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Abstract

This thesis is an original contribution to key debates on the politicisation,
governance and scale of ‘the community’ in contemporary society (Etzioni,
1996; Bourdieu, 1989; Giddens, 1984; Taylor, 2003). It contributes to
knowledge on constitutional change and community development in three key
ways.

Firstly, findings from micro-geographical case studies in Wales are situated
within global debates on the fragmentation of governance into networks,
hierarchies and scales (Rhodes, 1997; Brenner, 2004; Gore, 2008). These
complex and contested subjects are used to uncover the relationship between
state and civil society using Multi Level Governance (Armstrong & Wells, 2005),
theory on territorial rescaling and multi-scalar governance. These theories are
encapsulated within one strand of the Strategic Relational Approach (Jessop,
2008) to understand the state. Use of theory in this way ensures that the
findings add to wide-ranging and existing knowledge rather than replicating it.

Secondly, the research was carried out at a significant time in Welsh political
history. Under devolution Communities First is the first national area-based
community development programme to be exclusively designed and
implemented by Ministers elected to represent the people of Wales. The thesis
explores the impact of devolution on community development from the
perspective of those involved at different levels of governance; from Ministers
with a Wales-wide remit to community groups in neighbourhoods. It also
explores the influence of UK regeneration policy and actors during the late
1990s (SEU, 2001; Lawless, 2011).

Thirdly, the research questions have developed directly from existing research
on Communities First in Wales (Adamson & Bromilley, 2008). Published at the
outset of this PhD the research provided an empirical base from which to
develop a relevant investigation of the Communities First programme using the
theoretical tools noted above.
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1. Introduction

This thesis is an examination of the area-based Communities First (CF)
programme established under the Welsh Government (WG) to tackle
deprivation in Wales’ poorest areas from 2001 to 2012. Using the Strategic
Relational Approach (SRA) theory of the state, the thesis presents findings from
an in-depth qualitative research project carried out between 2008 and 2009.
The hypothesis tested through this research is the assumption that Welsh
devolution has had an impact on area-based regeneration and particularly

community development in terms of people, place/space and policy in Wales.

The findings are drawn from three research questions and address the broader
question: what factors determine the relationship between state and community
in Wales under devolution? The findings present a snapshot in time and space
of people, their localities and (inter)relationships presented through selected
narratives reflecting the tensions and balance between state and society.

While this thesis does not cover every aspect of the CF programme the findings
give insight into the programme which are not always apparent in research,
evaluations and reports published on the programme. This is because the
findings come from a wide-range of varying perspectives, from local people
living in CF areas to Welsh Assembly Ministers responsible for the design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the programme. Their collective
narratives give a balanced overview of the programme that addresses gaps in
existing literature on CF. The findings are a small, but not insignificant,
contribution to knowledge on strategic decision-making within the rapidly-

changing landscape of Welsh governance and the lives of people affected by it.

The research for this thesis was undertaken at an interesting and exciting time
for Wales in terms of policy to tackle deprivation. While high levels of
deprivation, economic inactivity and social exclusion have been a political point
of focus in Wales since the 1920s, since 1999 the WG has been responsible for

tackling these problems rather than being entirely dependent on external UK



and European funding regulations and policies made in Whitehall. CF effectively
represents the first development programme exclusively designed and
implemented by political actors who have been elected to represent the needs

and interests of the Welsh population.

In the context of spatial / scalar governance of populations, debate on the most
appropriate scale at which to govern forms some compelling arguments central
to this thesis, including arguments for and against devolution. Because the
research was conducted at a politically significant time for Wales, it sheds some
light on these arguments. Particularly the argument that constitutional change
means more tailored and focused policy-making in devolved regions and

nations of the UK:

‘. . . decisions made at the regional level can take better account of the unique
~ opportunities and challenges faced by an individual region’ (DTLR, 2002 in
North, Syrett & Etherington, 2007: 2)

The effectiveness of the scale at which governance is operated is a complex

matter and depends on a combination of factors including:

‘. .. geographical disparities in welfare and productivity, the uneven operation of
the labour market, the governance of economic development, and the
competing claims of ‘regions’, ‘sub-regions’ and ‘city regions’ as the appropriate
arena for sub-national policy-making’ (Gore & Fothergill, 2007: 56)

Approaches to tackling deprivation after devolution in Wales, represent a
significant test of this argument.

While the shape of this thesis has evolved and changed since the outset in
2007 the overarching aim to examine the impact of devolution on regeneration
to tackle deprivation in Wales has remained constant. However, one major
change is considered worthy of note. Before completion the working title of this
research was Constitutional Change and Regeneration rather than

Constitutional Change and Community Development. However, it emerged

8



during the research that CF is more of a community development than a
regenerafion programme in the full sense of the term because it does not focus
on economic or physical infrastructure changes. This finding changed the title of
the thesis and revealed that the WG does not currently run a Wales-wide
regeneration programme but a community development programme. While the
findings reveal many positive aspects of the CF programme it is possible to
argue that, despite devolution Wales continues to rely, to some extent, on
external funding sources to tackle the deep rooted economic and infrastructural

problems causing deprivation.

1.1 Research questions and hypothesis
The overarching question ‘what factors determine the relationship between
state and community in Wales under devolution?’ has been examined in three

case study areas through the following three research questions:

How and in what ways have pre-existing, non-state community-run
organisations been integrated into CF post-2001?

What are the (inter)relationships between CF staff (including volunteers) and

local authority representatives involved in the programme?

What are the reasons given for and impact of change to partnership Grant
Recipient Body (GRB) status since 2001?

The questions have been developed to cover temporal, institutional and
structural aspects of the CF programme as a whole through integration over
time, institutional interrelations and funding arrangements for the programme.
These aspects of the programme are key strategic points linked to a wide range

of issues associated with the programme.

The geographical spaces within which CF partnerships function are significant
in all three research questions. This is a reflection of the area-based nature of

the CF programme and the fact that Wales is a space with delineated,



politicised and perceived boundaries. The questions are also designed to draw
out the temporal aspects of CF rooted in the time limitations of the programme
as a whole and within each partnership. This is also rooted in the relatively
recent establishment of the WG and the National Assembly for Wales (NAW).

The questions have evolved from relevant literature on CF, the most significant
of which is an evaluation of CF by Adamson & Bromilley (2008) at Glamorgan
University entitted Empowering Communities in Practice: the case of
Communities First in Wales. Rather than being a critique of Adamson &
Bromilley’s work this thesis builds on the interesting and significant findings
emerging from it which were published at a pivotal time. Exploring the complex
concept of ‘empowerment’ within CF, the Glamorgan research (Adamson &
Bromilley, 2008) highlights the personal and structural levers and barriers to
participation among community members engaged in the programme. It
concludes that partnership status as a charity or a company limited by
guarantee means more economic focus for the partnership. It also finds that in
many cases local authorities are not responding effectively to good work by CF
partnerships.

Following the publication of these findings a scoping interview was carried out
with the first author, Professor Dave Adamson, to shape the research
questions. The interview resulted in some interesting insights into the findings
realised during the research but not published due to lack of evidence. These
insights included reflection on the possibility that communication between
partnerships was not encouraged by the WG.

Drawing on the published findings from the Glamorgan research and the
interview with Adamson, the research questions for this thesis evolved around
the three more significant reflections on CF at the time of its publication in 2007-
8.

Firstly, the Glamorgan research identified a lack of interaction between
partnerships in the form of joined-up working. This finding led the decision to

investigate communication and interaction between CF partnerships and
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community-run organisations in the same micro-geography. This decision was
made to ensure a pre and post perspective of CF from groups existing in
pockets of deprivation before 2001. This includes learning from and joining-up
with pre-existing community groups. In addition, this line of investigation
addresses the wider issue of the impact of state-run development programmes

on grass roots initiatives.

The isolation experienced by partnerships and the risks of creating highly
localised and parochial responses to issues must also be protected against by
ensuring effective communication between partnerships in the local area
(Adamson & Bromilley, 2008: 61)

Secondly the issue of local authorities sometimes failing to respond positively to
CF partnership work was one of the more prominent findings within the
Glamorgan research. It led to the development of a research question on local

authority-CF relations to explore this issue further.

‘. .. the statutory sector has largely failed to respond to the community agenda
and there is liftle evidence of community influence over budgets and service
delivery, and no evidence of bending mainstream services to reflect the
partnership process’ (Adamson & Bromilley, 2008: 15)

Finally the Glamorgan research showed that the structure of CF partnerships
can affect the way partnerships function in relation to other organisations thus
tying the previous two questions together with a critical factor. The creation of
the third research question posed a way to explore the symbolic significance of
partnership Grant Recipient Body (GRB) status on the structure of CF and

agents within the partnership.
‘The partnership decided that being a Development Trust also provides an

opportunity to have long-term economic impact and financial self-sustainability’
(Adamson & Bromilley, 2008: 70)
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It is important to note that Adamson does relate the findings to a broader more
theoretical context in an academic paper presented at a later date (Adamson,
2009) which highlights the advantage of an academic study, such as this one,
where there is freedom to draw on theories and propose findings for further

research.

1.2 Scope of the thesis

This thesis is concerned with the concept of community in governance used in
governing narrative on tackling deprivation in communities and with
communities, pursued through spatially-based governing tools. Community and
governance are contested concepts with a milieu of associated structures and
agents represented at a micro-geographical level within the CF programme.
Investigating them has meant casting a wide net to find broad movements and
changes reflected in the relevant literature relating to the concepts of
community and governance as they have evolved in the context of Welsh

devolution.

Because of the relatively recent establishment of the WG and the NAW, the
timing of this research has been pivotal in terms of its, scope, relevance and
originality. Much work has been published on CF but none includes the range of
actor representations within the programme, perhaps with the exception of the
Glamorgan research (Adamson & Bromilley, 2008) which the research
guestions are designed to take forward.

The concept of community is particularly interesting from a policy perspective.
As the review of literature on the Community Turn (CT) argues (from page 70),
community has been used to mean different things depending on changing
policy agendas and use of the term ‘community’ by the WG is no exception.
The way in which community development is viewed from different perspectives
reflects the political and cultural context in which is it placed and can therefore
reveal highly significant insights: views of community in opposition to the state,

for example.
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The methodological approach used in this investigation reflects the subject
matter. Methods have been carefully chosen to draw out complex and often
unclear issues such as inter-organisational power imbalances and the symbolic
significance of financial status.

1.3 Structure of the thesis

The structure of the thesis is based on the logical process of undertaking a
PhD. Starting with an outline of relevant literature, how it relates to the subject
matter and the gaps that this research fills. It then goes on to develop the theory
and methods needed to answer the research questions and gives justification
for choices based on knowledge, rational deduction and long-term thought. The
findings are the main part of the thesis and the substantiation of an original
contribution to knowledge. The conclusions summarise the whole and tie key

points and findings together to present this thesis.

The chapter following this one, chapter two, is an introduction to Communities
First. It lays out the facts central to the programme including: context;
geography; funding; structure; evaluation and the future of the programme in
2012.

Chapter three, entitled Welsh Devolution, looks at historical, political, social and
economic causes and effects of devolution in Wales. Tensions between
economic and socio-cultural factors in the process of territorial rescaling are
revisited. Further detail is given on the complex interplay between different
political motives behind Welsh devolution. The purpose of this is to politically
and spatially contextualise CF and to unravel the decision-making process
leading to it. This includes possible future political changes under devolution
that may affect the current approach to community development and
regeneration in Wales.

The chapter uses debate on motives for devolution in Wales, including spatially-
based arguments, to question the idea of a distinctive set of Welsh ‘policy

needs’. It also uses arguments on Welsh devolution found in relevant literature

13



(Laffin, 2000; Brenner, 2004; Laffin, 2007; Howell, 2009; Kay, 2010) to frame
the political decision-making process that led to CF. The final section of this
chapter on the Policy Perspective looks at key documents reflecting the political
context at the time of this research.

Chapter four tackles a central concern with the contested concept of
community, its use and meaning within governance and policy. The way in
which community is defined is presented through relevant literature including
exploration using policy documents. The lack of political perspective within
existing literature on communities is also highlighted as further justification for

this research.

Chapter five puts the politicisation of community as a concept in the wider
context of Governance and Space. Changes to meaning and understandings of
governance in recent times are central to this chapter. Multi Level Governance
(MLG) theory is used at the outset to enhance this exploration and distinguishes

between different mechanisms of governance in relation to CF.

The chapter goes on to further justify a spatial and scalar approach to studying
an area-based programme (CF) under territorial rescaling (devolution). It
locates the thesis within debate on space and scale through differentiating
between new regionalism and territorial rescaling to argue that the research is
better located within territorial rescaling as it is not pursuing overtly economic
objectives. Literature on partnerships under New Labour ties geographical
levels of governance to the CT through critique of the wider process of
decentralisation in the UK.

The way in which the concept of community fits with these wider governing
agendas forms justification for further exploration into communities under

devolution in Wales.

Chapter six entitled a Theoretical Guide for Analysis details the rationale for
using Strategic Relational Approach (SRA) theory (Jessop, 2008) to guide

analysis in the research. The structure-agency debate rooted in sociology,
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social policy and political geography is presented in the theory chapter and is
later given an SRA interpretation. It is argued that this approach aids better
understanding of the research data and frames this understanding in a broad
global and historical context relating to community, governance, space and
devolution in Wales.

Chapter seven, the Methodology, explains the rationale behind choice of
research methods by addressing the research questions in relation to the
theoretical guide. The methodology chapter argues that the mainly qualitative
methods used are the most practical and relevant way of collecting data for this
type of research given the subject under study and possible constraints. It is
acknowledged that research methods are often imperfect in terms of validity
and outcome. However, this acknowledgement gives depth to the findings by
ensuring transparency, on the subject of research bias, for example. This
section elaborates on the advantages of using qualitative research methods in a
study of this type. All three research questions require a closer examination of
the subjective narrative of individuals involved in the networks, informal
structures and processual changes for further understanding of cause, process
and effect. For this reason the empirical research is predominantly qualitative
with use of secondary quantitative data at the outset.

The findings have been divided into two chapters addressing the research
questions and the context within which they are set. Chapter eight looks at the
research questions under the headings ‘Integration and strategy’, ‘Statutory-
community relations’ and ‘Structure, independence and sustainability’. 1t also
recaps the research methods and research questions used in relation to the
overarching research question: what factors determine the relationship between

state and community in Wales under devolution?

The second findings chapter, chapter nine, presents findings that contextualise
the issues emerging from the first finding chapter under the headings: ‘Design
and implementation’, ‘CF under devolution’ and ‘Communities Next’. Findings
reveal insights into structural and individual relations from the perspective of

community members, co-ordinators and local authority representatives in each
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case study area in order to gain a rounded view of the situation. The section in
this chapter entitted Design and implementation is an important part of the
findings because it details reasoning and rationale used in policy rhetoric at the
outset of CF in 2001 that links directly to some of the issues and problems
emerging from all three research questions. It also allows for critique of
fundamental principles of the programme, including the assertion that CF was
never made clear at the outset, leading to over-expectations and confusion on

the ground later in the programme.

In terms of the impacts of devolution on CF, the findings highlight key issues
relating to community, governance and space examined in the literature review.
Perceptions of the WG emerging from the findings highlight the contradictory
nature of strategic relationally functioning institutions and the way that they are
presented to the public, the public sector and other organisations. The findings
contain debate on the contentious theoretical and political arguments

surrounding community development.

Chapter ten concludes with five key findings. Firstly, community is a politicised
terms used by the Welsh Government to deliver CF. Secondly, CF partnerships
are often led by local authorities. Thirdly, there is a cultural clash between the
statutory and community sector. Fourthly, there is a mismatch between rhetoric
presenting CF and political actions and decisions at strategic level. At the heart
of this misrepresentation is the strength of the statutory sector in Wales after
devolution, an issue which has arisen consistently in various forms throughout
the research. Finally, the role of key individuals and the political and social
capital that they have at their disposal shapes the impact of devolution on
regeneration. However, despite criticism a great deal of good work has been

done across Wales within small geographical pockets of deprivation.

This study has strong implications for the WG approach to regeneration and

subsequently contributes to knowledge on the impact of devolution in Wales.
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2. Communities First

This chapter broadly explains the workings of the CF programme. It aims to give
a useful overview of how the programme came about, political and structural
changes that have occurred over its lifetime and its perceived successes and
failures. It also aims to be informative for the reader and allow some reflection
on the ‘facts’ shaping CF, from its establishment in 2001 through to 2012 when
this thesis was completed.

2.1 Context and geography

This section of the chapter contextualises the CF programme under devolution
in Wales. CF was labelled a ‘flagship regeneration programme’ at the outset
and was designed by the WG to tackle deprivation in the poorest areas of
Wales over ten years between 2001 and 2011 (then extended to 2012). It is
argued here that the ‘regeneration’ label is contestable given the community
development approach taken in practice at delivery level. In 2001, shortly after
the establishment of a WG in Wales (1999), CF was implemented by the WG

through partnerships based in 142 of Wales’ most deprived areas.

Each CF partnership works locally and is governed by a three-way partnership
between representatives of the community, the statutory sector and voluntary or
business sector and was designed to be ‘community-driven’. At the time of this
research CF was established in the 157 most deprived wards, sub-wards and
Lower Super Output Areas in Wales according to the Welsh Index of Multiple
Deprivation (WG, 2008c). CF area populations average approximately 4,000.
Areas are selected based on the overall rank in the Index and so specific
domains of deprivation (income, employment, health, education, housing,
access to services, environment and community safety) vary in rank between

areas.

The pilot to CF, People in Communities, was originally conceived by a member
of the Welsh Office before devolution in 1998. However, following the approach

taken by New Labour to tackling deprivation in England, CF was implemented
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four years after New Deal for Communities (NDC). While CF has been likened
to NDC (Communities Directorate, 2001) the two programmes are difficult, if not
impossible, to compare because of differences in funding, geographical scale,
numbers and population. In addition the evaluation of NDC by the Centre for
Regional, Economic and Social Research (CRESR) is extensive, longitudinal
and a mix of qualitative and quantitative research methods. Carried out in two
phases between 2002 to 2005 and 2006 to 2009 the research evaluated all 39
pathfinders using six key indicators based on the NDC themes: workiessness;
crime; health; education and skills; housing and the physical environment. A
similar evaluation of CF allowing comparison between the two programmes has

not been possible within the resource and time constraints of this thesis.

However, the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal driven by the
Social Exclusion Unit under which NDC was established has had some
influence on the design of CF; this is explored further in section 3.6 of the

thesis, the policy perspective, using key policy documents.

Before 2001 the pilot, People in Communities, was implemented in eight
selected areas of Wales during 2000-1. The programme was allocated £3m and
was designed as a precursor and a research project guiding the design and
implementation of CF. The evaluation of People in Communities was published
in October 2001 (notably one month after the publication of the initial CF
Guidance by the WG) and gave significant insights into the problems and pitfalls
of such a programme: these are discussed in more depth in chapter nine, the
second findings chapter (page 231).

As stated earlier a defining feature of CF is that it has been designed and
implemented exclusively by Welsh-elected representatives. In addition to this it
is distinct from previous area-based regeneration programmes in Wales for
three key reasons: geographical distribution is at a micro-level; it has long-term
revenue funding over ten years and it takes a community-focused approach (in
place of an economic or physical regeneration focus). The first two
characteristics respond directly to the Agenda for Neighbourhood Renewal

18



under New Labour between 1997 and 2001, including the intention for a

community-driven ethos stated by policy-makers:

“ . . [NDC] partnership boards with representation from the public, private,
voluntary and community sectors are running local regeneration programmes
but the government's intention is that it is the communities that have real power

and are very much in the driving seat’ (Robinson & Shaw, 2001: 5)

In April 2009 the second phase of CF was implemented following a consultation
entitted Communities Next (WG, 2008b). Since the 1st April 2009 the CF
programme funding structure has been divided into ‘core funding’ for the staff
team, overhead and delivery costs in each partnership and ‘outcome funding’ to
develop and deliver new activities, services and projects that benefit CF areas.
In addition the CF Trust Fund can award grants of up to £5,000 to any
community organisation working within a CF area. The CF Outcomes Fund
allocated £25m across all partnerships over three years between 2009 and
2012 and placed a much stronger emphasis on measurable outcomes than the
initial funding structure from 2001 to 2008. Consultation responses to the key
policy document mapping these changes, Communities Next (WG, 2008b),
reveals that the more outcomes-focused approach is favoured by those
responsible for monitoring and evaluating the programme as a whole, but not

always by those delivering on the ground.

‘Participants . . . [are] very daunted by the sheer magnitude of the Outcomes
areas and their very limited ability to do anything other than support the
responsible agencies’ (WG, 2008b: 2)

This is one part of an argument that there are fundamental problems with the

design of the CF programme as a whole which is developed in the findings.

While some ‘areas of interest’ within the CF programme are based on themes
such as child poverty and BME populations, which crosscut geographies, the
majority of CF partnerships are geographical. 20% of the Welsh population live
within the approximately 157 CF wards, sub-wards and LSOAs. For the purpose
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of this research, and particularly the case study selection, Wales has been
divided into urban, rural and valleys areas. In 2007 the majority of partnerships
were in urban areas (65%), then valleys (30%) then rural (4%) (WG, 2011).
These results show a shift towards more urban areas and fewer valleys than the
original designation of CF areas in 2001 where the majority were valleys (47%)
then urban (33%) then rural (20%).

In terms of intensity of population there are eight local authority areas with a

higher than average population living in CF areas.

‘CF areas . . . vary enormously in terms of their size and, partly as a
consequence, the degree to which they represent coherent and self-contained
spatial entities’ (WG, 2011: 20)

Every local authority in Wales has at least one CF partnership, with the highest
numbers in Rhondda Cynon Taff (24) and Caerphilly (18). While CF populations
average at 4,000, some areas have numbers as high as 26,000 living there and
some areas are smaller than a Lower Super Output Area and only have 300 or
400 residents.

2.2 Funding

Total funding for the CF programme between 2001 and 2011 is approximately
£300m with funds per head per year ranging between £17 and £400 (WG,
2011: 12). Before CF, area-based regeneration in Wales was largely funded by
Objective 2, 3 and 5b structural funding from the European Union (EU). Projects
funded by Objective 1 status in West Wales and the Valleys began in 2000 and
ran concurrently with CF to some extent. Unlike CF, programmes funded by
Objective 1, 2, 3 and 5b placed less emphasis on the role of community and
more on tackling infrastructural and economic problems. Redistribution to
deprived regions of the EU in pursuit of economic growth and to redress the
balance between rich and poor is a core facet of EU structural funding (Hooghe
& Marks, 2001).

20



Each CF partnership receives different amounts of funding, the details of which
were not made public until eight years into the programme (StatsWales, 2009).
Funding is administered by a GRB which is most commonly the local authority
but can also be a voluntary sector body, a community sector body or the
partnership itself. Local authorities are the GRB for 110 of the existing
Partnerships and in total there are 55 organisations in Wales acting as GRBs. In
2001, 23 CF partnerships with a local authority GRB had a voluntary or
community organisation acting as a managing agent employing the staff (WG,
2001). It is outside the scope of this thesis to examine the rationale behind the
funding distribution for all 157 CF partnerships. However, in the context of the
case study partnerships it is possible to speculate on problems with the
rationale for funding distribution. Of the three case study areas, Caerphilly is the
local authority with the most CF partnerships but receives the least amount of
funding, for example. Caerphilly council received £585,107 in 2007-8 compared
with the £862,695 received by Gwynedd in the same year and £2,143,198 by
Swansea; both of which have fewer partnerships in the area (Welsh Local
government Data Unit Website June, 2010).

Each CF partnership has revenue funding for a co-ordinator and a development
worker with some employing additional development workers and youth
workers. This amounts to approximately 350 posts over ten years in Wales
created by CF, some of which is included in the overall cost of CF and some in
external funding. £140m of the £214m (65%) spent on CF has paid for core
services, the vast majority of which are staffing costs. It is possible to view CF
as an employment generating programme and, in this sense, fulfilling its own
purpose.

Before 2009 funding went to individual partnerships to support community
development activity and projects. Following Communities Next in 2009 the WG
ring-fenced £25m over three years for a centrally-administered Outcomes Fund
to fund projects delivering outcomes under the six Vision Framework headings.
By April 2011 £8.1 million of the Outcomes Fund had been approved for

projects. CF community continue to receive core funding to cover staff salaries,
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office and partnership costs but this funding has been reduced from £39m per
year in 2008/09 to approximately £36m in 2011 (WG, 2011).

Some approximate comparison between core government funding figures for
CF and its nearest English equivalent, NDC, is given here to address the
financial side of this political separation. Between 142 and 157 CF partnerships
had funding of £300m over a ten year period since 2001, amounting to
approximately £30m per annum and £50 per capita per annum. 39 NDC
partnerships have been allocated £2bn of government funding over a ten year
period from 1998, amounting to approximately £200m per annum and roughly
£500 per capita per annum. Per capita per year there is approximately a £445
difference between what CF and NDC partnerships will have received over

roughly the same amount of time (see table below and on page 255).

TABLE 1: Communities First Funding Per Capita

CF Budget £ 300,000,000
Welsh Pop 3,000,000
Eligible Pop 540,000
Per capita £ 396
Per capita per year £ 50

This financial inequity due to differences in core funding and number of
partnerships in each programme shows that WG spread fewer resources more
widely over CF while NDC focused more resources on 39 larger areas. This is
not meant as an anti-devolution argument but it does raise questions around
different approaches to area-based regeneration partnership programmes in the
UK under devolution and particularly the impact of devolution in Wales at a
micro-geographical level. This is an issue returned to later in the thesis under
the literature review chapter on Welsh devolution and under the findings relating

to devolution.
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2.3 Operation

The CF programme is administered by the Communities First Unit which is part
of the Local Government and Communities Division within the WG. The unit is
responsible for providing a framework for the Programme, managing the
budget, implementation, policy development, monitoring and evaluation of the
programme (WG, 2007).

The CF Unit is made up of a ‘National Policy branch’ responsible for strategies
and procedures and a ‘Regional branch’ that includes five regional
implementation teams* responsible for giving advice and support on operation
to CF partnerships across Wales. Within the WG at the time of this research the
CF Policy Unit had 35 staff. The WG has commissioned various organisations
to provide support, advice, training and information to CF partnerships over the
years including: the Communities First Support Network made up of eight
voluntary sector organisations; the WVCA (providing training and advice) and a

community development company called Empower (providing information).

Interestingly the programme has been placed within three WG divisions since
its design in 2000 reflecting (or perhaps contributing to) changes to the
programme, they are: ‘Housing’, ‘Regeneration and Economic Development’
and ‘Local Government and Communities’. The Minsters responsible for CF at
the time of this research were Leighton Andrews and Carl Sargeant. The
Minister for the department at the time of implementation was Edwina Hart. The
department for Local Government and Communities is also responsible for
issues such as council tax, statutory funding, equal pay and relations between
the WG and local government.

Each CF partnership is working to six key vision framework themes defined by
the WG, these are: Child Poverty, Environment, Community Safety, Jobs
Business and Income Generation, Education Training and Skills and Health and

Wellbeing. These emulate NDC key indicators to some extent but taking a

'Communities First Implementation Team A (Caerphilly, Cardiff and Newport), B (Bridgend, Rhondda Cynon Taff and
Torfaen) and C (Blaenau Gwent, Merthyr Tydfil, Monmouthshire and the Vale of Glamorgan), West Wales (Carmarthen,
Ceredigion, Neath Port-Talbot, Pembrokeshire, Swansea and South Powys) and North Wales (Conwy, Denbighshire,
Flintshire, Gwynedd, North Powys, Wrexham, Anglesey).
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softer, less ‘physical’ approach: Community Safety instead of Crime and adding
Child Poverty in place of Housing, for example. Each vision framework heading
has a series of sub-headings or ‘strategic priorities’ which have been put into a

matrix for partnership use.

Each partnership is expected to focus on one primary vision framework and to
impact on other selected headings to a lesser degree. It is not expected that all
partnerships will impact on all vision framework headings in their areas. Before
2009 CF partnerships were working to a long list of vision framework headings
with little stipulation by the WG on the details of tackling these, in-line with the
non-prescriptive approach to CF at the outset. In 2009 the Minister responsible
for the programme, Leighton Andrews, announced the new matrix system and

also stated that:

‘Each theme wiill also identify a series of different levels of partnership working —
from mainly community (but with support from a service provider) to mainly
service provider (with community involvement). This is intended to enable
Communities First Partnerships and their partners to plot a level of intervention
appropriate to the activity and the experience of the Partnership’ (Welsh

Government online, 2008a)

At the outset each CF area was required to aim for a partnership between the
statutory (local authorities, the police, health services etc), the community and
the voluntary or business sector. This meant making strong and sometimes
speedy links with local authorities and voluntary organisations in most cases.

The statutory sector in Wales is represented nationally by the Welsh Local
Government Association (WLGA)?. The WLGA was established in 1996 when
local government reorganisation created a single tier of 22 authorities providing
all local government services to local communities. It currently works with the
Communities Directorate within the WG to promote good practice in partnership

working in CF partnerships.

2 The WLGA represents 22 local authorities, 4 police authorities, 3 fire and rescue authorities and 3 national park
authorities in Wales.
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The voluntary sector in Wales is represented nationally by the Wales Council for
Voluntary Action (WCVA). The WCVA was established in 1934 and provides
formal advice and training to CF partnerships as well as managing the CF Trust
Fund.

In order to achieve the partnership required some areas with little previous
investment in community development were required to submit Capacity
Building Plans to the WG outlining how communities could be better equipped
for working with CF. In addition all partnerships were required to select a Chair,
a secretary and to sign a partnership agreement, most often before submitting
proposals for capacity building. In addition the partnership was required to
submit a Community Action Plan with long term vision and short term goals

included, which were monitored every six months.

Partnerships all have Boards which include a representative from the three
sectors, as above. Frequency of partnership board meetings vary between
partnerships, however, meetings are regular (weekly, fortnightly or monthly) in
most cases with different frequency for sub-groups. Board meetings are held
within the CF area and often follow an agenda including issues added by all
representative groups and community members. Issues discussed are noted in
the meeting minutes and partnership staff and volunteers are tasked with

driving forward any actions arising.

In some cases partnership Boards have created sub-groups to tackle specific
ongoing issues. Adamson & Bromilley’s study (2008) found that these
partnerships were more successful at driving actions forward because each
group can give more attention to one issue than a board dealing with a number
of issues. Issues are decided by the partnership board using local knowledge

and sub-groups often develop as a result of recurring issues.
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2.4 Monitoring and Evaluation

This section of the chapter summarises key frameworks for monitoring the CF
programme and key reports evaluating the programme from 2000 to 2011. The
primary mechanism for monitoring the programme internally is the Annual
Monitoring Report system run by the CF Unit within the WG. A number of
internally commissioned and external evaluations of CF have been carried out
over the life of the programme focusing on all aspects. A baseline evaluation,
an interim evaluation and an evaluation of the programme process and
outcomes have been commissioned by the WG and published in 2001, 2006
and 2010. Independent evaluations of the programme structure and impacts
have been carried out by Adamson & Bromilley in 2008 and Hincks & Robson in
2011. In 2011 the auditor general for Wales carried out an independent audit of
CF looking at the successes and failures of the programme. In addition some
evaluation has been carried out in the course of reviews and consultation, most

significantly Communities Next (2008) and Communities First: the future (2011).

Details of the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) system for Communities First
are unpicked in the findings for this thesis using data from an ethnographic
internship within the WG data team responsible for collating and re-shaping the
system in 2009. At the time of the internship in early 2009 the system was
changing from a predominantly qualitative approach to a quantitative approach.
This belies a move away from the initial non-prescriptive approach taken by
policy-makers at the outset to a more controlled and tightly monitored approach
with a focus on measurable outcomes and results. Following results from the
AMR between 2001 and 2007 the second phase of Communities Next was
devised and implemented under Assembly Member Leighton Andrews in 2008-
9 taking a more economically-focused approach than the initial design of CF.

Before 2007 CF AMRs were submitted every May and written by partnership
co-ordinators or Chairs. There were eight sections with a 200 word limit for
every question. Sections one, two and three were about key achievements
over the year (projects, programme bending etc), key barriers to progress and
support received. Section four was a summary of non-CF funding sources.

Section five set out programme aims, objectives and how progress would be
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measured according to Vision Frameworks (Environment, Education and
Training, Health and Wellbeing, Community Safety, Children and Young
People, Active Community). Section six was a breakdown of partnership
members, section seven an equal opportunities monitoring form for all
partnership members and section eight was CF staff structure (co-ordinator,

development worker, admin, youth worker etc).

Since 2008 the AMR has been a Data Collection Form on an Excel spreadsheet
with 10 sections. Section one is now for the WG to fill and is entitled ‘General’
(number of completed forms, amount of CF funding allocated). Section two is
‘Progress towards outcomes’ based on Vision Frameworks and divided into four
sub-sections: 1) number of agreed outcomes 2) number of agreed outcomes
based on Vision Framework 3) progress made towards agreed outcomes 4)
relevant data. Section three is now entitled ‘Equalities and diversities’ and
divided into five sub-sections: 1) numbers of partnerships accessing support
fund 2) number of partnerships undertaking some exercise to see who it
engages with 3) hard to reach groups engaged with the partnership 4)
questions of accessibility (location, meeting locations, meeting rotations) 5)
languages made available. Section four is Welsh Language preference; five is
entitled ‘Funding Secured’; six covers partnership role in local service provision
and engagement with partnership organisations; seven is partnership
composition (board and volunteers);, eight is now the equal opportunities

monitoring form; nine is staff structure and ten is good practice examples.

In general the new, more structured, AMR forms have been well received by
partnership co-ordinators, although demonstrating outcomes from activities to
‘empower’, e.g. building confidence in young people, is not always easy. The
data gathered over each year is now much easier to collate and compare.
Some of the data gathered during the first seven years of the programme under
the old AMR structure has been collated to fit the new structures; however,
almost inevitably sections remain incomplete due to the incompatibility of the
two structures. The issue of incomplete and incompatible data is a significant
theme linking the AMR system with the evaluations outlined below.
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The CF programme was based on the People in Communities initiative piloted
in eight deprived areas of Wales in 1999. People in Communities was designed
by an MP working for the Welsh Office in 1998 and aimed to:

‘ . . demonstrate ways in which disadvantaged communities can achieve
positive change: through co-ordinated action based on a strategic plan
developed and agreed with the involvement of the community; by utilising and
maximising the benefit they receive from central and local government funding
and funding from other sources; and by influencing the provision of existing
services in and to the area (Welsh Office Circular 24/98 in WG, 2001)

Eight areas were chosen by local authorities in 1999°, the initiative was piloted
in 2000, the CF programme was implemented in March 2001 but the evaluation
of People in Communities was not completed until October 2001. This raises
serious questions around the extent to which lessons learnt from the pilot were

used to shape the CF p'rogramme.

This order of events resulted in inconsistency between incorporation of lessons
from People in Communities into CF. For example, the recommendation to
focus on capacity building and engagement with local service providers was

incorporated into CF:

‘.. [there is a need to] focus on thematic issues, capacity building rather than
projects, engaging with local community and local service providers’ (NAW,
2001: 15)

While not having local authorities as the key leading partners, was not:

[there are good] . . . reasons why the local authority should be involved but
none of them stand out as a reason for them to be lead partners. The

® The areas selected to pilot People in Communities were: Deiniolen, Dinorwig and Clwt-y-Bont (Gwynedd); Peulwys
(Conwy); Southsea and Brynteg (Wrexham); Rhymney (Caerphilly); Rhiwgarn (Rhondda Cynon Taff); Duffryn
(Newport); Gurnos/Galon Uchaf (Merthyr Tydfil); Blaenymaes/Portmead (Swansea).
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Justification is usually the absence of any alternatives or at least any that have
the same advantages (NAW, 2001: 37)

A key problem arising from the People in Communities programme at the time
was a need to install robust and long-term monitoring and evaluation systems to
benefit from lessons learnt. This highlights problems with both the continuity
between CF and its pilot and, linked to this, the evaluation frameworks put in
place by the WG preceding CF.

The absence of an ongoing monitoring framework and the lack of management
of the evaluation process by the National Assembly has severely limited the

evidence base for learning lessons (NAW, 2001: 6)

In 2001 the WG produced a baseline report intended for measuring progress on
tackling deprivation in CF areas over the span of the programme (2001-2012).
The report gives a snapshot of all CF areas using a map and key population
figures, demographic characteristics and household characteristics based on
the 2001 census. However, the boundaries of each area were based on a

mixture of indicators and not on statistically measurable geographies:

[CF areas are] not based on geographies for which statistics are routinely and
consistently produced. For example the 100 most deprived wards were based
on the 1998 ward level boundaries, which are administrative boundaries and as
such are prone to regular changes (WG, 2001: 4)

The baseline for all areas was updated in 2006 to reflect statistically
measurable geographies using Census Output Areas and Lower Super Output
Areas to define CF areas. However, in terms of measuring long-term change in
CF areas two key problems arise from using the 2001 baseline report as a

starting point. Firstly, despite amending CF area boundaries to reflect
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statistically measurable localities in 2006, there remains a period of five years
between 2001 and 2006 when capturing change is difficult. This in turn could
skew any attempt to measure change or improvement over the span of the
programme. Secondly, key aims for the programme are very difficult to measure
quantitatively; empowerment and capacity building for example. This problem
could have been overcome using mixed methods providing the WG had been
clear in its separation between qualitative and quantitative from the outset;

which it was not due to the non-prescriptive approach to the programme.

An interim evaluation of CF was commissioned by the WG in May 2003, notably
before changes to the baseline were made. Over three years the Cambridge
Policy Consultants aimed to find ‘lessons learnt’ from CF as a non-prescriptive
programme, evaluate the process and recommend direction for the remainder
of the programme. The report reflects positively on the long-term and capacity-
building approach taken by the WG. However, it reflects negatively on the non-
prescriptive nature of the programme for causing confusion at local level. The
report recommends a clear definition and more emphasis on mainstreaming
and programme-bending to make links between CF partnerships and local
strategic partners (WG, 2006).

As stated above the evaluation was not measured according to the baseline
report (2001) because the CF areas were not statistically measurable. This is
not an issue raised in the report despite the fact that the lack of data and
inconsistency of measurement could mean an ‘incomplete’ picture of the
programme. However, the research in question does give a comprehensive
snapshot of the programme at the time. The reports’ recommendations and
findings shaped the subsequent guidance on the programme which raises
questions around the WG approach to CF given that the report could not
measure change to areas during the first five years of the programme. The
issue of incomplete data leading the programme continues as a theme reflected
in the evaluation of CF in 2006.

30



Following the publication of the interim evaluation in 2006 Adamson & Bromilley
published their research findings on community empowerment in practice within
CF in 2008. This was the first independent, programme-wide evaluation of CF
since its implementation in 2001. The research looked at how far partnerships
have empowered communities; partnership relations with other relevant bodies;
the extent of community influence on other agendas and the impact of

community-led regeneration.

The report found that despite the fact that CF was designed to allow community
influence on voluntary, public and private sector practices, influence was
variable at best and absent at worst. The involvement of voluntary, public and
private representatives in CF partnerships showed a strong voluntary sector
involvement, a weak business sector involvement and a variable public sector

involvement.

The report was also critical of the assumption that the partnership structure (one
third voluntary or business, public sector and community) would lead to equality
of participation. However, a number of community participants reported
struggling to learn the policy jargon required to participate, for example. The
report also found that while capacity exists among community members in CF
areas specialist skills and understanding must be learnt to make use of it. In
particular specialist skills are required among voluntary and public sector

representatives to utilise local capacity in a cohesive and productive way.

In line with the previous interim report (2006) Adamson and Bromilley identified
a need for clarification from a strategic level to avoid further confusion around
roles, aims and expectations. Finally, the value of pre-existing community
organisations and involving / integrating them into CF work on a day to day
basis was highlighted. This finding has been a direct influence on the

hypothesis and research questions for this thesis, as outlined above.

A number of findings from Adamson & Bromilley’s (2008) work and the
Cambridge Policy Consortium (2006) overlap and relate. However, there

appears to be more focus on the role of communities within the former.
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In 2009 CF was evaluated by the Wales Audit Office. The subsequent report
gave two key findings and related recommendations. Firstly, while a great deal
of good work has been done and the monitoring system has been improved,
there remains confusion around what the programme has achieved against its
objectives. This is partly a consequence of setting un-measurable geographies
for the first five years of the programme. In addition the report states that the
objectives of CF are extremely ambitious. Secondly, despite improvements in
process and a new focus on achieving measurable outcomes, there are
significant challenges. For example, in 2007-8 the programme had achieved
565 out of 1,925 ‘outcomes’. However, use of this information is limited because
outcomes were defined by partnerships and the term ‘outcome’ has different
meanings for different people / groups. Many of the problems stem from a
contradiction between a non-prescriptive approach at local level (resulting in a
patchwork of partnership) and the need for a uniform and consistent approach
to measuring progress, outputs and outcomes against objectives required of a
national, government-led programme.

However, despite the widely recognised difficulty of a achieving a ‘complete’
picture of CF, Hincks & Robson (2010) have evaluated the impact of CF
between 2001 and 2008 using statistical measurements. Rather than evaluating
the programme the research compares change in CF areas compared with
similarly deprived areas using key change indicators, different trajectories taken
by different partnerships and factors affecting change.

The key indicators used were:

Change in working-age population claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance (%)
Change in working-age population who are economically inactive (%)
Change in unemployment rate of working-age population (%)

Change in population (%)

Mean change in house prices (%).

(Hincks & Robson, 2010: 5)

Hincks & Robson overcame the issue of un-measurable areas between 2001

and 2006 to some extent by using geographic information system (GIS)
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analysis to identify LSOAs coinciding with 1998 electoral wards comprising the
132 most deprived geographical areas of deprivation in 2000. These areas are
defined in the research as ‘first generation’ CF partnerships. The findings
conclude that despite a mean increase in Jobseeker’'s Allowance claimants and
an increase in economic inactivity in CF areas compared with similar areas,
both CF and comparative areas had improved equally in terms of economic

inactivity and unemployment.

The authors relate their findings to area categorisations / typology* and find that
where people from less deprived areas have moved-in and people from the
deprived area in question have moved-out, there has been more improvement.
These so called ‘gentrifier’ areas are compared with ‘isolate’ areas where
inward and outward migration levels are low; these areas showed little

improvement. In addition the authors concluded that:

‘Between 2001 and 2008, Communities First areas have on average seen
house prices and population increase and economic inactivity decline, but the
extent to which this can be attributed to the programme itself is unclear’ (Hincks
& Robson, 2010: 7)

The findings and analysis from this report leave unanswered questions around
correlation between CF and change in levels of deprivation. If anything it shows
that area-type and population patterns are a stronger influence on levels of
deprivation than CF. To consolidate this argument the authors themselves
state:

‘The analysis presented in this report, in keeping with the findings of previous
Communities First studies, raises questions over whether Communities First as

an isolated programme can be expected to deliver the wider outcomes needed

* Hincks & Robson's (2010) area typology consisted of;

Escalator areas - the in-movers come from similar or more deprived areas and the out-movers go to less deprived
areas. ltis likely, therefore, that moves involve upward progression through the housing market.

Gentrifier areas — where the social composition is altered by in-movers coming from less deprived areas and
outmovers going to similar or more deprived locations.

Isolate areas - where moves are predominantly from, and to, more or equally deprived areas. The areas are
consequently likely to be relatively isolated from the wider housing market.

Transit areas — where most in and out-movers come from and go to less deprived areas (for example involving early
moves on the housing ladder for young households).
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tfo improve the conditions of people living in the most deprived neighbourhoods
in Wales’ (Hincks & Robson, 2010: 8)

Despite overcoming the problem of statically immeasurable areas between
2001 and 2006, this evaluation fails to capture a full picture of the programme.
In addition to only measuring indicators relating to only two of the eight domains
of deprivation (employment and housing) and none of the six CF vision
framework headings (directly); the report covers less than half the time-span of
the programme. While it is a valuable and extensive piece of research it only

goes part-way towards full-programme evaluation.

In 2011 the WG commissioned a full evaluation of CF covering process and
outcomes between 2001 and 2010. This is the most extensive report on CF to
date and closer to a full picture of CF than any other evaluation to date. The
report is split into four parts and was undertaken by Amion Consulting Limited
and Old Bell 3 Limited. The first part gives context; the second is an evaluation
of CF outcomes in terms of community capacity, economic activity, education
and skills, crime and community safety, health and wellbeing and environment
and housings. The third part is an evaluation of process including design,
incorporation of previous evaluation findings, delivery at a local level,
community engagement, service provider engagement, the Outcomes Fund and
support arrangements (Welsh Government, 2011: 8). The fourth part is a

summary of conclusions and recommendations.

Interestingly during this evaluation Amion consultants worked with Professor
Brian Robson of Manchester University who, with Dr Stephen Hincks, produced
the evaluation of CF using area typology in 2010.

The findings are summarised in the report:

‘Overall, while the majority of Communities First areas remain significantly more

deprived than the rest of Wales, conditions generally have improved (despite

5 Notably these are related but do not all directly correspond to the six CF vision frameworks: child poverty;
environment; community safety; health and wellbeing; jobs, business and income generation; and education, training
and skills.
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the impact of the economic crisis) and the gap with the rest of the country on a

number of important indicators has narrowed’ (WG, 2011: 1)

While the report states that there has been addition and attributable
improvement in CF areas the extent is not clear. The majority of change has
been driven by CF staff which reflects the financial distribution within the

programme.

The report also states that local service providers have generally engaged well
with CF partnerships, however, programme bending typically happens from the
bottom-up. Engagement with service providers at National level remains limited
and has little visible impact on local implementation. While some CF
partnerships believe they need to focus on all Vision Framework headings,
partnerships that focus on one or two generally perform better. Significantly for
this thesis the report found that partnership success does not depend on its
Grant Recipient Body (GRB) being public or third sector. Finally while many
local authorities have attempted to formalise relationships with CF partnerships,

a large number are still dependent interpersonal relationships.

Drawing on these findings the report gives twelve recommendations. Central to
these is the recommendation that there should be an area-based programme
running in Wales beyond April 2012. Linked to this the authors feel that the CF
brand should be retained. However, in some areas internal tensions make the
programme unworkable in the foreseeable future and funding to these areas
should be discontinued. Another recommendation is for partnerships to have
more discretion on membership and particularly statutory membership. On more
practical process issues the report recommended that the Outcome Fund and
the AMR system remain and that the WG place strong emphasis on the
personal and professional development of CF Coordinators (WG, 2011).

The problem of incomplete data from monitoring and evaluation has been
improved if not rectified to date and to a degree. However, the extent to which
findings from either will be used to guide the programme over the coming year

remains to be seen.
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shift for CF. It will mean competition between current partnership-level GRBs to
become the overarching GRB. It may make programme bending easier for
service providers and the private sector by creating a level of contact ‘above’
the 150+ partnerships in Wales. For some partnerships this will be the end of
direct CF funding through an approach that could be seen as Darwinian or as a
phasing-out of the programme to avoid dependency. Interestingly in terms of
area population and size, the shape of CF will become more like New Deal for

Communities: more focus on fewer areas.

The changes are happening at a crucial time in the process of Welsh
devolution; shortly following the acquisition of primary policy-making powers in
Wales and at a time when there is potential for political conflict between the
Labour ruling party in Wales and a Conservative-Lib Dem Coalition Government
in England.

The continuing effects of a UK and global recession continue to hit the poorest
hardest (BBC-IFS 2011) which means an increasing need for government
intervention and funding to help Wales’ most deprived areas at a time when the
CF programme is effectively winding-up. How the recent changes will progress
remains to be seen and the question of what will replace CF, if anything,

remains unanswered at present.
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successful national referendum for devolution®. Restructuring also included
establishing the Scottish Parliament, elected Assemblies for Northern Ireland

and London, and Regional Development Agencies for the English regions.

In a 1979 referendum for Welsh devolution 20% voted Yes (and only one third
of the majority Welsh-speaking Gwynedd). In 1997 49.9% voted for devolution
making it a very marginal victory. This change between 1979 and 1997 can be
partially explained through political history which is outlined below to highlight
the division between ideological and pragmatic reasoning for devolution in
Wales. It shed some light on how historical decision-making plays-out in CF

design and implementation.

The lead-up to the 1979 referendum saw first Harold Wilson’s and then James

Callaghan’s Labour government rhetoric promoting:
‘. .. modernizing the machinery of British governance’ (Tanner, 2004: 2)

This rhetoric served to move devolution up the political agenda. However,
nationalism was also seen as a threatening force by UK central government and
objections to Welsh devolution came from within the Labour party and the
Conservative opposition during the 1970s. Despite these fears and some
ideological reasoning for devolution, the 1979 referendum can be seen as a
pragmatic decision based on divisions within the Labour party, strikes and

unfavourable economic circumstances rather than a political ideology.

‘The referendums of 1 March 1979 in Scotland and Wales were the result of a
concession made by the Labour government of James Callaghan to the
opponents of devolution within Labour itself’ (Thiec, 2008: 1)

Thiec (2008) argues that contrary to the pragmatic reasoning for devolution in
1979, New Labour took a more ideologically based rhetorical approach to

rationalising devolution in 1997. The complex movement leading to Welsh

® This was a response by Tony Blair to commitments made by his predecessor, John Smith, preceding the election
victory.
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devolution in 1999 is most closely associated in the literature with widespread
dissatisfaction with the Conservative government’s approach to administering
policies in Wales preceding 1997 (Thiec, 2008; Davies, 2008; Howell, 2009).
The voting climate in Wales was primed for a favourable outcome in the 1997
referendum partly because of Conservative government policies. Policies on
manufacturing industry which damaged the Welsh economy and decisions
made by the Welsh Office were seen by many as unsympathetic to Welsh
industry, for example.

‘. . the [Welsh Assembly] was the result of developing consciousness
regarding the need for alternative structures to meet different political
aspirations that the political structures did not fulfil during the Conservative
administration’ (Howell, 2009: 225)

While manufacturing policies and governing systems form pragmatic facets of
explanation for the Yes vote in 1997, a more political reasoning has been
argued. Some argue that the primary reason for referendum success in 1997
was a collective discontent with an economically, political and -culturally
unrepresentative Conservative government from 1979 to 1997 (Thiec, 2008;
Davies, 2008). This position manifested through factors such as Thatcher’s
social and economic policies, her much-resented quangos (Thiec, 2008) and

most notably the subsequent Welsh miners’ strike of 1984-85.

‘At each general election since 1979 a large majority of the voters in Scotland
and in Wales (up to three quarters in 1987 and 1992 in Scotland and 70% in
Wales) had voted for a party other than the Conservative Party’ (Thiec, 2008: 4)

Partly because of the traditional Labour stronghold and liberal cultural trends
(e.g. non-conformism and strong Trade Unions) in Wales, 18 years of
Conservative government can be argued to have tipped the vote for devolution
in the popular Welsh consciousness. This ideology continued to run through the
Labour and Plaid Cymru’s coalition policy rhetoric between 1999 and 2010. One
example of this is the ‘distinctive and creative culture’ of Wales noted in the
National Economic Development Plan for Wales (WG, 2002: 2).
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In the context of theories of governance on competitiveness and economic
advantage of devolving power to smaller geographies, the WG approach to
regeneration policy is distinctive from UK-wide policy in its more community-

focused underpinnings.

In terms of arguments for Welsh devolution, more recently Andrews & Martin
(2010) argue that Welsh devolution has become closely entwined with the

pursuit of economic success through territorial rescaling.

‘The case for devolution was a deontological one and its value intrinsic (KAY,
2003). More recently . . . the devolution discourse has increasingly centred on
its alleged benefits in terms of tackling democratic deficits and delivering
economic dividends’ (Morgan, 2002a)’ (Andrews & Martin, 2010: 920)

Thompson & Day (2001) make the link between New Labour's emphasis on
community participation, the ‘third way’ and Welsh devolution. Their research
highlights the influence of wider political movements in the shift from
government to governance through devolution. It also highlights an important
issue of motivation and justification for Welsh devolution at the end of the
twentieth century. The emancipation of civic energies suppressed by a
dominant central government echoes Ron Davies’s (A Voice for Wales, 1997)
emphasis on participation and inclusion in his original vision for Welsh
devolution. This shows arguments for Welsh devolution to include long-

standing, non-economic reasoning around identity and culture.

Andrews & Martin (2010) argue that there are both political and economic
arguments for devolution, both of which relate to participation and distinctive

cultural characteristics, stating that:

" . . the pro-devolutionist case rests on claims that sub-national governments
are closest to their electorates and, therefore, most directly accountable to
citizens . . . The main economic argument for devolution is that local politicians

and officials are better placed than national policy-makers to recognize,
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represent, and respond to the particular needs and aspirations of their localities’
(ibid, 2010: 921)

Kay (2003) argues that if opportunities for self-government become available
under devolution, they may liberate the Ilatent desire for this mode of
government. One could argue therefore that devolution will create its own need

and as Kay puts it:

“ . . the full set of consequences will go much beyond that of satisfying the

desires of those who already wanted it’ (Kay, 2003: 54)

An opinion poll conducted as part of an ESRC funded project (Cole et al, 2001)
consolidates this argument with the finding that between 1997 and 2001 levels
of support for Welsh devolution rose to at least the equivalent of support for the
Scottish Parliament. To consolidate this further the referendum for increased
powers to the WG on the 3™ of March 2011 resulted in a majority (63.5%) Yes
vote for these changes, again underpinned by a combination of ideological and

pragmatic arguments.

Recommendations from the Richard Commission (2004) and the subsequent
Government of Wales Act (2006) formalising the split between legislative and
executive arms of the WG, add to the pragmatic argument. The Richard
Commission (2004) found that the WG was fulfilling its various functions within
its existing powers and capacities, but was increasingly pressing on the limits of
these powers. The report made a strong case for an increase in the capacities
of the WG, including its primary legislation and tax-variation. In addition findings
by the Institute of Welsh Politics (2009) state that central government is acting
as a ‘brake on devolved policymaking’ (Jones & Scully, 2009: 9).

Nigel Johnson (2007) argues that the Government of Wales Act (2006) did not
conclusively settle the constitutional issues of asymmetrical devolution.
Asymmetrical devolution is signified by uneven and non-uniform devolution of
policymaking powers including characteristics such as: uncertainty around

distribution of power between London and Cardiff, the unclear role of the
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Secretary of State; the clarity and transparency of Welsh governance; and the
question of how long these interim arrangements will last before Wales gains
legislative devolution (Johnson, 2007). The final issue is no longer relevant’ but

the rest are still under question.

One area of contention in the future of the WG is the devolved financial
arrangement for Wales. Money is devolved from UK Central Government
Treasury to WG using the Barnett Formula. The Barnett Formula is used to
adjust spending plans for the devolved territories of the UK during public
expenditure surveys in the UK. It has been a source of dispute for some
because those better equipped to voice demands are at an advantage (Bristow,
2008; 2001).

Economic changes and increasing regional inequality could cause further
dispute and problems in this area over the longer term (Richard Commission,
2004). The increase in public expenditure between 1999 and 2006 limited
resource distribution-based conflict in inter-governmental exchanges. However,
the more recent global and UK economic recession will mean fewer national
resources meaning that political conflict between national Assemblies and
central government in the UK is more probable.

In terms of politics, the change in central government ruling party from Labour
to a Coalition between the Conservative and Liberal Democrat parties from May
2010 could have an impact on inter-governmental relations. In the case of
Wales where the Welsh Labour party have been in power since the 5" of May
2011 replacing a Labour-Plaid Cymru coalition ruling party, there are likely to be
fundamental differences in approaches to policy-making and implementation
between central government and the WG. This increases the likelihood of
conflict and possible changes to the shape of devolution. A closer examination
of the way these issues play-out is beyond the parameters of this study and is
one recommended avenue for future research. However, this research does

7 As of March 2011 the National Assembly for Wales has been given policy-making powers following a referendum for
the people of Wales so the situation is no longer uncertain.
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serve to highlight the growing significance and impact of devolution in Wales on
certain strands of policy in this changing context.

Through examining the past and possible future trajectory of the WG, its role as
a scalar-temporally based instrument for adapting and implementing social

policy becomes clearer.

3.2 Key Concepts in Welsh Devolution

Literature contextualising devolution in Wales reveals key issues characterising
the strands of argument in policy rhetoric promoting it before and after 1999.
These can be categorised as political and economic. The arguments are
reflected in WG rhetoric on the closer interface between government and
localities (participation and citizen-centred approach) and a distinctive Welsh
culture (policy and geography). The impact of these arguments cannot be fully
understood without investigation into the territorial rescaling in policy

implementation.

Devolution has created what Williams & Mooney (2008) term a ‘new social
topography’ (a culture and geography), contributing to the emergence of a 'new
discursive terrain’: which refers to the impact of devolution on the language of
social policy (Willams & Mooney, 2008). Increasing participation and
responsiveness and Wales’ distinctive economic and cultural characteristics
formed arguments for devolution in 1997 (Leighton Andrews, 1999). It is
therefore important to examine the applicability of these arguments over a
decade later.

In terms of a closer interface between government and localities, political
rhetoric promoting devolution in Wales before 1997 (coming from within New
Labour, the Welsh Labour Party and Plaid Cymru) argued that devolution was a
move towards more inclusive governance, participation and greater government
accountability. McAllister (1998) and Laffin & Thomas (2000) contest this
argument, stating that bureaucratic systems in the UK civil service are proof that

increased participation in Wales is a myth.

45



n

L+ % +
3
2
,+ %+ #
3

"#

1] n



of government, for the full four year term, which covers the whole spectrum of
policy and action’ (WG, 2007: 5)

According to the ESRC Programme for Devolution and Constitutional Change
(2006) this focus on culture in rhetoric belies the underlying weakness of the
WG and lack of primary policy-making powers at the time. The ESRC statement
does not contradict the WG statement that Wales is a peopled geographical
territory with administrative boundaries separating it from the UK. Neither does
it fail to recognise that Wales as a geography has a differing socio-economic
history and characteristics from other UK territories in terms of politics,
language, cultural traditions and industry. Rather it questions the perceived
simplicity of culture-based policy relating to an area with complex micro-

geographies, distinctions and boundaries.

Welsh devolution relates to possession of power in governance. The process of
devolution sees the transfer, often limited, of powers from central government to
devolved administrations. The extent to which the new administration manages
devolved areas of policy is one means of better understanding the policy impact
of devolution. In addition the distribution of power and responsibility from
national assemblies to local community partnerships is viewed here in the
relationship between the WG, Welsh local governing bodies and local

community groups.

The political and economic motives for devolution discussed here represent the
most relevant arguments in literature defining and problematising Welsh
devolution. CF emerged from a WG pursuit of closer interface and local
democracy. It is an area-based programme and therefore designed to address
Wales’ specific geographical characteristics. Whether or not these amount to a
distinctive set of policy needs in Wales is examined further in the following

section on the role of space and scale in Welsh devolution.
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extent to which political emphasis (from national and local levels of governance)
on shared spaces for utilising capacity influences CF partnerships is a point of
focus in this thesis and is addressed in the findings.

3.4 The economic-pragmatic and the political-ideological

Following the discussion above on historical, political, social, spatial and cultural
arguments for and against devolution, this section of the chapter addresses two
different arguments. Firstly, that devolution is the pursuit of economic or
pragmatic aims. Secondly, that devolution is a reflection of political or

ideological collectives.

Both are arguments that characterise Welsh devolution and relate closely to the
issues dividing arguments for new regionalism (overtly economic) and territorial
rescaling (political and economic), the latter being of more relevance to Welsh
devolution.

Howell (2009) attempts to tackle this issue by distinguishing between ‘calculus’
and ‘cultural’ approaches to interpreting devolution in Wales. The culturally-
based consciousness is affiliated with nationalism and the calculus with
arguments for economic and political dividends of devolution. Howell deals with
these differences by labelling calculus and cultural consciousness as
worldviews which succeeded in influencing others enough to ensure a (albeit

marginal) majority vote.

In line with this Kay (2003) divides reasons for devolution into arguments based
on two premises: belief in the potential advantages of the process and belief in

the inherent value of the process:

‘Some [arguments for devolution] are consequentialist: that devolution is
desired on the grounds that it is believed to have good or desirable effects.
Others are deontological: that devolution is thought to be intrinsically valuable’
(Kay, 2003: 51)
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Both Howell’'s and Kay’s reasoning for devolution can be divided into economic-
pragmatic and political-ideological. The former equates to the tangible dividends
gained from increasing power to devolved institutions and the latter refers to the
ideological promotion of this value through other, often territorially-based
reasoning. Regional Development Agencies (RDA) in England are a clear
example of a discipline-centred approach to devolution because they were
created solely for economic development purposes. While the location of capital
accumulation is less of a justification for devolution in Wales, economic
arguments have been made for devolution in-line with Howell’s calculus
approach (2009). These arguments have been contested by Morgan (2007)
who claims that proponents of devolution used prospective economic benefits
as part of their rationale in favour and that his review of the post-devolution

evidence suggests that these arguments had little substance.

Ideological arguments from within the WG include that Wales requires a
community-focused approach to regeneration (WG, 2007). This is strongly
connected with the argument for a closer interface between national and local
levels of governing. In terms of narrowing the research, the division between
economic and ideological can be seen to play out in WG policy rhetoric, often in
contrast with narratives from grass-roots level. More specifically the community-
focused approach to regeneration in Wales represents the WG’s response to
Wales’ distinctive set of policy needs as a further justification and consolidation

of the value of devolution.

3.6 Statutory Influence

This section of the chapter focuses on statutory bodies, in terms of their role in
devolution and the impact of devolution upon them, which needs to be
understood alongside the Community Turn (CT). This issue is closely related to
Welsh devolution, territorialisation and historical institutions in Wales. Laffin,
Thomas & Webb (2000) stated at the beginning of the current millennium that

the question of devolved process:
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‘.. must be left to the next chapter in the history of devolution’ (Laffin et al,
2000: 5632)

More recently Laffin takes the view that Scottish and Welsh devolution were
designed to have minimal impact on existing local governing powers (Laffin,
2007), as suggested earlier in discussion on the power-base of the Welsh
statutory sector. It is possible to take this argument further using Howell's

(2009) work on institutional culture and path dependency.

In the context of Welsh devolution Howell (2009) analyses the cultural
similarities and differences between the WG and Welsh political organisations
pre-devolution. He explores the similarities and differences between institutional
culture in the Welsh Office and local authorities preceding devolution in Wales
and within the WG post-devolution. Through interviews with politicians and
Ministers at the WG he tackles the question of whether or not the Whitehall and
Westminster political model dominates the WG on the one hand and whether
the WG reflects the values of its incoming membership on the other. Howell
theorises on the WG as an institution and the ways in which it can alter the

expectations of actors within it and as:
‘. . . moral templates for the interpretation of action’ (Howell, 2009: 225)

Howell concludes that there is an amalgamation of two institutional cultures,

Whitehall and local government in Wales, out of which a:
‘.. new distinct path-dependency was emerging’ (ibid, 2009: 227)

Her work raises compelling questions around the institutional culture of the WG.
However, it does not fully address the potential ways in which local authority
institutional culture impacts on resource allocation or policy implementation at a

local level under devolution.

In this research the institutional path-dependency influences from statutory

actors and structures constitute the most valuable question in relation to Welsh
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devolution and local authorities. This question is addressed within the time and
resource limited confines of this thesis through the research question: what are
the (inter)relationships between CF staff (including volunteers) and local

authority representatives involved in the programme?

In practice the research question on statutory-community relationships is
pursuing three key local governing issues in Wales: firstly, the WG is a relatively
new governing institution and therefore susceptible to influence from an existing
power base in Wales. Secondly, the lack of policy-making power within the WG
before 2011 meant that Welsh local authorities held more power over the WG
than their English counterparts hold over Whitehall. Thirdly, a number of WG
Ministers are former local councillors with a statutory sector mindset. These
three reasons are summarised here as institutional, historical and individual and
all three are taken into account when unpacking state power at community level

through the research questions.

Local authorities are important to take into account in terms of the argument
that the community-focused approach within the WG has led to a gap in the
Wales-wider regeneration agenda. This is because they constitute the main
delivery agents for regeneration and community development and are working
in partnership with every CF partnership in Wales.

3.6 The Policy Perspective

This section of the thesis aims to explain the role of institutional rhetoric in
answering the question: what factors determine the relationship between state
and community in Wales under devolution? Using Central Government and WG
policy documents and WG Plenary Records detailing policy decisions made
affecting the design and implementation CF®, this section of the thesis
highlights tentative reasoning for strategic decisions by policy actors and
officials including media impact and short-sighted strategising. Documentary
analysis is used to critique the way in which central government and the WG

have laid-out the terms of community-focused area-based regeneration (under

® Some evidence gathered through the ethnographic internship at the Welsh Government's Community Directorate in
2008 is also used to frame some of the arguments put forward here.
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which CF was created) and then changed these terms over the period following
the election of New Labour in 1997 and the establishment of the WG in 1999. It
links the issues discussed in the literature reviews on the Community Turn (CT),
governance and devolution above to policy affecting community development at

National and regional levels of governance between 1997 and 2010.

One of the most significant documents affecting CF on a national scale in the
context of the CT is the New Labour publication New Commitment to
Neighbourhood Renewal (SEU, 2001). It encapsulates New Labour’s approach
to regeneration in the early stages of its term in power and reveals a great deal
about the approach to community development that influenced CF. Other
significant documents examined in this chapter include: Communities in Control:
real power, real people (CLG, 2008), Communities First Guidance
(Communities Directorate, 2001; 2007), Wales a Better Country (WG, 2003)

and Regenerating our most deprived communities (WG, 2000a).

As outlined in chapter two, Communities First, NDC is only crudely the English
equivalent of CF in that it is a government-led area-based regeneration
programme aiming to tackle deprivation at neighbourhood level. The two are not
comparable in this research; however, something can be learned from
examining the political context that shape them.

NDC was announced in 1998 as part of New Labour's National Strategy for
Neighbourhood Renewal and was in its fourth year when CF was implemented
in 2001. Differences between policy rhetoric on area-based regeneration in
England and Wales reflect key differences in approach to governing. The key
documents used for this reflection are two versions of Communities First
Guidance (Communities Directorate, 2001; WG, 2007) and the National
Strategy Action Plan a New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal (SEU,
2001). These documents are useful because they represent significant turning
points in policy decision-making relating to governance in regeneration and
community development and reflect a great deal of meaning in the research
findings.
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the subtle and small ways in which the WG puts its signatures on the wider
agenda that represents the shape of devolution at the time.

The word empowerment is used to unite coordination of neighbourhood renewal
at local level. In addition a Community Empowerment Fund of £400,000 for
each of the 88 most deprived local authorities in England highlights the
similarities between Neighbourhood Renewal and CF. Community Chests worth
£50m also put increased emphasis on the role of communities in renewing

deprived areas'.

‘Government needs to support and monitor progress in local communities’
(SEU, 2001: 10)

This emphasises the shifting line between state and society and the implication
that barriers were being broken down between those governing and those being

governed in the early days of New Labour, as does the statement:

‘There will be genuine opportunities for residents to get involved in designing
local strategies and communities will have their own resources to support them
in this’ (ibid, 2001: 33)

The evaluation of the Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (CLG, 2010)
highlights some contradictions between New Labour’s promise of non-political
actor involvement in governance and the reality of neighbourhood renewal
work:

‘. . only a small minority of residents had been involved in neighbourhood
renewal processes (with a particular lack of representation in some local
authority districts from young people as well as residents of ethnic minority
groups) and that residents were rarely involved in formal decision-making’
(CLG, 2010: 97)

' In addition £800m was allocated for the 88 most deprived local authorities in England and £45m to support
neighbourhood renewal pathfinders over three years.
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