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Introducing the research

“The term ‘regeneration’ and before it the term ‘renewal’ have been used by
Governments to describe their policies for restoring a better quality of life to an
area, whether by stimulating the local economy, by refurbishing old housing
estates, or by other means. In each case, the infrastructure on which the money
has been spent supports a community. It is the well being of communities which
provides the rationale for regeneration policies, yet communities themselves - as
distinct from their elected members - have in the past been excluded from the
decision-making process. The SRB is supposed to be different” (Environment
Committee First Report on the Single Regeneration Budget, para. 43, 1995: xx).

Urban regeneration has been defined as: “the process of renewing the social and
economic vitality of an area” (DoE, 1993:1). Tyler recognises that in the UK there are
three general regeneration challenges: “a weakening economic base; large
concentrations of unemployed and socially disadvantaged residents and; physical
deterioration/poor environment” (1998: 1). From this it may be inferred that for urban
regeneration programmes to be effective, they need simultaneously to address economic,
social and physical problems. However, previous regeneration policies have tended to
have a narrowly defined emphasis: being designed to alleviate inequalities of wealth, or
to improve local economies, and do not appear to have achieved an adequate synthesis

of the two (Robson et al., 1994).

In similar vein, Flecknoe and MacLellan recognise that: “the physical regeneration of a



neighbourhood must be accompanied by social regeneration if significant changes are to
be brought to people’s lives” (1994: 17, emphasis added). Social regeneration may be
distinguished from physical regeneration by its focus on improving local people’s
quality of life, rather than rejuvenating the local economy and infrastructure. In recent
years the issue of social regeneration has emerged as a major policy debate, partly due to
the rise in concern about social exclusion, and the Government’s desire to empower
communities (Ginsburg, 1999). Social regeneration is thought to be achieved through

involving local residents in the regeneration process (Robson, 1994).

This thesis seeks to highlight the extent and degree to which women engage with the
regeneration process in Sheffield in order to explore this issue of social regeneration.
The main aim of the thesis is to examine what influences and inhibits women’s
participation. By doing so, the thesis will contribute to the current body of knowledge
on urban regeneration by examining a gender element, which is largely absent from

current studies.

This first chapter discusses the rationale behind the research. It consists of four
sections. First, a brief history of urban policy is presented, in order to frame the context
for the emergence of the Single Regeneration Budget, which is examined in part two.
Third, the apparent gender neutrality of regeneration programmes is explored. The final

part presents an overview of the thesis and explains the ordering of the chapters.



1.1 CHANGING NATURE OF REGENERATION PROGRAMMES

The origins of urban planning can be traced back to the last century when population
growth and urbanisation raised concerns over public health and housing issues, which
required Central Government intervention (see Cullingworth and Nadin, 1997). The
1960s witnessed increasing problems of multiple deprivation in inner city areas, and at
the same time a large influx in Britain’s non-white population, also to inner city areas
(Atkinson and Moon, 1994). This growth in the migrant population gave rise to Enoch
Powell’s anti-immigration speeches, predicting racial tensions (Lawless, 1989), and also
contributed a racial and social element to early developments of inner city policy
(Edwards and Bately, 1978; Bailey et al., 1995). The first initiative specifically
addressing urban issues, announced on 5th May 1968, was the “Urban Programme”,
then known as “Urban Aid” (Higgins et al, 1983; Bailey et al., 1995). The purpose of
this initiative was to reallocate resources to urban areas suffering from multiple

deprivation (DoE, 1981; Wolman et al., 1992: 207; Gibson and Langstaff, 1982: 151).

In addition to targeting ethnic minority populations, a gender element could be
interpreted from these early urban policies. In the Community Development Projects
(CDPs), described later, women were, in part, seen to “cause” urban deprivation:
“women contributed to the decline of inner urban areas by being poor mothers and
transmitting poverty to their offspring” (Brownill, 1997: 5). For instance, CDPs, were
evaluated according to the degree to which they moderated social ills, such as divorce

rates (Lawless, 1989). There was also a distinct social regeneration agenda to these

early policies. Emphasis at that time was primarily on improving the lives of local



residents.

During the 1960s other initiatives were also introduced with an emphasis on social
regeneration, in an attempt to tackle multiple deprivation. ‘Education Priority Areas’
were established in 1963, following the Plowden committee’s recommendations for
education resources to be allocated to specific areas (Hall, 1981: 71). 1965 saw the
publication of the Milner Holland Report, which examined housing stress (Bailey et al.,
1995) and in 1968 the Seebohm Committee reviewed the responsibilities of Local
Authority’s Social Services Departments. Furthermore the concept of public
participation in planning was introduced in 1969 by the Skeffington Report (Hall, 1992).
Some commentators, however, have concluded that the Skeffington Report was too
simplistic and optimistic in what it could achieve (Lawless and Brown, 1986;
Cullingworth and Nadin, 1997). These attempts at regeneration recognised, to some
extent the need for ‘social’ regeneration and also encouraged area based initiatives
(Lawless, 1989). However, the emphasis of urban policies was soon to change
following the introduction of the 1977 White Paper: “Policy for the Inner Cities”

(Robinson et al., 1993).!

The 1977 white paper in turn led to the Inner Urban Areas Act of 1978 (Cullingworth
and Nadin, 1997), which “committed both Central and Local Government to work in
partnership towards the regeneration of the inner cities” (Bailey et al., 1995: 44). The
White Paper demonstrated an awareness of the multifaceted nature of urban decline and
moved more towards tackling inner city problems from an economic or physical basis,

rather than continuing the social regeneration agenda introduced in the previous decade.



Atkinson and Moon recognised four general aims of the policies to address this. These

were:

“(i) the need to seek economic improvement;
(ii) the need to improve the physical environment;
(iii) social improvement and;

(iv) a new balance between population and jobs” (1994: 68).

Following this economic-led focus to regeneration, towards the end of the 1970s, there
was a further shift in the emphasis of regeneration policy. This move was accompanied
by an increasing desire on behalf of the newly elected Conservative Government for
greater involvement with the private sector (Lawless, 1991), which Robson (1994)
argues presaged the property-led approach to regeneration, characteristic of 1980s urban
policies. The refocused, economic orientated approach for regeneration, paved the way
for 1980s initiatives, such as City Action Teams, Enterprise Zones (EZs), Urban
Development Corporations (UDCs), Inner City Task Forces and City Grant (Robson,
1994). These initiatives appeared to pay little attention towards social regeneration
issues and throughout the 1980s, there was an increasing centralisation of urban policies
(Bailey et al., 1995). This increasing centralisation occurred simultaneously with an
expanded emphasis placed on the involvement of the private sector. These
developments were argued for in the Action for Cities document (1988), which stated
that the Government could no longer be expected to, and would not, play the lead role in
regeneration (Atkinson and Moon, 1994). Bailey et al. (1995) state that Urban
Development Corporations (UDCs), City Action Teams and Inner City Task Forces
were increasingly staffed and managed by private sector appointees and Civil Servants

rather than local government officers.



The most significant urban policy initiative of the 1980s was UDCs, which were
designed to be private sector influenced and property-led. UDCs were premised on the
assumption that through physical improvements, benefits would ‘trickle down’ to local
residents and indirectly regenerate the social fabric (Robinson et al., 1993; Docklands
Consultative committee, 1990; Robinson and Shaw, 1994: 225). Rowley argued: “the
UDC would act as a catalyst to attract investment, providing what the private sector

wanted” (1994: 3).

By 1993, thirteen UDCs had been designated in five phases. They varied considerably
in size and population area, but tended to be located in either city centre locations, such
as central Manchester, or areas suffering wider industrial decline, for example Teeside.
They were directly funded by Central Government and had no statutory requirement to
involve or be accountable to the local populations (Bailey et al., 1995; Atkinson and
Moon, 1994). Partly, as a consequence of this lack of accountability, Robinson and
Shaw comment: “developments in the middle of nowhere may be in the inner city but
do little for the people of the inner city” (1991: 66; original emphasis). This comment
illustrates how the emphasis of UDCs was on property and economic regeneration,
rather than on social led regeneration. When Healey examined this property-led
approach of 1980s urban policies, she argued: “the benefits of the outputs and jobs
generated often did not trickle down to people living in nearby areas” (1995: 221; see
Imrie and Thomas, 1993; Turok, 1992). In particular, the two first UDCs, the London
Docklands Development Corporation (LDDC) and Merseyside Development

Corporation (MDC), were severely criticised for failing to respond to community and



social development needs, which led to a restructuring of UDCs staffing structure and

the appointment of specialists in these fields (NAO, 1988).

In addition to UDCs, other Central Government initiatives were introduced during the
1980s, which aimed to achieve urban regeneration and promote the enterprise culture.
Estate Action was established in 1985 to allocate increasing levels of resources towards
“problem” estates. However, the problems of some estates were seen to be so severe,
that a radical approach had to be adopted. In 1988 this resulted in the establishment of
Housing Action Trusts (HATSs) (Atkinson and Moon, 1994). HATSs involved a transfer
of ownership to a Board of Management appointed by the Secretary of State, which
aimed to combine physical, social and economic regeneration (Bailey et al., 1995). In
an attempt to co-ordinate the growing numbers of programmes, and Government
Departments, City Action Teams (CATs) were developed in 1985. These tried to co-
ordinate the impact of economic and environmental programmes and CATs were later
absorbed into Integrated Regional Offices of Government in 1994 (Bailey et al., 1995)%.
This brief review has illustrated the extent to which there has been an overly defined
emphasis on economic and physical led regeneration in the last twenty years, rather

than, or in addition to, social regeneration issues.

Despite the regeneration of land and buildings, local residents were seen to have been
by-passed by most 1980s urban policies (Robinson and Shaw, 1994: 226; Robson et al.,
1994). Robson recognises urban policies in the 1980s were: “at best modest and at
worst ineffectual” (1994: 216) and suggests that there was an increase in social

polarisation during the 1980s. Harding et al. (1994) also argue that many local residents



even in UDC areas were excluded from employment opportunities. A further criticism
of the UDC’s emphasis on property development and enterprise culture, was that they
were seen to preclude women from public sphere involvement (Kitchin, 1997: 16).
Brownill concludes: “the fact that UDCs operated with a view of the community as a
homogenous ‘other’ not structured along the lines of gender, race or class meant that

consultation policies did not explicitly set out to seek women’s views” (1997: 7).

Property-led regeneration programmes appeared to have reached their peak during
1990/91, when there was a period of recession in the previously booming property
development market. After this time, a greater emphasis seems to have been placed on
community and social issues (Mawson et al., 1995). Healey (1995) argues that in order
to secure regeneration of an area there had to be a longer-term approach by development
agencies and more emphasis on training and education programmes. Healey’s
argument for a more “socially orientated” approach to regeneration can be seen to have
influenced the, then Conservative, Government which subsequently introduced City
Challenge to be followed by the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB). Colenutt and
Cutten (1994: 238) have identified four main indicators of this shift in urban policy from
the 1980s property and economy-led approach to the ‘partnership’ model of the 1990s.

These are:

(i) A massive restructuring of the Local Government by Central Government, involving
a devolution of power from Whitehall to Local Councils and communities.

(ii) The aim of Central Government to legitimise urban policies at a national level, and
the bringing together of previous programmes into a single national budget.

(iii) A move to regeneration partnerships, following the 1991 urban riots.

(iv) The acknowledgement that the private-sector could only play a limited role in
resolving urban problems.



In the light of this perceived failure of 1980s urban policies to impact on local residents
(Colenutt, 1993:179), concepts of participation and empowerment were re-introduced into
1990s urban policy initiatives, such as City Challenge and SRB, in an attempt towards

promoting socially based regeneration initiatives.

In addition towards the drive for social regeneration at the start of the 1990s, there was
also a move towards “sustainable regeneration”, in order to promote thriving
communities and prevent having to regenerate again in twenty years, such as the case in
Hulme, Manchester. Robinson and Shaw state: “urban policy was now supposed to
regenerate communities, not just land and property markets” (1994: 227). This move
towards social and sustainable regeneration at the start of the 1990s illustrated an
apparent urge to introduce regeneration policies linking physical, economic and social
regeneration. These linkages between programmes were seen as essential by
Government as urban problems were thought to be caused by the interaction of a range

of socio-economic and political issues (Nevin and Shiner, 1995a).

City Challenge, introduced in 1991, initiated the concept of a competitive system for the
allocation of finite regeneration funds (Oatley, 1995). It emphasised the formation of
regeneration partnerships to promote social regeneration (see DeGroot, 1992). City
Challenge sought to achieve a balance between investing in people and places (Oatley,
1998). Twenty successful authorities had been announced by July 1992 and each was to
receive £7.5 million per year for five years. In contrast to UDCs, City Challenge
schemes were more locally accountable, as they were local authority-led (Oatley and

Lambert, 1998). The focus of schemes was very local, within tight boundaries, usually



in areas, which had experienced riots at the start and mid 1980s. Mawson et al., argued:
“it [city challenge] adopted a pro-participation approach, which involved ideas of active
citizenship” (1995: 18). City Challenge arguably represents the first real move towards
active local residents’ involvement, with a focus on community initiatives, including
crime reduction programmes. City Challenge encouraged residents to take a stake in
their areas by becoming involved in the regeneration initiatives. However, Robinson
and Shaw argued that City Challenge was “still dominated by bricks and mortar outputs,
with revenue based “social” projects appearing to take second place (1994: 228). The
next major development in urban policy was the introduction of the Single Regeneration

Budget in 1994, which constitutes the main area of research for this thesis.

1.2 THE SINGLE REGENERATION BUDGET

The Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) was formally introduced on April 1st 1994, in
order to promote economic, social and physical regeneration of areas of decline
throughout England and Wales (Cullingworth and Nadin, 1997). Oatley considers the
SRB to be: “the most significant reorganisation of urban policy and government regional
office structure since the 1978 Inner Urban Areas Act” (1998: 146). The SRB aimed to
simplify the way Government supported regeneration, economic development, and
industrial competitiveness (DoE, 1993: 1). Twenty separate programmes were brought

together (see table 1.1) and the DOE claimed that the SRB was a: “flexible support for

regeneration” (1993: 1).

10



Table 1.1 Programmes brought together for the Single Regeneration Budget (1994)

Single Regeneration Budget Programmes £m
Department of the Environment

City Action Teams 1
City Challenge 213
English Partnerships 181
Estate Action 373
Housing Action Trusts 88
Inner City Task Forces 16
Urban Development Corporations 286
Urban Programme 83
Employment Department
Business start-up scheme 70
Compacts/Inner City Compacts 6
Education Business Partnerships 2

Local Initiative Fund 29

Programme Development Fund 3
Teacher Placement Services 3
TEC Challenge 4
Home Office
Ethnic Minority Grant/Business Initiative 6
Safer Cities 4
Section 11 Grants 60
Department of Trade and Industry
Regional Enterprise Grants (plus English 9
Estates to be subsumed into English Partnerships
Department for Education
Grants for Education Support and Training 5
TOTAL 1,442

Source: Oatley (1998)

As such, Nevin and Shiner (1995b: 311) heralded it: “as a new co-ordinated approach to
urban funding,” which had the potential to give local residents influence over spending

priorities by involving them in decision-making and regeneration partnerships.

A significant feature of the SRB, compared with previous approaches for urban
regeneration, was: “its recognition of problems of poverty, isolation and community

breakdown in rural areas and of industrial decline in non-urban areas” (Oatley, 1998:

11



146-147). This means anywhere in England, both urban and rural areas, can now
compete in the ‘open competition’ for SRB funding (Oatley, 1998; CURS, 1995; 1995b;
1997), causing Robson (1994: 222) to question its validity as an ‘urban policy’. Other
commentators are also critical of the SRB. Robinson and Shaw argue the introduction
of the SRB was a: “smoke screen for cuts” (1994: 230). Indeed, there was a real
reduction in the total amount of government funds available for regeneration (Hill and
Barlow, 1995; Stewart, 1994). Oatley (1998) notes that there has been a 29 per cent

decline in resources between 1994/5 and 1998/9.

One of the main objectives of the SRB is to bring about social regeneration through
partnerships (DETR, 1998a)’. Robson stated: “the major issue in regeneration is how to
add a social dimension - how to lever in the deprived communities and individuals who
have been driven to the margins of society - effective regeneration cannot be conceived

simply in terms of infrastructure” (1994: 222). The aims for the first five rounds of the

SRB are highlighted below:

e enhancing employment prospects, education and skills of local people, particularly
the young

e levering in private money and European money

e encouraging sustainable economic growth and wealth creation by improving the
competitiveness of the local economy

e tackling crime and community safety

e protecting and improving local environment and infrastructure
e improving housing conditions for local people

e promoting initiatives of benefit to local people

e enhancing the quality of life, health and capacity to contribute to regeneration of
local people (DoE/DETR, 1993; 1995a; 1997a:1-2)

e addressing social exclusion and enhance opportunities for the disadvantaged (DETR,

12



1998a)

Since the introduction of the SRB, its aims have remained predominantly consistent,
although increasing emphasis has been placed on the involvement of communities. It is
this emphasis on promoting public participation within SRB schemes, which has
increased in significance during subsequent rounds of the SRB Challenge Fund. For
instance, in the bidding guidance for round Five (1998/99), up to 10% of funds can now
be used for community capacity building (DETR, 1998a). In addition, Ginsburg
recognises that: “talk of tackling social exclusion and promoting equality was not
included in the Conservatives’ SRB guidance”, which covers Rounds one and two of the

SRB Challenge Fund (1999: 61).

One way of involving local residents in regeneration schemes is to involve them in
regeneration partnerships. An important feature of the SRB is its aim of promoting
partnerships amongst local government, the private sector, voluntary bodies, local
communities and, other government agencies, such as Training and Enterprise Councils
and English Partnerships (Atkinson and Cope, 1997: 211; Colenutt and Cutten, 1994;
Hill and Barlow, 1995; Nevin and Shiner, 1995ab). The DoE Bidding Guidance Notes
for the SRB Challenge Fund Round Two state: “bids must be supported by partnerships
representing an appropriate range of interests ... local authorities and TECs can be
expected to play a central role, but partnerships should include other relevant interests in
the private and public sectors, and in local voluntary and community organisations,
including faith communities ... all partners should have an effective say in the allocation
of resources” (DoE, 1995: 4). Like other concepts associated with urban regeneration,

“partnership” involves a high level of ambiguity (Mackintosh, 1992). However, it has

13



been defined as a: “coalition of interests, drawn from more than one sector in order to
prepare and oversee an agreed strategy for the regeneration of a defined area” (Bailey et
al., 1995: 1). Peck and Tickell contend: “partnerships exist, [then,] in part because
funding bodies require it. They also exist because organisations must increasingly work
together in order to achieve anything in the field of urban regeneration” (1994: 263), and
in recognition of the need for regeneration initiatives to tackle a range of issues

simultaneously.

A critical issue concerning regeneration partnerships is the degree to which the various
partners work together. This point is explained by Braye and Preston-Shoot:
“partnership does not necessarily mean that participants have equal power, but does
imply recognition and open discussion of how power is distributed and used” (1995:
108). In addition to the differing levels of power, regeneration partners may achieve,
Hutchinson also points out that there can be a number of different communities within
the same neighbourhood. These may be: “defined by, for example, ethnicity, business
or economic activity, gender or age” (1994: 338) and all may desire to influence the
regeneration process. This points to the importance of recognising the heterogeneous

nature of communities in regeneration initiatives (Brownill and Darke, 1998).

The use of the term community in relation to urban regeneration is itself contested (see
Nevin and Shiner, 1995b: 319; Colenutt and Cutten, 1994: 243). Not only is there a
plethora of definitions for the term, but it also has strong gender implications. Brownill
identifies how the community may be viewed as the women’s sphere in contrast to “the

harsh realities of urbanised, capitalist society ... Community corresponds to the world of
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the home, the private sphere where relationships are caring and there is an escape from
the harshness of the outside world and the world of paid work” (1997: 2). In this
research the term community refers to people living in regeneration areas, which are
spatially defined by funding boundaries and it is used interchangeably with that of “local
residents”. This corresponds with the definition provided by the DETR: “those people
living or working within those target areas [they] are, in general, the people intended to

benefit from regeneration initiatives. They constitute the community” (1995: 7).

The broad objective of this thesis therefore, is to uncover how women relate to the
regeneration process, funded by the SRB. The research addresses the situation of
nineteen residents in two inner city areas of Sheffield. The research includes an age
dimension, which allows a variety of women’s lives to be researched. The city of
Sheffield is the focus for the study because of its success in attracting SRB funding (see
Chapter Three). This research also incorporates a longitudinal element of analysis to
examine changing levels of engagement over a twelve-month period of the SRB. There
are three ways in which local residents or the local “community” may relate to the
regeneration process. These are as participants, by being empowered, or by being

excluded from the process, and these are examined below.

1.2.1 Community participation

In this thesis “participation” refers to the ways in which residents relate to the urban

regeneration process. Participation can be either through directly attending meetings
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and voicing opinions; and/or indirectly through a sharing of the outcomes of the
regeneration process. Central Government sees this involvement of local residents as
helping to secure long-term social regeneration, and it has, since the election of New
Labour, assumed more importance. The SRB aims to enhance local people’s quality of
life and promote social regeneration by involving them in the regeneration schemes,
(DETR, 1997). The DoE recognised: “bids should harness the talents and resources of
the voluntary sector and volunteers and involve local communities, both in the
preparation and implementation of bids” (1993: 2). Since Round One of the SRB
Challenge Fund, increasing emphasis has been placed on local residents’ involvement.
By Round Four, in 1997, the SRB was designed to make provisions to: “secure real
involvement of local communities, including ethnic minority communities, both in the
preparation and implementation of bids. Bids may include projects to enhance
community involvement over their lifetimes” (1997a: 2). More recently, for Round

Five, the DETR has proposed:

“The Government believes it is crucial to ensure the active participation of local
communities in the regeneration of their areas and that they should be directly
involved, both in the preparation and implementation of bids. Bids should
mobilise the talents and resources of all sectors including, for instance, the faith-
based voluntary sector, the wider voluntary sector, ethnic minorities, local
volunteers (whether or not they work from their local church, mosque etc.).
Activities already being carried out by the local community (e.g. community-
enterprises such as credit unions) and which rely very heavily on volunteers,
should also be taken into account. Volunteers should be encouraged to
participate fully in local regeneration activity because of the knowledge, skills
and expertise they can make available” (http://www.DETR.gov.uk/SRB,
February, 1998)

The Community Development Foundation (CDF) argues: “local communities are the key
people in regeneration” (1996: 1). The CDF go on to suggest that the regeneration

process is most effective if local residents, whose lives and conditions are to be
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improved - the beneficiaries, are involved as:

e consultees
e participants, and
e partners in regeneration schemes (CDF, 1996: 1)

Although, one objective of the SRB is for local residents to participate actively in the
regeneration process, it is not always clear how to bring about such community
participation. In the SRB Guidelines there are no definitions given of how this
involvement of local people is to be achieved. There is, however, a Government
publication, Involving Communities in Urban and Rural Regeneration (1995b; 1997b)
which offers advice to practitioners about how to involve the community. According to
Craig and Mayo, community participation: “should be related to overall goals of cost
sharing/cost reduction for the public sector (that is, shifting costs from public sector
budgets by persuading communities to make increased contributions through voluntary
effort and/or self-help/voluntary unpaid labour) and through increased
project/programme efficiency” (1995: 4). This emphasis upon reducing public
spending, through promoting self-help and community participation (Mayo, 1994) has
been a recurring theme in debates concerning the shifting boundaries of the welfare
economy (Craig and Mayo, 1995: 4; Thomas, 1995). The community is increasingly
being forced into providing its own services as the state no longer provides all of them:
“some politicians and civil servants saw community development as a way of
stimulating self-help to replace lost services and of managing major problems in society
such as rising crime, and of course, unemployment” (Thomas, 1995: 6). Making the
community solve its own problems within regeneration areas may be viewed as an

effective way of promoting social regeneration. But, it can also be seen as an attempt by
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Government to diminish its responsibilities (Thomas, 1995; Craig and Mayo, 1995).

Against this negative picture of community participation, Hastings et al., suggest three
main reasons underpin the rationale behind promoting local resident’s participation with
other city actors in regeneration plans, developed by partnerships. First, “synergy is
created by a range of bodies working together, which in turn generates more strategic
and effective regeneration than if these bodies acted independently from one another”
(1996: 6). Second, they suggest more resources may be brought to the regeneration
arena if actors work together. Finally they consider that community participation was
introduced by the Government following the apparent lack of benefits local residents
were thought to have received from 1980s urban regeneration programmes (Hastings et

al., 1996; Healey, 1995; Colenutt, 1993).

A further debate in the community participation literature is highlighted by Stewart and
Taylor: “it has now been acknowledged that residents need to be involved in
regeneration initiatives, the ways in which existing power relations in the political and
professional arena are continuously reinforced have yet to be addressed” (1995: v).
However, they continue: “in the literature on participation and involvement there is
surprisingly little explicit discussion of ‘power’, even if the idea of empowerment is
implied in many of the participation studies” (1995: 11). Stewart and Taylor argue that
a study of community participation is not possible without reference to a discussion of
power4 and community empowerment. In similar vein, May points out: “a concern for
empowerment means that there must be an analysis of power, and of those who are

systematically disempowered, including the ways in which women and men internalise
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their own low social status” (1997: 13). Brownill concludes by suggesting: “ways of
promoting the inclusion of women and minimising the exclusion and the reinforcement

of gendered inequalities in power and influence need to be considered” (1997: 13).

1.2.2 Community empowerment

Barr asserts that: “empowerment is a fashionable phrase. It is easily used but its
meaning within different ideologies (individualist/collectivist, liberal/radical) is
variable” (1995: 122 -123). Likewise, Karl suggests: “empowerment is a word widely
used, but seldom defined” (1995: 14). In considering empowerment within
regeneration, Atkinson makes a similar point: “relatively little meaning has been given
to these two terms [empowerment and partnership] and their implications for
regeneration” (1999: 59).  Whilst recognising the increasing significance of
“empowerment” within urban regeneration, these commentators highlight the ambiguity
surrounding its very definition. In short, empowerment within urban regeneration, may
be viewed as not only giving local residents the opportunity to define their needs, but
also providing them with the capacity to make decisions designed to secure their needs.
An SRB officer in Sheffield, interviewed as part of this research, comments: “there is a
wider political role giving the community a voice, it is not just about putting a few
projects into a community, I think they need to empower the community where they say
this is what we need in our community. It is giving them a voice, and giving them

power to do something about their community” (SRB officer 2, 1998).
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In this thesis the exploration of power relations within urban regeneration derives much
inspiration from regime theory, which seeks to explain the governance of cities by
specifically examining power relations in cities. This framework appears a suitable
starting point for beginning to understand how some actors may influence the decision-
making process, whereas others may be marginalised or excluded from decisions
concerning the regeneration of their local area. However, this thesis develops regime
theory, using a grounded theory approach (see Chapter Two), to illustrate the extent to

which gender also influences urban power relations (see Chapter Seven).

1.2.3 Social exclusion

Robinson and Shaw argue that UK urban policy has not lowered unemployment figures,
cut crime, or tackled homelessness. They suggest instead that a much wider programme
of economic, social and political reform is required in the UK to reverse: “the deep
divisions in British society today” (1994: 234). The SRB could be seen as part of this
social and political reform, as one of its objectives is to reduce social exclusion. To
Richard Caborn, Minister for Regeneration and Regions: “the SRB is one of the most
useful tools for tackling social exclusion — pockets of need which may not be targeted in
main programmes” (DETR, 7™ July 1997). Ginsburg also comments: “urban
regeneration policy as social policy has to address the issue of social exclusion more
effectively” (1999: 59). A recent DETR report (1998b) by the Social Exclusion Unit,
specifically examined social exclusion, which resulted in the establishment of the New

Deal for Communities, amongst other regeneration initiatives’.
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There are varying definitions of exclusion within the growing debate encompassing
“poverty”, the “underclass”, and “social exclusion” (Room, 1995; Oppenheim and
Harker, 1996). Some commentators view social exclusion as multifaceted and
involving a lack of control over circumstances. Walker points out: “social exclusion
survives as a sufficiently ambiguous term to facilitate a continuing dialogue about
matters that some would equate with, or at least, include within, the concept of, poverty”
(1995: 102). Walker adds: “the term ‘social exclusion’ is beginning to replace that of
‘poverty’” (1997: 7). However, Oppenheim (1998: 14) argues some people are poor,
but are not excluded from society (such as students), yet others who are not in poverty
may be excluded (such as the disabled or ethnic minorities). These definitions of
exclusion, or varying conditions in which exclusion can arise may have implications on

how regeneration policy is to address social exclusion issues.

Regeneration initiatives, such as the SRB may play a part on the social exclusion
agenda, however, these broader exclusion issues are beyond the scope of this thesis. In
this Sheffield based research, exclusion is seen to result from failing to share in the
outcomes of the regeneration programme, or not being involved in the regeneration
process, in terms of making decisions or setting priorities for spending. With this in,
mind, this research specifically examines residents who are excluded from the
regeneration process, by not participating within it or excluded from the benefits
flowing from it. In addition, this research examines those residents that do participate,

and may therefore be included within the regeneration process.

The research offers several original contributions. Above all, the content of the thesis
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contributes to urban regeneration studies by examining a gender dimension and this

extends the scope of many urban regeneration studies.

1.3 WOMEN AND URBAN REGENERATION

A striking feature of urban regeneration studies to date is their general lack of explicit
attention to gender issues. One of the first books concerning women and the changing
urban environment is an edited collection by Little, Peake and Richardson (1988):
Women in Cities, which examines the way women perceive their urban environments.
More recently, Changing Places (1996) an edited collection by Booth, Darke and
Yeandle, examines the diverse opportunities and constraints faced by some women in
cities. Further developments in the limited literature on women and regeneration are
two Joseph Rowntree Reports: May (1997): ‘Challenging Assumptions’, and Brownill

and Darke (1998): ‘Rich Mix’.

Recent debates in the literature on “women and regeneration” (e.g. Brownill and Darke,
1998; May, 1997) recognise how regeneration policy and programmes can significantly
impact on the lives of women living in regeneration areas. This is because women are
seen to be both active within the grassroots initiatives characteristic of the regeneration
process and also as main recipients of programmes (Stewart and Taylor, 1995; Christie,
1997). Kitchin et al. argue: “arousing women’s awareness and interest in urban
regeneration should not be difficult. Nothing can be more immediate and direct than the

wholesale reconstruction of your home and neighbourhood” (1994: 6). Equally, Christie
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argues: “the potential for the SRB to change and improve women’s lives is huge, as
women are more likely to experience poverty, poor housing, bad health and to live in

fear of crime” (1997:1).

Urban regeneration can be viewed as male dominated with many senior policy and
decision-makers being male (Greed, 1994). However, many participants in the local
regeneration process are actually female (Stewart and Taylor, 1995; Kitchin, Chelliah
and Evans, 1994: 21). Explaining this dominance of women at a local level,
Riseborough points out: “women often provide the informal support networks for
neighbours and relatives, they are often the key members of grass roots community
groups” (1997: 30). Local activism by women is also reflected in Brownill and Darke’s
observation: “women ... are over-represented in areas undergoing regeneration.
However, [race and] gender are rarely prioritised as major strategic issues within
regeneration policy at the national, regional, or local level” (1998: 1). Christie also
recognises the higher proportion of women living in regeneration areas compared with
men, and uses this to highlight how regeneration initiatives need to recognise a gender
element: “women are marginalised, their needs seldom addressed - and this when it is
obvious that regeneration schemes have many women living in poverty within their

boundaries” (1997:1)°.

Two main explanations have been proposed for this apparent lack of attention given to
gender within urban regeneration. Riseborough (1997) argues urban regeneration, and
in particular the Single Regeneration Budget, has been ‘gender blind’, in that it does not

recognise how gender may influence policy outcomes. For instance, in the SRB
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guidelines there is very little mention of gender (see DoE, 1995a; DETR, 1997a, 1998a).
If gender is not referred to as a variable, then this may imply that there are no
differences between men and women’s needs. In this perspective priorities are the same
for both genders. As an illustration, in Round One of the SRB challenge Fund, only one
of the 35 output measures mentions women: “SA Number of elderly, women or all
people who benefit from community safety initiatives”(DoE, 1995a: 13). Data for
ethnic minority groups and disabled people are, however, required on almost all output
measures. In Round Four supplementary Guidance Notes for the Yorkshire and the
Humber region (Government Office, for Yorkshire and the Humber 1997) there is no
mention of outputs directed at women, despite a brief mention in the national guidance
for that year (DoE, 1997a: 30). However, the Regional Development Agencies,
established in April 1999, are expected to achieve some gender balance, with at least
three of the twelve posts on the Management Boards being exclusively reserved for

female appointees (see Chapter Eight).

A second reason for the lack of attention towards gender within urban regeneration is
outlined by Brownill: “gender blind is perhaps a misnomer as the operation of these
policies and strategies hold within them major implications for women and operate
within a society in which sexism and discrimination is still operating” (1997: 2). She
uses several feminist perspectives to illustrate how women have been marginalised - or
excluded in some cases - from the urban policy process. The main thrust of Brownill’s
argument is that urban regeneration initiatives need to change in order to accommodate
women’s ‘needs’. But, as Kitchin (1997) notes, regeneration policy needs also to

recognise that women have diverse needs reflected by their multiple identities. With
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these arguments in mind, the overall objective of this thesis is to explore the following

hypothesis:

e To examine how the trend towards social regeneration and community
initiatives within the Single Regeneration Budget addresses the engagement of
women in two areas of Sheffield

In addition, the research has a number of subsidiary aims, which are:

e To explore the degree of female participation within the regeneration process in two
SRB areas of Sheffield.

e To identify in marginalised communities who becomes empowered at the potential
exclusion of others.

e To examine power relations in urban areas and the relevance of these relationships
to regime theory

The study of the Sheffield case can be used to provide lessons for other areas in receipt
of regeneration funding. The theoretical approach also contributes to refining regime
theory by adopting a grounded theory approach. An original methodological
contribution is also made by the research, through the longitudinal approach. The

structure of the thesis is outlined below.

1.4 THESIS OUTLINE

Chapter two presents the qualitative case study research design and methodology of the
study and chapter three outlines the context for the research. Chapters four, five and six

present the empirical findings. These three chapters (four, five and six) combine reviews
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of relevant literature with empirical data, in order to facilitate analysis and discussion.
Pseudonyms are used in the three empirical chapters to enable the reader to trace
individuals through the research process longitudinally. The adjectives, “younger” and
“older” relate to the two age groups of women interviewed: 18-25 years and 45-60 years
respectively. In addition, the words “estate”, “neighbourhood” and “regeneration area”
are used interchangeably to refer to where the regeneration changes are being brought
about. Chapter four explores the engagement of women in Sheffield’s regeneration
initiatives and discusses the characteristics of those residents who become involved, and
the factors, which influence participation. In chapter five the participation of residents
in the decision-making processes associated with the SRB in Sheffield is examined, in
order to determine who is, or is not, being empowered by the regeneration process.
Chapter six examines barriers that prevent some women in Sheffield from being
empowered or from participating in the regeneration process. Three main types of
barriers are discussed: institutional, attitudinal and circumstantial. Chapter seven uses
the arguments posed in the preceding three chapters to highlight how regime theory may
be reformulated in the light of findings from this research. The final chapter provides an
overview and illustrates how the empirical findings could impact on future urban policy.
The thesis concludes with suggestions for future research in the area of participation

within urban regeneration.
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Notes to chapter one

! Following on from the early reports of the 1960s, there was a series of research
initiatives designed to discover the causes of urban deprivation. In 1969 twelve CDPs
were launched in mainly urban areas suffering from multiple deprivation (Atkinson and
Moon, 1994). Their remit was to identify how resources could be better co-ordinated to
tackle urban problems (Bailey at al., 1995) and, as such, Atkinson and Moon termed
them: “action research experiments” (1994: 47). CDPs were seen to have a significant
impact on the 1977 White Paper (Bailey et al., 1995). Urban problems were researched
further in a series of Inner Area Studies, introduced in 1972. Initially three studies were
conducted in Birmingham, Liverpool and Lambeth to investigate the causes and possible
solutions to urban deprivation. Three further studies, conducted in Oldham, Rochdale
and Sunderland, were concerned with Local Government decision-making and its
impact on environmental problems (Atkinson and Moon, 1994). Subsequent research
into urban deprivation took place with the introduction of the Comprehensive
Community Programme (CCP) in 1974. However, only two CCPs were designated,
partly as a consequence of the introduction of the White Paper in 1977, which was
instrumental in bringing about a change in the emphasis of urban programmes (Bailey at
al., 1995). Nevertheless, Atkinson and Moon suggest that CCPs were important for
providing a “glimpse of the notion of partnership” (1994: 52).

> In 1986, Inner City Task Forces were introduced to target small inner city areas, to
encourage enterprise and enhance the employability of residents (Bailey et al., 1995). A
further manifestation of the Conservative’s enterprise culture was the introduction of
Training and Enterprise Councils (TECs). Eighty-two TECs were established from
1990 onwards in order to provide training programmes, develop skills, and promote
enterprise. The Management Boards of TECs, however, have been severely criticised
by some for primarily consisting of white, male, middle class industrialists (Bailey et al.,

1995).

> There are a number of European programmes, which can also influence the
regeneration of areas, such as the European Social Fund (ESF) and the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF). These programmes are likely to have an
increased impact in Sheffield, as South Yorkshire becomes designated as an Objective 1
area for funding.

4 There are variable opinions on power. First, Lukes identifies three dimensions of
power: the overt resolution of conflict between two or more conflicting positions; the
covert or hidden dimension that excludes issues from public decision making and; the
third structural dimension through which interests are institutionalised within society.
Structures of power are accepted and internalised without question or even recognition
(1974). Croft and Beresford simplify this and argue: “the model proposed by Lukes
may be helpful... for Lukes power involves conflict of interest, though conflict may also
be pursued by power and influence - falling short of the exercise of power. He assumes
at least two parties in conflict and that power is exercised when one of them (call them
A) gets the other (B) to act in a way which is against B’s interests as perceived by B.
These two parties need not be individuals. Groups and institutions also exercise power
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between each other” (1992: 37). In addition, Stewart and Taylor also cite Lukes: “the
issue of what gets onto the agenda for discussion and what is excluded (Lukes, 1974,
Bachrach and Baratz, 1962) is central to community empowerment” (1995: 11).

A further debate on power concerns whether it is infinite or finite, which could have
implications on community empowerment. Stewart and Taylor (1995: 12) address this
issue by questioning whether by empowering residents, is power being taken away from
key decision-makers (finite) or is power being shared (infinite)? Croft and Beresford
(1992) suggest power is infinite, in other words it is not a zero-sum game. Instead they
argue: “involvement can be concerned with changing the nature of the relationship
between participants” (1992: 38).

* Since the Labour Government came to power in May 1997, there has been a host of
regeneration initiatives introduced. These are summarised in appendix 1 and discussed

in Chapter Eight.

% This ignorance of women’s issues within regeneration seems to have parallels with
what is happening at a European level: “planning and economic strategies are based on a
general standard of ‘human’ or ‘public’ need often modelled on the needs of men. The
very different experiences and requirements of other groups, including women, have
usually been totally neglected” (Kitchin, 1997:17). However, recent developments in
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and European Social Fund (ESF)
funding arrangements means projects receiving funding are having explicitly to
recognise women and equal opportunities measures (Braithwaite et al, 1999).
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Methodological framework

This chapter reviews the design of the research in order to explore the research

statement outlined below:

What is women’s relation with the regeneration process in two SRB areas of
Sheffield?
First, a brief overview of the methodology is presented. Part two discusses the
theoretical framework underpinning the methodology. The third part exanﬁﬁes
qualitative research methods, which includes a justification for the chosen methodology.
Part four illustrates the main advantages and disadvantages of such methods to elicit

women’s engagement within the regeneration process.

2.1 OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

The main method employed in this research is semi-structured, in-depth, interviewing
(Bryman, 1988). The research also adopted a longitudinal approach. Within this
framework two inner city areas of Sheffield were examined: Norfolk Park and the North
West Inner City Area (NWICA) (see Chapter Three). The research is based primarily
on nineteen women living in two regeneration areas of Sheffield who were interviewed
twice in twelve months. These interviews are additional to nine in-depth interviews

with community activists in the two research areas and fourteen interviews with key
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actors within Sheffield’s regeneration process. In total seventy interviews were

conducted.

Glaser and Strauss suggest different population groups are interviewed (1967:52) to
uncover different aspects to the research. As a result, the fieldwork consisted of five
stages. The first stage was to interview three female residents as part of a pilot study.
Second, twenty-four women from the two regeneration areas were interviewed in June
and July 1997. Third, fifteen key actors within the regeneration process in Sheffield
were interviewed in March and April 1998. Fourth repeat interviews with nineteen of
the original residents interviewed were conducted in June and July 1998. The fifth
stage involved interviewing ten community activists in July and August 1998. See table

2.1 for a summary.

Table 2.1 Field work timetable

Fieldwork stage Dates
one: 3 pilot interviews June 1997
two: 25 interviews with local residents June - July 1997
three: 15 interviews with key decision-makers April - May-1998
four: 19 repeat interviews with local residents June - July 1998
five: 10 interviews with community activists July - August 1998

The research programme is designed to provide an insight into the impact of the SRB on
women’s lives, in terms of their relationships with the regeneration process. Achieving
- this aim required in-depth interviewing of women in SRB areas, in addition to the other
groups interviewed, as outlined above. Burgess (1984) argues that other methods,
associated with quantitative studies, would have been unlikely to have produced as

detailed and ‘rich’ information. Miles and Huberman (1994) propose that researchers
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approach the research field with a collection of ideas to provide aims and objectives for
the research. The ‘ideas’ for this research revolved around the lack of emphasis of
gender issues in urban regeneration. The research aims are highlighted in chapter one.

Three main empirical themes emerged during the research process:

e In what ways do women participate in the regeneration process?

e Are women more or less likely to be empowered by the SRB?

e Does the regeneration process, in general, include or exclude women?

The next stage of the research required a methodology to be designed, which reflected
the research aims and questions. The methodology was to allow the retrieval of
longitudinal data on the impact of the SRB on women’s lives. Methods adopted for this
research are based on a grounded theory approach, which was first introduced by Glaser
and Strauss in 1967. The empirical findings are used to develop a grounded theory
based on existing theory: regime theory. Rather than generating a wholly grounded
theory, regime theory is reconceptualised in the light of findings from this research.
Regime theory is used partly because of its relevance and partly because of the shortfalls
of using only a grounded theory approach (see 2.5). Regime theory ostensibly appears a
suitable theoretical framework because it seeks to explain how decisions are made
within urban contexts (see Chapter Seven). Within this framework, the power relations
within local communities and between regeneration officers can be examined in order to

develop a more comprehensive theory of urban governance, which seeks to illustrate the

impact of gender relations on urban power relations.
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2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.2.1 A grounded theory approach

In the late 1960s, Glaser and Strauss first conceived an approach for developing and
producing theory through empirical data. The publication of ‘Grounded Theory,
principles and practice’ in 1967 outlined the rationale behind this method. They
suggest fieldwork may be used to generate theories about social life, which result in: “a
way of arriving at theory suited to its supposed uses” (1967: 3). In view of research
findings being temporally and spatially specific, it is important to generate theory from
the data as: “the discovered theoretical category lives on until proven theoretical]y
defunct for any class of data, while the life of the accurate evidence that indicated the

theory may be short” (op cit.1967: 24).

They point out that a theory, generated through a grounded theory approach, is used:

“@i)  To enable prediction and explanation of behaviour;

(ii)  In theoretical advance in sociology;

(iii) In practical applications;

(iv) To provide a perspective on behaviour- a stance to be taken towards data; and
(v)  To guide and provide a style for research on particular areas of behaviour.”
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 3).

Developing this thinking, Strauss and Corbin (1990) argue that grounded theory is a

naturalistic observation method and has five main stages:

@) The theory is grounded upon the data through data/theory interplay.

(ii)  Constant comparisons are made between the previous work and research done by
others on the same topic which allows for internal and external comparisons.

@(iii)  Theoretically orientated questions need to be asked.
(iv)  Placing the data in theoretical informed categories and making sense of the data.
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(v)  Development of the theory.

Grounded theory may be used to describe and explain “social events”, as and how they
occur. The approach would appear to be ostensibly an ideal vehicle through which to
explore the engagement of women in the regeneration process. They explain:
“grounded theory is derived from data and then illustrated by characteristic examples of
data” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 5). Grounded theory allows other researchers to test
the theory as it develops and becomes more refined, in their own research setting.
Glaser and Strauss explain: “generating a theory from data means most hypotheses and
concepts not only come from the data, but are systematically worked out in relation to

the data during the course of research” (op cit.1967: 6).

Generation of theory first necessitates the collection of empirical data: “with a particular
sociological perspective, and with a focus, a general question, or a problem in mind”
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 33). However, they assert: “it is presumptuous to assume
that one begins to know the relevant categories and hypotheses until the: “first days in
the field, at least, are over” (op cit. 1967: 34). In this Sheffield based research the first
few days in the field were enlightening, they opened up new areas and began to provide
analytical categories for the emergence of substantive theories. Furthermore, formal
theories subsequently developed from these preliminary theories, around the concepts
discussed in chapters four, five and six. They add: “the design allows a progressive
building up of facts, through substantive to grounded formal theory. To generate
substantive theory, we need many facts for the necessary comparative analysis;
ethnographic studies, as well as direct gathering of data, are immensely useful for this

purpose” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 35).
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Essentially there are three stages to Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) grounded theory
approach: data production, data analysis and theory generation. Attached to each of
these three stages are ‘facts’ and ‘concepts’; ‘categories’ and ‘properties’; and theory

development respectively.

2.2.2 ‘Facts’ and ‘Concepts’

Glaser and Strauss suggest at a certain stage in the fieldwork, a core of emerging ‘facts’
and ‘concepts’ became apparent and these become: “a theoretical guide to the further
collection and analysis of data. Field workers have remarked upon the rapid
crystallisation of that framework, as well as the rapid emergence of categories” (1967:
40). They suggest interviewees reveal ‘facts’ about their life and situation during the
interviewing process, which are subsequently used in theory development. ‘Facts’ in this
research concern women’s experiences of the Single Regeneration Budget from a
number of perspectives: their own, community activists and key actors within the
regeneration process. As ‘facts’ and ‘concepts’ emerged from the first three stages of
the research they were tested during the next stage of interviewing. Thus the interview
guides (see section 2.3) developed as the fieldwork progressed. However, Glaser and
Strauss suggest there has to be an equal balance between theory generation and
validation in follow-up research (or in subsequent stages of the fieldwork): “verifying as
much as possible with as accurate evidence as possible is requisite while one discovers
and generates this theory - but not to the point where verification becomes so paramount

as to curb generation” (op cit.1967: 28).

34



2.2.3 ‘Properties’ and ‘Categories’

Glaser and Strauss state the next stage of generating theory is to develop ‘facts’ into
what they term as ‘concepts’, which are to be used in the analytical process (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967). Strauss and Corbin propose: “data are broken down into discrete
incidents, ideas, events, and acts and are then given a name that represents or stands for
these” (1998: 105). In this research, series of what they see as ‘concepts’, such as
negative attitude to authority, intimidating experience, and lack of control, are compiled
from different interview transcripts and: “where the facts are similar or different, we can
generate properties of categories that increase the categories’ generality and explanatory
power” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 24). For, instance in this case the facts mentioned
above developed into the ‘bureaucracy’ category, which later became a sub-category of
empowerment as analysis became more thorough (Strauss and Corbin, 1998).
Furthermore, Glaser and Strauss state: “in generating theory it is not the fact upon which
we stand, but the conceptual category (or a conceptual property of the category) that was
generated from it. A concept may be generated from one fact, which then becomes
merely one of a universe of many possible diverse indicators for, and data on the
concept” (op cit.1967: 23). Concepts, such as those concerning influence and control,
developed from ‘facts’ revealed during the first stages of interviewing and were

subsequently verified through the longitudinal research process.

The theory begins to develop from these ‘categories’ and their associated ‘properties’
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998: 107) (see table 2.2). Strauss and Corbin state: “each time an
instance of a category occurs in the data, it is possible to locate it somewhere along the

dimensional continua ... Hence, each category has several general properties, and each
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property varies over a dimensional continuum” (1990: 70; original emphasis). In other
words, a category, such as empowerment comprises a number of properties, which help
to explain it as a category. For example decision-making may be one such property. In
turn all the properties, which make up the category, vary between individuals, in that
some individuals may have a large role in decision-making, whereas others may adopt a
lesser role. It is this variance which is called the “dimensional continua”. Another
example from this research is illustrated in table 2.2. Categories developed from
interview transcripts, in the form of broad themes, such as participation, exclusion and
empowerment (see Chapters Four, Five and Six). Interview transcripts were analysed
according to emerging categories, whilst also allowing further categories and properties

to emerge when necessary.

Table 2. 2 Generating properties from categories

Category Properties Dimensional range

Participation = frequency often ......... never
= type token .........activist
= who women ....... men
= extent more......... Jess
= benefits many ......... few
— influence significant.....none
= understanding of plenty....... .. none

process

Glaser and Strauss suggest: “both implicitly and explicitly, the analyst continually
checks out his theory as the data pour in” (op cit.1967: 26). This implies the processes
of data collection, analysis, and generation of theory occur simultaneously throughout
the research. However, in practice only the data analysis and generation of theory

occurred simultaneously, following each of the five individual stages of data collection

(see table 2.1).
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2.2.4 Emergent Theory

Glaser and Strauss (1967) propose that there are two types of groundéd theory:
substantive and formal. Substantive theory is developed from the empirical base from
the ‘facts’ and ‘concepts’ and is applicable only to the group studied. Formal theory is
developed from ‘categories’ and ‘properties’ and is thought to be more developed and
refined. However, not all substantive theory can be forced together and this is where
contradictions in the data can arise. Glaser and Strauss advise: “it must be emphasised
that integration of the theory is best when it emerges, like the concepts. The theory
should never be put together, nor should a formal-theory model be applied to it until one
is sure it will fit, and will not force the data” (1967: 41). Substantive theory emerged
during data analysis and data collection. Developing theory was then compared and
contrasted with relevant literature, as Glaser and Strauss explain: “similarities and
convergence with the literature can be established after the analytic core of categories
has emerged” (1967: 37). The emergent theofy was also compared and contrasted with
regime theory to add to a more refined explanation of how urban regeneration is
governed, using the empirical data. They further suggest: “the generation of theories
should aim at achieving much diversity in emergent categories, synthesised at as many
levels of conceptual and hypothetical generalisation as possible” (Glaser and Strauss,
1967: 37). Burgess argues: “theorising is a central part of the research process that
influences the problem posed, the methods used, the data collected, the analysis made
and the final research project” (1982: 211). It is the theoretical implications (see
Chapter Seven) of the research findings, which will be more significant than the actual

empirical data. Furthermore, Glaser and Strauss assert: “the scope of the theory is
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further increased by comparing different types of groups within different, larger groups”
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 52). In this Sheffield research, different perspectives on the

SRB are compared, female residents; community activists; and key actors.

‘Facts’ and ‘concepts’ emerged as empirical data was analysed. With increasing
‘categories’ and ‘properties’ emerging, there were more substantive theories. More
substantive theory meant the final theory (see Chapter Seven) becomes more grounded
in the data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The theory emerged as a process of development
and modification of regime theory which allowed it: “to become quite rich, complex,
dense, and makes its fit and relevance easy to comprehend” (op cit.1967: 32). A
grounded theory gives: “the feeling of a need for continued development” (op cit.1967:
32). As more research is conducted on women and urban regeneration, the theory

presented in Chapter Seven is likely to be further refined and developed.

Glaser and Strauss suggest: “grounded theory can be presented either as a well-codified
set of propositions or in a running theoretical discussion, using conceptual categories
and their properties” (1967: 31). This may not easily be carried out without an explicit
methodology, which informs readers how the data was collected and the theory
generated. The use of grounded theory as a theoretical framework for the methodology

requires a flexible research design (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).
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2.3 METHODOLOGY

2.3.1 Qualitative research

Qualitative research can be defined as: “an approach to the study of the social world
which seeks to describe and analyse the culture and behaviour of humans and their
groups from the point of view of those being studied” (Bryman, 1988: 46). Opinions
vary regarding the value of qualitative research: ‘“Qualitative data are sexy. They are a
source of well-grounded, rich descriptions and explanations of processes in identifiable
local contexts” (Miles and Huberman, 1994: 1). Alternatively, Denzin and Lincoln
argue qualitative research: “is termed unscientific, or only exploratory, or entirely

personal and full of bias” (1994: 4).

Bryman (1989) proposes the main difference between qualitative and quantitative
researchers is how they decide research topics. Quantitative researchers decide first
what to prioritise in the research, whereas qualitative researchers are informed by their
subjects about what is important (Bryman, 1989: 139; see Denzin and Lincoln, 1994).
Qualitative research is seen to have five significant features. First, Bryman (1988: 63)
identifies one of the roles of qualitative research methods is in providing detailed
descriptions of social life. The second main characteristic of qualitative research is the
ability to build on these descriptions of social life and to provide analyses of the social
environments studied. Third, qualitative research can emphasise responses,
interpretations, and how perspectives change through time. Fourth, Glaser and Strauss
assert: “qualitative method was the only way to obtain data on many areas of social life

not amenable to the techniques for collecting quantitative data” (1967: 17).

39



Burgess suggests a further advantage of qualitative data: “is their richness and holism
with strong potential for revealing complexity...Qualitative data, with their emphasis on
people’s “lived experience” are fundamentally well suited for locating the meanings
people place on the events, processes, and structures of their lives” (1982: 109; original
emphasis). The use of qualitative research methods in this study is based on these five

characteristics.

Different methods of qualitative research are used in different settings. They can
uncover unknown areas and they can look at detailed and focused research questions
making it a flexible approach to almost any research project. It appears more important
for interviewees to determine what they think is significant, through a qualitative
approach. In contrast, a quantitative approach would require first defining what may be
significant to their lives, (Bryman, 1988) which would not necessarily highlight
women’s experiences of the SRB process. Qualitative methods were therefore used
because detailed empirical material was required about the relatively under-explored
area of women and regeneration. In-depth qualitative interviewing with women, from
two age groups, along with key actors and community activists has been employed to

elicit feelings about the SRB and the impact it is seen to be having on women’s lives.

In this context, this study did not just want to describe the participation of women in the
regeneration process, but wanted to provide a rationale for women’s participation, or the
lack of it. A feature of qualitative research is to acknowledge how opinions are likely to
be influenced by their environments (Bryman, 1988). Thus, it is necessary for

qualitative data to be fully contextualised (see Chapter Three). For instance, Bryman
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argues that interviews: “have to be set in the context of the values, practices, and
underlying structures of the appropriate entity (be it a school or slum) as well as the
multiple perceptions that pervade that entity” (1988: 64). In similar vein, Miles and
Huberman, argue qualitative data are: “buttressed in local groundedness, the fact that the
data were collected in a specific situation” (1994: 10). In Sheffield, different
perspectives concerning the SRB and its impact on women were collected to help

contextualise the research (table 2.1).

However, qualitative methods are not without problems. For instance, they are time-
consuming, they create a large volume of data, and question marks still hang over: “the
adequacy of sampling when only a few cases can be managed, the generalizability of
findings, the credibility and quality of conclusions, and their utility in the world of
policy action” (Miles and Huberman, 1994: 2). While qualitative research may be fairly
easy and quick to generate a vast quantity of data, there may be problems, which are
caused at the analysis stage. Many researchers reach: “a feeling of data overload as a
result of the huge volume of rich data produced by even a moderate-sized study” (King,

1994: 34).

2.3.2 The longitudinal element

Another feature of the methodology adopted within this research is its longitudinal
nature. Miles and Huberman argue: “the fact that such data are typically collected over
a sustained period makes them powerful for studying any process (including history);
we can go far beyond ‘snapshots” of “what?” or “how many?” to just how and why

things happen as they do” (1994: 10; original emphasis). In Sheffield four groups (two
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age groups and two areas) of female residents were interviewed twice over a thirteen-
month period: between June 1997 and July 1998. This was designed to show how the
engagement of women- with the regeneration process changed during a thirteen-month
period of the SRB. In addition, this approach revealed insights into the process of social
regeneration and its relation to the participation of local residents. The longitudinal
element also offered the research a comparative framework for examining three
different stages of SRB funding. In June 1997, Norfolk Park was in its first year of
SRB funding and the North West Inner City Area had begun its second year (see

Chapter Three).

However, the longitudinal approach was not straightforward. There was a problem
gaining access to some interviewees in the second year of interviewing. Ford and
Reutter contend: “the longitudinal nature of much qualitative work also encourages
unpredictability. Many life events can occur during the time period of the study, events
which participants may not anticipate when they first agree to be studied” (1990: 188).
The longitudinal element may have been more problematic in this research as housing
demolition and renovations have led to population displacement from the two research
areas in Sheffield, in addition to everyday life events. This was particularly significant
in the North West Inner City Area. However, contact was maintained with most of the
women in the twelve-month period, in the form of two letters and a Christmas card,
which included change of address slips. Inevitably, several women moved between

1997 and 1998 without contacting the researcher, and could not be traced.

A second issue relating to the longitudinal approach concered the degree to which

women that moved from the regeneration areas should be pursued. However, women,
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who had moved, were seen to have engaged with the regeneration process in year one
and two, and were therefore interviewed. Three residents, despite their commitment in
year one, refused to be interviewed a second time. Another resporident was ill in
hospital (see table 2.3). As a result, nineteen women, including the three pilot
interviews, were interviewed twice. Empirical evidence presented in chapters four to
six are based on the successive interviews with these nineteen women because of the
importance of the longitudinal element. Nine women who were only interviewed once
do not feature in the analysis, apart from in helping to develop interview guides for the

second year of interviewing.

Table 2.3: The status of residents - 1997 and 1998

Status 1997 | 1998
Living in NWICA 15 8
Living in Norfolk Park 13 11
Moved: contact 0 4
Moved: no contact 0 6
Refused 2nd interview 0 3

Some commentators examining qualitative research recognise it encompasses a wide
variety of methods with a multiplicity of uses, such as interviews, life histories and
participant observation (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994; Bryman, 1988; Marshall and
Rossman, 1989). The interview appears to offer the most suitable method for eliciting
views about regeneration. In contrast to life histories and participant observation,
Marshall and Rossman argue: “an interview is a useful way to get large amounts of data

quickly” (1989: 82).
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2.3.3 The interview

King claims: “without doubt, the most widely used qualitative method in organisational
research is the interview” (1994:14). Equally, Denzin and Lincoln declare: “the
interview is the favourite methodological tool of the qualitative researcher” (1994: 353).
According to Fielding there are two principles that inform qualitative interviews: the
questioning should be both as flexible and open ended as possible: “in order to gain
spontaneous information about attitudes and actions.” He adds: “the questioning
techniques should encourage respondents to communicate their underlying attitudes,

beliefs, and values, rather than a glib or easy answer” (1993: 138).

The design of interviews has been debated amongst commentators (e.g. Burgess, 1982).
Burgess suggests the qualitative interview: “can be placed on a continuum with
structured interviews at one end and unstructured interviews at the other” (1982: 107).
Most observers recognise interview types range from structured interviews associated
with quantitative studies, to flexible open-response interviews (see Burgess, 1982;
Bryman, 1988; King, 1994; Fontana and Frey, 1994). Structured interviews, associated
with quantitative studies, consist of pre-determined questions, which do not allow
researchers to diverge from the research topic. In contrast, the unstructured interview
encourages researchers to follow up issues interviewees propose and reveal new
dimensions to a problem (Burgess, 1982: 107). Burgess states: “the unstructured
interview may, therefore, appear to be without a structure, but nevertheless the
researcher has to establish a framework within which the interview can be conducted;
the unstructured interview is flexible, but it is also controlled (1982: 107). While, the

interview seemed the most appropriate method for retrieving data, the type (and format)



of interview had to be decided.

As the research focuses on an area that is generally well documented, albeit not from a
gendered perspective, specific issues, such as participation, could be identified, which
deserved further exploration. However, flexibility was also necessary to allow further
issues to emerge as the research evolved. According to Whyte: “ the interview structure
is not fixed by predetermined questions, as in the questionnaire, but it is designed to
provide the informant with freedom to introduce materials that were not anticipated by
the interviewer” (Whyte, 1982: 111). Interviews, therefore, were semi-structured which
allowed interviewees to raise issues that they felt important, whilst at the same time
following a similar format to ensure several key areas were covered in each interview

(Bryman, 1989)

Semi-structured interviews may be conducted as ‘conversations’ (Burgess, 1982) that
are as natural as possible with occasional questions being posed to keep the informant
within the boundaries of the subject, or to keep the conversation flowing. This approach
promotes a relaxed and informal atmosphere, necessary to make interviewees feel
comfortable. King discusses how the interviewee should be made to feel comfortable.
His advice is simple and useful, such as ending the interview on a positive note, and not
asking leading questions (see King, 1994: 21-22). Listening for the omission of answers
is as important as asking relevant questions: “researchers need to have understanding
and sympathy for the informant’s point of view” (Burgess, 1982: 108; see Rubin and
Rubin, 1995; McCracken, 1988). It was necessary to keep control of the inte&iew, to
make sure questions were covered - although this brings into question unequal power

relations between researcher and researched (Whyte, 1982). Thus the ability to listen to
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interviewees is important, in order to determine the direction of the interview. Whyte
further emphasises the importance of the interviewer’s listening role: “the research
interviewer listens more than he talks, and listens with a sympathetic and lively interest”

(1982: 111).

Burgess asserts it is important for interviewees to talk in their own words, but also be
given: “some guidance and support” (1982: 108). Whilst interviews in this Sheffield-
based research generally took the form of ‘conversations’ (Burgess, 1982; 1984;
Marshall and Rossman, 1989: 82), interviews had to cover topics of interest to the
researcher, which may have been: “of no interest to the informant” (Whyte, 1982: 112).
In this setting, it was necessary to employ certain techniques to ensure interviewees
spoke about certain issues and to encourage responses to particular questions (e.g.

Fielding 1993: 140-141).

To encourage some interviewees to answer more difficult questions, prompting was
required. This, “involves encouraging the respondent to produce an answer” (Fielding,
1993: 140). Probing techniques were also used, in order to further explore emergént
issues from all three different perspectives: residents, activists and regeneration officers
(Rubin and Rubin, 1995). These techniques ranged from repeating questions to making
respondents redefine answers, such as what did they mean by ‘important” (McCracken,

1988).2
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2.4. METHODS

2.4.1 Area selection

Two study areas (see Chapter Three) were researched to compare and contrast how the
SRB impacted on women’s lives. There are both Third and Fourth Round SRB areas in
Sheffield - the Manor estate and Burngreave - but these were not granted money until
June 1997 and April 1998 respectively and were seen as too recent in origin for this
research. It is unlikely significant changes made in these later designated SRB areas
would have happened during the period of research. Furthermore, accessing the
populations of these two later SRB areas may have been more problematic, as contacts

were not well developed in these areas.

The Joint Institute for Social and Economic Research (JISER), consisting of academic
staff from the University of Sheffield and Sheffield Hallam had been commissioned to
provide a baseline against which to measure changes in NWICA and Norfolk Park
following intervention by the first two rounds of the SRB. They have conducted a large

quantitative study in the two areas.

Contacting residents in the two areas of Sheffield was done through the questionnaire
undertaken by JISER. A control area was deemed unnecessary as the experiences of
women due to the SRB were regarded as more important than simply evaluating the
SRB as a mechanism for urban regeneration. In addition, as Marshall and Rossman
point out: “qualitative research does not pretend to be replicable. The researcher

purposefully avoids controlling the research conditions and concentrates on recording
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the complexity of situational contexts and interrelationships as they occur” (1989: 148).
Furthermore, the contrasts and comparisons between the three perspectives of the SRB -
residents, officers, and community activists - were seen to be more interesting than the

similarities and differences between SRB and non-SRB areas.

2.4.2 The interviewing process

It had to be decided how to research social regeneration. First, social regeneration
needed to be defined (see Chapter One). It could be measured as an outcome or as a
process that takes time for local populations to benefit from, hence the necessity of a
longitudinal approach. One aspect of how social regeneration may be brought about is
through the participation of local residents in regeneration schemes. This research is
based partly on the premise that social regeneration may be delivered to local residents

through their participation in regeneration schemes (see Chapter Four).

Before interviewing could begin in the two case study areas, a detailed knowledge about
the research areas, including jargon and technical language used by key actors within the
regeneration process, needed to be understood (McCracken, 1988). The research
process can be unproductive if the researcher is unfamiliar with the research area. It is
also impolite to interviewees. In addition, McCracken argues: “clearer understanding of
one’s vision of the world permits a critical distance from it” (1988: 33; see Burgess,
1982). Hence, interviewing began close to the end of year one of the research
programme after familiarisation with the research areas and regeneration policy.
Interviews with key actors within the regeneration process did not take place until half

way through the second year. The timing of these interviews enabled some issues that
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residents had raised about the regeneration process to be clarified, and explained further
by key actors, with a more detailed knowledge of the regeneration process. This
research design had the advantage that it also allowed the researcher to return to
residents with information on the regeneration planned or underway. Interviews with
community activists took place at the end of the fieldwork to prevent them assuming a
gate-keeping role of their neighbourhoods within the regeneration process and

withholding access to residents or information (see Burgess, 1982; 1984).

2.4.3 Choosing interviewees

Within qualitative research it is almost impossible, and not desirable to have a
representative sample, as sample sizes are smaller than in quantitative studies, and
generally focus on certain groups. Four groups of interviewees were chosen (table 2.4):
local residents (women aged 18-25 years and 45-60 years’); key actors within
Sheffield’s regeneration process, and community activists. This broadly corresponds
with Beresford and Croft’s approach to research: “we have been concerned with what
we see as the rhree central and overlapping perspectives and role involved: of users,
workers [regeneration officers] and local people” (1986: 21). A key factor in selecting
women as the interview group was because of a general lack of research into the issue of
gender and regeneration, whereas children and older residents have both been
researched in relation to regeneration (see Taylor, 1995). It has also been recognised
that there are a number of issues surrounding the gender of the interviewer and
interviewee. In particular, how women interviewing women may be favourable (see
Finch, 1993; Oakley, 1981; Fielding, 1993). Key actors within the regeneration process

were interviewed to explore how SRB was seen to be tackling issues of social exclusion,
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community participation and empowerment. Community activists were expected to
have a more informed and real perspective of the regeneration process, as they were

simultaneously both inside and outside the regeneration process.

The number of individuals interviewed for each cohort was decided when sufficient
understanding of the various perspectives of each group had been gained (Glaser and

Strauss, 1967).

Table 2.4: Summary information of 3 cohorts interviewed:

Cohort Number Description
interviewed interviewed
Local residents 19 (38) Women-only and split by age group.
Community 9 Men and women.
activists
Key decision- 14 Men and women, local politicians and
makers SRB workers.

One of the main disadvantages of qualitative research may be the difficulty faced in
gaining access to the people to be studied (Burgess, 1982). Different approaches have to
be made according to the prevailing institutional setting. But Burgess warns, it: “is not
a straight forward procedure” (1984: 45). However, gaining access to local residents
was a relatively straight forward process, albeit time consuming. As mentioned earlier,
JISER conducted a large quantitative study in NWICA and Norfolk Park during the
summer of 1997. As part of the process a household survey questionnaire was
employed. The last question of this survey was: “we are hoping to carry out some

further in depth interviews to explore in more detail some of the issues arising in the
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local area. Would you be willing to participate in a further interview or meeting to
discuss local issues?” Access was granted to completed questionnaires, although this
had an obvious influence on who initially was contacted. These questionnaires were
first sorted by positive responses to the final question and by gender and age group.
Applicable women, in terms of age group, were subsequently contacted by post. The
processes of contacting people, arranging interviews, interviewing, transcribing and
primary analysis ran for four to five months in summer 1997 and then again in summer
1998. There was a significant level of non-response. Interviews were rearranged in

some cases or cancelled.

Glaser and Strauss promote simultaneous data collection and analysis. They stress:
“joint collection, coding, and analysis of data is the underlying operation. The
generation of theory, coupled with the notion of theory as process, requires that all three
operations be done together as much as possible. They should blur and intertwine
continually, from the beginning of an investigation to its end” (1967: 43). Key actors
within the regeneration process comprise local politicians responsible for either of the
two SRB areas, housing officers and representatives from the SRB Board, TEC,
Chamber of commerce and SCCAU (Sheffield Co-ordinating Centre Against
Unemployment). All these interviewees were contacted through their place of work.
Local women or key actors identified community activists from the two SRB areas.
They were generally contacted through their tenants’ or residents’ groups. In the case

of NWICA, contacts were made through the Community Alliance (see Chapter Three).
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2.4.4 Pilot interviews

Piloting of interviews with local residents was undertaken: “to provide invaluable
insights for altering question wording, adding questions about issues that were of
particular concern to respondents but which we had not thought of, omitting or changing
questions, and altering the order of questions to provide a more logical flow” (Arber,
1993: 40). Three pilot interviews were conducted with women (contacted through the
JISER questionnaire) in the two research areas. These proved successful, in that they
were used in the final analysis. Several minor changes were made to the interview
guide, in the form of question wording, question sequence, and the omission and
addition of several questions. New, although relatively minor issues, emerged
continually throughout the interviewing process which were subsequently incorporated
into interview guides. Similarly, Beresford and Croft argue: “the questionnaire we used
was not piloted in the usual way, but rather grew out of the schedule that developed
from and formed the basis for group discussions, and was thus significantly affected by
issues and concerns emerging from these” (1986: 24). The semi-structured nature of the
interview guide allowed questions to be added or deleted through the interviewing
process. As only small numbers of key actors and community activists were
interviewed, it was decided not to pilot these two groups. Instead minor changes to the

interview guides were made as and when necessary.

2.4.5 The interview guides

The interview framework is often called the ‘interview guide’ which, according to King

(1994), should consist of main and subsidiary questions, and prompts. None of these
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should lead the interviewee to respond in a particular way. Four interview guides were
drawn vup. Two guides for interviewing female residents, one used in 1997 and a follow
up used in 1998. A third interview guide was used with key actors, and a fourth guide
was used when interviewing community activists. While there were certain similarities
between the four interview guides, they differed overall in the complexity of issues they
dealt with (see appendix for guides 1-4). In general, all interview guides were designed
to establish a necessary ‘rapport’ with interviewees. Marshall and Rossman (1989)
argue if rapport is not built up between interviewer and interviewee, there may be data
loss and misinterpretation (see: Fontana and Frey, 1994). In all cases, the researcher
began interviews with straight forward questions (Burgess, 1984) and attempted to
finish the interview on a positive note by allowing the interviewee to ask questions

(King, 1994).

Interview guides were divided into sections, which explored different issues. For
instance, the first section of the guide used with local residents explored biographical
data, in order to help with the analysis of the data (McCracken, 1988). In particular,
for the second year of interviewing, biographical data was needed to see how personal
circumstances might have changed in the previous twelve-month period. A second
advantage of beginning interviews with biographical data is to build up rapport between
the interviewer and interviewee (Marshall and Rossman, 1989). However, this
information was not seen as necessary for key actors and community activists.
Therefore these interviews began with a description of their roles within the

regeneration process.

The next section of the interview guides for residents interviewed in 1997 addressed the
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degree to which interviewees were aware of regeneration and changes in their area and
how these changes impacted on their lives. The final sections explored the nature of
involvement or engagement in changes taking place as a result of the regeneration

schemes.

In the follow up interviews in 1998, the women were questioned on their engagement
with the regeneration process and in particular about ways in which they were or would
like to be involved. This was followed by a discussion of the barriers women felt they
faced in becoming involved or which prevented them from being involved.  The
following section in this interview guide examined what the women thought they could
achieve by being involved and to see what benefits they themselves might receive. The
final section discussed if and how their engagement had changed in the previous twelve
months and whether this was related to changes in the area. Interviews with local
residents in 1997 and 1998 lasted approximately an hour. Burgess states: “I have found
that one-and-a-half hours is the optimum amount of time for me in conducting
unstructured interviews” (1984: 120). However, fewer women may have been prepared

to be interviewed if interviews were to last one-and-a-half hours.

The interviews with residents were arranged around the above framework to allow
flexibility, yet at the same time to maintain a structure between different issues. More
complex issues were placed towards the end of the interview guide to ensure a certain
level of trust was built up between the interviewee and interviewer (Burgess, 1984).
The open-ended nature of the interview allowed discussion of further issues to be

developed.
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The interview guide used for key actors was more formal than the other guides in order
keep the “conversation” focused. This guide dealt specifically with the SRB, in terms of
exploring what the regeneration officers saw as its important features within the
Sheffield context. Section three examined the concepts of involvement, empowerment
and exclusion in relation to the SRB. The influence gender may be having on the
regeneration process was examined in section four. A final question asked who else
they thought was important in the regeneration process. In some cases contacts that they
mentioned had already been interviewed for this research. Others were generally

followed up. Again these interviews lasted approximately an hour.

The final interview guide, for interviewing community activists was divided into four
sections. The interview began with a brief introduction about their role in the
regeneration process. This was followed by questions specifically about involvement in
the area. Section two questioned them on what they received from being involved, and
asked them to discuss whether they believed they were being “empowered” by the
regeneration process. Next, community activists were asked for their opinion on who
they thought was excluded from the regeneration process and the reasons for this
observance. The final section of the interview allowed them to describe the decision-
making processes in the SRB to shed light on where local residents were involved.
These interviews generally lasted about an hour and a half. In some cases they were

significantly longer.

The research design allowed unexpected themes to emerge during the research process,
which had not previously been considered (Marshall and Rossman, 1989).

Consequently the more flexible the research design is, the more it can respond to being
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increasingly refined and developed. The ‘interview guide’ was modified during the
interviewing process by: “adding probes or even whole topics which had originally not

been included, but have emerged spontaneously in interviews” (King, 1994: 19).

2.4.6 Location of interviews

To make the interview as productive as possible, it was also important to choose a
research setting likely to be regarded as comfortable by both the interviewer and the
interviewee. It is often assumed research participants can exercise more control over the
research in their own homes (Ford and Reutter, 1990: 188). Finch suggests: “in the
setting of the interviewee’s own home, an interview conducted in an informal way by
another woman can easily take on the character of an intimate conversation. The
interviewee feels quite comfortable with this precisely because the interviewer is acting
as a friendly guest, not an official inquisitor” (1993: 168-169). Local residents were
initially given a choice of location: their home, researcher’s department (CRESR), or a
mutually convenient location, such as a public house. Primarily most interviews took
place in interviewee’s homes as this is what interviewees favoured. However, due to
safety concerns, after several interviews, this was reviewed and interviews were
conducted either in CRESR, or in a mutually convenient location. Expenses were paid
to interviewees where necessary. For the second round of resident interviews it was
decided interviews would take place in their homes as it was more convenient for them
and increased response rates. However, another person always accompanied the
researcher. It is unlikely that the presence of another person had an influence on the
interview, as they generally sat in another room or in the garden. Community activists

were interviewed either at their place of work, or in their homes, where again the
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researcher was accompanied. Interviews with key actors took place in their place of

work, usually in meeting rooms to facilitate tape recording.

2.4.7 Interview recording

Several commentators have noted problems associated with recording interview data
(e.g. Whyte 1982; Burgess, 1984: 121). Whyte outlines three methods available to the
researcher: tape recording, taking notes while the interview is in progress, and making
notes after the interview has finished. [Each method has its own merits and
disadvantages. As Whyte concludes, while tape recording is both formal and very time
consuming (transcribing tapes) it offers the fullest recording of data (1982: 118).
Burgess argues: “without a tape-recorder much important data would be lost ...Even
when a complete tape-recording is made of an interview there is still the problem of
transcribing and analysing the data” (1982: 121-122). Furthermore, Fielding notes:
“you may not know what will be the most significant points of analysis when you are
doing the transcription; doing it verbatim means you have not lost any data that may
later become significant...[the]...advice is to tape-record whenever possible” (1993:
146). McCracken adds: “interviews must be recorded on tape ... a verbatim transcript of
the interview testimony must be created” (1988: 41). Strauss and Corbin are less certain
of the need to transcribe all interviews. They suggest: “the general rule of thumb here is
to transcribe only as much as is needed. But, that is not necessarily an easy decision to
make, nor can it be made sensibly until you are well into the course of the study itself”
(1990: 30). However, there are a number of ethical and confidentiality issues
surrounding the recording and transcription of interview data (see Fielding 1993: 145-

147; Fontana and Frey, 1994: 372). In all cases of this research interviews were
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recorded, without anyone objecting and then fully transcribed.

2.4.8 Qualitative data analysis

Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest patterns and processes may be isolated in the first
wave of research, which can be taken up in later stages thereby creating topics for
analysis. The first stage of the research in June/July 1997 highlighted the patterns,
processes, commonalties and differences in the interview transcripts. These emerging

patterns were researched through the second stage of interviewing in June/July 1998.

The data was analysed according to the framework Glaser and Strauss (1967) suggest
above, in terms of defining ‘facts’ and ‘concepts’, developing ‘categories’ and
generating theory. Following transcription, the next task involved going through each
interview transcript and highlighting issues in order to generate theory (see section 2.1).
Each interview transcript was read thoroughly and as themes emerged these were named
and noted alongside the transcript. Following the identification of themes in several
transcripts, some common threads and categories were noted, such as: “influence in
decision making”, whilst others, which were less relevant were rejected, such as: “the
issue of parked cars”. This process of analysis is, however, influenced by the judgement
of the researcher, which can make it complex for contradictions in the data to become
apparent, rather than concentrating only on the commonalities in the data. The nature of
these emergent themes, which were those featuring in multiple transcripts, became more
complex and detailed following a review of all of the transcripts. At this stage, several
overarching considerations, such as participation, empowerment, and exclusion were

developed. As these broader themes developed, these were integrated into a wider
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theoretical debate concerning regime theory.

However, there was concern over prioritising the data, in terms of working out which
‘concepts’ and ‘facts’ were most significant for the emerging theory (McCracken, 1988).
It is this prioritisation of the data by the researcher which explains which material is
included, and which is excluded from the analysis. In this research, some themes, as is
noted above, were rejected as they were not thought to be as significant as others. This
method of analysis was based on a grounded theory approach which allows theory to
emerge from the data as it occurs, without forcing the latter to fit emergent theory
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 41). By definition this involves making decisions concerning
the rejection of some data, which do not fit. This supports the approach towards data
analysis used by Burgess (1984: 177). In his research into schools he recalls: “coding
took place throughout the research period using a procedure recommended by Glaser
(1965)”. Following coding of the data, categories are devised from themes arising in the
data (e.g. Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The next challenge was to combine these concepts

and facts together to provide understanding of the data.

Due to the amount of cross-referencing of transcripts, it was decided not to use a
computer aided qualitative data analysis, such as nu*dist or ethnograph. However, this
meant there was much mechanical handling of the data. At times this made it difficult
to identify commonalties and tensions in the data. The data was analysed using
analytical frameworks, built up from the emerging ‘facts’, ‘concepts’ and categories, as
illustrated in table 2.2. There was a general framework for each of the three main
categories: participation, empowerment, and exclusion. These frameworks were

designed to reject or accept findings based on the extraction of all relevant quotations
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from transcripts into certain sections, such as on the barriers that prevent involvement.
It is from these frameworks, that substantive and formal theory (Glaser and Strauss,

1967) developed (see Chapters Four - Seven).

2.5 DISCUSSION OF THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

2.5.1 Problems with grounded theory

While Glaser and Strauss provide a useful insight into the generation of theory from
empirical data, what they ask of researchers is not always possible. Most proponents of
grounded theory (Strauss and Corbin, 1990; 1998) share a common recognition of the
constant interplay between data and theory: data should be gathered in a systematic way,
and theory should be revisable. However, Bryman argues: “grounded theory has
provided qualitative researchers with possible frameworks for attending to theoretical
issues, but that these approaches to theory are often honoured more in the breach than in
the observance” (1988: 91). In addition, Burgess, referring to Bulmer (1979), argues:
“their [Glaser and Strauss] suggestion that researchers should ignore the theoretical
literature on an area of study and avoid presuppositions or prior conceptualisation in
areas that have been well researched is exceedingly difficult for researchers to achieve”
(1984: 181). In fact this study did not ignore the theoretical material on the research
area, but rather integrated it into a grounded theory approach, to produce a refined,

regime theory, which is grounded in the data.

Grounded theory might be judged as valid on the generality of the theory and its

specificity. Some commentators (Fielding, 1993) prioritise the data analysis stage after
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the data collection and before theory is generated. Others (Geertz, 1983) examine how
studies may be biased towards theory development. In these cases, problems are seen to
arise concerning the priority given to theory production over data collection. It is
necessary to strike an even balance between the development of theory and the empirical
material, although the precise point of balance may not always be obvious. A
characteristic of qualitative research is that it allows theory to be developed
simultaneously with the data collection, hence allowing each to inform the other (see

Glaser and Strauss. 1967).

2.5.2 Limitations of qualitative research

Although, Marshall and Rossman (1989) state the strength of qualitative research is in
its validity, transferability or generalizability to other settings, they also add: “the
generalisation of a qualitative study to other populations, settings, and treatment
arrangements - that is its external validity - is seen by traditional canons as a weakness

in the approach” (1989: 146 original emphasis).

For almost every advantage of qualitative data there is a potential disadvantage.
Qualitative research has the advantage that it takes up: “issues that are considered
crucial by the informant” (Burgess, 1982: 109). Pragmatically it is a quick way to
retrieve a large amount of data that may be clarified through follow-up interviews,
and/or observation at the time of interviewing. Empirical data for this research was
clarified through the longitudinal element, which necessitated repeat visits to the same

interviewees to follow up what was said and what was meant.
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A further issue, which could make qualitative research problematic, is can results be
replicated? However, by its nature, qualitative research may not be exactly reproduced,
because, as Marshall and Rossman (1989) argue, the real world is constantly changing
and concentration is more likely to be on recording the complexity of situations, such as
the difficulty in achieving and recognising social regeneration. Marshall and Rossman
(1989) advise that multiple case studies are used amongst other methods to improve the
generalizability of the research. In addition: “the use of ‘feedback loops’ - returning to
the interviewees with interpretations and developing theory” (King, 1994: 32) may be
used to test the validity of the research. The use of two research areas - Norfolk Park
and NWICA- helped with the generalizability of the data. Repeat interviews tested the
validity of the research findings and the use of different perspectives, local residents,

community activists and key actors, helped with interpreting issues.

Further criticisms levelled at qualitative research methods concern the dependability of
the researcher. For instance, how well: “the researcher attempts to account for changing
conditions in the phenomenon chosen for study as well as changes in the design created
by increasingly refined understanding of the setting” (Marshall and Rossman, 1989:

147).

2.5.3 Influence of the Interviewer

Burgess argues: “the age of an interviewer may influence the roles that are used and the
status that the individual has as an interviewer” (1984: 105). Whilst, some
commentators, such as Fielding (1993: 145), suggest women may only interview other

women because of the relationship between the interviewer and interviewee, Burgess
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more usefully states: “researchers who conduct interviews in field research need to
consider the extent to which their personal characteristics will influence the practice of
interviewing” (1984: 106). Differences between the interviewer and interviews with
local residents were as limited as possible (not taking into account different social
backgrounds) because of the concentration on women and the younger age group.
However, there were many differences between the researcher and the key actors and
community activists, which needed to be taken into account during interviews.
Furthermore, interviewing only female residents, may have resulted in misrepresentation
of the area, that may be further problematised because men and women value
conversations differently (Kane and Macaulay, 1993: 4). However, concentration only
on female local residents, while not representative, provides a useful and in-depth
insight into how one gender, in general, engages with the regeneration process. Fielding
comments: “in fact, as well as race, characteristics such as age, sex, social class, and
religion have proven to have an impact which has to be allowed for” (1993: 145). The
research design in this study has aimed to minimise these characteristics by
concentrating on one gender, though there are other social characteristics, which may
never be totally eradicated. The nature of interaction between the researcher and the
researched can become more insightful when concentration is made on one gender
(Finch, 1993). As Finch discovered in her research many women involved in research
projects can open up to the researcher and discuss personal issues as a rapport develops
between them and the researcher. This issue of ‘intimacy’ was particularly significant in
the second year of interviewing where the nineteen women generally felt totally at ease

with the researcher.

The revelation of new topics during the interviewing process posed problems about how
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comparisons could be made across responses (Burgess, 1982: 109). A flexible research
design also has the potential to research something totally different to the initial research
question. The maintenance of a structure to the interview attempted to overcome this
issue, by ensuring enough similarity existed across interviews for comparisons and

contrasts to be made.

Whyte highlights a further problem associated with qualitative research: “what factors
may influence an informant’s reporting in the interview situation?” (1982: 115). He
cites various idiosyncratic and extraneous factors, which may effect what an interviewee
says in an interview setting. These may be summarised here as: mood of interviewer or
interviewee, the telephone ringing, individual peculiarities and the baby crying. These,
and other, factors were of crucial importance to this study because many interviews
were conducted in people’s homes where there was no control over the conditions of the
interview. Some of these factors interrupted the flow of the interview and were
distracting. However, a detailed field diary (Burgess, 1982) was kept during the

interviewing process to note down these situations.

Furthermore, Fielding discusses how qualitative interview data may be distorted by
respondents who: “give those answers they anticipate the interviewer wants to hear”
(1993: 139 (see Fielding for a fuller discussion)). However, in this Sheffield-based
research, interviews were semi-structured, and the researcher did not air her views,
which allowed interviewees to speak freely and openly without knowing what the
researcher thought. Furthermore, Denzin (1970: 133-138, cited in Silverman, 1993: 97)
lists several ‘problems’ that may distort an interviewee’s response. These range from

the roles of the interviewer/interviewee to the different contexts in which the interview
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is conducted. As interviews for this research were conducted in a number of settings,
this may have influenced some responses. However, all interviews were conducted in

the same political and social context of Sheffield (see Chapter Three).

As in all research, findings are spatially and temporally specific. As a consequence, the
local culture of Sheffield needs consideration »to discover how this has a part to play in
the interpretation of results (see Chapter Three). Findings in Sheffield have highlighted
the engagement of women in the regeneration process. Although, it would have been
desirable to have a comparative group of women, living in another SRB area, out of
Sheffield, this was not possible owing to the time constraints posed by the longitudinal
element of the research. If the research were to be repeated it would be useful to leave a
larger than twelve month gap between stage one and two of interviewing the local
residents, to allow more time for changes to develop and for residents to be more aware
of social regeneration. However, a larger gap may have also made it more difficult to

maintain contact with respondents.

In short, this chapter has outlined the methodology that the research adopts. A
longitudinal, qualitative research methodology has been used in order to generate data
concerning how women relate to the regeneration process in Sheffield. The use of a
grounded theory approach to aid the data collection and analysis was considered
appropriate because of the lack of existing knowledge on women’s participation within
urban regeneration. However, the data were also used to inform regime theory, in order
to attempt to produce a gendered understanding of power relations in cities (see Chapter
Seven). The following chapter establishes the context for the research, in order to help

provide a greater understanding of the research findings.
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Endnotes to Chapter Two

! Twenty-eight women were interviewed in 1997, of which nineteen were followed up.
Nine community activists and fourteen regeneration officials were also interviewed in
1998.

2 However, as Fielding notes, caution had to be taken when probing as it: “can easily
lead to bias” (1993: 141). King devotes a lengthy discussion to ‘difficult’ interviews
and proposes some techniques to handle interviewees who are either not prepared to
talk, talk too much, or talk on irrelevant topics (e.g. King, 1994: 22-24). There is a
critical issue within qualitative research of bias, although this may be partly controlled
(see Marshall and Rossman, 1989: 147- 149). There are a number of ways bias may be
introduced into qualitative research, such as the influence of the interviewer and the
research setting (see Fielding, 1993: 147-148).

3 Although two age groups were interviewed, this division was not seen to significantly

influence the findings and does not therefore feature much in the analysis, apart from to
highlight the circumstances of residents.
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3

Framing the context: The process of regeneration in Sheffield

As stated in the previous chapter, research for this thesis was conducted within the first
two areas of Sheffield to be designated for SRB funding. The two research areas were
selected in part because of their geographical location, enabling the researcher
unconstrained and frequent access to the two SRB areas and interviewees, a particularly
important issue in respect of the longitudinal element of the research. A second reason
for viewing Sheffield as an appropriate research area is its success in the first two
rounds of the SRB Challenge Fund competition (see Shaw and Harvey, 1997; Hall et al.,
1996). This significant attraction of SRB funds is particularly notable in contrast to
Sheffield’s previous failures to attract such public investment, other than through the
property-led Urban Development Corporation 1988 to 1997. “Sheffield has not
received any of the other major ‘urban prizes’ such as Enterprise Zones, Task Forces or
City Challenge” (Lawless, 1995: 1122). Therefore, both NWICA and Norfolk Park
were considered to be highly appropriate research areas because they are both in receipt
of significant SRB funds. Finally, JISER (see Chapter Two) are compiling a

quantitative research base in the two areas.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the regeneration process in

Sheffield, in order to frame a context for the research findings. The first part describes
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the economic and political climate of Sheffield. In the second, the granting of SRB
funding in the city is discussed. This is followed by an examination of the two research
areas. Part four examines the participation structures for local residents in Round One

and Two SRB areas of Sheffield.

3.1 ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL CONTEXT OF SHEFFIELD

3.1.1 Political Context

In the early 1980s, Sheffield was frequently referred to as the ‘Socialist Republic of
South Yorkshire’ (Seyd, 1993). The political base of the city had, until 1999, remained
securely within Labour party control (Thorpe, 1993)!. Labour had a stronghold on the

city from 1926 until May 1999, with one period of Conservative control in the later

1960s>.

Labour councillors, who held control of the City Council at the end of the 1970s were
generally male, from blue collar backgrounds and “moderate” in their political views.
Almost three-quarters of local councillors at that time were Labour. During the early
years of the 1980s, the composition of “traditional” Labour councillors began to change.
A new group of more highly educated and more radically thinking councillors began to
emerge (Seyd, 1993). At this time ‘socialism’ strengthened in Sheffield City Council,
perhaps because of the move by, the then Conservative, Central Government to

restructure Local Government (Cochrane, 1988).
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Throughout the first half of the 1980s Sheffield, was noted as having a radical approach
to local governance (Lawless, 1994). Loftman and Nevin comment on this ‘radicalism’:
“the city [Sheffield] council’s radical stance was particularly focused on its local
economic development policies, which placed emphasis on supporting local industries
and encouraging enterprise via worker’s co-operatives; campaigning on issues relating
to low pay and equal opportunities; municipal enterprise via mechanisms such as
contract compliance; and local employment and economic development” (1996: 1002).
These more radically thinking councillors tended to adopt an antagonistic stance
tdwards Central Government. Sheffield City Council’s decision not to apply for
Enterprise Zone status in 1981 was indicative of its attitude towards central policies
(Seyd, 1993). In addition, the establishment of a major office of the Department for
Employment and Economic Development (DEED), also in 1981, further indicated local
council’s animosity towards Central Government (Seyd, 1993). DEED provided: “an
alternative economic strategy” in contrast to Central Government’s eéonomic pblicies

(Bailey et al., 1995), seeking to preserve a manufacturing base in the city.

3.1.2 Economic context

Lawless and Ramsden (1990) argued that DEED, as a department of the city council,
was an economic and political tool, which served to retrain the unemployed, help
alleviate unemployment and potentially to guide, and to inform, national economic
policy within the city. DEED was established as a consequence of the economic

decline, which the city began to experience at the start of the 1980s. Increased
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unemployment resulted from the streanﬂining of mainufacturing industry, and the
decreased world demand for steel, coupled with increased foreign competition (Raco,
1997, Strange, 1997). One of the consequences of this economic decline was a labour
force in need of retraining (Seyd, 1993: 180). In the period from 1978 until 1988 there
was a loss of approximately 60,000 manufacturing jobs in Sheffield (Dabinett, 1990).
At the height of the manufacturing industry recession, more than a thousand jobs were
being lost each month (Lawless and Ramsden, 1990). Since this slump during the 1980s
in the manufacturing and related industries, unemployment in Sheffield has been equal
to or higher than the national average (Sheffield City Liaison Group, 1995: 5). The
unemployment rate in Sheffield for June 1999 is 6.9%, compared with 6.3% nationally

(Labour Force Survey, Dec 1998 to Feb. 99, NOMIS Crown Copyright).

A further outcome of the economic recession of 1979-1983 was its influence on political
shifts in central-local government relations (Watts, 1991). Adsetts, Chair of Sheffield
Insulation’s, commented on the situation at the start of the 1980s: “there was no
communication at all. Both sides [council and business] took a stand-off position”
(1989: 6). Strange suggests this apparent conflict arose because: “each [was] blaming
the other for the demise of the city’s economic fortunes” (1993: 5). Sheffield had a
reputation for being a city of: “total non co-operation between City Council and
business” (Carley, 1990: 206). During the early 1980s, Labour politicians were
dismissive of any substantial involvement of the business sector in the governing
process (Raco, 1998), and were opposed to several Central Government initiatives, such

as the Right to Buy policy for council homes (Seyd, 1993: 163).
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However, during the mid-1980s as economic problems in the city became more acute,
central-local government relations, and relations with local-business began to change.
Strange attributes the change in political relations in the city to the economic decline.
He comments, economic decline was: “a significant factor in the development of a more
open and participatory dialogue between the local business community and the City
Council” (1997: 5; see Raco, 1998). In encouraging a more open dialogue, an increased
| number of governmental actors, including the Training Enterprise Council (TEC), and
the Sheffield Development Corporation (SDC) became involved in city politics between

1988 and 1997 (Raco, 1998).

By the end of the 1980s, Sheffield had been renamed ‘the partnership city’ (Carley,
1990: 206). Lawless and Ramsden explain: “within a few years Sheffield moved from
governance rooted in a radical, public sector driven ethos to one in which many of the
key leadership issues were being formulated within, and implemented by, the private
sector” (1990: 202). Cochrane suggests why this transformation came about: “it was no
longer possible for SCC to pretend that it could stand out on its own against all the
pressures from above” (1994: 14 cited in Raco, 1998). Seyd expands on this shift in
attitude towards the end of the 1980s, and outlines the rationale for this change towards
public-private partnerships in city politics: “central government’s powers to intervéne
and direct local services, to force local authorities to contract services out to private
tender, to reduce grants to local government, and to set local authorities’ rates were so

extensive that Sheffield was unable to resist” (Seyd, 1993: 168).

As a summary of the situation, Raco suggests that: “Sheffield is often cited as being a

71



good example of a British city in which the politics of partnership have emerged from a
backdrop of conflict between the local state, the interests of big Business and the
ideological and economic agendas of central government” (1997: 395). The change in
public-private relations during the 1980s led to the foundations of Sheffield Economic
Regeneration Committee (SERC) in 1986 (Raco, 1998). SERC was formed in response
to this growing recognition of the necessity for collaborative working between the city
council and the business community. Summing up SERC’s impact on the city, Strange
argues it: “represented new found spirit and co-operation between the public and private

sectors” (1997: 5).

3.1.3 Sheffield Economic Regeneration Committee

SERC formed in December 1986 as the driving force behind public-private partnerships
and signalled the “normalisation” of public-private collaboration (Seyd, 1993: 170; see
Lewis, 1992). SERC involved representatives from the council, the private sector, the
development corporation, trade unions, higher education and community groups
(Fogarty and Christie, 1990: 94). Together they helped inform and guide the economic
agenda for Sheffield. Lawless and Ramsden suggested that SERC was primarily

dominated by the local authority and business sector (1990: 205).

SERC was important as it initiated Sheffield 2000, which was a council-led strategy, to
carry the city forward beyond the World Student Games (see 3.1.4). Fundamentally,

SERC was important since: “it recommended that the city should diversify the local
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economy and create five distinct growth networks around manufacturing, information
technology, environmental protection, public services and leisure” (Seyd, 1993: 181). In
addition, Sheffield 2000 also argued that social regeneration was to play a major part in

Sheffield’s overall regeneration strategy.

3.1.4 The World Student Games

Another significant development in the regeneration of Sheffield was the’staging of the
World Student Games (WSG) in 1991. This event was a controversial venture, which
required co-ordination and co-operation between public, private and voluntary sectors.
The City Council entered into the competition to stage the Games without apparently

receiving reliable advice on the full economic and social costs of the event (Seyd, 1993:

176).

The WSG, second in size only to the Olympics, failed to attract many spectators or
commercial interest. Consequently, this led to a major burden for City tax payers who
will have to bear the costs well into the next century: “the debt charge payments
commenced in 1992. Since then every adult has paid an additional £25 in local tax, to
be paid yearly until 2013, for the facilities” (Seyd, 1993: 177). However, Fogarty and
Christie argue: “for all its financial problems, the World Student Games has been a
significant catalytic factor in bringing private sector resources into infrastructure

renewal and community projects” (1990: 97-98).
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Furthermore, Lewis argues Sheffield is an: “example of a city which has spent
considerable pains and energies in planning the development of the area, in spite of the
poor press it has received over the staging of the World Student Games in 1991 and its
previously poor set of relations with industry and commerce” (Lewis 1992: 54). The
WSG did, however, result in the refurbishment of Hyde Park flats, the construction of
the supertram and the Ponds Forge leisure development, which are all important factors
in the regeneration of Sheffield. From 1988, national urban policy began to have a
significant impact on the city, with the establishment of an Urban Development

Corporation.

3.1.5 Sheffield’s Urban Development Corporation

In 1987, Coopers and Lybrand were employed to advise Sheffield, Central Government
and the private sector on how to regenerate the Lower Don Valley area of the city. A
strategy was agreed between the parties, but Central Government did not assign
Sheffield City Council the responsibility to deliver it (Financial Times, 29th Feb. 1997).
As a result, the Sheffield Development Corporation (SDC) was seen by the City Council
as being imposed on the city. Initially the UDC was opposed by the City Council,
despite the additional funding, which came with it. The SDC Board was established
with representation from business leaders and the city council, but it was not always a
harmonious relationship. Mike Bower, the then leader of the City Council admits: “we
did not agree there was a need to establish the development corporation, but once it was
imposed on us we agreed to co-operate with each other. We have disagreed about some

things, but we have agreed on about 97 per cent of what has happened” (Financial
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Times, 29th Feb. 1997: 13). However, Sheffield City Council realised: “government
funds would not be made available to redevelop this part of the city unless it
compromised” (Seyd, 1993: 173). Business investment was needed to regenerate the
Lower Don Valley, which had suffered from the collapse of the steel and engineering

industries. Thus, many SDC projects were economic rather than social based.

At times, SDC projects were controversial. For example, SDC proposed to develop
further retail space in the area, close to the Meadowhall development and the M.
However, the City Council believed subsequent retail developments would further
detract customers away from the already declining city centre. = The emphasis on
property-led regeneration was also perceived as failing to benefit the lives of Sheffield

residents.

Although, the SDC was a centrally imposed initiative, the City Council had some
influence over its management. A Community Director was appointed and three council
members took positions on the management board: “there was considerable overlap
between membership of the Sheffield Training and Enterprise Council board, Sheffield
Partnerships Ltd, Universiade GB Ltd, Sheffield Science and Technology Park Boards,
Sheffield 2000 and, more significantly, SERC” (Dabinett and Ramsden, 1993: 130).
Raco points out: “SDC was set up to regenerate 2000 acres at the bottom of the valley.
Given a £50m budget, and a seven year time scale, it had the target of creating 20,000
new jobs and ‘levering’ in as much mobile capital investment as it could attract” (Raco,
1997: 387). SDC concentrated mainly on physical and economic regeneration, rather

than social or community regeneration, because there were very few residents in the
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SDC area.

When Sheffield Development Corporation ‘wound up’ in 1997, it had created 18,000
new jobs and stimulated £638 million of investment with £108 million of public funds
(SDC regeneration statement, 1997; Financial Times, 29th Feb., 1997). However, with
the number of “new” jobs in mind, the regeneration statement for the development
corporation admits: “a development corporation cannot itself create jobs. Instead it
must provide the conditions for others to do so” (SDC, 1997: 4). The emphasis on
mainly physical regeneration within the SDC highlights a greater need for a more co-
ordinated approach to the regeneration of the city. The remit of the SRB was to provide

this.

3.1.6 The City Liaison Group

In 1992, the most important égency in the city was no longer the City Council, or SERC,
rather it was the City Liaison Group (CLG) (Lawless, 1999: 222). Raco (1998)
proposes that SERC represented the forerunner to the City Liaison Group. However, in
contrast to SERC, the CLG: “does not, and cannot, represent every single interest in
Sheffield. We have deliberately remained a small group, with a focus on action” (CLG,
1996: 4). One of the aims of CLG was to cement the evolving partnership between the
council and the bﬁvate sector. The group is an informal alliance of key representatives
from the authority, two universities, health authorities, TEC and Chamber (Lawless,

1999). Formed in 1992, the CLG came together with a determination to take the
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partnership approach in the city forward in a way, which would lead to more co-
ordinated action. A second role of the CLG was to provide leadership, to set the

framework within which regeneration in the city could accelerate (CLG, 1996).

As a group, the CLG has produced a number of documents. “The Way Ahead” in 1994,
and in 1995 “Shaping the Future” which outlined plans for social regeneration initiatives
and improving the quality of life for Sheffield residents. In 1996, “Sheffield Growing
Together” was published. This was viewed as the first integrated social and economic
regeneration strategy and plan for Sheffield. It set out targets for the regeneration of
Sheffield as a whole, in policy areas such as transport, health, education, employment
and community safety. Sheffield’s SRB bids have recently built their schematic
framework around the CLGs economic and social regeneration strategy (Growing

Together, 1996).

With this increasing experience of working in partnerships, such as through SERC,
CLG, and the SDC, Sheffield City Council decided to compete for City Challenge
money in 1991. This bid failed perhaps due to a lack of a fully developed and coherent
partnership approach. It did, however, signal a weakening of the City Council’s
objections towards central policies. By the mid 1990s, Sheffield’s newly established
SRB Board applied for SRB funding. Dave Child, now chief executive of the SRB
Partnership Board, commented: “after the two previous failures of City Challenge bids,
success in SRB was vital to increase confidence for future development in Sheffield”

(Child, 1996a).
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3.2 THE SRB CHALLENGE FUND PROCESS

In 1993, the SRB Board was established as a city-wide partnership in order to submit
bids for funding. In 1996, the Board became: “Regenerating Sheffield”. However,
following concerns about accountability, all members agreed that: “Sheffield City
Council should act as the accountable body (having responsibility for the receipt and use
of SRB funds and for the realisation of the Delivery Plan)” (Delivery Plan, 1995). The
Board has a number of responsibilities. It manages scheme performance against agreed
delivery plans, appraises, approves and monitors projects, authorises and arranges
payments for projects, works with local community groups, and sets out the rules and

responsibilities for SRB staff.

The SRB Board consists of representatives from Sheffield City Council (SCC),
Sheffield Training and Enterprise Council (TEC), Sheffield Chamber of Commerce
(Chamber), Voluntary Action Sheffield (VAS), the Black Community Forum (BCEF),
and since May 1998 a local resident from each of the four Local Management Boards
(LMBs)’. The secretary of the City Liaison Group acts as an advisor to the Sheffield
SRB board, but not as a voting member (NWICA delivery plan Y3 97/98, 1997: 3). 1tis
interesting to note that SCC and the TEC hold the decision-making power, with 3 votes
each, while other partnership members are granted only one vote. This might indicate
that the local residents’ voice might not initially have been noticed prior to the
attendance of local residents on the Board, despite, the fact that: “the partnership has
agreed to involvement of local community groups and those to whom the scheme will

be directed. It proposes that there should be ongoing involvement of Voluntary Action
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Sheffield and the Black Community Forum” (NWICA Delivery plan, Year one, 1995).
It is also of interest that the SRB Board is male dominated. All members of the Board,

except the leader of the City Council, since May 1998, are men.

In 1993, at the start of the SRB process in Sheffield, three key problems were often

perceived as hindering regeneration initiatives:

e “a narrow economic base, and low growth rate coupled with a low rate of new
business formation.

. high level of unemployment (11.2%), resulting from major job losses in traditional
manufacturing (35,600 since 1981), creating a skills mismatch city-wide.

e inner city areas locked into a vicious circle of unemployment, deprivation, poor
housing and lack of commercial and business opportunities”

(Sheffield’s bid to the Single Regeneration Budget Round One, 1993).

In 1993 a seven year integrated regeneration plan: ‘The North West Inner City Action
Plan (NWICAP)’ was launched, funded 35% by the council and 65% from Estate
Action. In 1994, this Plan (NWICAP) was put forward as a bid to the SRB challenge
Fund in an attempt to integrate social and economic improvements with large-scale
housing regeneration. The Government Office for Yorkshire and Humberside approved
the SRB bid for NWICA on 6th December 1994. SRB funding specifically dedicated to
NWICA was £15.093m over 7 years and this was to be matched by private leverage of

1:8 (see table 3.2).

The bid indicated that: “the regeneration of Sheffield must proceed on three fronts
simultaneously - economic, community, and infrastructure. Economic regeneration

without community development could lead to a growing sense of inequity and
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exclusion amongst significant parts of the population. Only by achieving progress on
these fronts can the regeneration of the city become robust and self-sustaining”
(Sheffield’s bid to the SRB, 1993). Consequently, SRB money for Round One, in
Sheffield is concentrated on three key themes of regeneration. SRB funding in Sheffield
aims to address: enterprise; infrastructure development and, community development.
The SRB board recognised that regeneration in Sheffield depended in part on the
creation of stable and empowered communities equipped to influence development in

their areas (Sheffield’s bid to the Single Regeneration Budget Round One, 1993).

Table 3.1: Match-funding in NWICA

Funding body £m
Housing Association and Joint Venture Company 19.742
ERDF, English Heritage and Local Business 1.125

Health Authorities, Sheffield College, Homestart, S.P.s, National [ 0.083
Children’s Home, TEC

TEC and local business 0.147
Northern College, PEP, WEA 0.063
TOTAL 21.160

(Source: Sheffield’s Bid to the Single Regeneration Budget, Round One, 1993)

One of the main problems facing physical regeneration initiatives is deterioration in the
housing stock. “The council faces the obsolescence and premature structural decay of
the pre-1939 stock; the structural weakness of the post war stock which was built to
non-traditional designs; disrepair in the early post-war traditional stock and; the social
and physical failures of the high rise blocks and deck access” (Stewart et al, 1980: 10
cited in Carley, 1990: 207). Consequently a large proportion of SRB funds in Sheffield
is being spent on housing renewal. This is not, however, the case for the national SRB

programmes (Cole and Shayer, 1998).

80



In 1995, the SRB Board put forward a second bid for funding in the Norfolk Park area.
This again was successful. For the first two rounds, Sheffield was the second largest
recipient of SRB funding outside London. Only Birmingham was able to secure more
(SRB Newslink 2, February 1996). These first two bids were seen to be successful
because of a winning combination of: appropriate strategies and programmes, clear and
effective partnership, quality delivery mechanisms, the support of business, the
involvement of different communities, the voluntary sector and innovative and
imaginative leadership (Sheffield SRB Newslink 1, autumn 1995). The first two areas
in Sheffield to receive SRB funding in Rounds One and Two are the North West Inner

City Area, known as NWICA, and Norfolk Park respectively.

3.3 ROUND ONE AND TWO SRB AREAS IN SHEFFIELD

3.3.1 NWICA

NWICA was selected as the first SRB area because it: “complements both the enterprise
development programme and wider mainstream initiatives. This area of high
deprivation also has the second highest concentration of manufacturing industry in the
city (after the UDC area) and the highest concentration of small scale ‘end product’
manufacturing companies. The development of Kelham’s industrial base alongside
increasing the ratio of private to public sector housing and complementary social
initiatives in the Upperthorpe and Netherthorpe residential areas will break the spiral of

unemployment and deprivation in NWICA” (Sheffield’s bid to the SRB Round 1, 1993).
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With this in mind: “Sheffield has set itself the task of becoming Britain’s best
performing local economy, and at the same time significantly ameliorating social

divisions” (Sheffield’s bid to the Single Regeneration Budget, Round 1, 1993: 1).

NWICA is situated about a mile to the North West of the city centre close to the
University of Sheffield (Figure 3.1). At the start of the regeneration programme in
1993, the area had a population of 7,100 (Delivery Plan, 1995). It has a higher
proportion than the City average of both single parents (7.9% compared with 4.2%), and
also council tenants, (80.3 % compared with 33.5%) (Central Policy Unit, 1993). It
consisted then, in 1993, mainly of two large public sector estates, Netherthorpe and
Upperthorpe, which included 11 tower blocks (with 541 flats); 1,300 medium rise
flats/maisonettes and; 878 more traditional type housing, including 234 properties built
in the 1970s. The Ponderosa area, a large, open, space, is perceived by many NWICA
residents as the division between Netherthorpe and Upperthorpe. The area also
comprised Kelham/Riverside, a non-residential run-down industrial area. However, it
attracts visitors to the Kelham Island museum and offers scope for future
redevelopment. There is some commercial activity in the area: Norwich Union and
Midland Bank are located in the érea, along with a large supermarket chain and some

manufacturing industries.
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Figure 3.1 Location of NWICA and Norfolk Park
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Previous regeneration programmes in NWICA had generally been housing led. In 1983,
the Priority Estate Programme had begun work on improving the housing, but it was not
until Estate Action funding came to the area in 1993 that developments took place. One
major transformation in NWICA, under Estate Action, occurred in 1993 with the
demolition of the Kelvin flats. These deck access flats housed around 3,000 people in
945 dwellings. Many residents were rehoused in Upperthorpe and Netherthorpe. The
Kelvin site is now being essentially used for family and disabled persons housing built

jointly by two Housing Associations and a property developer.

Three further Estate Action funded projects ran concurrently with the demolition of
Kelvin (1993 to 1996). First, Martin Street flats (Upperthorpe) were refurbished. This
involved cladding the blocks of flats externally with aluminium insulation to reduce
heating costs and modernising the flats internally by installing new kitchens and
bathrooms. Second, Phase One of the refurbishment of Netherthorpe maisonettes
began. Roofs, windows, internal doors, bathrooms and kitchens were renewed in
addition to replacing the heating system to increase energy efficiency. Third, a pilot
scheme for the SRB in Upperthorpe took place. This involved the transformation of a
small block of eight one-bedroomed flats and four three-bedroomed houses into two
three-bedroomed and two four-bedroomed houses by creating pitched roofs and slicing

off the top deck, which created more family residences on the estate.

Regeneration of the NWICA estate is divided into phases, comprising refurbishment,
remodelling or demolition. Refurbishment normally involves the replacement of

bathrooms and kitchens and is done with residents in situ. Remodelling necessitates
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residents to be temporarily rehoused as former maisonettes are converted into houses, as
in the pilot scheme under Estate Action, described above. In addition, several blocks of
maisonettes are being demolished due to structural problems. Tenants can receive up to
£1500 rehousing allowance for decorating and moving costs, if they are forced to move
and can generally chose their new location (interview data). The success of the SRB bid
has also helped to fund five city wide schemes®. SRB funding for the first two rounds in
Sheffield is primarily concentrated in the NWICA and Norfolk Park areas, however the
SRB Partnership Board has also identified five cross-cutting themes, such as young

persons “at risk” in the city, which have received SRB funding.

3.3.2 NORFOLK PARK/ SHEAF VALLEY

The Norfolk Park/Sheaf Valley area is located about a mile to the South East of the city
centre (see Figure 3.1). It consists of the Norfolk Park estate and more traditional
terraced housing in the Heeley and Lowfields/Highfields areas. However: “even though
the bid area contains three fairly different communities, with most of the first year
funding allocated to housing developed on Norfolk Park, there was a clear commitment
from local people to work together to identify the needs and strengths of the whole area
and the best way of allocating future resources within the communities” (SRB Newslink

2, Feb 1996: 4).

Norfolk Park comprises deteriorating housing stock, which in 1994, consisted of fifteen

tower blocks, 699 maisonettes and 111 “T-Type’ low-rise flats, whicH are normally two-
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bedroomed flats contained within a block, which is shaped as a T. According to the
Sheffield Star, the estate has been used as a “dumping ground”, and has a notorious drug
abuse problem (Sheffield Star, 12th June 1997). Park and Sharrow wards, which cut
across the SRB boundary were amongst the 5% of most deprived wards in the country
(DoE Index of Local Conditions, 1991). 74.8 per cent of Norfolk Park’s population

were council tenants and 41.3 per cent were single parents (CPU, SCC 1993).

Previous attempts to attract money into Norfolk Park have generally been unsuccessful,
despite it being declared as an area of acute poverty in 1987 (SCC Housing Department,
1997). There have been four failed attempts at gaining Estate Action funding, as well
as a failed bid to the Housing Action Trust scheme. In 1993 Norfolk Park received
Estate Action funding to install security target hardening measures into seven of the
tower blocks. In 1995, a bid for SRB funding to support the regeneration of Norfolk

Park was submitted to the Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber.

The bid for the Norfolk Park area to the Single Regeneration Budget: “Growing
Together: Youth and inner city regeneration through successful partnership in Sheffield”
attracted £36.2 million into Sheffield (Sheffield SRB Newslink 1, autumn 1995). The
Norfolk Park scheme was to run in tandem with the launch of Sheffield “Growing
Together,” the City Liaison Group’s first integrated social and economic regeneration
strategy (Sheffield’s SRB Round Two bid, 1995). The bid had the specific aim to target
the high proportion of young people in the area, and highlighted how 15,000 out of a
1995 cohort of 60,000 young persons (14-25) in Sheffield were “at risk” through

exclusion from the labour market and education system, long term experience of
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unemployment and alienation from cultural, social and community life. Funding
received in Round Two also contributed significantly to the Youth city wide scheme

(see endnotes to Chapter Three).

One of the aims of the Norfolk Park bid was to develop a local joint stock housing
company to take over the housing stock and provide appropriate investment (Sheffield’s
SRB Round Two bid, 1995). In 1993, a Joint Study on Stock Options, supported by the
DoE was conducted in Norfolk Park. The study looked at the transfer of the housing
stock from the council to a local housing company. The outcome from the joint study
on stock options resulted in Norfolk Park receiving £19.5 million towards the cost of
regeneration from the Estate Renewal Challenge Fund (ERCF) in June 1996. However,
this ERCF money was conditional on the housing stock being transferred to another
social landlord. Following a stock transfer report in 1996, it was found that a local
housing company would be economically impractical (Tupling, 1996, HP/96/67).
Consequently, ERCF money was lost (Sheffield Star, 25th February 1998), and other
ways to regenerate the estate needed to be explored. This delayed the start of the

regeneration process in Norfolk Park by six months from April 1996 until October 1996.

" As is the case for NWICA, the regeneration of Norfolk Park primarily consists of
demolition with some refurbishment. Fourteen tower blocks are in the process of being
demolished and 50-60% of existing tenants has opted to stay in Norfolk Park. The
remaining one tower block will probably be refurbished to a high standard with a
concierge and security system, although this had still not been decided in August 1999.

All 699 maisonettes are being demolished due to structural faults. T type flats are
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generally being refurbished, apart from those that are owner occupied (interview data).
The involvement of local resident in both SRB schemes was seen to be crucial to the
delivery of the regeneration: “the partnership has agreed to involvement of local
community groups and those to whom the scheme will be directed” (Sheffield’s Bid to

the Single Regeneration Budget, Round One).

3.4 STRUCTURES FOR COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Overall, there are three levels of decision-making for local residents in the SRB. There
is the SRB Management Board, with responsibility for the overall management of the
SRB schemes and which provides a strategic overview of projects, as described above
(see section 3.2). The Local Management Boards (LMB) then decide priorities for each
SRB area, report to the SRB Board, and oversee, devise, and implement projects. The
grassroots Community Alliance in NWICA and Community Forum in Norfolk Park,

report to their respective LMB, propose projects and consult with the wider community.

The SRB Management Board in Sheffield also identifies three levels where residents can
participate:
e people who just want to be kept informed and up to date

e people who want to participate in wider regeneration strategies and are interested in
exchanging ideas, good practice and lessons to be learnt

e people who are prime strategic movers (SRB unit, 1996: 8).

Although, a structured approach to community participation has been introduced into
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the two areas, local residents have expressed concern over four issues: residents’
representation on the SRB Board; the operation of the SRB Board; salaries of SRB
officers; and political infighting. Tensions arose first between local residents in
NWICA and officers on the SRB Board because at the start of the regeneration process
in 1995, there were no local residents repfesented. As a community activist in NWICA
explains: “they [council employees and SRB workers] have been protecting their own
jobs and their own power base because they didn’t want to lose power to the local
community” (NWICA Community Activist 1, 1998). Effectively, decisions were being
made without local consultation. As another community activist in NWICA comments:
“all the major partners of the SRB were making the decisions, they were all being made
behind closed doors” (NWICA Community Activist 2, 1998). Nonetheless, in 1998,
this lack of community representation was successfully challenged by community
activists: “we said the community has a right and the community has a voice and there
has got to be consultation because otherwise you’ll get confrontation. We [community
activists] threatened them and said if we can’t have representation on the Board, we’ll
go to the media” (NWICA Community Activist 2, 1998). However, the Sheffield Star
reported on 19th May 1998: “the regeneration body which has attracted Government
grants of £98.4 million to the city has opened its board meetings to the public. But at
the first public board meeting board members decided to discuss in private why some of

the projects would have to be deferred!”

As a result of campaigns by community activists, it was decided that there would be a
seat on the SRB Board for one local resident from each LMB. But, as Brownill and

Darke point out: “a seat at the table does not necessarily translate into power and
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influence as some voices are more powerful than others and styles of power within
partnerships can exclude full participation” (1998: 37). In Sheffield, an SRB officer
recognises: “community representatives get frustrated with the bureaucratic process”
(SRB Officer 3, 1998). Equally, at times community activists feel peripheral to the
decision-making process. As a male community activist in Norfolk Park suggests: “we
didn’t set the brief, but we are going to make a decision on the brief that has been set, so
again we are being asked to give support to a decision that has been made by officers at
an earlier stage” (Norfolk Park Community Activist 4, 1998). This issue is explored
further in Chapter Five. Lowndes and Skelcher suggest this happens in the formation of
partnerships: “in the process, the voluntary and community sectors were often relegated
to the periphery” (1998: 325). Nevertheless, Mayo et al. point out, “partnerships cannot

be effective if they involve local people at the margins” (undated: 6).

A second issue, which has angered local residents in NWICA and Norfolk Park,
concerns the operation of the SRB Management Board. In its first year of operation, the
SRB board received ‘yellow cards’ for not meeting performance targets set out in the
delivery plans and local residents felt they were not receiving benefits of SRB funding
(The Sheffield Star, 5th December 1996). A third concern for local residents was over a
2.9% pay rise offered to SRB staff because they had reached most targets (The Sheffield
Star, Sept 15th 1997: 1). Some community activists expressed concern that SRB money
should be going direct to the community rather than paying SRB staff. As a Community
activist comments: “when SRB started, they [councillors and members of the TEC] set
themselves up in nice little jobs so they could double their wages, and all we

[Community activists] were interested in was getting the money out of it, and the first
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lot of money was all carved up” (Norfolk Park Community activist 1, 1998). Fourth, the
political infighting between the Labour party and the Liberal Democrats in NWICA has
made some local residents feel uncomfortable at meetings: “it has been a strongly fought
war between the Lib Dems and Labour and I am sure that this has had an impact on the
local community involvement” (NWICA Community Activist 3, 1998). The chief
executive of the SRB board has even commented that the local politics of NWICA have
often made SRB projects be kicked around like a “political football” (Child, D. in

Sheffield Star 12th December 1996b).

In each SRB area, Local Management Boards (LMBs) have been established, consisting

of local residents, council employees and SRB workers. The SRB Board proposed that:

“Local Management Boards (LMBs) for Norfolk Park/Sheaf valley (NP/SV) and
North West Inner City Areas (NWICA) will be springboards for the further
development of community involvement and participation in regeneration
activities. Board members will play a crucial role in helping Sheffield’s [SRB
Board] partnership understand the wide range of people with different
characteristics, needs and interests within their local communities and in the
identification, design and running of their local regeneration projects” (Sheffield
SRB Unit, Sheffield News Link 2, February 1996: 5).
The remit of LMBs is mainly to act as mediators between the local residents and the
SRB Management Board. As a male community activist in Norfolk Park explains: “I
was in a position where I was not quite in the community and not quite in the council
and therefore both sides were happy to talk with me” (Norfolk Park Community Activist
4, 1998). Another highlights: “part of the process for us at LMB is making it run
smoothly and that the community are involved as much as possible” (Norfolk Park

Community Activist 2, 1998). The Norfolk Park/Sheaf Valley Local Management

Board was initially chaired by a councillor as an interim measure before a local resident

91



took over (SRB Newslink 2, February 1996: 5). Dave Child, chief executive of the SRB
Board, comments: “we are here to meet the needs of the community and increasingly to
pass ownership to them” (SRB Newslink 2, February 1996: 7). Local Management
Boards generally consist of six neighbourhood members, three local councillors, and
three local business representatives. Local residents in each area are also represented by
either a Community Alliance NWICA) or a Community Forum (Norfolk Park). They
have been formed to draw together the interests from a variety of community groups.

These structures for participation are illustrated in Figures 3.2 and 3.3.

3.4.1 Structures for participation for the North West Inner City Area

In 1996 the SRB Board commented that: “the structure below the NWICA Local
Management Board was cumbersome. Community groups and individuals experienced
difficulty with the number of meetings, workshops, planning sessions, research and
evaluation studies etc. necessary to establish programme/projects needs and
opportunities6. The large amount of paperwork and complexities overwhelmed those
involved” (SRB annual report, 1996: 5). In 1995, at the start of the regeneration process

in NWICA, the consultation and participation of residents consisted of three elements.
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Figure 3.2 Revised consultation and participation structures in NWICA (August 1998).
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Figure 3.3 Consultation and participation structures in Norfolk Park
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General public meetings were held where all residents were invited to attend.
Neighbourhood (block) level sessions were used to determine the changes to particular
buildings in the proposed area. Only residents in the specific area were invited to these
along with council employees and SRB workers. Project groups, were also established,
consisting of interested local residents and council workers, which were to oversee the

overall running of planned changes and report to the LMB.

Despite these three arenas in which local residents could participate there was anger
over the lack of attention council officers appeared to pay residents at the beginning of
the regeneration process in 1995. For example, at most public and block meetings,
residents were offered one of three choices for the future of their homes: demolition;
remodelling or; renovation. However, many women point to the fact that their views
were not being fully taken into account. As a female community activist in NWICA
states: “we kept asking for refurbishment, you know just doing the windows and new
kitchens and bathrooms and they [council] reckoned the SRB money is not available to
do refurbishment, it had to be remodelling” (NWICA Community Activist 3, 1998).
Therefore, although the council was attempting to give residents a choice, this was
apparently constrained within a small number of possible options. Furthermore, there
was suspicion amongst local residents that decisions had already been made prior to
community consultation, as the following comments illustrate: “we have this thing that
we are just rubber-stamping” (Norfolk Park Community Activist 2, 1998) and; “we
didn’t think they were taking any notice” (NWICA Community Activist 3, 1998).
Following a review at a community conference in May 1998, these participation

structures were replaced (Figure 3.2).
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The review was organised by the Community Alliance and Civic Regeneration
Consultants, who were commissioned to produce a strategy for the future of the area.
The conference was designed to find out what local residents would like to see
happening in the area and to inform them about the Community Alliance. The day was
split into workshops, jointly led by a local resident and a paid officer. Community
transport was provided in order to increase accessibility. In addition, people with young
children and ethnic minorities were catered for with the provision of a créche and

translators (Conference Report, May 1998)

The new Community Alliance was officially launched in January 1998, largely as a result
of community campaigning and consultation. It consists of representatives from all
community groups in the area (Community Alliance News, May 1998) and it is here that
tenant associations and resident groups are represented. Each tenant’s association or
community group has one representative and one deputy on the Alliance, to improve the
participation of residents in the area (Community Alliance News, November 1997).
Community Alliance members are further’ divided into three areas of interest: ‘Jobs and
Training’; ‘Environment’; and ‘People, Activities and Well Being’. In writing on this
subject, Kintrea found in Glasgow that tenants’ associations were seen to be the “bedrock
of community participation, but in practice they were weak” (1996: 296). In Sheffield,
tenants’ associations tend to have few (if any) powers, whereas some individual members
of the community do yield significant influence, for instance pushing for the creation of

the Community Alliance and representation on the SRB Board.
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In a similar context, McArthur advocates the establishment of: “an umbrella community
structure which links with the many local community organisations which exist in a
locality” (1995: 66). He argues: “in this approach, existing groups and unaligned
individual community activists come together to nominate, or elect, a group of local
people to represent the community in the partnership initiative. The maximum number
of community representatives is normally around twelve, or less” (McArthur, 1995:
66.). Interestingly, there are approximately forty members on the Community Alliance
in NWICA, with regular attendance at meetings of around 15. However, as a male
community activist in NWICA says: “there’s been some that have said it’s not really
representative, but when we have 15 out of 40 groups in the area sitting around the
table, that is a major step forward because we didn’t have this, this time last year”
(NWICA Community Activist 1, 1998). In effect, McArthur et al. argue Community
Alliances: “help strengthen the position of local residents. It [the Community Alliance
in their research] allowed the community to participate as a separate entity, as a ‘partner’
and provided a forum in which to develop a ‘community position’” (1996: 2). The
degree to which the existence of a Community Alliance augments the powers of the
community in NWICA is discussed in chapter five. There are five community delegates
from the Community Alliance on the LMB for NWICA and one community delegate on

the main SRB Board (Community Alliance News, December, 1997 issue 2).

3.4.2 Structures for participation in Norfolk Park/Sheaf Valley

Ostensibly, in Norfolk Park there appears a more complex approach towards community

involvement. Several Boards have been established with the aim of informing the
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community and promoting its involvement. Priority Estates Programme (PEP) was
employed with a remit to disseminate impartial advice to tenants about the local housing
company transfer. Project Groups have been established in Norfolk Park to oversee
individual development schemes. They consist of tenants and residents affected by the
schemes, officers and local councillors (Warrington, 1996: 8.). At a topic group
meeting in 1996, it was concluded there should be a variety of ways of communicating
with residents on the estate: project groups, local advertising of meetings, links with
other topic groups, newsletter delivered to every resident, posters, presentations,
displays and, wherever possible, local media presence (Warrington, 1996). Although
the participation structures for Norfolk Park appear different from that established ip
NWICA, there is actually a degree of similarity, with a Community Forum, bringing
together groups in the area, rather than a Community Alliance’. The other main contrast
is the existence of two paid community workers in Norfolk Park, which NWICA does

not have.

However, from the outset in 1995, conflicts have arisen partly over the issue of local
residents obtaining construction jobs on the estate. The demolition contract for the
tower blocks was secured by a Leeds based firm, which bought in a scaffolding
contractor from Barnsley (The Sheffield Star, 14th December 1996). There were also
other objections surrounding the regeneration of Norfolk Park. As a male community
activist in Norfolk Park explains: “there had been a lot of failure and people got very
disillusioned and people weren’t very happy to be involved in the SRB as they thought it

was going to be another scheme that failed” (Norfolk Park Community Activist, 1998).
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Similarly, feedback from the planning weekend (see 3.4.3), indicated that: “much has
already been promised and not delivered on Norfolk Park and the rules have changed
again [following the failure to establish vthe local housing company]” (Norfolk Park
Planning Weekend, 1998: 1). There was hostility from some residents, including a
tenants’ association. “It is all these new [SRB] people and this new activity and it has
taken away their little power bases” (Norfolk Park Community Activist 1, 1998). This
community activist is referring to those traditional leaders, who have been opposed to
the SRB as it has encouraged new commﬁnity members to be involved, which as a result
limits the influence they can have on the regeneration process. Previous failures and the
loss of Estate Renewal Challenge Fund (ERCF) monies have resulted in particularly low
morale on the estate (Shayer and Cole, 1997: 11). Nevertheless, following the loss of
ERCF money, a community planning weekend was held in February 1998, which
potentially offered hope to local residents to have an influence over the future
development of the estate. This parallels what O’Riordan found in Vancouver: “even
during the evolution of a programme, the participation procedures may have to be

changed” (1977: 169).

3.4.3 Community Planning Weekend

A “community planning weekend” held in late February 1998, proved to be a significant
milestone in the evolution of community participation structures in Norfolk Park. Over
250 people attended. BDP Consultants was employed to identify problems,
opportunities and solutions. Workshops were held on the estate and were well attended

by members of the community on both days. One key concern raised by local residents
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was that of the local road layout. Norfolk Park was built in the late 1960s according to
Radburn principles, designed to segregate pedestrians and traffic. The Consultants
favoured a strategy based on a road through the estate. This raised concerns about
children’s safety, and residents successfully opposed it. One further issue raised at this
planning weekend was the lack of awareness in relation to both developments on the

estate, and the policy arenas where residents may participate.

One output from the “community planning weekend” was a “master plan”, prepared
jointly by residents and Consultants, which outlined a comprehensive regeneration
strategy. This was subsequently distributed to groups on the estate for approval
(Norfolk Park news, issue 21, March 1998). Key activists hailed the “planning
weekend” as a major success in achieving interest and support: “it was brilliant, it was
250 people who attended and they really got into it. It was sleeves up and a lot of

drawings and different workshops. It was like a fair” (SRB officer 2, 1998).

Following the “community planning weekend”, a Community Resource and Information
Centre (CRIC) opened in May 1998 to provide information, advice and training
opportunities for Norfolk Park residents. The Centre is designed to encourage more
involvement on behalf of local residents and for them to find out what is happening on
their estate. It also has the aim to inform residents who do not attend meetings about

projects and events on the estate (The Sheffield Star, 21st May, 1998).

Interestingly, many of the projects, which have developed in Norfolk Park, may be seen
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to reflect ‘women’s’ interests and activities, such as childcare, and catering. A local
councillor comments: “on Norfolk Park the activities have mostly been centred around
women’s issues, so it is women and child care and FEDs [Norfolk Park Food Enterprise
Development] and the training element, a lot of it has been taken up by women rather
than men” (Local Councillor 3, 1998). Three projects in Norfolk Park specifically target

womer.

First, FEDs is a Norfolk Park Food Enterprise Development project. Its aim is to
contribute to the social and economic regeneration of the area by providing employment
and training to local people and offering them healthier eating choices. Training and job
opportunities are also available in the catering industry through FEDs (Norfolk Park

news Nov 1996 issue 4).

Second, the Women and Children’s Centre was established to provide a social meeting
area for women living in the high rise flats and maisonettes. The women can also take
along their children to meet and play with other children. The centre applied for
funding, outlining the need for a new Centre to be built. This new Centre was
considered necessary: “for the well being both mentally and physically of both women
and children living on the Norfolk Park estate” (Women and Children’s Centre, Annual
Report, 1993: 1). The centre opened in 1992, after receiving £54,602 of funding to
design and construct a new building with a housing manager. It offers a number of
activities for women, including a shopper’s créche, fitness classes, and a mother and

toddler’s group (Women and Children’s Centre, Annual Report, 1993: 1).
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Third, the Maypole Centre is a childcare resource, which provides a breakfast club and
an after-school club for children. Maypole has received funding from the SRB to
employ more staff, most of whom are women from the Norfolk Park estate. Maypole is

represented on the Norfolk Park forum (interview data).

Two further initiatives aim to promote the involvement of local residents in Norfolk
Park. A Community Chest has been established, which helps to facilitate the formation
of new groups in Norfolk Park. It is a pot of money, which is available to support the
development of new, not for profit, small community projects and to allow existing
community organisations to expand or to develop new activitieg and services. £15,000
was available for April 1998-March 1999, and the maximum for one application per
group is £500 (New Heeley Voice Spring 1998, issue 2: 3). In addition, there is an
environmental community chest, supported by Sheffield Wildlife Trust, which donates
twenty small grants of up to £500 each year to fund environmental projects in Norfolk

Park and Sheaf Valley (New Heeley Voice, Spring 1998, issue 2: 3).

Conclusions

In short, the regeneration of Sheffield has been a contested and conflictual process.
Attempts in the 1980s were limited, partly as a result of the City Council’s hostility
towards Central Government. There was a growing move towards a partnership style of
working by the end of the 1980s, which has paved the way for the emergence of what

appears to be a successful SRB partnership Board.
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The main difference between the two research areas being examined is the timing of the
regeneration programmes. As NWICA is a year ahead of Norfolk Park, the structure for
community participation has been developed more by the community, than is the case in
Norfolk Park. This may help explain Why it appears that more residents participate in
the regeneration schemes in the NWICA area rather than Norfolk Park (see Chapter
Four). A further potential hindrance to local resident’s participation in Norfolk Park is
its more failed attempts to attract money into the area, which has caused low morale on
the estate. However, the two areas share similar socio-economic characteristics. There
are high concentrations of unemployed, single parents, and council-rented residents in
both areas. In addition, both areas suffer from a poorly developed social infrastructure.
Neither NWICA nor Norfolk Park has many local shops on the estate. However,
NWICA does have more community buildings where local community groups can be

established.

This chapter has provided the context for the research and illustrated structures for
participation in the first two SRB areas in Sheffield, in order to provide greater

understanding of the research findings, which are presented in the following three

chapters.
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End notes to chapter three

11993 saw the loss of two safe Labour seats to the Liberal Democrats: Walkley and
Brightside. In 1997 Mike Bower (Labour) also lost his seat as leader of Sheffield City
Council. In 1999 Labour lost control of the Local Authority.

2 The Liberal Democrats have now gained control.
3 Additionally SDC was represented on the SRB Board until it was wound up in 1997.
* Sheffield’s SRB city wide schemes, 1993:

City wide scheme Enterprise Programme

Funding £1.8m
Managed by Sheffield TEC
Projects Encourages new. business start up and those with 10 to 200

employees to expand

City wide scheme The Community Enterprise Programme

Funding £1.3m

Managed by Sheffield Community Economic Development

Projects Stimulates, develops and sustains community enterprise throughout
Sheffield. Prioritises communities with high levels of

unemployment and indicators of poverty

City wide scheme Ethnic Minority Programme

Funding £5.64m

Managed by Ethnic Minority Panel (members from Black Community Forum,
Sheffield TEC, Sheffield Racial Equalities Council and Unit, SRB)

Projects Develops community generated initiatives which increase skills,

jobs, and new business opportunities and community facilities in
Ethnic minority areas

City wide scheme Young people and community safety4

Funding £0.63m
Managed by Sheffield Safer Cities, Council Education department
Projects Engaging young people in projects which promote personal

development and reduce crime and the fear of crime

City wide scheme City Infrastructure

Funding £2.5m
Managed by Council Department of Planning and Economic Development
Projects 1) City Centre Revitalisation (£2.2m) - the newly paved Fargate

Civic centre and Environmental improvements, including Heart of
the City plans4 And CCTV along Fargate and Pinstone street to help
reduce crime and will extend down the Moor and West street super
tram route

2) City Centre Management Initiative - funds a city centre manager
promoting Sheffield’s shopping facilities and brining major events
into the city which animate the city and attract shoppers.

(source: Sheffield Telegraph, Regenerating Sheffield supplement, October 24th 1997)

* Yellow cards are warnings given to SRB partnerships, which fail to keep up with
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Government spending targets

%In 1994 the Priority Estates Project (PEP) conducted a community audit of NWICA,
which involved surveying all community groups and activities in the area, including
local membership groups, local service groups, area wide groups, such as community
centres, and Sheffield wide groups. Subsequently, this has developed into a community
atlas (Hoogevelt, 1999), which provides a comprehensive directory of all the community
groups in the area. It is in a web-based format to provide information on groups and
events in the area.

7 As the Norfolk Park scheme covers three distinct areas, all have their own community
participation structure: Norfolk Park Forum, Heeley Development Trust, and the
Sharrow Forum. All these report to the LMB. It is Norfolk Park, where the study is
based, as this is where the majority of SRB funds are being spent.
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Participation

Chapter three outlined the context for the research findings, which are presented in the
succeeding three chapters. This is the ﬁrst of the three empirically based chapters
exploring the concept of participation. Section one of this chapter provides an insight
into the rationale underpinning community participation in regeneration and illustrates
where local residents can be involved in the two case study examples (see Chapter
Three). Section two analyses the engagement of women in the regeneration process
and discusses factors influencing their participation. The third and fourth parts discuss
incentives encouraging participation and the positive outputs which participation may

bring.

4.1 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN URBAN REGENERATION

Current debates recognise the role of the community in urban regeneration. Hastings et
al. propose: “the need for active involvement of residents has now become an integral
part of the language of regeneration policy and of local authority and housing
association governance” (1996: 5). In part this is premised on the perception that
1980s urban policies failed to benefit local residents (Hugh and Carmichael, 1998:
202). Additionally, Croft and Beresford, having been actively involved in their own

community, strongly support community participation based on the belief that: “who
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knows better than they [local residents] what they want, and who but they should speak
for themselves” (1988: 84). Many residents defend this argument: “I mean who knows
better what an area needs, than the people who live here?” (Janet, 1997). Sheila,
another older resident in NWICA, favours community participation because: “any
problems there might be, you live there and you see them and you think ‘oh yeah that
needs doing or whatever’, and you are the only people in the area who really know
them. It’s like you need to be a council tenant to know what sorts of problems council
tenants have” (1998). Booth, using her case studies of community consultation, adds a
gender dimension to this: “it is the women themselves who best know their areas, their
needs and the issues that concern themselves and their families” (1996a: 157).
Similarly, a female community activist in NWICA comments: “they [council
employees and SRB workers] don’t know what communities need, but communities
know because they are here and they are full of intelligent people who can make their
own choices if only they were allowed” (NWICA community activist 5, 1998;

interviewee’s emphasis).

There are two further reasons for the promotion of community participation within
regeneration initiatives. There is the argument that community participation may
promote more inclusive regeneration because different partners may begin to influence
the regeneration process. Brownill and Darke state: “studies show that an important
success factor in getting race and gender on the strategic agenda is involvement in and
influence over the partnerships and networks which have been shown to be so key
within current regeneration policy and practice” (1998: 18; original emphasis).
Inclusive regeneration, through involving more groups is significant as it can help to

combat social exclusion and to promote citizenship (Atkinson, 1997). An SRB officer
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makes a similar point: “I think it [regeneration] is around social exclusion as they

[local residents] are more included in the community” (SRB officer 3, 1998).

A third rationalisation for participation within regeneration schemes is proposed by
Amos: “involving the community in regeneration is a vital aim in itself because it
guarantees a stake for ordinary people in the society and the environment around them”
(1998: 132). This stakeholder society idea is seen to be important in the delivery of
social and sustainable regeneration and to promote social inclusion. In general
community action gives economic value as it can promote the sustainability of the
regeneration (e.g. Taylor, 1995: 14). Richard Caborn, Minister for the Regions, states:
“it is important to the success of regeneration programmes to involve as many people
as possible. This can lead to better decision making, enhanced programme delivery
and improved sustainability” (1997: 1). Similarly, an SRB officer also comments: “if
people want to remain in that community, and they are involved and make decisions,
then there is an ownership in that community and then there is pride, and I think you
get a stake in it and in a sense they become stakeholders in that community and they
ensure things happen and are maintained” (SRB officer 3, 1998). In addition, Hugh
and Carmichael state: “by identifying local people as stakeholders in the efforts being
made to improve their lot, it is more likely that they will respond positively and adopt a
more responsible and active role than if they were simply presented with a fait compli

over which they have little input” (1998: 210; original emphasis).

Amos continues: “one reason why they [community and voluntary groups] can be so
successful in regeneration projects is the added value they bring through the voluntary

work which supplements contracted services” (1998: 132). The additional value that
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residents can provide regeneration schemes is highlighted by Kintrea (1996: 290):
“resident involvement [in Glasgow] explicitly was seen as a way of making individuals
more responsible for their own actions” and taking the onus of responsibility away
from the Government and service providers. A local councillor states: “I think they
have got to have a sense of ownership, but I think they have got to get to the point
where they understand that with rights, comes responsibilities” (Local councillor 1,
1998). A male community activist in NWICA also underlines this: “it becomes their
area and it is like trying to take some responsibility themselves for what is going on”

(NWICA community activist 1, 1998)

The assumption that community participation may lead to community ownership, is
important because: “nothing will succeed unless it has got ownership of the
commu;lity” (NWICA community activist 5, 1998). Kintrea develops this idea.
“Comfnunity involvement can help local people articulate their interests in the face of
politically inspired and bureaucratically—défined programmes. From the view point of
politicians and officials, it can help improve services by providing better information,
and sustain them in the long-run by creating a sense of ownership of public
investments and services by the community” (1996: 288). Furthermore, Hastings et al.
propose: “where a community is given a sense of ownership in a regeneration initiative
and its outcomes, it is [also] argued that local people will be more likely to guard and
protect the improvements which take place. In this way, regeneration becomes more
sustainable and cost-effective” (1996: 6). Similarly, an SRB officers points out: “by

getting community ownership, people are less likely to trash something they have had a

hand in designing” (SRB officer 2, 1998).
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Although a number of observers have highlighted the benefits of community
participation for both residents and regeneration programmes, some commentators are
rather more critical of the role of community engagement in urban regeneration.
Collins argues local residents’ participation is crucial to the sustainability and delivery
of social regeneration as it reflects contrasting perspectives of economic, environmental
and social constituencies (1996: 16). He, however, claims: it is time consuming, may
involve a loss of control for decision-makers; and can be a potential for local conflict
(Collins, 1996). The main thrust of his argument is that: “it [participation] can be used
as a way of diffusing and diluting protest and bringing potentially disruptive
communities on side” (Collins, 1996: 17). This argument perhaps does not give
sufficient credence to the proposition that local residents may be involved for their own
self-esteem or because of other incentives, which may draw people into local
community action (see 4.4). He adds: “the fact that top down partnerships are often
backed by substantial resources for regeneration makes it very difficult for community
activists to reject a partnership proposal” (1996: 13). From a similar standpoint a senior
council employee in Sheffield argues: “nobody is going to say, ‘no, I don’t want you to
improve my home’” (Council employee 1, 1998). From this it may be inferred that
local residents may be likely to participate in the regeneration process in order to
support changes in their neighbourhood, rather than actually to implement and propose
any changes. However, Colenutt and Cutten argue: “City Challenge nor SRB are
designed to empower local communities to any significant extent but to keep
communities “on side” as far as possible” (1994: 238). Community participation, as
alluded to above, may be seen as a method of keeping communities ‘on side’ in order to

avoid urban unrest as witnessed in the urban riots at the start of the 1980s.
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A second criticism levelled at community participation relates to the increased
bureaucracy in having ‘another voice’. Despite the importance Hastings et al. attach to
community participation, they raise this concern: “by adding yet another voice, does
involving the community not increase th¢ chances of disagreement and conflict in the
regeneration process?” (1996: 24). Similarly, McArthur argues: “community
involvement in regeneration can encompass a potentially confusing diversity of
activity. It ranges from communities actively influencing and shaping policy
development, to playing a role and implementing regeneration programmes” (1995:
63). However, some local residents display concern about responsibility being handed
over to residents (see Chapter Six): “I think it’s a good idea [to involve local residents],
so the council knows what the tenants want and need, but some of them might say

something right stupid, like I want to go and live in Majorca” (Vera, 1997).

Third, Atkinson recognises that there are obstacles to effective participation. He
argues that: “genuine community participation requires a fundamental rethink of
attitudes by politicians and officials in central and local government. They need to
recognise the legitimate right of local people to participate as an equal partner in
setting the regeneration agenda” (1997: 9; Clarke and Stewart, 1992; Atkinson and
Cope, 1997). According to Routledge, “community involvement in the SRB moved
from being an optional extra to a desirable component of projects according to the
bidding guidance from 1995. Between 1994 and 1997, the proportion of SRB
partnerships involving community and voluntary groups rose from 15 per cent to 60
per cent of successful bids” (1998: 246). However, this apparent increased
involvement of the community sector, does not necessarily suggest they have been

granted more power in decision-making processes. For example, Routledge points out:
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“some community and voluntary groups have been named as partners on bids and
informed of their involvement only after the bid has succeeded” (1998: 246). Yet,
despite obstacles to community participation, Abbott observes that “when it

[participation] is practised successfully it transforms programmes” (1996: 4).

In summary there are three rationalisations for why urban regeneration initiatives have
developed community participation approaches. First, local residents are thought to
“know best” what their area needs. Second, community participation is thought to
promote inclusive regeneration and third, through participating in regeneration
projects, local residents may gain a stake and ownership in their area and provide
added value to regeneration schemes. However, against these positive reasons for
promoting community participation there are two main criticisms levelled at it. First, it
can create conflict within communities. Second, it increases the bureaucracy involved
in urban regeneration. The literature also highlights a major obstacle to effective
community participation, which is that it requires a complete change in attitudes and

working practices by politicians, officials and local residents.

4.2 EXPLORING PARTICIPATION

In practice it is likely that there may be distinct variations between how an individual
participates in the regeneration process and how groups and organisations, for instance
tenants’ associations or umbrella community groups, such as the Community Alliance
(see Chapter Three), are involved. However, individual participants tend mainly to be

members of participative groups. Lowndes et al. suggest there are two main arenas for
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local residents to also be involved in: “the particular urban regeneration initiative itself
and the longer-term process of developing new forms of governance drawing on the

benefits of networking” (1997: 342).

A further debate in the literature concerns. the factors, which may influence a person’s
ability to participate. Barlow suggests there are: “a wide range of factors, such as
socio-economic position, education, language ability, confidence and mobility” (1995:
2), which may all have an influence. In similar vein, Beresford and Croft view:
“infinite patience, a commitment to interminable meetings and a high threshold for
boredom” (1993: 16) as being essential prerequisites for those considering community
participation. In a similar context, O’Riordan deduced from his Canadian case studies
of community participation, that: “the same types of people participated. They are
members of relatively small corps of public spirited citizens who hold visions of an

ideal community and of a responsive political process” (1977: 166).

Within the literature on community participation, several models have been devised to
illustrate levels of involvement and community action. A leading typology comes from
Arnstein (1969). Amstein conceptualised how citizens may participate in the decision-
making process by using a ladder of citizen participation. In similar vein, Thomas uses

a ladder to illustrate how a community may participate in their area (Figure 4.1)
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Figure 4.1 Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of community participation
(left) and
Thomas’ (1995) ladder of community interaction (right).

8. citizen control

11. Owning and managing local
facilities.

10. Working with policy makers

7. Delegated power

9. Co-operation with other
community groups

6. Decision-making

8. Joining community groups

5. Plactation

7. Participating in Community
4. Consultation activities

6. Informal mutual aid

5. Involvement in local informal
3. Informing networks

4. Social contacts; such as the pub,
church or community centre

3. Routine contacts; such as
picking children up from school

2. Casual contacts; for example
shopping or waiting for the bus

2. Therapy

1. Mutual recognition

1. Manipulation

The ladder, as a combination of Arnstein’s and Thomas’ typologies, illustrates increasing

community control towards the higher rungs.

Burns et al. (1994) have expanded Arnstein’s ladder (Figure 4.2) to illustrate four
differing spheres of citizen power: the individual; the estate, neighbourhood
programme, or site of facility; local government and administration; and national

governance. Of relevance here is the ladder that they have developed.
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Figure 4.2 Burns et al.’s ladder of citizen participation INTERDEPENDENT
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The ladder broadly represents that developed by Arnstein, in that it illustrates the
transition between consultation and citizen control, albeit in a more comprehensive

manner.

In order to reach the top of the ladders of community participation (Arnstein, 1969;

Thomas, 1995; Burns et al., 1994) there can be a number of steps to take. To this end,
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Power (1987) suggests there are a number of principles, which need to be

acknowledged in order to promote “effective” participation. These principles are:

Adequate timescales.

Support and training, including community development.
Resident’s access to good independent advice.

Adequate information and clear communication.

Access to resources that can be controlled locally.

Real commitment from power holders.

A willingness to hand over power and to work with residents as equals.
Results. _

Opportunities for informal as well as formal participation.
Accountability and controls to prevent abuse.

The ability to remove an unrepresentative clique.

In Sheffield, there are a number of examples, which may illustrate ‘“effective”
participation. In Norfolk Park, a community chest (see Chapter Three) has been
established to provide funding up to a maximum of £500 to small groups to help them
develop. Priority Estates Project (PEP) was also employed to offer Norfolk Park
residents impartial advice about the proposed transfer of council stock to a Local
Housing Company (see Chapter Three). However, there are also examples in
Sheffield, which may be preventing what Power (1987) labels as “effective”
participation. For instance, there was a six-month delay in starting the regeneration
process because of the complications surrounding the Local Housing Company in

Norfolk Park (see Chapter Three).

In a similar manner, King et al (1998) have distinguished a dichotomy between
“authentic” and “unauthentic” participation (see table 4.1). This distinction may be
applied to explain the differences in the attitudes of women interviewed between 1997

and 1998.
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Table 4.1: Comparison of Authentic and Unauthentic Participation

Unauthentic Participation

Authentic Participation

Interaction Conflictual Collaborative

Style

Participation is | After the agenda is set and Early; before anything is set
sought decisions are made

Role of Expert technician/ manager Collaborative technician/ governor
administrator

Administrative | Technical; managerial Technical, interpersonal skills,
skills needed discourse skills, facilitation skills
Role of citizen | Unequal participant Equal partner

Citizenship None Civics, participation skills,

skills needed discourse skills

Approach Mistrust Trust

toward ‘“‘other”

Administrative | Static, invisible, closed Dynamic, visible, open

process

Citizen options | Reactive Proactive or reactive

Citizen output | Buy-in Design

Administrator | Decision Process

output

Time to Appears shorter and easier but | Appears longer and more onerous
decision often involves going back and | but usually doesn’t require redoing

“redoing” based upon citizen
reaction

because citizens have been
involved throughout; may take
less time to reach decisions than
through traditional processes

Decision is
made

By administrator/ political
and/or administrative
processes perhaps in
consultation with citizens

Emerges as a result of discourse;
equal opportunity for all to enter
the discourse and influence the
outcomes

(Source: King et al. 1998: 321)

Examining table 4.1 it can be argued that during the first two years of the SRB process

in Sheffield, participation in the regeneration process has moved from being

“unauthentic” towards being “authentic” as local residents have increased their

influence. For example there has been an apparent increase in trust between partners

as residents and officers are learning how to work with one another:

“the regeneration process has always been a bit top down in that area [NWICA]
and the locals would like it to be bottom up as well. So we have got to find a
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happy medium where it is both, and I think we are getting there because people
from local projects are coming out to explain it to the local people. So people
now are more aware and we’re getting a bigger attendance at meetings and
things are generally picking up” (NWICA community activist 1, 1998).

4.2.1 Research findings

Although these typologies of community participation generally represent a linear
progression from token to more active levels of participation, findings from Sheffield
illustrate there can be movement both backwards and forwards between levels of
involvement, as people gain and lose intefest in the regeneration process, or for other

reasons.

Initially, it is important to characterise different types and levels of participation (Figure
4.3). O’Riordan identified some people in his research as ‘hard core’ community
activists and suggests that these are the only residents who: “will survive the process of
attrition usually experienced in most participatory experiments” (1977: 166). While he
does not define the roles of these community activists, a number of' individuals in
Sheffield could be described as ‘hard core’ activists. For example many of the activists
interviewed had been active in their neighbourhoods for a number of years and had
experienced previous failures to effect changes in the area (see Chapter Three), yet were
still willing participants in the SRB process. In addition, other levels of participatioﬁ
may be recognised in Sheffield (Figure 4.3). In particular, there are some residents who
have a very informal, or no commitment to the regeneration process, but maintain an
interest in the changes. Alternatively, there are those residents who actively engage
with the regeneration process through attending meetings and talking with other

residents. The different levels of participation observed in Sheffield may be categorised

118



as none, token, active, and activist. It is significant to characterise these types of

participation because of the different levels of influence that they can bring.

Figure 4.3: Continuum of participation

Non-involvement Token Active Activist
- —
Increasing responsibility and influence -

Local residents’
participation

(Source: author’s evidence)

It may be argued that token involvement is when a resident shows interest in the area
and changes, but has no formal commitment to participate regularly. They are likely to
attend locally based meetings on an ad-hoc basis. These meetings probably consist
mainly of local residents, where decisions are not made, but discussed. Active
participants will be present at these meetings. They are regular attendees and can
generally have an influence over the participation structures for other residents, for
instance deciding the timings of meetings. Active members aim for positions of
responsibility, but few appear to commit the time and energy needed for an activist

role.

Community activists hold dominant positions such as ‘Chairs’ on committees. They

attend locally held meetings, but are also invited to meetings outside the area. For
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instance, community activists are seen by key officers as representing the
‘community’s voice at SRB board meetings. Over half of the community activists
interviewed in Sheffield view “community work” as their full time occupation and tend

to be active in a number of projects (Figure 4.4).

It has also been recognised by various commentators that there are differential levels of
participation.  Smith argues: “some forms of participation are clearly more
participative than others. They do not all permit the same level of citizen involvement
and influence” (1988: 202). In a similar manner, Smith and Jones propose:
“participation embraces many different levels of involvement ... direct involvement or
power sharing, where community representatives are full members of the decision
making body; community action, where groups put forward their own demands; and
community self-management, where groups have control of facilities or resources”
(1981: 28). A male community activist in Norfolk Park offers his perception on the
different levels of participation:
“People pick what level they want to get involved in. I suppose the levels that I
see are people who are not interested at all, they want to get out or their whole
life is just surviving to make ends meet ... The next level is people who want to
know what is happening and so newsletters ... I suppose the next level from that
is people who actually want to do something.... And so people become involved
at a low level and the next thing is I come along and ask do you want to be on
the management for project X and once you are there you are on a slippery
slope because the next thing you know is that you are the delegate to the LMB
[Local Management Board] and you are really into the treadmill of the whole
thing” (Norfolk Park community activist 1, 1998; emphasis added).
Similar to the typology presented earlier, this activist also recognises four levels of
participation, from non-participation to community delegates. What is interesting to

note is his surprise concerning how quickly (“slippery slope””) someone can become an

activist, although implying that activists have control over which residents reach this
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position. He sees himself as providing the opportunity for other residents to become
involved, which is perhaps indicative of the power relations in the community (see

Chapter Five).

Figure 4.4: Typology of participation

Characteristic! Token Active Activist

Leader ‘ v

Organiser v/

Regular attendee v v

Ad-hoc attendee

NS

Helper

Committed

NSNS

Seeks
responsibility

Full time role

NNONIS

Contact with
officials

Few or one project v v

N

Many projects

These different levels of participation relate to the typology of participation (Figure
4.4).

The circumstances of the nineteen women interviewed in 1997 and 1998 in NWICA
and Norfolk Park varied quite considerably, from a single young mother of four
children (Lisa) to older, married childless women (Dorothy). Four of the women, such
as Sharon and Emma amongst others, have pre-school aged children. However, other
women, including Barbara, Mavis and Maureen, have grown-up children. Certain
women (Margaret, Barbara, and Karen) experienced some period of full-time
employment over the twelve-months, whereas others, such as Tracy, Charlotte and Vera
remained unemployed. Some (Mavis, Maureen, Margaret, Maria, Jenny, Dorothy,

Barbara and Melanie) have partners, whereas the others are single and live alone. It is
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these, and other, differences in the women’s lives, which may account for their varying
levels of participation within the regeneration process of Sheffield. It is clear from the
research findings that amongst the nineteen women, the level and depth of participation
varies between none, token and active involvement. This information is summarised in

Figure 4.5.

In 1997, twelve women did not participate in the regeneration initiatives. The reasons
for this non-involvement are explored in chapter six. In five cases local residents
generally felt their attendance at meetings was to support decisions made by other
partnership members. As Tracy comments: “T started getting involved, but it was the
same as the tenants’ association; they didn’t take you seriously. It was a meeting about
the last meeting, it was just really boring, it was just like we were wasting our time”
(1997). A further illustration of token participation comes from Lisa, a younger
Norfolk Park resident: “I’ve been to some meetings, granted not many, but I've been to
a couple” (1997). From this it may be inferred that in 1997, she did not have a formal
or regular commitment to being involved in the regeneration process. These comments
may imply that some women only attend meetings when they feel like it, rather than at
every opportunity. They do not appear to have a formal commitment, in that they do
not hold positions, such as the Chair, on committees, which would require them to

attend all meetings, and consequently they may be described as tokenly involved.
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Figure 4.5 Women’s engagement with the regeneration process

1997 1998
NONE
Mavis Sharon Sheila (A) Janet (A)
Emma Vera Sharon Emma
Margaret Jenny Maureen (T) Tracy (T)
Dorothy Karen Helen (T) Vera
Melanie Michelle Margaret Maria
Maria Barbara Jenny Dorothy
Barbara Melanie
Michelle
(12) (15)
TOKEN
Charlotte Lisa Mavis (N) Karen (N)
Maureen Tracy
Helen
(5) 2
ACTIVE
Sheila Janet Charlotte (T) Lisa (T)
(2) )

Bold means they have moved categories

N- From Non involvement in 1997
T- From Token involvement in 1997
A- From Active involvement in 1997

Evidence from NWICA and Norfolk Park appears to suggest two residents ‘actively’

participated in their area in 1997.

Janet reveals her experience of community

participation in Netherthorpe: “we went along to see what was happening and then we

went to another one to put some ideas forward ... And I was a ‘community rep’ [laughs]

on the committee for a short while” (1997). Sheila also comments on her participation

in Netherthorpe: “If I've known of a meeting and I've been able to attend, then yes I
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have attended meetings quite happily” (1997). She suggests that she does attend
meetings when she can which implies she has more than just an “interest” in the
regeneration process. The main distinction between a token and active participant is
how likely they are to take up the opportunity to participate. An active participant will
tend to use every available chance to be involved, as Sheila implies above, whereas
other residents, such as Lisa suggest they participate when they feel like it, and not

necessarily at every possibility.

In 1998, fifteen women did not participate. Two women, Mavis and Karen, appeared to
participate in a token manner, despite the fact that they did not participate in 1997.
Charlotte and Lisa were active in the regeneration initiatives, having been involved in a
‘token’ manner in 1997. It is interesting to note here that Sheila and Janet did not
participate at all in 1998 despite being active in 1997, but this is probably because they

both moved from the Netherthorpe area.

Findings from Sheffield illustrate there can be movement between the categories of
none, token, and active involvement (see Figure 4.6). As a senior council employee
points out: “if you have been moved out and you are waiting to move back in, you are
unlikely to turn up to a monthly meeting to find out the progress” (Council employee 1,
1988). Other women who participated in 1997, but not in 1998 offer similar
explanations for their lack of involvement. Tracy explains: “when I was living in
Netherthorpe I was always bothered about the area instead of being bothered about what
I was going to do and I am more concentrating now on what I want to do with my life,
because they [regeneration officers] don’t generally listen anyway” (1998). By 1998,

Tracy had moved from a maisonette in Nethethorpe to another part of Sheffield, had
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completed her college course and begun work. She no longer had the time or

inclination to be involved in the regeneration changes, as she was no longer living in the

area. Similarly, Janet and Sheila who were both actively involved in NWICA in 1997,
moved due to the demolition of their maisonettes. Janet moved to Meersbrook and

Sheila to Batemoor (see Fig. 4.6).

Figure 4.6 Map showing re-location of interviewees 1997-1998
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Lisa who was involved in a token way in 1997 became actively involved by 1998,
which she explains was because: “I am not going through ante-natal depression
anymore [laughs]” (1998: 1). Figure 4.7 summarises how women changed their
involvement between 1997 and 1998. Figure 4.7 emphasises that there are both
movements forwards and backwards between none, token and active participation.
However, it is of interest to note that none of the women who were passive in 1997
participated in an active manner in 1998, although Mavis and Karen became involved in

a token manner. Overall nine of the nineteen women interviewed participated in some
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way (token or active) within the regeneration process, in contrast to ten women who had

no engagement over the twelve months.

Figure 4.7 Summary of change in women’s involvement

1997 1008
NONE > NONE
PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION

/‘v"
TOKEN TOKEN
ACTIVE ACTIVE

Each line represents one individual

These tindings theretore indicate that generally there 1s more of a tendency towards
non-participation rather than participation over the twelve month interview period. A
male community activist in NWICA, explains: “within the community side of SRB it
has been very hard to get tenants who are committed to get themselves involved, you
finish up with about four people and they are the ones that are elderly, unemployed,
disabled or they are in a position where they are bored, fed up and it is something for
them to do” (NWICA community activist 2, 1998). A few women, such as Charlotte
and Janet, actually fit into the categories that the community activist outlines above, of

being unemployed and bored. However, this research suggests that there are other
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factors, which may explain women’s participation or lack of it.

Low participation rates have the potential to cause problems of legitimacy in local
decision-making and frustration for Local Authority officers. For instance, one senior
council employee explains: “you always have this nagging doubt, well I do, I don’t feel
comfortable getting a decision passed where there might be two officers and three
residents” (Council employee 1, 1998: 7). Contrary to this, other commentators have
argued for fewer representatives from various sectors to improve the efficiency of
regeneration: “greater citizen participation increases inefficiency because participation
creates delays and red tape” (King et al., 1998: 319). Brownill and Darke also point
out: “it is [also] important to avoid burning out the most active” (1998: 9), particularly

if the most active are elderly.

The findings on participation appear to support previous research. Mingione describes
how: “a relatively high spatial concentration of very poor conditions of existence
together with a considerable feeling of dissatisfaction (marginalized social groups)
does not necessarily lead to collective mobilisation and organisation” (1991: 430).
Amos proposes a similar view: “local people - the ones to whom all development plans
and regeneration projects are ultimately aimed - will care little about whether projects
are development plan led or led by ‘task forces’ and ‘action plans’” (1998: 132). As
Margaret, an older NWICA resident, who was not involved in 1997 or 1998 states: “as
long as it [regeneration changes] doesn’t affect me personally, then no I don’t think so
[I’11 not get involved] because as I say when you are at work all day, you don’t really
get much time” (1998: 2). Margaret, however, lives with her husband in a flat

renovated with Estate Action funding. She does not think that the SRB money is
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going to benefit her further and therefore sees no point in participating, particularly as

she is employed and does not have much spare time.

Croft and Beresford, using their experience of community action in inner city London,
argue: “most people still just don’t want to get involved. Most ‘community initiatives’
have a very small and limited involvement that tends to be biased against poor people,
members of ethnic minorities, women, old and young people and others facing
particular discrimination” (1988: 82). This observation implies that women may find it
more difficult to participate as actively as men may. However, evidence from research
in Sheffield, tends to suggest the opposite. Charlotte, who is an older NWICA,
resident, with no childcare responsibilities, comments: “more women have got the time
to attend committees. Women that don’t work are available during the day. I would
think that more women [participate], because of their availability” (1997: 4). Charlotte
worked full time until she resigned due to ill mental health in 1996. She took up
community work as a way to meet people in her neighbourhood following a recent
separation from her partner. By 1998, she still did not work, lived alone and was
helping to run the group she became involved in and was actively searching ways for

future funding from the SRB.

4.2.2 Explaining women’s participation

The role of women in community action has received attention from commentators
researching community participation both in the First and the Third World contexts.
Dominelli argues: “without women’s work in the community, life as we know it could

not exist” (1995: 133). Stansfield also remarks that women: “form the warp and weft of
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communities, usually being the ones to take on work in community groups, and with
informal support networks with other women” (1997: 10). In addition, Christie argues:
“who are the people better placed to say what is required than the women who live in
the area?” (1997: 3). Others, including a wide feminist literature (Lister, 1998; Bondi
and Peake, 1988), offer a similar view. Emerging from this literature there appears to
be two main explanations for why women participate in community action: as a
continuation of their domestic role and because their circumstances may enable

involvement.

4.2.3 Domestic role

Lister argues that through women’s participation, private domestic issues may find their
way on to the public agenda, thereby: “bridging the public-private divide” (1998: 230).
Mavis, an older married Norfolk Park resident, with a grown-up daughter suggests: “I
mean as a single mother at home bringing up her children, where is she heard? Only by
the children, if she is not involved in anything else” (1997). The rationale for women’s
participation appears therefore to be linked to her domestic role. This parallels what
Schiibeler found in her exploration of community participation in the Third World:
“because women normally organise the household’s access to drinking water,
sanitation, and waste disposal services they are more concerned with problems of
infrastructure services than men ... As a result women will often initiate pressure for an
improvement in service access ... women also play crucial roles as producers and
managers of community affairs” (1996: 24; original emphasis).  Although, in
Sheffield, the context is different, a number of women offer similar explanations.

Sheila, a single mother of two, who was active in her neighbourhood in 1997, suggests
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that:

“Some men don’t seem to be bothered for some reason ... a lot of men think,
‘oh I will let them do it, let them do the housework’ and I think it is the same
sort of attitude. It depends on the man and obviously some men do get
involved, they are liberated, broad minded and forward thinking. They are
thinking they should get involved because it affects me so I will go, or it might
affect me so I will go. But, a lot of men seem to think that it is down to the
women to go [to community meetings]” (Sheila, 1998).

Although this comment moves away from the division of domestic duties more
towards the differences in attitudes between men and women, it still illustrates why
women are more likely than men to participate. Margaret, an older NWICA resident
who works part time and lives with her husband, makes a similar point: “I would say
that women are more involved than men because mostly men go to work come home
have their tea and then watch telly or go out. They don’t care do they what’s
happening around the environment as long as house is all right” (1998). This view is
also propounded by May: “it seems to be women’s traditional role to be active in the
community, therefore men do not engage so readily” (1997: 24). A local female
councillor explains:
“Two things: If they [men] are working, they are usually in manual jobs, which
are usually quite demanding physically, so I think they want to just relax. If
they [men] are not working, quite a lot of their time is engaged in trying to find
employment or they then seem to go completely to the opposite end of the
spectrum and tend to give up. I find the difference in men and women mostly
is that women are concentrating on the children and the welfare, but then they
want to do the two things [community work and childcare] and they perhaps
find it easier if there is childcare in place to do that” (Local councillor 3, 1998).
Brownill and Darke also recognise this relationship: “community organising can be
seen as an extension of women’s traditional concern with issues outside the world of

work, making men reluctant to become involved” (1998: 6). Certainly, it appears

common for women to view community action as their domain. For example, a leader

;
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of a Tenants Association in NWICA comments: “we are mostly women in ours”
(NWICA community activist 3, 1998). Tracy, a young single woman who has some
experience of participating in Netherthorpe, explains why women participate more often
than men: “I think it is probably more likely to be women, because they are the ones
that form a lot of single parent families and they will be the ones that will want to get
something moving” (1997). In a similar manner, Riseborough acknowledges: “women
often provide the informal support networks for neighbours and relatives, they are often
the key members of grass roots community groups” (1997: 30). Likewise, some women
regard community work as a continuation of their domestic responsibilities. Sheila
defends her reason for participating: “it’s a woman’s thing, like a woman’s thing is
looking after the children. The woman is the one who does the childcare and the child
rearing and the housework and that is her traditional role, so she is the one who goes to

these meetings” (1998).

4.2.4 Domestic circumstance

Other commentators see community action as being more suitable for women who are
around the home during the day because of its flexibility, in terms of location and
timings of meetings (Bondi and Peake 1988: 35). Several interviewees in Sheffield
also share this view. Charlotte, who does not have any children states: “probably
easier if they [women] are at home with children because they can go to meetings
during the day and they can be involved during the day if there are childcare facilities
available” (Charlotte, 1998). This comment underlines the importance an individual’s
domestic circumstance may have on participation. Another older Norfolk Park resident

comments: “It depends on whether they [women] work or stay at home. If they stay at
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home... I suppose if their housing is improved it may make cleaning a bit easier. I don’t
know what the percentage of women to men at these meetings is, I presume there are
probably more women than men because some of them might have a bit more time to

go” (Barbara, 1997).

Childcare arrangements may directly encourage or inhibit participation. Maria, an older
Norfolk Park resident with two grown-upv children, comments: “I don’t think women
are that bothered because they have the children to see to” (1997). Of the nineteen
women, interviewed in 1997, four had pre-school children, Sharon, Lisa, Emma and
Karen, and only one of these women (Karen) went out to work. However, by 1998,
Sharon and Emma, who only had one child each, had also taken up fﬁll time
employment leaving only Lisa, with four children at home. Interestingly, it was Lisa
who was becoming active in her community. In 1997, she says: “I mean like for me, I
mean if there were actually childcare and that, I'd be well away, I'd get really involved
in all that” (1997). However, she continues, in 1998: “I normally have to pay for a
sitter, but some meetings they provide a créche and that, but when they provide a créche
I ask them for a sitter instead and they usually do” (1998). This view is not typical of
other tenants. Several women highlight childcare as a barrier to their participation (see
Chapter Six). Moreover, Karen who has always worked full time began to take an
interest in her area in 1998 because her daughter was about to start school in the area,
which was about to directly reduce her direct childcare responsibilities. However,
Karen has a husband who can help with childcare arrangements, whereas the other three

women are single.

Evidence suggests there is a tendency for women to participate for their children. Lisa,

\
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a mother of four, comments: “I got involved really because we just didn’t know where
we were ... I wanted to know where we stood and basically safety for my kids” (1998).
In similar vein, Lister argues: “a mother of teenage children might join a campaign for
decent facilities on her estate out of concern for her own children” (1998: 231). And,
as mentioned earlier, women tend to care for children more than men do (Stansfield,
1997). Sheila, a mother of two, comments on how she sees why women participate
more because of their children: “sometimes women want to know what’s happening.
They seem to think more about the children, how it’s affecting the family and the
children” (Sheila, 1997). Findings from other studies illustrate similar points. Rohe
and Stegman, citing Cox (1982), highlight: “children tend to induce involvement

because their parents are concerned about the impact of neighbourhood change on

them” (1994: 158).

Not all commentators see the relationship between domestic work and community
activity as automatic. May argues that the emphasis on women’s participation becomes
a ‘triple burden’, which ironically may prevent women’s participation. They may
already be engaged in looking after the home and the children and therefore may not
have time for community work. Moreover, Riseborough explains that like men,
women’s time is finite, simply meaning they may not have time to participate (1997).
In short, while a woman’s domestic role may appear to support their participation,

involvement is also mitigated by their particular domestic circumstance.

Although many commentators suggest women are much more involved that men in
local community action, several also argue: “there is some evidence that men take the

leadership role while women do the donkey work” (May, 1997: 24). Dominelli also
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describes how there is a tendency for a division of duties to occur in community action.
She argues that this division of tasks creates different roles, which seem to replicate
those found in the home or work environment. Men tend to dominate decision-making
positions, whilst women appear: “relegated to the servicing roles like making tea and
writing minutes” (Curno et al., 1982 cited in Dominelli, 1995: 134). Dominelli uses
feminist theory and principles to explain how roles in community work appear to be
gendered. She establishes that men and women contribute different qualities to the
participation process and argues for: “a world not bound by patriarchal social relations,
but guided by non hierarchical ways of women organising with each other” (1995:
135). This issue of patriarchal forces is examined in Chapter Seven to help explain the

varying positions men and women adopt in community action.

The different roles that men and women are seen to assume within community action
may stem from their varying motivations for seeking involvement. Men are seen to
participate: “for ulterior motives related to personal prestige, promotion of their
business interests and/or direct profit, women were found to be more directly
concerned with improving the living conditions of their families” (Schiibeler, 1996:
25). Although this work is based on research from the Third World, it appears to
correspond with the nature of community involvement observed in Sheffield. Women
generally tend to participate, as they want to help change their environment for their
children’s benefit, as Karen and Sheila amongst others illustrate. Helen, a young
NWICA resident, without children, adds her view: “I think probably there would be
more women getting involved than men because women care more about what
happens. And women are like more maternal and they have got kids or they worry

about what happens to the kids, whereas men are just like ‘oh let them play out’. I am
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not saying that all men are like that, but I think it just goes without saying that women
are usually more caring than men” (1998). The rationale for women’s participation

may explain the level of participation that they can achieve.

In Sheffield, there is a tendency for women to be involved in community action at a
token level with relatively few becoming community activists. Charlotte and Lisa
actually moved from a token position in 1997 to an active position in 1998. Lisa says:
“I tell them what I want and what I don’t want basically and I let neighbours know; the
people who can’t come to meetings and that. And I let them know what I know to date
and if they’ve heard rumours I take them back to the refurbishment committee” (1998).
This comment from Lisa illustrates how she has become a community informant
through her attendance at community meetings and may be described as actively
involved. However, it appears from the research that men are still dominant as

community leaders in Sheffield.

As soon as community action becomes a force for change, in Sheffield, it appears from
the number of influential male community activists that it is the men who begin to
organise. In addition, the following observation by Vera, an older married woman in
the NWICA area, indicates who appears fo organise and control the meetings: “I think
it is the men that sit at the front and the women that sit in the audience” (Vera, 1997).
The number of male community activists who also represent the “community” interest
on the main SRB Board also illustrates this: “the main board is totally male and white,
with the exception of a representative from the BCF [Black Community Forum]” (SRB
officer 3, 1998). Chapter five examines the composition of the SRB Board and how

decisions are made.
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In summary, the rationale for women’s participation advanced by the literature is
contradictory. Their greater domestic role does appear to affect motivation for
participation, but not necessarily facilitate their ability to participate in a significant
role, if at all. However, from an analysis of the interview transcripts (see Chapter

Two) there are other factors, which also appear to influence resident’s participation.

4.3 FACTORS INFLUENCING PARTICIPATION

4.3.1 Age

There is a common perception from many women interviewed that young people are
not interested in community action. As nineteen year old Helen, using her own
experience of attending meetings highlights: “a lot of the young people aren’t
interested in being involved, but why should they because it’s not appealing, it is right
boring” (1998). However, there is evidence suggesting that some younger residents are
becoming involved. As a community activist in Norfolk Park comments: “I think the
majority of us are forty plus, there are not many young people, but it is getting younger
because we have got the radio station set up and the youth council” (Norfolk Park
community activist 3, 1998). This concurs with findings from Hastings et al.
Although they do not analyse community activists along age terms, they found:
“engaging a local community in a regeneration partnership can also, over a fairly short
period, lead to changes in the group of people who are active” (1996: 14). In Sheffield,
new younger community activists, such as Lisa appear to be replacing some of the

older residents, like Maureen, who have eventually lost interest in the area. The
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importance of younger people participating is illustrated by a community activist in
NWICA: “I am quite willing to pass over the responsibility that I have got, I want
somebody younger who has got a number of years on their backs to follow this through
because in 2002 SRB is going to finish and that is not the be all and end all and there

are other ways of funding” (NWICA community activist 2, 1998).

However, community action is still seen to be dominated by middle aged residents as
Mavis, an older Norfolk Park resident, comments: “it is mixed male and female, but
it’s the same people, it is generally the older ones, fifty upwards probably” (1997).
Over 70s were not seen to participate in the regeneration process, although may be
active in their tenants’ association or residents’ group. As a female community activist
in NWICA states: “some of the Tenants Associations we have never managed to get,
basically because most of them are quite elderly on the management committee and
they are struggling to hold the tenants’ association together” (NWICA, community

activist 4, 1998).

4.3.2 Employment status

It appears from the research undertaken in Sheffield that those residents who are in
employment do not seem to participate in the regeneration schemes, whereas those
residents that are not in paid work, but may be engaged in childcare, such is the case
for Lisa above, tend more likely to participate. Maureen, who works locally in her
mother’s shop, explains: “I think a man’s time is took up a lot because he is working,

so I think women are the ones trying to sort things out for children” (1998).
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Of the fourteen economically inactive residents in 1997, four, including Charlotte,
Janet, Mavis and Dorothy were either long term sick or retired. Table 4.2 relates socio-
economic position to involvement. In short, from the seven women who participated
in a token or active mannef in 1997, ﬁvé were not in employment. By 1998, three
(Lisa, Charlotte and Mavis) of the four women who participated were not in paid
employment. The composition of community activists consists of those who do not
work and those employed on the estate, such as in a paid position on the Community
Alliance. There appears, therefore, to be an inverse relationship between employment

and participation.

An SRB officer points out: “a lot of tenants’ associations were effectively staffed and
organised by people who had retired or been made redundant from industry...” (SRB
officer 1, 1998). The same SRB officer goes on to explain: “if you look at some of the
core activists, they are almost inevitably people on welfare benefits, who have usually
got a long term disability. Because if you have left work on ill health grounds you
have then got a lot of time on your hands. If you look at people like [names removed]
and so on, and I don’t mean this in a negative way at all, but getting involved in
community activity is what keeps them mentally alert and keeps them engaged (SRB
officer 1, 1998). This finding reflects those of Kintrea: “in 1992 of about 5000 people
in the area, [Ferguslie Park] 150 or so were involved in running community
organisations of whom 10 per cent were heavily involved. This leading group of
volunteers comprised about six people, all of whom were unemployed. Most of the
leading activists played several roles simuitaneously, and some had been involved for

many years, supplemented by a few more recent recruits” (1996: 297).
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Table 4.2: Involvement and employment in 1997 and 1998

Involvement Employment status
None/ Employed on Other
student estate employment
None @* 11 (0) 1 3) 4
Token 4) 1 (1) 0 (0) 1
Active (1) 2 (1) 0 0) 0

* 1997 figures are in brackets.
Similarly, community activists may perceive community action as a way of spending

their time if they are not in employment: “I got involved in this [SRB]. I had my
accident and so I am registered disabled so instead of sitting in here [flat] and looking
at four walls I have got involved” (NWICA community activist 2, 1998). Another
community activist justifies the participation of one of his colleagues: “ he was a lorry
driver and had an industrial accident and so is registered disabled and he is very active
and he is waiting compensation and all that and he can’t work, so I think one of his
motivations is that it actually gives him something to do” (Norfolk Park community

activist 1, 1998).

4.3.3 Locational difference

The research in Sheffield illustrates how an individual’s location within the
regeneration area may also influence participation. As Charlotte comments: “I don’t
think I will be affected because I am just on the outskirts and because I don’t go down
there [into Upperthorpé] it won’t affect me, because I don’t think there is going to be
any money spent in this area” (1997). However, Charlotte still participates in her
neighbourhood. In 1998 her participation is more active when she realises some of the

SRB money can be spent on social regeneration projects, such as the mental health

139



project where she participates. In a similar context in Norfolk Park, Emma comments:
“we are supposed to be starting to get involved when they start to do these Vic-Hallams
up to like find out whether rents will go up or anything like that and then we’ll get
involved. But, until it’s our turn then no, we’re just like I say we’ll keep ourselves to
ourselves” (1997). Not surprisingly, the closer a resident is to the core of the
regeneration changes, such as Lisa, the more likely it is that they will participate. As a
female community activist in NWICA explains: “people get involved when it affects
them personally” (NWICA community activist 5, 1998). In addition, a Tenants’
Association leader, resident for over twenty years in NWICA, describes who she sees as
participating: “people who are concerned about the area who have lived here for quite a
while get involved, more than people who have just been here a year or two, and people
who are concerned about what is going to happen to the area because they are still going
to be here when all remodelling and whatever is done” (NWICA community activist 3,
1998). This suggests that not only the location of residents in the regeneration is
significant, but also that the length of residence in the area may also be an important

factor in encouraging involvement.

4.4 RATIONALISING PARTICIPATION

It is generally recognised that participation may not simply be expected to happen and
therefore there are some incentives, which can encourage participation. Mayo found in
her research: “community participation and community management did not just arise
spontaneously” (1994: 191). In addition, Smith argues: “it would be politically naive
to conclude that all forms of participation are always beneficial to the participants, but

it would seem to be possible to ensure that participation is never purely exploitative”
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(1988: 202). Beresford and Croft add: “people’s involvement may primarily serve the
agency’s interests, not theirs. It can be used to manage people more closely, transfer
responsibility to them, or obtain their infoﬁnation” (1993: 126-127). SRB officers and
council employees may in essence benefit from local residents’ participation.
However, many residents in Sheffield also talk about the benefits that participating in

the regeneration changes may bring to them.

Mayo proposes: “people have tended to come together not just because they shared an
interest or a problem (which may have been the case for some time anyway), but
because they have recognised that there could be, or at least that there urgently needed
to be, some change” (1994: 160). In this context it could therefore be that residents in
Sheffield may be coming together partly as a result of SRB designation. As Janet
notices in Netherthorpe: “people do tend to talk more to each other now in the street
I’ve noticed. Because there is something to talk about, even if it’s, ‘I'm sick of all this

muck, I've just cleaned my windows’” (1997).

Despite there being generally low participation in Sheffield, participants tend to give
one of the following reasons for being involved:

¢ to influence general improvements

e toreceive personal benefits

Although, these two reasons for participation relate separately to the environment and
the individual, Lister (1998) recognises, individual motivations to participate, such as
increased self confidence, may result in community gain and vice-versa. O’Riordan
highlights: “personal ideology, professional advancement, political aspirations or

simply genuine public spiritedness” (1977: 166) as some incentives and motivations
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behind participation. He adds: “participation, when it is most effective, is educational,
therapeutic and consciousness-raising” (1977: 170 - 171). These two reasons are

discussed next.

4.4.1 General improvements

Many of the women interviewed are aware of the inconvenience of living with the
physical changes associated with regeneration. They believe they are supposed to be
the main beneficiaries from the regeneration projects and for some this provides an
incentive to participate or, at least, find out what happens. Emma, a younger Norfolk
Park resident explains why she thinks local people should be involved, although she
does not participate herself:
“I suppose it is a good idea because the local tenants are the people that’s got to
live in these houses day in day out. I mean it’s like a complete stranger walking
in and saying well this house is going be this colour and carpets are going to be
that colour, and you say ‘well hang on a minute I don’t like it’.... I live in this
house day in day out so I've got a right, I pay the rent, I pay the council tax, I've
got a right to know what’s goin’ on” (1997).
The comment above highlights that people from out of the area, generally SRB officers
and council employees, may not be fully aware of local or individual’s priorities.
Tracy, another younger resident in the NWICA area is encouraged to participate, as she
states: “it’s not fair that they bring people from out of the area and get paid for doing
stuff that people in this area can...” (1997). In some cases, the belief local residents

‘know best’ provides enough encouragement for some residents, such as Tracy, to

participate.

Other participants offer similar reasons for their participation, in terms of promoting
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environmental improvements. As a male community activist in NWICA comments:
“well I have always turned around and said in about three years time when SRB
is finished and I can look out of this window and all those maisonettes have
been modernised and people could turn round to me and say it’s a lot better
living in my house now than it was and I can see that the Ponderosa [open
green] looks nice and I can read about people getting jobs after training, that is
my brownie points and that is when I will be able to turn around and say, ‘ I did
that, I was involved in that and I ensured that the money was spent in the way it
should be, to benefit these people’s homes and the standard of living’”
(NWICA community activist 2, 1998)
Another justification for why residents and activists participate relates to the
assumption that they may be able to influence developments through their
involvement, as alluded to in the above quotation. Sheila presents the reason she was
involved when she lived in Netherthorpe: “you can’t grumble about something
happening, if you’ve not tried to prevent it and you can’t grumble about something not
happening if you’ve not attempted to get it to happen, which is what you get with some
people; they grumble about things but they don’t do anything about it. They have not
tried to stop it or get it going” (1998). These findings parallel what Desai found in his
research on community participation: “community workers work hard, sacrificing their

time, energy and money for a public cause. In return, they have the power to make

decisions” (1996: 233).

However, it appears that the ability to exert an influence on decisions may be reserved
only for community activists. For example, Maureen, an older resident, who
irregularly attends community meetings in Norfolk Park explains:

“if you don’t bother then you can’t say can you? Y’know what I mean? If you
don’t go to these meetings and you don’t have your say then you can’t argue
about it because you’ve just not bothered have you? You’ve left it just to
council, so if you don’t have your say then you can’t do anything about it.
That’s why I think you’ve got to, if you feel that way you do have to say
something even if they don’t take notice of you y’know?” (1997).
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Whilst pointing to the influence participation may bring, she also implies from her own
experience that the opinions of residents, may not be taken into account. However,
Michelle, who does not have much direct experience of the situation because she does
not participate reflects optimistically that: “ultimately if it is going to affect their
everyday life then they have got every right to be informed and involved and I think
their opinions should count to a final decision somewhere along the way” (1998).
Although Michelle thinks opinions ‘“should” count, she does not suggest how they
necessarily will or will not. This issue of influencing the decision-making process is

explored in more depth in chapter five.

4.4.2 Personal benefits

In Sheffield, those that participated pointed to a number of benefits they received from

participating in their local area. However, these benefits do not appear to flow freely to

all residents. Whilst, a male community activist in NWICA outlines the benefits he

receives from participating, he also recognises that not all participants receive them:
“I keep getting sent off on conferences, I got back jet lagged from America and
I was immediately sent to Brussels to try and sort the European funding out for
the community. There are four Community Alliance reps and at the moment we
get sent on everything and we go back to the Community Alliance each time
and say that anyone else is quite welcome to go, they are quite capable”
(NWICA community activist 1, 1998).

Certain local residents may not only forego these limited opportunities for foreign

visits, but many women, especially single parents, such as Lisa or Sheila, would, in any

case, be unlikely to take up these opportunities. Ward (1986) explains: “for women

there is [also] the acute problem of childcare. Not every child wants to go to a créche
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for a week. If they do, the parent, usually the mother, has to finance getting the child
there, feeding and entertaining him or her for the rest of the time outside the conference

hours” (1986: 37).

Mayo et al. propose monetary incentives and benefits, such as tax relief, or offering
supplementary payments or service vouchers to unwaged helpers to encourage local
residents to be involved in community action (undated: 20). However, some women in
Sheffield, such as Sheila, show no interest in being paid for community work: “the
money doesn’t interest me. I enjoy what I've done. I have enjoyed the involvement of
it and trying to help people. So, to me it is not an incentive, it might be to some, but, it
isn’t to me” (1997). However, a few residents, including Janet and Lisa, recognise
financial compensation may encourage participation, as Charlotte comments: “I mean
even if it’s just the £15 a week that you’ré allowed to earn whilst on benefit, then of
course it would be a great incentive, no question” (1997). This issue of incentives is
explored further in Chapter Seven. Other women suggest that payment for community
work would be a greater incentive for men. Lisa thinks: “most women don’t expect to
be paid for stuff and men do, don’t they? Most men tend to think, ‘oh, I'm not doing
that unless I get paid” (1997). Other incentives may, however, encourage women to

participate.

Although, Charlotte comments that there could be a financial incentive to encourage
participation, she also sees attending community meetings as a social occasion.
Charlotte, who lives alone, explains why she is involved in Upperthorpe: “I used to
work full-time, and I didn’t know anybody. And then I haven’t worked for eighteen

months and now I’ve got into working with the community I know quite a lot of
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people” (1997). Likewise, Janet, who also lives alone, explains why certain people,
like herself go to the community meetings that she has attended: “some of them
[participants] are widowed and they have got time on their hands and they want to be
involved in something and to them it is like a social occasion” (1997). Similarly, a
female community activist in NWICA states: “it is something I do all the time, it
stimulates me I think. I was free because I was ill for a long period of time otherwise I
probably would have been working but I had time on my hands” (NWICA community
activist 5, 1998). From a similar standpoint, Rabrenovic (1995) argues that women can
also through their children be involved in activities in their areas, which may
encourage further participation in the neighbourhood. Some women share this view,
for instance Lisa explains why she participates: “it [community action] stimulates your
mind, you learn a lot about people and you need to know about people. You need to

live in the real world and not be isolated and find out what it’s like” (1997).

In a study of North Tyneside, Gallant finds: “as individuals, and as a group, their
confidence has grown and all have learned new skills. Each area of work has been the
responsibility of a different member of the group and all have had to be actively
involved” (1992: 44). Several women, such as Lisa, realise how participation may
provide expertise, along with other benefits. Michelle, who does not participate offers
her opinion on what she sees as driving others to participate:

“I think they [participants] probably get a sense of well-being or doing
something positive. And it probably makes them feel good, especially if their
ideas are actually put into action and used down the line. Their ideas progress
and they become reality and that probably stirs them on to do a lot more. I
imagine... people do it for all sorts of reasons. It might help in the kind of job
that you want to go for perhaps and if you have got a list of things that you have
done, it is all experience isn’t it? It could help you boost your confidence, it
could help people just to meet people in the community as a social thing as
well” (1998).
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This view of community work as ‘training’ for the job market is held by a number of
women. Participation, in this sense, also appears to be an important incentive in
promoting social regeneration. As a community activist explains:
“it’s all about invigorating the community and getting people more involved in
the process and also trying to give them the confidence and building skills so
they can get a job. If people get involved in voluntary work then they build up
their CV and hopefully as they get more akin to doing voluntary type work,
then they can use some of the skills they have learnt to do other courses, or find
a job or whatever” (NWICA community activist 1, 1998).
Lister argues: “collective action can boost individual and collective self-confidence, as
individuals and groups come to see themselves as political actors and effective
citizens. This is particularly true for women for whom involvement in community
organisations can be more personally fruitful than engagement in formal politics which
is often more alienating than empowering” (1998: 232). From the research in
Sheffield, it appears some women are participating to try and increase their self-
confidence and general well being. As Sheila states: “you get respect, you get taken
notice of and you get listened to” (1998). Lisa reveals her incentive for participation:

“there’s a lot of self satisfaction and stuff like that and then one thing leads to another,

and then it gives you more confidence to go out and do other things” (1997).

Alternatively, there is the suggestion that some people are only becoming involved to
try and inflate their self-confidence. Charlotte has noticed from her experience of
community participation that: “you do have to be careful because there are a lot of
committee junkies around that join every committee, and they do it for their own self
esteem. But if you are doing it for the right reasons then it makes you feel good to be

part of a new group” (1998). Several residents admit to participating largely for
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personal reasons. A male community activist in Norfolk Park confesses: “I would
probably maintain that there is some sort of self interest, but quite what my motives are
I don’t know. I think there must be some hidden power trip or some inadequacy or
something that I don’t know, I actually don’t know what my motives are” (Norfolk

Park community activist, 1997).

Although some residents recognise that incentives and benefits may be received from
community participation, others are less convinced. An older resident who has
attended a few meetings in Norfolk Park as a result of being told her maisonette is due
to be demolished provided the following answer to the question:

“ZA: What do you think you would get out of going to meetings?

Mavis: nothing, people here have gone to the meetings and it has made no difference,
because we still have got to be rehoused” (1998).

This is reflected in other work on community participation. As Hayton points out:
“most residents are quite happy as long as a service or jobs are provided and see little
need to become involved in policy issues which may appear to have little relevance to
them” (1995: 174). Moreover, Kintrea recognises: “involving the community is time
consuming” (1996: 304). In similar vein, a community activist comments on his
experience of community participation:

“ZA: What do you personally get out of being involved?

Community Activist: hard work, a lot of frustration...on the whole I would say from
my point of view it has been especially irritating and hard work, rather than a joyful

thing”
(Norfolk Park community activist 4, 1998).
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Conclusions

In summary, four brief conclusions may be drawn from this chapter. First, in
Sheffield, some women do tend to participate in the regeneration schemes. However,
only a small proportion of the women interviewed (four from nineteen) participate in
an active manner. In comparing these different levels with those observed by other
commentators, it could be suggested, from the residents’ point of view of those
interviewed for this research, that some of the residents participate at levels 4-6 on
Arnstein’s (1969) ladder. However, key actors interviewed give the impression that
participation in Sheffield is moving towards the top of the ladder presented by Thomas

(1995), or by rung seven in Burns et al.’s (1994) ladder.

Second, different ‘types’ of participation, token, active and activist may be observed,
which appear to describe and explain the role men and women adopt in community
work. Third, the incentives and motivations bringing about participation can also help
in explaining the position women have in community action (see Chapter Five).
Fourth, the research conducted during 1997-1998 in the two SRB areas in Sheffield,
affirms some of the determinants influencing participation, which have been outlined
by other commentators (e.g. Barlow, 1995; Bersford and Croft, 1993). It also suggests,
amongst others, that age, loyalty to estate, spatial, and temporal factors, may also

influence participation.

The next chapter goes on to consider the concept of empowerment. Schiibeler, argues:

“the issue of empowerment is of central importance to participation ” (1996: 33).
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Endnotes to Chapter Four

! 1t is likely that these characteristics are valued differently. However, they illustrate in
general terms, the differences between token and active participants and community
activists.
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Empowerment

In the previous chapter, the participation of women within the regeneration process was
examined. This chapter explores the degree to which local residents are being
empowered through having an influence in decision-making within two of Sheffield’s

SRB schemes.

Part one of this chapter defines community empowerment and illustrates how the SRB
is attempting to achieve this. Part two conceptualises empowerment. The third part
considers the relation of local residents to the regeneration process in terms of the
different roles, which may be observed. The difficulties of promoting empowerment are

discussed in part four.

5.1 COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT: TOWARDS A DEFINITION

Stewart and Taylor identify four dimensions to empowerment:

“the process of empowerment (how?)

the extent or degree of empowerment (how much?)

the focus of empowerment (where?)

the ownership of empowerment (who?)” (1995: 13; original emphasis)

Stewart and Taylor argue that community empowerment developed from the mutual aid

traditions of the last century, which formed building societies, housing co-operatives
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and workers’ movements (1995: 3). Other commentators recognise the novelty, and
liberal use of the term, empowerment, whilst also acknowledging its lack of definition

and meaning (Barr, 1995: 122 -123; Karl, 1995: 14; Atkinson, 1999: 59).

Emerging from the limited literature on empowerment, three main views have been
proposed. Some observers see empowerment as a concept relating to participation
(Abbott, 1996). Others suggest that empowerment is a continual process (Karl, 1995;
Andersen and Larsen, 1998), associated with a steady acquisition of decision-making
powers (Atkinson, 1999). A further literature sees empowerment as a potential outcome

of urban regeneration policy, such as the SRB (Nevin and Shiner, 1995).

5.1.1 Empowerment and participation

Abbot defines empowerment as “the only possible form of participation” (1996: 40).
He suggests that, in the 1970s, empowerment emerged as an objective to community
participation designed to encourage meaningful change in society. He argues; it was
driven by world bodies, such as the ILO, UNICEF, UNCHS, and UNRISD (Abbott,
1996: 20). Another proponent of empowerment, Schubeler, makes a similar association
between empowerment and participation: “the issue of empowerment is of central
importance to participation ... managers may consider empowerment to be the main
purpose of participation” (1996: 33). The main thrust of this debate is that
empowerment may occur through increasing participation. Abbott further argues:
“conventional theory situates empowerment at the end of a continuum of increasing
community involvement” (1995: 163). It may therefore be posited that some of those

residents who participate in SRB projects (see Chapter Four) may become empowered

152

| —_




by the regeneration process. As an SRB officer comments: “I think in the SRB, the
assumption is that ‘partnership’ is the best way to develop, and the various partners
[SRB Board members] need to have equal abilities to make decisions” (SRB officer 4,
1998). However, this does not always seem to happen in Sheffield, particularly at the
start of the regeneration process. As observed by an SRB officer: “we started off with a
process that was officer led and we are now at a process that I think is fairly evenly split
between officer and community, and it is now going towards the community” (SRB

officer 4, 1998).

5.1.2 Empowerment and decision-making

A second perspective suggests empowerment is a process revolving around increased
decision-making powers. For instance, Andersen and Larsen, studying the feminisation
of poverty in Danish society, claim empowerment is brought about by: “processes
through which people attain greater control over and come to participate in the decisions
affecting their lives and the circumstances which influence their fate” (Andersen and
Larsen, 1998: 243). Some interviewees involved in this study view empowerment in a
similar way. As a local male councillor comments: “empowerment is about giving them
the resource and allowing them to do it, but clearly monitoring that resource because it
is public money” (Local councillor 2, 1998). From this comment it may be inferred that
officials within the regeneration process are managing the empowerment of local
residents. In a similar manner King et al. see empowerment as being brought about
through someone else: “designing processes where citizens know that their participation
has the potential to have an impact, where a representative range of citizens are

included, and where there are visible outcomes” (1998: 323). However, King et al., do
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not recognise that there are possible limits to empowerment.

Other justifications for why empowerment may be seen as related to the decision-
making process have been debated. Karl argues: “empowerment is a process and is not,
therefore, something that can be given to people. The process of empowerment is both
individual and collective, since it is through involvement in groups that people most
often begin to develop their awareness and the ability to organise to take action and
bring about change” (Karl, 1995: 14). She goes on to outline a number of interrelated
stages of the ‘empowerment process’ of which some stages relate to much more than
simply increased decision-making:

e “awareness building about women’s situation, discrimination and rights and
opportunities as a step towards gender equality. Collective awareness building
provides a sense of group identity and the power of working as a group.

e Capacity building and skills development, especially the ability to plan, make
decisions, organise, manage and carry out activities, to deal with people and
institutions in the world around them.

e Participation and greater control and decision-making power in the home,

community and society.
e Action to bring about greater equality between men and women” (Karl, 1995: 14).

The emphasis on the notion of empowerment as a process is on its apparent relationship
with the articulation of power, which increasing participation may bring. As residents
become more involved in their local area and its regeneration, it is possible they will
assume more of a decision-making role, and perhaps become empowered (see Chapter
Four on token and active involvement). Atkinson suggests: “empowerment has largely
been defined in terms which reflect the ‘power’ of individual consumers in a market
place” (1999: 63). Schiibeler also suggests that empowerment concerns: “the expansion

of power and not only its redistribution. As a constituent function of social systems, the
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exercise of power (in the sense of govémance) depends on communication, shared
values, and organisation ... participation may expand power by enhancing the
integration, productiveness, and problem solving capacity of a society” (1996: 34). This
point relates to whether power is a zero-sum concept (see Chapter One, endnotes).
However, an SRB officer defines empowerment as: “having a say in what is happening
in their areas and also management of some of their facilities, such as the heritage park”
(SRB officer 2, 1998). It is interesting to note here that the emphasis is on “some”
facilities, rather than all community facilities, which again suggests officials do, in part,
“control” the regeneration process, which appears to place community empowerment

within limits.

However, viewing empowerment as a process with increased decision-making abilities
may ignore those residents who do not see themselves as part of the regeneration
changes and may be empowered by deciding not to participate. Stewart and Taylor

identify groups in society with no access to power that they define as disempowered.

They claim this results from:

“Isolation - reinforced through the personal internalisation of ‘failure’ and by

negative images and stereotypes from outside.

e Dependency - on services and income planned, provided and managed by others,
who themselves may be demoralised and controlled by distant bureaucracies.

e Marginalisation within schemes to regenerate or rehabilitate the area. Power flows
around and over the community not through it.

e Exclusion - from the basic rights and access to income, housing, employment, and

services, an exclusion that is often enshrined in political inaction and administrative

practice” (Stewart and Taylor, 1995: 64).

Other observers argue that empowerment may represent: “the organised efforts of dis-

?

empowered groups to increase control over resources and regulative institutions’

(UNRISD, 1979: 8). As a result, commentators who share this view of empowerment,

155

|




define it as: “the organised efforts to increase control over resources and regulative
institutions in given social situations, on the part of groups and movements hitherto

excluded from such control” (UNRISD, cited in Abbott, 1996: 20)

A second criticism levelled at this idea of empowerment as a process is that achieving
empowerment within urban regeneration may not necessarily, but in most cases
probably does, require residents to participate. This Sheffield based research highlights
how empowerment has been perceived as different from simply increasing the
participation of residents in regeneration schemes. An SRB officer comments: “the first
part of community empowerment is for them [local residents] to understand the process.
Knowledge is part of empowerment and then they have got to have the skills to
understand things like appraisals, systems, finance and so training is going on as well.
And ultimately it is the ability of the community to collectively decide their priorities”

(SRB officer 4, 1998).

5.1.3 Empowerment within regeneration

A third perspective on empowerment is that it is a potential outcome from regeneration
policy, such as the SRB. Recent debates in the urban regeneration literature concern
the significance of empowerment in promoting social and sustainable regeneration
(Colenutt and Cutten, 1994; Nevin and Shiner, 1995ab). Some commentators argue
here that empowerment is not new within regeneration. Stewart and Taylor date the first
developments of empowerment within urban regeneration to the Urban Programme and
the Community Development Projects of the 1960s and 1970s (1995: 4; see Thomas,

1995: 3). They suggest the oil crisis of 1973 prompted the end to economic prosperity,
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which had provided the backdrop to the community development initiatives advanced in
the previous decade (1995: 5). However, the notion of empowerment has increased in
prominence within regeneration initiatives and remains as a central theme, despite its
apparent lack of definition (Stewart and Taylor, 1995: 7; Colenutt and Cutten 1994: 237,

Bumns et al., 1994: 154).

One of the key formative impulses in the embedding of “empowerment” within the
regeneration debate was the City Challenge initiative of 1991 (see Chapter One). Nevin
and Shiner, two proponents of community empowerment, argue that through an
empowered community a sustainable and more long-term regeneration strategy may be
achieved. They base this argument on the premise that if people become involved
through participating in their area, they are more likely to become committed to it, and
in turn want to stay, within it (1995b: 309). Likewise, Mayo argues that: “if
communities are to be involved in partnerships for urban renewal which are genuinely
empowering, rather than disempowering, governments need to set this in the context of
longer-term strategies for community development” (1997: 23). This suggests
empowerment may not simply happen: rather conditions for empowerment have to be

established.

In 1994, the SRB progressed the concept of community empowerment further by
attempting to utilise empowered communities to regenerate their areas (DETR, 1997a).
SRB partnerships potentially encourage more actors, including local residents, to take
part in the regeneration process and in decision-making (see Chapter One). Brownill
and Darke recognise: “each partner brings to the table different assumptions about other

partners and different styles of power” (1998: 16). Furthermore, Mayo argues:
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“partnerships can be empowering, but they can also be disempowering for communities

and for the professionals who work with them” (1997: 3; original emphasis).

As a CLES report points out, empowerment is: “used by different actors - often
politicians - in a variety of contexts, and thereby risks being meaningless” (1992: 3). As
a result of this lack of clarity, different actors in the regeneration process may expect
different outcomes from empowerment initiatives. Hence, local residents or key
decision-makers may experience disappointment with the outcomes of programmes
designed to boost or enhance empowennént (Barr, 1995; DoE, 1995a: 80). However,
empowerment remains as one of the desired outcomes of the SRB, for reasons explored

below.

Commentators examining empowerment within regeneration have proposed three
reasons as to why it has assumed significance within the SRB. First, the DETR
contends that: “local people or particular interest groups may generate ideas for tackling
a particular problem, that would not have been thought of otherwise” (DoE, 1995a: 22,
also DETR, 1997a). Several local residents make similar observations. Charlotte
comments: “well, because it’s your community, you should have a say in what happens.
I mean you might rent a house, but while ever you are paying the rent that’s your house.
Without a doubt, you should have a say in what happens to it, and it would be an ideal
situation that, in the ultimate meetings where it’s decided how money’s spent, that a
representative from the community committee could be there” (1997). Second, Lund et
al. suggest empowerment is important to be achieved through urban regeneration as: “in
principle, City challenge and SRB offer hope for local communities that regeneration

plans for their area can be part owned by local people” (1996: 221). A third reason to
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support the development of community empowerment and participation is proposed by
Croft and Beresford who argue that people participate in their neighbourhood in order to
exert an influence and to be able to make changes. They continue by suggesting some
of the features that are associated with this desire are:

“-influencing decisions and outcomes

-changing the distribution of power

-ensuring equal access to marginalised and oppressed groups and constituencies
-providing for broadbased involvement, moving beyond the creation of new
leaderships.

That is why terms like ‘having a say’ and ‘empowerment’ have become synonymous
with involvement in people’s minds” (1992: 37). The main thrust of Croft and

Beresford’s argument is that residents will desire empowerment so they can influence

and implement changes in their own lives.
5.1.4 The SRB: a top-down or bottom-up approach?

A further debate in the literature on empowerment and regeneration revolves around the
degree to which the SRB presents a top down or a bottom up approach to regeneration.
Urban policies, of the 1980s, are commonly recognised for being toﬁ down, with key
officers making decisions and deciding priorities (e.g. Turok, 1992; Brownill, 1997).
However, City Challenge and the SRB are ostensibly designed to offer a more

community-led approach to regeneration.

Bottom-up approaches tackle regeneration from the community base and they may be
more beneficial to the community as they potentially offer an opportunity through which

to identify needs and problems (Lund et al., 1996: 226). However, bottom-up
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approaches do raise the question of who in the local community identifies with, and who
represents, the needs of others. This research in Sheffield illustrates the difficulty of the
SRB being regarded as fully bottom-up in its approach. Most key actors recognise that
there are always some decisions, which require top-down approval. As a male SRB
officer suggests:
“so, the important thing is to identify those things that really have to be top-
down, like you have got to have strategic partners engaged to sort out common
things across the board and be committed to working at a local level, in terms of
directing resources and then have as vibrant as possible organisations at a local
level, as much as people want to, in terms of taking responsibility for prioritising
and identifying how things should go in the future and delivering projects that
they want to deliver and the trick is how much central power there is and how
much delegated responsibility there is” (SRB officer 1, 1998).
This perspective suggests regeneration may require a balance between top-down,
decisions made by key officers, and bottom-up, decisions made by the community (City
2020, 1994; Barr, 1995: 129). This parallels Barr’s observation that: “... there is a
legitimate role for both the “top-down” process of policy development and the “bottom-
up” process of community organisation and response. However, it is contended that
only a “bottom-up” empowered community can satisfactorily enter partnership with
“top-down” initiatives. “Top-down” approaches should seek to create the conditions for
disadvantaged people to influence those things that matter to them as well as engaging
them in a debate about wider issues” (1995: 129).
Some commentators have criticised the assumption that empowerment can emerge
through the regeneration process. One argument is that business and central government
interests empower communities only to further their own interests. Barr argues:
“professionals and politicians need honestly to appraise their attitudes and consider

whether in their strategies for empowerment they only accede to notions of partnership

because this approach secures their own power” (1995: 128). Other observers suggest
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the partnership approach may exclude the interests of certain groups, such as women
(Riseborough, 1997) (see Chapter Six). It is reasonable to suggest that those residents
who do not make it to the partnership Board level or equivalent may be disempowered
(Stewart and Taylor, 1995). Some interviewees also recognise ways in which the
partnership approach may be ignoring their interests. As Sheila experienced when
having to move from her maisonette in Nethethorpe: “they [councillors] don’t seem

interested, they don’t seem to care” (1997).

Further criticisms of regeneration programmes attempting to achieve community
empowerment are outlined by Brownill and Darke. They argue that the partnership
approach, embedded within SRB, may actually disempower local residents because of
the: “speed of operation: tight bidding timetables and short-life agencies means that
speed is often the essence ... Output driven: partnerships are concerned about meeting
the targets that have been set in terms of output and performance ... The ‘can-do’
culture: the need for speed and to meet targets can often promote a culture within
organisations of being focused and getting on with the job ... Different cultures:
partnerships bring together partners with a range of different cultures” (1998: 16;
original emphasis). Many of these issues are relevant to this research. For example, a
community activist from the Norfolk Park area explains the reasoning behind
renouncing his involvement: “the community has got a lot of information to come to
terms with and little direction as to how to make decisions. This is my big worry, when
I was chair of the Local Management Board, I didn’t know what the implications of the
decisions were likely to be, and I didn’t know the consequences ... it is very
demoralising and you feel you are letting everyone down because you don’t really know

why you are making the decisions” (Norfolk Park community activist 4, 1998).

;
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Although the partnership approach has been perceived as a way to empower local
residents (Nevin and Shiner, 1995a), it may not actually be empowering residents in two
of Sheffield’s SRB schemes. As Tracy comments: “I just think they’ve got it
[Community Alliance] there, so they can say, ‘we’ve got the tenants’. But really they
have already got the ideas in their heads and they don’t try to persuade you to think of

your own ideas, they try to persuade you to like their ideas” (1997)
5.2 CONCEPTUALISING EMPOWERMENT

From the research findings it can be argued that there is differential engagement and
empowerment with the regeneration schemes between residents in Sﬁefﬁeld (Figure
5.1). This complements Stewart and Taylor’s findings: “residents can be given (or take)
varying degrees of power - as expressed in ladders or scales of participation, such as

those initially developed by Arnstein (1969)” (1995: 14).

Figure 5.1 illustrates and describes the situation of residents, in terms of their
empowerment in the SRB within the city. By any definition, most residents, in
particular women, do not appear to be empowered and, as a result, are at the base of the
triangle. This cluster of residents is generally not involved in either the regeneration

process, or participates in a non-decision making capacity (see Chapters Four and Six).
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Figure 5.1: The empowerment triangle (based on interview data)
“the higher up the hierarchy you go, there are more men” (Norfolk Park Community

Activist 1, 1998: 8)

Increased
empowerment .
and resli)onsibili ty Increasing number of
for making EMPOWERMENT Ecag residents towards
decisions towards e base
the point Officials empowered

to make decisions

Community activists empowered
to influence
or make decisions

local residents support or make
‘part’ decisions

local residents are not involved or empowered

NO EMPOWERMENT

(Author’s evidence)

Smith discovered similar findings: “as participation is about power and the control of
power is surrounded by mystification, obviously most participation that the local

authority offers of its own volition is tokenism on Amnstein’s ladder” (1981: 17) (see

Chapter Four).

The next step up the triangle represents those residents involved in either a ‘token’ or
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‘active’ manner (see Chapter Four). These residents make ‘semi-decisions’, in that they
support or oppose decisions taken. Towards the apex of the model, empowerment is
seen to increase and numbers of women (and people generally) tend to decrease. Barr
argues: “as communities obtain more influence or control over the definition of their
needs and more influence or control over the response to them, so it is assumed that they
are increasingly empowered” (1995: 123). Consequently, participants towards the top
have increasing responsibility and are seen to be empowered within the local setting.
This group of residents is generally community activists, in particular those (men) who
sit on the SRB Board. Key actors tend also to be male, who are generally seen as
empowered. This is explained by a female SRB officer: “my own feeling is that the
people in positions of power in this city are male” (SRB officer 3, 1998). The triangle
describes different levels of empowerment, which are now analysed in the following

sections.

5.3 EMPOWERMENT IN TWO OF SHEFFIELD’S SRB SCHEMES

The SRB introduced a new decision-making process in Sheffield: “SRB forced
corporate working” (Council employee 1, 1998), which appears to be empowering local
residents and community activists, in terms of providing them opportunities to
participate at a variety of levels. However, revised working practices may also be
disempowering by imposing bureaucratic procedures and restrictions on their activities
(see Chapter Six). A female SRB officer remarks on how the SRB may be seen as:
“systems and processes that tend to disempower them [residents and officials], it
empowers them at one level and disempowers them at another level” (SRB officer 3,

1998). On the one hand, the SRB may be seen to be overloading local residents with
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information and responsibility, but on the other hand it does not seem to allow them to
make decisions. As a male community activist in NWICA remarks: “we submitted
requests for projects and they were getting sent back to us saying they don’t fulfil
criteria, but they weren’t telling us where they weren’t fulfilling” (NWICA community
activist 2, 1998). In similar vein, Brownill and Darke point out: “for regeneration
professionals to accept the validity of local agendas may be empowering for local
people, but can be experienced as disempowering for project workers. They are no
longer in control of the process and must live with a high degree of uncertainty” (1998:
8). In the light of this short critique concerning the ability of the SRB to promote
empowerment in Shcffigld, it is reasonable to infer that there are both difficulties in

achieving, and indeed in recognising, empowerment.

5.3.1 Recognising and achieving empowerment

Baistow raises the question: “how do you know if you are being, or have been,
empowered?” (1994: 42). Some commentators, such as Brownill and Darke recognise
that there may be different routes to regeneration and propose: “for others, paid work
may not be what is needed and economic empowerment through increasing incomes in
other ways such as credit unions and energy efficient homes may be more appropriate”
(1998: 6). However, Colenutt and Cutten point out that: “to simply assert that by
following the principles of x, y and z will lead to empowerment within all communities
would be a complete fallacy: each community will reach a different level of
empowerment over time, as a direct result of very distinctive approaches which reflect

the unique nature and dynamics that govern that particular community” (1994: 247). In
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a similar manner, Barr notes: “it is necessary to recognise that, ultimately, agencies can
only create the conditions in which people can empower themselves and cannot do it for

them” (1995: 130).

Debates in the literature recognise difficulties in achieving empowerment. Barr points
out: “the multiple character of the disadvantages experienced by many of the interest
groups on who empowerment might be focused should also be recognised in any
analysis of the nature and implications of poverty...Empowerment needs to address them
all and the interaction between them” (1995: 125). In this context the empowerment of
local residents in a regeneration area may be a difficult aim to achieve as some residents,
in particular women, may already be marginalised from political, social or economic
arenas (see Chapter Six). However, the literature suggests there are three main ways of
empowering the community: increasing confidence, capacity building, and encouraging

community ownership. Each is discussed below.

5.3.2 Confidence building

Stewart and Taylor have suggested: “the first step in empowerment, [therefore], is to
build the confidence of the people who live on the estate, to realise the assets that
already exist there but which are undervalued, and to energise the networks (and
potential circuits of power) that are latent within the estate” (1995: 65; Taylor, 1995).
An SRB officer in Sheffield also relates increasing confidence with increased
empowerment: “as their confidence grows and their ability grows they will have a
greater and greater say in the whole process” (SRB officer 4, 1998). In addition,

Robinson and Shaw acknowledge: “empowerment has to be seen as a long-term process
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initially concerned with building confidence in communities which are unused to being

informed, let alone asked to draw up alternative plans” (1991: 71).

Other commentators have distinguished between self-confidence and self-empowerment
issues. Brownill and Darke suggest: “this [confidence building] may be more effective
if individuals can initially work with others similar to themselves. However, unless the
gains in confidence can be sustained in wider settings their value will be limited” (1998:
10). Increasing the confidence of local residents to influence decisions may be
important in promoting empowerment, however, capacity building and community

ownership are also seen as significant in helping to promote empowerment.

5.3.3 Capacity building

The DETR recognise:

“In contrast to community representatives, other partners are likely to have
greater back-up resources than the community. If the community is to make a
full and equal contribution to the strategic management of the partnership and its
programmes, then the partnership will need to ensure that its procedures assist
community representatives to undertake their role effectively. This may include
providing specific support to build the capacity of the community, through, for
example, training for representatives; providing support workers to help
community groups to develop skills; or access to administrative resources, such
as office equipment” (Annex E, 1998a, para.3).

Norman illustrates the second main way of achieving community empowerment: “an
important goal of community development is capacity building, without which
empowerment is impossible” (1993: 193). The importance of capacity building is also
highlighted by a local female councillor: “well, to support the emerging community

groups so they can engage with the council, the TEC, or whoever on equal terms you
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need to build their capacity. Otherwise they are coming in as the poor relation” (Local
councillor 1, 1998). As this comment implies, capacity building can be seen as
significant in terms of ensuring a more even playing field within the regeneration game
and is seen to be about recognising and accepting diversity between different partners of

the regeneration process (CURS, 1997 cited in Brownill and Darke, 1998: 25; opcit.: 7).

Capacity building, promoted through establishing an even playing field, may be:
“assisted by the deployment of community development staff within a team setting
(where they are supported and managed by community development staff rather than by
staff from other professions), in which they also have access to the central policy
making areas of the Council” (Booth, 1997: 158). This assertion underlines the
importance of providing professional support for community development and
empowerment. In addition, Norman recognises from his research on a United
Neighbourhood Council in Southern California that: “because empowerment cannot be
given or donated, an environment must be created in which people learn to develop and
use effective self-help techniques. Simply stated, this means that the pace of
development must be dictated by the community and not the businesses...” (1993: 191).
This suggests that not only do local residents require encouragement to be empowered,

but that certain conditions may have to be created.

Another commentator, who recognises the significance of capacity building in achieving
empowerment, argues: “capacity-building [also] has a more general aspect that aims to
develop the confidence, skills and knowledge of individuals and community
organisations not directly involved in the partnership board. This may also have the

added bonus of increasing the number of participants and avoiding participation
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becoming dependent upon a few active individuals” (Atkinson, 1999: 67-68). He adds:
“training and capacity-building are clearly key aspects of the empowerment process”
(Atkinson, 1999: 68). However, interviewees vary in how they view capacity building.
A female community activist in NWICA comments: “there was £38 million spent on
housing and a few million left to spread around community groups for a bit of capacity
building and SRB is failing miserably in NWICA because it doesn’t do any capacity
building and hasn’t got any structure to deliver it” (NWICA community activist 5,
1998). However, key actors in the two Sheffield SRB schemes believe they are
encouraging community empowerment by providing the support and building the
capacity: “you are looking at small community groups that have been used to a few
hundred quid from a jumble sale suddenly being put in charge of houses and particular
projects. And now that is a very steep learning curve and people need a hell of a lot of
support for that and we try and provide that, but it is never adequate simply due to

resources” (SRB officer 3, 1998).

Contrary to the significance some commentators place on capacity building, Mayo using
her research on community participation in Deptford City Challenge, argues that:
“despite the focus upon capacity-building in government policy discussions, one critic
had commented in the first evaluation report [that] the community was actually ‘pretty
bloody capable already’” (1997: 20). This has some parallels with the situation in
Sheffield: “we can be on the panels that choose what it is, but it is not us who are doing
all the technical side because that has got to be done by officers, because I don’t think
they think we have got the expertise. I think we have, there is a lot of expertise”
(Norfolk Park community activist 2, 1998). In a similar manner, Helen, a younger

NWICA resident comments: “how do they know that there aren’t people in the area that
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are trained and they may be unemployed just because they can’t get a job because there

is no jobs out there” (1997).

5.3.4 Community ownership

Lund et al. (1996: 221) find from their research on the Church Urban Fund, that the
third way of bringing about empowerment is through community ownership or
community management. This method also concurs with findings from Sheffield.
Crookesmoor training centre and Crookesmoor school, are two SRB-funded projects in
the NWICA area, which key officers would like to see community managed. However,
as a male SRB officer comments:
“we’ve got projects that ideally we would like community managed, like at
Crookesmoor school, but that is a long way off. And also the cost of running it
is a lot, so you could easily hand something over to the community which
becomes a lead balloon in 2 or 3 years time when the SRB runs out, so part of it
as I have seen in the past with the Urban programme and some of the other
regimes is almost setting up people to fail by developing these grandiose projects
that happen in isolation where the community are given a dollop of old council
premises, which they think are an asset and in actual fact are a liability. And
they have to struggle to run it for years as funding regimes change and the
Council withdraws funding because it has got budget cuts and suddenly you have
got a project that is going down the tubes” (SRB officer 1, 1998; emphasis
added).
Again this comment highlights how officers see themselves as controlling what is
community managed and who is empowered. This management by officials is seen by
them as necessary so the community is not given a project, which cannot be managed, as
this may result in failure (Stewart and Taylor, 1995: 17). More cynically this control by

officers of the empowerment process may be so that they do not lose their own power

bases.
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