing, yet the scope for this to have significant influence is circumscribed by wider
policy contéxts in which the state shapes the parameters of local control, for example
over the allocation of housing in the local area.

The concept of community ownership is préblematised further by the complexities of
ownership itself. Legal ownership confers exclusive or absolute rights over the things
that are owned - in the case of CLTs this is land and housing - and, within the wider
socio-political rules and legislation, allows full rights of use, income and decision-
making as to its function. It takes on different forms and to be an owner is complex
due to the variety of ideas and practices to which it refers. It may be individual
ownership of property, private ownership of business, state ownership or, as may be
the case in the housing sector, ownership by an intermediary within civil society.
Different forms of ownership can therefore denote a variety of relationships between
individuals in respect of the mechanisms for the acquisition, transfer and distribution
of ownership in society (Gamble and Kelly, 1996, p. 72).

Housing is a good example of this. It is wige'ly acknowledged that individual private
ownership of property is something that cdfnfers and transmits an expression of the
personal identity, autonomy and social position held by the owner (Gurney, 1999;
McKee, 2011b). In particular, private homeownership has been elevated to, and
normalised as, the tenure of choice with governmental acts seeking to encourage
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owner-occupation while at the same time reducing the social housing stock (King,
2010), based partly on the modernisation of the public sector (and associated
reduction in expenditure) but also on the basis that the ownership of one's home is
thought to create a range of tangible and intangible socio-economic benefits as
summarised below by David Boaz and endorsed by the findings of others (Munro,
2007; King, 2010, p. 6):

People have known for a long time that individuals take better care of things
they own ... Just as homeownership creates responsible homeowners,
widespread ownership of other assets creates responsible citizens. People
who are owners feel more dignity, more pride, and more confidence. They
have a stronger stake, not just in their own property, but in their community
and their society.

Boaz (2011, p. 263)

Premised on providing people with a stake in their community and neighbourhood,
governmental promotion of this type of ownership aimed to build responsible citizens
built around moral norms of consumption that denote self-sufficiency rather than
dependency and responsibility for one's welfare. Governmental emphasis on
homeownership and its associated benefits is thought to construct alternative tenure
choices, particularly social renting, as a deviant choice of consumption undertaken
by flawed consumers lacking the self-responsibility and financial stake in the
community that owner occupiers are thought to hold? (Flint and Rowlands, 2003;
McKee, 2011b). This illustrates that the ownership of an asset and the discourses
that surround it do not operate merely in a vacuum, they are instead both a product
of and constitutive of relationships between individuals, communities and the state.

1

2% McKee's (2011b) work on low-cost homeownership challenges these constructions, arguing that the
recipients of governmental promotion to become homeowners challenge and reject these stereotypes.
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These discourses are indicative of the communitarian discourses that place
individuals in a social context where their responsibilities to community are to be
fulfilled. Alongside this, forms of community ownership that are instigated on terms
lying outside the structures of 'invited participation' - those instances where new
sources of collective agency are generéted for communities to pursue mutual
interests - may seek the sovereign rights and powers that ownership can confer.?!
This is often premised on the view that smaller units of housing governance are able
to extend the powers of ownership to a greater proportion of local populations,
tapping into their attachment to place rather than their intrinsic financial stake in a
neighbourhood (Rowlands, 2011). Yet if ownership extends full rights of use, of
income and of decision-making within the nest of the wider society and economy, it
is important to disentangle the aims and potential scope of community ownership
and its relationship to these wider social, political and economic contexts if we are to
understand what it is that legal ownership of land and housing may confer to a CLT
and the implications for its wider community.

L]

Alongside this, the centre-local tensions in! localised housing governance described
by McKee (2008) illustrate the need for an analytical approach that takes into
account the fact that community ownership of housing takes place within a wider
policy environment rather than in a vacuum. Simply assuming that community
ownership translates into full unencumbered local control is insufficient, instead it
must take into account the aims and process through which this is negotiated and
the terms under which it is achieved. As Lowndes and Wilson describe, it is
important to assess the process of involving communities in the design of governing
institutions rather than assuming the 'content' - their involvement - inevitably leads to
significant alterations in power, influence and autonomy:

* For example, Satsangi (2009) argues that community ownership via a CLT in Scotland was instigated by a
desire for communities to take control of their own destiny, itself driven by unhappiness with the impact of
existing feudal ownership and the power that conferred.to a single individual. Satsangi and Murray (2011) also
detail the role of Walterton & Elgin Community Homes, a community based housing association that took
control of their social housing stock in order to ward off privatisation.
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tlhe prospects for ‘organising from below' (and 'from above') are likely to
depend as much upon the process as upon the content of institutional design.

Lowndes and Wilson (2001, p. 645, original emphasis)

Furthermore, given the multiple understandings of the construct of 'community' and
the varied possibilities these hold, the question of exactly who and what the
'‘community' is composed of, and more specifically, the rationales that underpin the
apparent need for collective action require scrutiny. This is particularly the case
when community involvement is instigated on terms lying outside the structures of
'invited participation'; those instances when new sources of agency are generated for
communities to pursue mutual interests. If ownership is premised on the pursuit and
acquisition of certain powers, it is important to explore the genesis of this collective
action and inclination to directly participate in local housing governance. The
following section furthers our understanding of how these decentred modes of
community governance in housing may emerge and the ends they are orientated
towards, laying the foundations for the framework that landscapes the research into
CLTs in England and Wales. :

3.2 Collective action and housing

Davis (1991) argues the genesis for collective action at the neighbourhood level
arises from the identification of common interests that may at any time require
defending, promoting or achieving. Davis argues that communities of place need to
be understood by the way they act collectively on the basis of local interests:
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Place-bound 'communities' do act - sometimes out of a common interest in
improving local safety, services, or amenity; sometimes out of a special
interest in protecting local property‘vsalues; sometimes because not to act is to
acquiesce in the community's own destruction.

Davis (1991, p. 6, original emphasis)

There are numerous examples of this within the literature. McKenzie (1994) notes
the rise of common-interest housing in the United States that has flourished in an era
of reduced faith in government and reliance on market logic. Targeted at those
unhappy with existing governance arrangements, common-interest developments
offer the opportunity for people to join planned communities by buying a property
subject to adherence with rules, regulations and covenants relating to the use of the
property, the idea being that this will protect valued forms of community life
(McKenzie, 1994; 2003). These are run by private governments, or homeowners'
associations, which are run by residents to enforce deed restrictions. Similar projects
have emerged in the UK - gated communities - as part of a 'splintering urbanism' that
extends and reinforces the segregation of social groups (Atkinson and Flint, 2004),
while on a larger scale some municipalities have engaged in secession movements
in the United States have reacted against globalised forces and attempted to rescale
urban governance in order to claim and enhance independence and democratic
governance within the city as well as provide and benefit from place-bound public
services (Boudreau and Keil, 2001). These examples illustrate how place-bound
communities can act on the basis of common interest and, as will be described later
in this section, how collective action and ownership can hold reactive possibilities as
well as progressive prospects.

With individuals engaged in collective action on the basis of shared interests, it is
necessary to assess why groups form or fail to form, why they mobilise or fail to
mobilise, and how they cooperate and conflict, with the aim of explaining the
formation, mobilisation and conflict of community groups by identifying and defining
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the interests rooted in their locality (Davis, 1991, p. 15-16). Davis' analysis of
disadvantaged urban social movements in the United States, including some of the
earliest CLTs, rooted itself very much on the side of Cornwall's 'invited spaces”
those created and defined by collective ac‘tion that may aim to oppose or influence
traditional forms of governing. It explored the ‘'housing consciousness' of
communities that undertook collective action provoked by threatened or unstable
property interests in a locality,? with different levels of collective consciousness
resulting in the creation of different types of community-influenced housing
organisation (Davis, 1991, p. 85). v
Although we may expect collective action in 1980s urban United States to differ from
that of 21% Century rural England (the predominant geographical focus of this
research), the three broad forms of consciousness presented by Davis provide a
useful conceptualisation of how the formation of community groups may be
precipitated by housing issues and the ends to which they may be orientated
towards. While a summary is provided of each, of critical interest and importance
here is the ‘radical’ form of community mobilisation which is based on collective
action orientated towards reforming institutional arrangements that are perceived to
be inadequate and insufficient in meeting the interests and needs of a locality.

Housing consciousness in the communiiy
e Collective consciousness: This level of consciousness involves collective
acknowledgement that individuals in a community are similarly situated and
affected by the condition of the local neighbourhood. It follows Somerville

(2011a, p. 186) in perceiving property interest to be closely related to notions

2 Eor example, Davis (1991) describes the formation of a CLT (and other forms of co-operative housing
organisation) that formed as a response to threats such as gentrification and aimed to preserve low-income
housing under threat from property development.
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of community by virtue of shared attachments and concern for the mutual
geographical space in which housing is located. There is no effort to shape or
challenge market and state forces external to the neighbourhood, and instead
where collective activity exists it is aimed at engaging in activities that will
marginally improve the property and place in which members have a common
stake (Davis, 1991, p. 86). The typ;e of housing organisation that emerges
from this may be a form of neighbourhood improvement association aimed at
restoring and rehabilitating local housing 2 (Davis, 1991, p. 86), or
neighbourhood watch schemes that;mobilise voluntary action to tackle social
problems of crime and behaviour in a neighbourhood.

e Conflict consciousness: Collective action provoked by a conflict
consciousness tends to focus on activities that politically defend or promote
one group's property interests in the face of attack or threat by another group
(Davis, 1991, p. 83). Housing organisations that are formed on the basis of
this tend to organise in an oppositional and confrontational manner, engaging
in activities that protest, disrupt, restrain or block the actions of an antagonist.
Examples of this could include opposition to unwanted development in a
neighbourhood, rent strikes (such as the ones organised against profiteering
landlords in Glasgow in 1915) and anti-stock transfer campaigns organised by
tenants of council housing to fight the sale of their homes (Mooney and Poole,
2005, p. 29). While these involved the mobilisation of community around a
shared identity and interest, the aim is typically to defend and oppose
particular policies or actions rather than to engage in the c