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ABSTRACT
Despite its imprecision, social capital is a powerful tool for examining how and
why particular forms of social interaction lead to the health and well-being of
communities, organisations, and even businesses. Community cohesion as a
policy prescription emerged in the UK, following the social disturbances in
certain northern cities and towns in the summer of 2001. The official reports
into these disturbances identified lack of social interaction between different
ethnic groups as a principal cause. Furthermore, social housing was seen as
a key factor that could be used to prevent future disturbances.

Accordingly, this research focuses on how the assets and forms of social
capital act as good predictors of community cohesion, in the context of the
New Labour government’s aim to use social housing to build cohesive
communities. Unless otherwise specified, references to “the government”
throughout this thesis apply to the New Labour administration that came to
power in the UK on 2nd May 1997 and ended with the Coalition administration
led by the Conservatives on 11th May 2010. This thesis makes use of the
linearity between the goals of social capital and the policy aims of community
cohesion to match forms of social capital to specific forms of social interaction,
in six selected social housing schemes in Bradford. Bradford was one of the
cities affected by the disturbances in 2001.

Analysis of the forms of social interaction in the case study housing schemes
shows that bridging and linking forms of social capital, which could lead to
enduring cohesive communities, were mainly latent in the schemes. This
suggests that the peaceful co-existence in the case study housing schemes
today is, possibly, postponed social conflict in the long term.
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Preface

Social capital, as a theoretical framework for analysing social interactions, is
well-established. The works of James Coleman, Pierre Bourdieu and Robert
Putnam are usually cited as the foundational texts on social capital. Putnam’s
contribution, particularly, stands as vanguard in social capital research. His
description of the assets of social capital (norms, social networks and trust
categories) and forms of social capital (bonding, bridging and linking) has
been used in several contexts to measure social capital, and create more of it,
in communities, businesses and organisations. Despite the imprecision of
social capital as a terminology, its elasticity has allowed it to be applied across
diverse social phenomena in the form of a panacea that can cure several
social ills. The use of social capital as a predictor of the well-being of
communities is the starting point of this thesis.

Community cohesion is a similar concept, although in contrast to social
capital, its genesis is more recent. Historically, it emerged as the response of
the UK government to a number of social disturbances that occurred in certain
northern towns and cities in the summer of 2001. The official reports into
those disturbances emphasised self-segregation and social exclusion of
minority ethnic communities as a principal cause of the riots. As a result, a
major policy prescription to address this was found in community cohesion:
the need for meaningful inter-ethnic social interactions, and the use of social
housing to build cohesive communities. Over time, community cohesion
became a major policy onslaught on all manners of social ills, ranging from
teenage pregnancy, to worklessness, and violent extremism.
viii

Just as the main goals of social capital relate to how specific forms of social
interactions can enhance social cohesion and transform communities, the
main policy aims of community cohesion became focused on social capital
outcomes. This thesis, therefore, makes use of the linearity between social
capital and community cohesion in its quest to uncover how the government is
using social housing to build cohesive communities.

In chapter one, I historicise social capital and community cohesion, reviewing
the extent to which both concepts have become theoretical explanations of a
type of social reality in which social actors, presumably, are central to the
interplay of the controls and constraints that shape their social world. I
expound on the claims made for social capital by theorists and policy-makers,
and the genesis and ideologies behind community cohesion.

In chapter two, I analyse social housing on the basis of the Foucauldian
theoretical formulae that governance entails: 1) governing others, and (2)
governing oneself. Foucauldian “governmentality” is the process by which
governance achieves both outcomes. Applied to social housing, my analysis
shows that by muting class, gender and cultural differences, and by devolving
power

and

responsibilities from the

centre

to

local

agencies

and

responsibilised individuals, successive governments have “used” social
housing to achieve a variety of policy concerns.

In chapter three, I lay out details of the mixed methods research design,
combining elements of qualitative and quantitative research methods, that I
ix

employed to investigate how social housing is used to build cohesive
communities. It is a case study of six housing schemes, the four social
landlords, managing the schemes, and two community-based agencies. My
emphasis is on realist and ethnographic methodologies, clarifying how they
are particularly suitable for the pursuit of how social housing is a tool for
building cohesive communities.

With chapter 4, the analysis of my data commences. The data shows
significant levels of particularised trust, in contrast to the low levels of
generalised trust in the case study housing schemes. Clear patterns of intraethnic interactions lead me to conclude that stand-alone social networks,
based on bonding capital, predominate in the case study housing schemes.

In chapter 5, I analyse my data in search of bridging capital by looking at the
responses of the residents in relation to civic culture, associational activities
and place attachment and identity. The data suggests that the conversion of
bonding capital into bridging capital is helping, to a point, the possibility of
overlapping membership of social networks by different ethnic groups.
However, issues in relation to differentiated citizenship, Islam as faith and
social identity, and multiculturalism are minimising the “thin” trust that my
participants require in order to generate bridging capital. My participants’
sense of belonging and attitudes towards a shared future were clouded by
these issues.

In chapter 6, I turn to the housing management practices of the landlords, and
the role of third sector agencies. In view of the landlords’ response to the
x

government’s sustainable community policy, which encourages balanced
communities, and innovative housing services to ensure the health and wellbeing of the communities that they are serving, I attempt to find out how these
strategies are helping to build cohesive communities.

On the basis of the data available, my analysis uncovers two principles: a
consumerist ethic, stressing choice and empowerment, and a “contract” ethic,
stressing autonomy, empowerment and social responsibility. They fit neatly
into the aims of the government, through community cohesion, to create “selfgoverning communities” that are responsible for developing and controlling the
range of social attitudes that help to foster social cohesion. However, again,
although the work of the social landlords promotes inter-ethnic social
interactions, the data only minimally shows that the voluntary and informal
inter-personal relationships between residents of different ethno-cultural
backgrounds continue beyond the agency role of the social landlords. It is the
same with the services of the local agencies. Bridging and linking forms of
social capital exist but my data does not suggest that these have become
“institutionalised” in the social relations of the residents in the case study
housing schemes.

In chapter 7, I concentrate on what residents in the case study housing
schemes think of the area effects associated with improved liveability of their
schemes. There is evidence of cross-tenure contacts, as a result, and a
certain level of role modelling, in which the presence of “high income” earners
on local schemes, is promoting a set of attitudes helpful towards building
cohesive communities. However, this process is constrained by the inherent
xi

differences between the social worlds of owners and renters. Consequently,
their different lifestyles and neighbourhood-based social interactions relate
more to tenure and ethnicity, than to a focus on building cohesive
communities.

In chapter 8, I discuss my major finding, that bonding social capital was amply
demonstrated by the case study housing schemes. However, cross-cutting
ties (in the form of connections to people who are different, as well as to
institutions of power, and people in positions of authority) which were also
necessary in order to build enduring cohesive communities, appeared to be
weak. The peaceful co-existence noted between different ethnic and social
groups in the case study housing schemes was mainly undergirded by
bonding capital, supported by the “governmentality” of social landlords and
community-based third sector agencies. Therefore, current inter-ethnic
interactions need to lead to overlapping membership of different social
networks by the different ethnic groups. If this fails to happen, their peaceful
co-existence today is only, possibly, postponed social conflict in the long term.

The rest of chapter 8 lists the policy implications of my findings, particularly,
the need to question the political wisdom behind the use of community
cohesion as a panacea for multiple social ills by the government. Adopting this
approach seems to weaken the argument that positive inter-ethnic
relationships will prevent community fragmentation, especially, when issues of
social justice and fair distribution of economic resources, appear to be core
concerns of several social housing residents, in the case study housing
schemes.
xii

I suggest that “governing-at-a-distance” has not worked beyond empowering a
few residents to self-manage their social aspirations, and make connections
with the larger community a priority. Issue can also be taken with the particular
focus of community cohesion on the segregation of south Asian communities
in inner city wards of Britain’s northern towns and cities, and the notion of
“parallel lives” in terms of whether this takes account of other social and
economic factors. The presumptuousness of official policy that Muslims, for
whom Islam is not just a matter of faith, but also their social identity, will adopt
the community cohesion script of integration and assimilation without some
form of cultural and ideological resistance is also noted.

The limitations of this research include aspects of qualitative methods that had
to be clarified as the research progressed, and theoretical frameworks, for
instance, “governance-at-a-distance” and “governmentality”, which were not
always easy to verify in the social interactions of my participants. I conclude
by suggesting that future studies can build on the method of matching the
assets and forms of social capital to specific forms of social interactions on
social housing schemes, particularly, with a view to digging more into the
experiences of women and young people.
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CHAPTER ONE
Social Capital, Community Cohesion and Social Housing

1.1

Introduction

This chapter describes the reasons behind my choice of this research,
including a review of mainstream literature on social capital and community
cohesion, and how certain key arguments from the literature will be employed
in my investigation of the role of social housing in building cohesive
communities. I provide a personal perspective in section 1.2, and an overview
of social capital theory in section 1.3. I deal with the main strands of social
capital theory in policy-making and social research in section 1.4, and discuss
the emergence of community cohesion as a social policy in the UK, especially,
its main arguments in section 1.5.

The dialectics of community cohesion, in terms of “race” and “difference” and
how they apply, in particular, to Bradford where my case study housing
schemes are located, are examined in section 1.6. Examples of social capital
research models are provided in section 1.7. In section 1.8, I conclude that my
research will describe the way social capital assets (trust, shared norms, and
networks) and forms of social capital (bonding, bridging and linking) are
deployed in six selected social housing schemes in order to build cohesive
communities. I link this to the government’s aim to shape the attitudes and
conduct of social housing residents through community cohesion towards
achieving its policy objectives.
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1.2

A Personal Perspective

According to the UK’s ethnic classification, I am a Black and Asian Minority
Ethnic (BAME) citizen. I have a first generation immigrant background, having
arrived in the UK in 1990 as a Commonwealth citizen. I would soon discover
that people in the UK do not see themselves as Commonwealth citizens, and
seem to believe that such citizens immigrating to the UK are mostly “economic
migrants” and “social welfare tourists”. However, I was determined to show
that I had something to offer, and really put a lot of store in being a UK
resident. I struggled with social labelling which equated Black with poverty and
social exclusion, especially, within official discourse, as well as at the local
level, within the community.

Back in Nigeria, adopting English attitudes was a no-brainer. The education
process was designed to achieve this. However, in the UK, because of the
focus on race and difference in almost every place, I became “the other”, “the
stranger”, and had to subject myself to a never-ending integration process.
Very soon, my personal experience of social housing in a deprived White
English neighbourhood would bring the issues of ethnicity and citizenship into
sharp focus. My initial efforts towards renting some family home in Leeds
quickly showed that I could only find affordable housing easily in certain parts
of the city where other Africans and Caribbeans were congregated. When
eventually social housing was found for us in a deprived White English
neighbourhood, a small minority within the neighbourhood felt we had
transgressed racial boundary codes. We had a tough time but eventually, after
some rites of passage, consisting of racial abuse, mediation, transfer to
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another housing scheme, and involvement in community development issues,
etc, we became part of the community.

I had thought community cohesion would be achieved simply by more minority
ethnic families being re-housed in the scheme. But that was a myth. The
reality was people wanted more White people on the scheme than Black
people. I had thought that inter-ethnic and inter-cultural contact would
spontaneously develop. But that was another myth – it was easier, and the
acceptable thing, to build effective relationships along ethnic lines.

In 2002, I found myself managing social housing in Bradford. I was working for
Mannigham Housing Association, first as Head of Housing, and later, Director
of Housing. The riots of 2001 had become part of the collective memory of the
city and there were frantic efforts to address the issues raised in official
reports. My post exposed me to the rifts and rhythms of community cohesion
in building good relations amongst racially segregated communities in the city.
Meeting the housing needs of large ethnic families in Bradford meant building
in inner city areas where traditionally, or historically, BAME settlements were
congregated. However, in pursuit of community cohesion, and to meet the
housing needs of a wider range of residents, my housing association became
involved in collaborative scheme developments between BAME and nonBAME housing associations. Various partnerships led to locating many of our
new homes in previous local authority estates, in traditional White working
class areas.

3

Resistance of White working class communities was met with or prevented by
negotiating good local letting policies favourable to retaining the estates as
predominantly White. Discouraging as this may sound, as a greater level of
racial dilution was desired, some ground-breaking social mixing and ethnic
mixing experiments were actually quietly being seeded into allocation and
tenancy management initiatives. This helped to foster both a wider
understanding of diversity by social residents, and an appreciation for
neighbourhoods in which private renting, subsidised home ownership and
social renting meant improved infrastructure, quality homes and opportunities
for inter-ethnic and inter-cultural contact.

Achieving community cohesion in the face of stiff public opinion against
immigration and the allocation of housing to recent immigrants, plus the
legacy of mutual racial mistrust, and issues in economic and social exclusion
(especially, the powerlessness associated with poverty and social deprivation
in social housing) made our daring community “engineering” both noble and
fragile. Re-housing of recent immigrants took the form of innovative projects,
such as Accommodate and Gateway Projects. Apparently, given the nature of
racialisation of space in Bradford, community cohesion would not trot off as a
kind of bloodless revolution: by historical necessity, it would only be achieved
by evolution, perhaps, even only in small unobtrusive degrees.

The influence of my ethnicity and position as Director of Housing at one of the
Housing Associations managing the schemes selected for this research will no
doubt be found out by the reader in the course of this thesis. I can reveal my
hand a little bit here: despite my objectivity, my own personal experience of
4

“race” and “difference” and my housing management background made me
determine to find out two things:

1. How can inter-ethnic social interaction
become a natural way of life within social
housing communities?
2. What role do the various stakeholders
(specifically, the social landlords, third
sector

agencies

and

social

housing

residents) currently play, and how is this
helping community cohesion?

However, instead of simply relying on the statistical information at my disposal
as Director of Housing, or purely the experiences of Manningham Housing
Association residents, I thought the best way to go about this would be to:

Widen my compass to include a number
of other Housing Associations and their
residents;
Speak to the stakeholders and find out
how they are contributing to community
cohesion;
Critically

analyse

forms

of

social

interaction amongst residents, in terms of
their social capital relevance.

5

For the purposes of this research, it was, certainly, serendipitous that I was
based in Bradford, working for a BAME housing association, with offices in the
heart

of

Manningham.

Perhaps,

even more

providentially,

I

joined

Manningham Housing within a year of the riots. There was still “dew” on the
ground and one could almost notice the footprints of rioters, policy makers,
magistrates, onlookers, academics, and the whole crowd of people bent on
making sense of the awful aftermath of the riots. It was obvious to me in 2004,
when I enrolled for my part-time doctoral studies, that I needed to look at
community cohesion, and that I was in the right place to do it.

These biographical details assisted me hugely: I had access to a ready pool of
social housing residents and their landlords, and community agencies. I could
understand them intuitively, and certain aspects of their social world were
already familiar to me. I had the use of interpreters from Punjabi and Urdu to
English through my staff, where applicable. I understood the gendered role of
men and women, and the constraints these could pose, particularly, within the
Asian community during interviews. I avoided interviewing women alone, and
respected people’s prayer times by not scheduling interviews with practising
Muslims during such times. As a result of my background, I was introspective
and interactional in my approach to my subjects, and in interpreting the wealth
of data their social world provided (Mason, 2000; Coffey and Atkinson, 1996;
Belenky et al., 1986; Maynard and Purvis, 1994). Initially, and intermittently, I
struggled with keeping down my empathy with some of the views expressed
by my subjects. However, by employing questionnaires and focus groups, I
did achieve adequate social distance. In chapter 3 (see section 3.6.1), I shed
more light on my own position in conducting this research.
6

The Peculiarity of Bradford
I have profiled Bradford in various places in this thesis, especially, in section
1.5 below and in Appendix 1. However, let me hasten to state here that
although the 2001 riots also occurred in places like Burnley, Leeds, Oldham
and Stoke-on-Trent, however, for this research, Bradford has some unique
characteristics as well as the potential for generalisable findings. Bradford has
a history of racial riots led by mostly South Asian residents, dating back to the
mid-1990s. For instance, there was the Manningham riot which occurred from
9th to 11th June, 1995 with root causes in the racial segregation of the city and
the disaffection of South Asian communities, principally, in relation to racism
and economic exclusion. This riot was probably predictive of what would later
become known as the Bradford riots in 2001.

Bradford, unlike other cities and towns in the UK with concentrations of
Asians, has a fierce Islamic culture with a heightened sensitivity to issues
affecting Muslims in Britain and other parts of the world. In other words, Islam
as a form of politics thrives in Bradford and is a strong aspect of the social and
ethnic identity of Bradford’s Asian communities (Uberoi, et al., 2011; Samad,
2010). For instance, Bradford was the only place in the UK in which copies
of Salman Rushdie's “The Satanic Verses” were burnt in 1989, with several
Muslims leading a vociferous campaign against the book. According to the
Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG), estimates for
2009 showed that Bradford has the largest proportion of its total population
(15%) identifying itself as of Pakistani origin in England. The South Asian
population represents approximately 19% of the total population of Bradford.
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Moreover, 16% of Bradford’s residents are Muslims, compared to the national
average of 3% (DCLG, 2009).

Although there have been claims and counter claims about the level of
segregation in Bradford, nearly all the authors agree that there is a significant
level of ethnic clustering affecting, particularly, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
populations in Bradford (Phillips, Butt and Davis, 2002; Peach, 1996, 2006;
Beider, 2011, 2012; Carling, 2008; Finney and Simpson, 2009; Johnston,
Poulsen and Forrest, 2005, 2007). Consequently, Bradford has been cited in
official reports as a prime example of a European city where the population is
effectively segregated along ethnic, cultural and faith lines, and living “parallel
lives” (Ouseley, 2001; Cantle, 2001; Pearce and Bujra, 2011). It ought to be
noted that some authors, for instance, Pearce and Bujra (2007, 2011) reject
the labeling of these riots as ethnic or race riots because, at least, initially, the
rioters came from socially diverse backgrounds.

Community anecdotes and media focus on the level of racial sgregation in
Bradford, the projected massive population increase of South Asians to 35%
of the total population of the Bradford district, in the period between 2006 and
2031, on the estimates of the Office of National Statistics (ONS), and
Bradford’s active Islamic culture have led to a description of Bradford in the
popular press as a bi-cultural city, instead of a multicultural city (Carling,
2008). Additionally, discourses on ethnic segregation and loss of community
are often underlined by references to “White flight” and “White fright” – the
social and cultural processes that allow Asians to hollow out specific parts of
the city and the district as a preserve for Asian businesses and settlements as
8

White residents and businesses sell up and move out (Finney and Simpson,
2009). Consequently, in the inner city wards, particularly, the cultural bricolage
and hybridism of White English and Asian culture is giving way increasingly to
a cosmopolitan Asian aura. This has led to such eponyms as “Bradistan” for
Bradford and within the popular press a need to reconquer Bradford for
Britain,

as

seen

in

the

documentary

“Make

Bradford

British”

(http://www.channel4.com/programmes/make-bradfordbritish/articles/sabbiyah).

All of these issues which are peculiar to Bradford suggest that a research
based on particular social housing schemes, across segregated and racially
mixed communities in Bradford, and focused on describing forms of social
capital in the social interaction of the residents, could well help us to discover
how social housing contributes to building cohesive communities. It is possible
that some of the findings could actually help our understanding of the social
dynamics in similar communities, and help build both a scholarly theoretical
model of the racial dynamics of White and Asian approaches to community
cohesion, and a policy map for building cohesive communities in some of UK’s
racially segregated cities and towns.

1.3

An Overview of Social Capital Theory

Whilst social capital owes its prominence significantly to the works of Robert
Putnam (Putnam, 1995, 1996 and 2000), it has been argued that Pierre
Bourdieu (1986) and James Coleman (1988) are the other primary theorists
(Lynch et al, 2000). Each of them has provided some operational definition of
social capital; however, a precise definition is problematic because of the
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variant usage of social capital, as a concept, in many different contexts
(Putnam, Leonardi and Nanetti, 1993; Woolcock, 1998 and 2001). I will
suggest that there are, probably, four main overlapping contexts. Firstly, there
is the “political science” context led by Pierre Bourdieu and Robert Putnam
(Bourdieu, 1985; Putnam, 1995, 1996 and 2000). Secondly, there is the
“sociology” context led by James Coleman and his adherents in educational,
health, community development and similar types of sociology (Coleman,
1988, 1994; Burt, 1992; Field and Spence, 2000; Maskell et. al., 1998;
DeFilippis, 2001). Thirdly, there is the “monetarist” context led by Francis
Fukuyama and many others in economic history and sociology (Pierre
Bourdieu, 1985; Francis Fukuyama 1995; Knack and Keefer 1997; World
Bank, 1999; Granovetter, 1990; Zukin and DiMaggio, 1990; Portes and
Sensenbrenner.

1993;

Portes,

1995).

Finally,

one

can

identify

the

“anthropological” context which stresses the natural instincts for community
cohesion, and how social order is constructed by these instincts (Fukuyama,
1999; Adler and Kwon, 2000). My research will be situated within the
“anthropological” tradition.

In general, however, social capital has been engaged to explain a wide range
of social phenomena, ranging from general economic performance, levels of
crime and disorder, to community development, economic empowerment,
immigrant employment and health trends (ONS, 2001; Performance and
Innovation Unit, 2002; Productivity Commission, 2003; Wong, 2004; Duncan,
2006). Most theorists emphasise social capital in terms of networks, norms
and trust, and the way these are used by individuals, organisations and
institutions to achieve common objectives (Dasgupta, 1988; Bourdieu, 1997;
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Putnam, 2000). In this way, social capital can be found or measured by
looking at participation in various forms of civic engagement, for instance,
membership of voluntary associations, churches or political parties, or at
levels of expressed trust in other people (Putnam, 1995; 2000; Fukuyama,
1996). Other strands of interpretation focus on the institutions and rules
governing economic transactions at both micro and macro levels (Leadbeater,
1999).

Despite its imprecision, social capital is generally understood as a matter of
relationships, as a collective property of groups rather than the assets of
individuals. As an embodiment of networks and the relationships within and
between them, and the norms that govern these relationships, social capital
presents an analytic device implying that trusting relationships are good for
social cohesion and for economic success (Narayan and Pritchett, 1997;
Lochner et al., 1999). The literature also reveals that social capital has its
drawbacks, that strong ties can also be dysfunctional, excluding information
and reducing the capacity for innovation (Granovetter, 1973). There can be
negative normative associations as well as positive ones as there are
networks that embody the downside of social capital, for instance, criminal
gangs or even other “closed” groups such as the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) or the
British National Party (BNP) which operate to the detriment of the wider
society and, possibly, their own members (Portes and Landolt, 1996;
DeFilippis, 2001).
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In Table 1.1 below, I outline the major theoretical standpoints of the leading
theorists of social capital, namely, Pierre Bourdieu, James Coleman and
Robert Putnam.

Table 1.1 – Major Theoretical Standpoints

Pierre Bourdieu
In

The

Forms

Capital

James Coleman
of For

Coleman,

(1986), capital

is

Bourdieu identifies three making
forms

of

"Social For

Putnam

productive, social

possible

social capital.

is

the

the "networks, norms, and
that

enable

capital, ends that in its absence participants
capital

(1993),

capital

capital: achievement of certain trust

economic
cultural

Robert Putnam

to

act

and would not be possible" together more effectively
(1988, p. 98).

to

pursue

shared

objectives". It is “the
He defines social capital Coleman’s approach de- features
as "the aggregate of the emphasizes
actual

or

resources

class organisation

potential cleavages and attributes trust,
which

of

such

as

norms,

and

that

can

are social capital to various networks

linked to possession of a expressions

social

of improve the efficiency of

durable network of more “belonging”

and society

or less institutionalized “alienation”

by

facilitating

by coordinated actions.”

relationships of mutual individuals and groups
acquaintance
recognition."

and that

sustain

destabilise

a

structure.

or Putnam

identified

the

social positive

effects

of

associational
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activities

Bourdieu’s use of social

as the critical factor in

capital is framed within In
his

other

contrast

to

the securing effective local

concepts, preponderance of social government in certain

namely, “field”, “agents”, structure in Bourdieu’s parts of Italy (Putnam,
“social

position”

and analysis,

“habitus”.

Coleman

is 1993; Putnam, Leonardi

interested in a rational and Nanetti, 1993).
choice theory of agency

Field

is

the within a social context. Although

(occupational,

Therefore,

geographical,

agency

human correlation
rather

than social

ideological, power and structural

direct
between

capital

pre- effective

class) setting in which determinism
agents

the

is

regional

the governments

(individuals, essential factor of social would

and

in

Italy

later

be

classes and groups of capital for Coleman.

challenged by his critics

people) and their social

(Davis, 1991; Durlauf,

positions

work 1999; Fine, 2001 and

(social Coleman’s

interactions) are located. explains

how

Habitus

denotes

the structure

shapes

agent’s

beliefs

and constrains

disposition.

and to

suggest

rational diminution

how
of

the

social

action, and how social capital in America is
structure

is

There is a tense and consequent
dynamic

social 2002), Putnam went on

emergent reflected in the decline
to

the of participatory politics,

relationship efforts by individuals to civic groups, religious

between these concepts maximize

their

self- organisations,

trade

in real life scenarios, or, interest.

unions and professional

to

organisations, as well as

use

another

of
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Bourdieu’s terminology, Coleman’s methodology in informal socialising.
“social

life”.

The extends

interactions define and limits
modify

the

social into

beyond

of

the

individualism Exploring the community

the

patterns

of image of a once highly

structure at any given relations among people. associational activity point.

It is in this context that bowling - Putnam (2000)
trust becomes a central argues that Americans

The social practices that principle in his handling began “bowling alone”
this

relationship of the rational choice as

a

result

of

the

engenders

can

be theory. The existence of dominance of television

observed

by

the trust

researcher

either individual

subjectively

opportunism. leisure

argues

unequal

relations
various
limit

between

two

self- mainstay

social

of

local

that interested actors, but a communities, becoming
mode

power relationship

within

of active

access

in

the

labour

a market; greater social

groups

mobility

and

generational changes in

to On

account

different forms of social multiplex
capital.

for

interactions women, previously the

between multiplex social system.

their

mainly

repeated

class determinism and diffused
the

rabid as a form of indoor

or Trust is no longer the nuclear households; and

objectively.

Bourdieu

minimizes

of

nature,

its values associated with
the civic engagement.

social system naturally
sustains complex social In other words, those

In a neo-Marxisit sense, networks with different with extensive networks
actual access to social trust levels dependent are more likely to be
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capital is constrained by on the varied meanings "housed, healthy, hired
limited

resources and and functions of social and happy" (Woolcock,

their control by those relationships.
who

have

This 2001). These networks

sufficient socio-structural context provide three types of

levels of economic and becomes an important social capital:
cultural capital ensures factor

in

constructing

a particular culture and rational action.

Bonding

modes

capital

of

economic

reproduction

remain Trust

viable in social life.

in

sense

a

collective Close

leads

to

social

connections

the between

people,

e.g.

creation of outstanding among family members
Bourdieu’s

approach obligations

has been criticised as different
over-emphasising

between or among members of
parties

pre- forms a bond between is good for 'getting by' in

determinism and paying them.

In

this

insiginificant attention to outstanding
the

role

of

way, life.

obligations

Bridging

human constitute a resource (or

agency.
Bourdieu’s

and the same ethnic group; it

Though social

capital)

social

capital

upon More

distant

approach which people can draw connections

between

describes the “bounded” in times of need.

people, characterised by

nature of social structure

weaker, but more cross-

and

social

illustration

life,
of

its’ Although rational choice cutting
social theory

ties e.g.

clarifies business

associates,

capital as a collective Coleman’s approach, it acquaintances,
welter of relationships fails to properly account from
with direct benefits for for

the

relevance
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friends

different

of groups,

with

friends

ethnic
of

society is instructive.

alternative

motivations friends, etc; it is good for

for forming social ties 'getting ahead' in life.
In

this

sense,

social and trusting people, for

capital is the effective instance,
bond

that

glues

the (that

pre-existing

is,

various components of cultural

Linking

social

capital

traditional) Connections with people
systems

of in positions of power,

society together. It is norms and values, and characterised

by

inherent in the structure transactional rules which relations between those
and

quality

relationships

of

social govern behaviour and within a hierarchy where

between expectations

in

many there are differing levels

individuals and groups. large social systems.

of power; it is good for

(Matarasso,

accessing support from

Baum,
2001)

2000;

1999;

Davies, Whilst this “weakness” is formal institutions.
compensated

by
later Putnam’s view of civil

Coleman’s
admission

that

social society

capital can be a by- capital
product

of

and

social

overwhelmingly

activities infers that social capital

engaged in for other is a normatively good
purposes (1994, p. 312), thing, based possibly on
it remains the case that his

reading

of

De

the variegated nature of Tocqueville’s
social capital remains a Democracy in America
hostage to Coleman’s (1835).
“narrow” interpretations later
of rational choice.
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there

Although
recognises
are

he
that

potentially

(Coleman, 1988, 1990; “negative”
Baron

et

al.,

forms

of

2000; social capital, Putnam’s

Portes, 1998; Passey, work emphasises that
2000).

networks of trust and
voluntary
are

associations

relationships

in

which everyone involved
benefits.

(Davis, 1991; Durlauf,
1999; DeFilippis, 2001;
Fine, 2001 and 2002)

In spite of their different take-off points, these theoretical ideas have refocused attention from “individual” to “collective”, from “economic” to “social”
paradigms in understanding the function of social relationships, whilst serving
to balance the narrowly-based monetarist interpretation of social change and
social policy (Foley and Edwards, 1998; Gittell and Vidal, 1998). References
to bridging, bonding and linking forms of social capital, for instance, have
broadened the relevance of social capital, especially, for several subject areas
in addition to enabling a critical understanding of the connections between
social networks, civic participation and social norms as key elements of social
capital (Coleman, 1988; Chupp, 1999; Fine, 2001 and 2002). My research will
lean heavily on the concept of social capital as advanced by Putnam.
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As Portes argues:
“Whereas economic capital is in people’s bank
accounts and human capital is inside their heads,
social capital inheres in the structure of their
relationships. To possess social capital, a person
must be related to others, and it is these others, not
himself, who are the actual source of his or her
advantage” (Portes, 1998:7)

In other words, social capital is a theoretical tool for studying social
relationships, and has contributed, significantly, to our understanding of how
social structure is both maintained and modified by the rational choices of
individuals; how class cleavages can also be expressed through control of
access to social networks; and how the economic activity and civic life of any
particular community can be dependent upon operative trust levels and
shared norms.

However, critics have raised concerns about the debatable empirical focus of
various measurements of social capital; the way it has been used to buttress,
especially, in mainland Europe, several governments’ retreat from social
welfare (Campbell, 2000); being a blunt instrument for dissecting the
consequences of control of the economic and political levers of community by
a narrow political and cultural class; and also, particularly, blindness to gender
and disability issues, etc. (Woolcock, 2001; Durlauf, 2002a and 2002b).
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Arguments have also been made suggesting the adverse effects of social
capital have not been given adequate attention amongst proponents of the
theory (Cox and Caldwell, 2000). For example, strong group bonds may lead
to intolerance of outsiders and create communities that are segregated by
ethnic considerations, as much as by class (or social) status. Social cohesion
is then achieved only at the micro level in satisfaction of the narrow selfinterest of the group, but to the detriment of the wider society. Another
unintended by-product of social capital is the strong solidarity that particular
groups foster to the extent that relationships between in-group members may
restrict

freedom

and

other

individual

rights.

This

then

becomes

counterproductive to the free and easy flow of information and knowledge
associated with social capital. In-breeding and inward-looking norms lead to
parochialism and inertia (Fukuyama, 1999; Halpern, 2001). A number of critics
have also suggested that a large amount of pioneering work on the
importance of social capital was based on secondary analyses of datasets not
primarily established for social capital (Paxton, 1999; Stone, 2001; Sixsmith et
al., 2001).

Despite these criticisms, social capital continues to attract the attention of
policy makers and researchers alike who are concerned with how society
functions and is structured by the complex interplay of shared norms, the role
of individuals in social networks and the levels of trust encoded within social
relationships. Therefore, in the next section, I examine the main strands of
social capital theory in policy-making and social research.
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1.4

Social Capital Theory in Policy-Making and Social Research

There is a general agreement in the literature on social capital that there are
three main sources of social capital – trust, norms and networks (Fukuyama,
1995; Hall, 1999; Woolcock, 2001). From these flow the attributes of the three
main forms of social capital – bonding, bridging and linking forms of social
capital (Putnam, 2000; Cote and Healy, 2001; Woolcock, 2001). The
consensus is that social capital provides substantial benefits for the economic
productivity and well-being of communities (Cooper et al., 1999; Healy, 2001;
Sobel, 2002). However, it is debatable whether social capital is a cause of, or
caused by these benefits (DeFilippis, 2001; Stone, 2001). There is also a
severe downplay of the “darker side” of social capital, especially, in the work
of Robert Putnam whose overwhelming proposition is that social capital
benefits everybody involved in it (Tarrow, 1996; Putzel, 1997; Portes, 1998;
Halpern, 1999; Durlauf, 1999).

The emphasis on trust, norms and social networks has led to attempts to
measure the quantity and quality of these factors in social groups,
communities, cultures and even organizations (Stone and Hughes, 2002). The
general conviction is that:

“Social capital is built at the ‘level’ of families,
communities, firms, and national and sub-national
administrative units and other institutions. Typically,
the idea of social capital is associated with relations
in civil society. However, relationships of trust and
networks also involve public organizations and
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institutions. Social capital is embedded in norms
and institutions, which include public and legal
entities. The focus of analysis may also extend to
different groups within civil society such as gender,
occupational, linguistic or ethnic groups.” (OECD,
2001:45)

If social capital has such a wide ranging thrust, and its impact is largely in the
realm of social processes, it will be difficult to isolate any of its substrates for
impact assessment. This is reflected in the diversity of views on the “sources”
of social capital. To take the most obvious – trust.

The concept of generalised trust (based on some general societal
expectation) is often contrasted with personal trust (based on personal
preferences) in the literature on social capital (Putnam, 1995; Sixsmith et al.,
2001). Personal trust is associated with personal relations, formed over a
period of interaction with people or organisations. Generalised trust is a
willingness to rely on a stranger or organisation even in the absence of
specific knowledge about their past actions (Putnam, 2000). The basic
premise is that trust fosters social interaction, and interaction enables people
to build communities and to sustain the fabric of society. Trust helps to foster
a sense of belonging and leads to a better sharing of values, and a more
consistent performance of obligations and expectations. Where trust is absent
or negligible in social interactions, various serious social problems emerge,
including community breakdown. (Fukuyama, 1999; Cote and Healy, 2001)
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For some theorists, trust is an outcome of social capital (Woolcock, 2001). For
others, it underpins the shared values which constitute social capital. Cote and
Healy (2001) argue that trust can both be a causative agent and a
consequence of social capital. Fukuyama (2000) identifies trust as varying
between public and private spheres of social life. He suggests that there is a
narrow radius of trust within the private sphere that expects good behaviour
from family members and personal friends, whilst a different notion of trust is
associated with behaviour in the public sphere which is less trusting. Pretty
and Ward (2001) deepen the debate by arguing that trust is a fundamental
asset of social capital only because its value is reinforced by sanctions levied
on those who flout social norms or fail in their social responsibilities.

Trust is valuable in social capital theory primarily because it serves to
underline the distinctions between the three main aspects of social capital:
bonding, bridging and linking. Putnam (2000) suggests that bonding social
capital is good for "getting by" and bridging is crucial for "getting ahead".
Bonding social capital is evident in the relationships between relatively
homogenous groups or same set of people, such as family members and
close friends, gang members, ethnic and religious groups where the notion of
strong ties exists. Personal or particularised trust is the strength of such social
interactions. This can be contrasted with bridging social capital where
generalised trust is the building block of relationships between different sets of
people, for instance, inter-ethnic groups, distant friends, associates and
colleagues. These ties tend to be more flexible and fragile but they assist
people to “get ahead” in life (Granovetter, 1973; Halpern, 2001). Overlapping
bridging form of social capital is linking social capital, which is found between
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individuals and groups in different social strata whose access to power, social
status and wealth is determined by their capacity to foster networks and share
resources (Cote and Healy, 2001).

Woolcock (2001) argues that linking social capital builds community capacity
most rapidly because it offers the possibility of pulling in resources, ideas and
information from formal institutions outside the immediate scope of the
community. Linking social capital describes the networking possibilities that
exist for tapping into formal support resources in institutions or organisations
beyond one’s immediate reach. It is the variety of connections with people in
positions of power that help those who are either outside of such positions or
lower in the social hierarchy to gain some leverage for achieving beneficial
goals. Unlike bonding and bridging capital, it is concerned with relations
between people who are not on an equal footing (Putnam, 2000).

Evidently, the three main forms of social capital depend on the value of norms
and networks in social relationships. Social norms are publicly accepted
standard of behaviour, codified in common customs, procedures and rules as
“a bank of good practice” as well as the umpire of social relations (Baron,
2004). As such, examples of social norms include honesty, respect for rules,
the necessity of work, voluntary submission to cultural etiquette, tolerance and
acceptance of diversity, and mutual aid. More practically, paying bills on time,
queuing at shop counters, returning other’s lost possessions, surrendering
seats for the elderly on public transport, and punishing those who transgress
are concrete social norms, although unwritten. They are often enshrined in the
collective memory, governed by ethnicity and religious and other types of
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belief systems to facilitate predictable and beneficial behaviour patterns from
individuals in society. Michael Hechter and Karl-Dieter Opp note: “Without
norms it is hard to imagine how interaction and exchange between strangers
could take place” (Hechter and Opp, 2001).

Research has also pointed out that “normative” behaviour by groups also has
its dark side in the “negative” norms prevalent in “closed” social and cultural
groups, for instance, the shooting of “traitors” by criminal gangs; and “honour
killings” by fundamental Islamists and similar groups (Fukuyama, 1999; Adler
and Kwon, 2000). Christine Horne (2004), tackling the challenges of norm
enforcement, argues that deviant behaviour is not merely what goes against
publicly acceptable behaviour but rather it is an act outside the norms held by
the group that an individual belongs to. In explaining how exchange interests
contribute to norm production, she concludes that when the benefits resulting
from enforcement enhance the ability of individuals to engage in profitable
exchange, norms and “metanorms” (norms to enforce existing norms) are
more likely to be kept.

Ross Hammond and Robert Axelrod (2006) appear to reach the same
conclusion, albeit from an ethnocentric perspective. Whilst some social norms
operate within the wider society, many norms are actually the shared codes of
mutual behaviour between particular groups. Norm enforcement is promoted
through psychological restrictions, such as guilt, or social penalties leading to
shame, exclusion and punishment, and the validity of norms is reinforced by
the social networks that people belong to (Hammond and Axelrod, 2006;
Foley and Edwards 1998; Leavitt and Saegert, 1990).
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Clearly, behind many social norms is the expectation of ‘reciprocity’. Taylor
(1982) explains it in this vein:
“Each individual act in a system of reciprocity is
usually characterised by a combination of what one
might call short-term altruism and long-term selfinterest. I help you now in the (possibly vague,
uncertain, and uncalculating) expectation that you
will help me out in the future. Reciprocity is made
up of a series of acts each of which is short run
altruistic (benefiting others at a cost to the altruist),
but which together typically make every participant
better off.” (Taylor 1982, quoted in Putnam
2000:134)

The third source of social capital within the literature is described as social
networks. A network is a set of people with shared reasons for belonging
within a contact group. They are interconnected by reasons of, say, a hobby
or career. More evident networks are established within family and social
connections. An individual can belong to more than one network at once, for
instance, separate networks based on residential location, recreational
preferences, etc. Each of these networks will have their own norms and levels
of mutual obligation or expectation, and will exhibit different levels of
‘generalised trust’ towards members in contrast to those outside the contact
group. There could be dense and sparse networks, with the former providing a
greater opportunity for scope and depth in the relationships that can be
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formed (Putnam 1993, 1995 and 2000). Networks speak of interconnection.
Connectedness implies cohesion and stability. Therefore, being part of a
network confers on the individual the benefits of access to a pool of social
support when needed, greater access to information and a wider range of
opportunities. As Putnam notes:
“An effective norm of generalised reciprocity is
bolstered by dense networks of social exchange. If
two would-be collaborators are members of a tightly
knit community, they are likely to encounter one
another in the future — or to hear about one
another through the grapevine. Thus they have
reputations at stake that are almost surely worth
more than the gains from momentary treachery. In
that sense, honesty is encouraged by dense social
networks.” (Putnam, 2000:136)

Cohen and Prusak reach a similar conclusion:
“Social capital consists of the stock of active
connections among people: the trust, mutual
understanding, and shared values and behaviors
that bind the members of human networks and
communities

and

make

cooperative

action

possible” (Cohen and Prusak, 2001:4)

This gives an entry point for empirical research on measuring how much
social capital exists and how it might be improved, mainly by assessing the
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depth and variety of active connections between people. For instance,
Coleman (1988) scrutinised children's educational attainment by basing his
social capital indicators on personal, family and community factors. He placed
particular emphasis on the parents’ socio-economic status, ethnicity, number
of siblings, number of residential moves, employment status before children
started school, parental expectations, quality of communication between
children and parents about personal matters, and issues pertaining to lone
parenting. Hall (1999) on the other hand focuses on social networks and the
empirical verification of the norms of social trust embedded within such
networks. He widens the circle of networks to voluntary associations,
participation in charities and informal relations with neighbours and friends. He
suggests that unlike in America, social capital exists in many local forms in
Britain as a result of the government’s focus on providing social services
through the not-for-profit sector (Johnston and Jowell, 1999).

Putnam’s measure of social capital in parts of Italy and the United States
(1993, 1995 and 2000)

is based on responses to questions on the

effectiveness of government in providing social services, (particularly,
housing, day care, family health clinics), their responsiveness to postal and
telephone enquiries, and the quality of their legislative records. In addition, he
developed a set of criteria for measuring the strength of civic community,
based on responses to questions on voting in referenda, newspaper
readership, and the number of associations for voluntary, cultural and sporting
activities per head of the population. Overall, the most common measures of
social capital examine civic participation, e.g. membership of voluntary
organisations, churches or political parties (Schuller, 2001). Concerns about
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lack of comprehensive coverage of the cultural context of some of these
measurements have been raised by Cote and Healy (2001) who argue for a
balanced approach to attitudinal and behavioural factors in measuring social
capital. The work of Robinson (1997) examining social capital from a Maori
perspective underlines the different cultural meanings that people groups
invest in their understanding of trust, norms and networks.

Other measurements of social capital have focused primarily on the issue of
trust. Halpern (1999), for instance, is convinced that this is more relevant to
issues of economic productivity and can be shown to have direct policy
outcomes. The World Values Survey asked questions on trust in 1981, 1991
and 1996 and there are tables comparing recorded trust in different countries
(Cote and Healy, 2001). However, Baron et al. (2000) have argued that due to
varying cultural interpretations of trust, using responses to questions about
trust and linking them to broad measures of a nation’s economic performance
is prone to serious miscalculations.

The Achilles’ heel of most of these studies is the weakness of the statistical
methods deployed (Stone, 2001). It has been argued that various studies on
the effects of social capital often generate only limited explanations of the
wellbeing of society (Bullen and Onyx, 1998; Harper and Kelly, 2003). Most of
the country surveys demonstrate the problems of determining cause, effect
and other inter-twinning or extraneous factors critical to community solidarity
(Carpenter, 2002). For this reason, Stone and Hughes state:
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“Where a strong and demonstrated relationship
exists between measures of social capital and
various determinants or outcomes, measures of
these determinants or outcomes might be able to
be used as indicators of social capital. Note that
while such measures are often used as indicators
in the way described, to date there has been little
empirical testing of the actual relationship between
social capital and those factors argued to facilitate
or flow from it” (Stone and Hughes, 2002:5).

The main charge levied at measurement surveys is that empirical verification
of the “collective” quantity of social capital often minimises the personal
contexts of individual respondents (Portes and Landolt, 1996). Without
appropriate contextualisation, the validity of social capital as a measure of
well-being or economic performance lacks credibility (Baron et al., 2000).
Contextualisation becomes problematic, especially, in neighbourhood studies
unless there is a way of distinguishing the uniqueness of individual responses
in relation to place attachment from the collective characteristics of the
neighbourhood (Green et al. 2000). In effect, whilst there is a valid necessity
to quantify the stock of social capital in order to determine empirically its
influence on issues ranging from health to crime, economic productivity,
community development, etc there are still holes in the various methods
deployed (Lochner et al, 1999; Grootaert, 2002; Karlan, 2003; Grootaert et al,
2003).
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Despite these concerns, social capital is attractive to policy makers for various
reasons, perhaps, the best of which are summed up by the Saguaro group:

“It is becoming increasingly clear that social capital
has an enormous array of practical benefits to
individuals and to communities. What is more,
social capital has what economists call ‘positive
externalities’. That is, networks of trust and
reciprocity not only benefit those within them, but
also those outside them. Consequently, when
social capital is depleted, people suffer in clear and
measurable ways, and there is a ripple effect
beyond a scattering of lonely individuals. Shoring
up our stocks of social capital, therefore, represents
one

of

the

most

promising

approaches

for

remedying all sorts of social ills.” (Saguaro Group
2000: 4)

The attractiveness of social capital to policy makers, in general, stems from
their optimistic view that adherence to civic norms, the use of well-developed
social connections and accompanying levels of reciprocal trust can produce
distinctive social and economic benefits. For instance, the following claims
have been made for social capital: reciprocal trust and shared norms can
reduce the necessity to conduct every day business on the basis solely of
legal agreements (Cote and Healy, 2001); high levels of connectedness
between individuals and groups can speed up the spread of knowledge and
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innovation through relevant social networks (Green et al. 2000); adherence to
shared norms and participation in civic activities can promote cooperative and
pro-social behaviour, especially, against the grain of narrow self-interest
(Halpern, 1999). It is also generally considered that people with access to the
resources of social capital tend to produce more stable and cohesive
communities than those without (Sampson and Raudenbush, 2004).

Some theorists have even suggested that instead of dealing with issues of
community safety through traditional methods of more security measures,
adopting strategies which raise the level of trust and civic participation within a
particular problem area would correspondingly reduce the level of crime
(Green et al., 2000). Halpern (1999) demonstrates the correlation between
high social capital and the wealth of nations by analysing the trust between
strangers in the World Values Survey. In his view, social capital tends to
reduce transaction costs. A similar conclusion was made by Fukuyama
(2000). Elsewhere the connections between high social capital and promoting
good health have also been claimed (Coulthard et al., 2001; Sixsmith et al.
2001; Campbell et al. 1999; Campbell, 2000; Whitehead and Diderichsen,
2001).

Robert Putnam (2000) mounted an impressive array of material to
demonstrate that social capital shapes society and individuals through a
welter of “civic virtues”, including trust, social networks, and norms of
reciprocity. In his view, where these virtues are engaged, public spaces are
cleaner, people are friendlier, and the streets are safer. In other words, high
crime rates can be explained in large part because people are alienated from
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community organizations, young people lack appropriate mentoring, and often
have poor links to beneficial social networks of family and friends. Putnam
argues that a lack of social capital poses serious challenges to social
cohesion, constrains social and economic opportunities, and produces
communities and organisations that are inefficient and poorly resourced. Low
social capital in communities facing deprivation often reinforces existing
inequalities.

For these reasons, social capital has become very important within
government in many research, statistical and policy areas. The arguable links
between social capital and economic growth, social exclusion, better health
and well-being have prompted policy makers to strengthen their policies with
social capital objectives (for instance, in the UK, see Home Office, Policy
Action Team Report, 1999). Examples of policy responses include the Time
Bank initiative, the Community Empowerment Fund, community involvement
initiatives designed to achieve effective community work, especially, in
Northern Ireland and various Local Strategic Partnerships (Campbell, 2000;
Seyfang, 2001; Cote and Healy, 2001). The Economic and Social Research
Council funds research projects exploring the theme of “Community and
Participation” to analyse the links between civic participation and public
satisfaction with the varied facets of Britain’s political system. Civic
participation and levels of trust and place attachment are further explored in a
large scale survey of attitudes in the Citizen Audit for Britain (ONS, 2001;
Performance and Innovation Unit, 2002).
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Clearly, as some critics have noted, there is within much public debate,
currently, a “temptation to use social capital as a peg on which to hang all of
those informal engagements we like, care for and approve of” (Dasgupta
1999:326). This leads me to look at community cohesion in the next section,
as an extension of that peg described by Dasgupta (1999), especially, in the
way it is formulated as a social policy and its relevance for social housing.

1.5

Community Cohesion and Social Housing

Community cohesion became a major policy initiative, following a series of
disturbances in the North of England in the summer of 2001, specifically, in
Oldham (26 – 29 May), Leeds (5 June), Burnley (24 – 26 June), Bradford (7 9 July) and Stoke-on-Trent (14 – 15 July). These events gave the impetus for
community cohesion and the policy soon became substantiated by a raft of
official reports (The Cantle Report, 2001, The Ritchie Report, 2001, The
Clarke Report, 2001, The Ouseley Report, 2001, and The Denham Report,
2001). In addition to the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit which had been
established in 2001 prior to the disturbances, with a national strategic plan to
tackle social and economic disadvantages in deprived neighbourhoods (SEU,
2001), the government also established the Community Cohesion Unit. The
Unit was set up to lead a review of government policies on community
cohesion, and disseminate good practice. Guidance for local authorities was
published (LGA, 2002; 2004), including a working definition of community
cohesion and advice on mainstreaming community cohesion objectives in a
wide ranging sweep of policy concerns: housing, regeneration, youth and
community work, community safety and policing, education, employment and
health (Chahal, 2000; Kundnani, 2001; Ratcliffe et al, 2001).
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Despite the novelty of its launch, community cohesion as a theoretical handle
and social policy for preventing and dealing with the problems of community
breakdown was not a novel idea. In policy terms, it was already making
headway in the policy objectives of the Canadian government in 1996 as “an
ongoing process of developing a community of shared values, shared
challenges and equal opportunity within Canada, based on a sense of trust,
hope and reciprocity among all Canadians” (Social Cohesion Network, the
Government of Canada, 1996). And a year before the disturbances, the
Commission on the Future of Multi-ethnic Britain used the term “cohesion” to
encapsulate their idea of a “community of communities” (Report of the
Commission on the Future of Multi-ethnic Britain, 2000). In this sense, the
term “community of communities” was a forecast of the emphatic “one nation”
tonality in the government’s later report, “Building Cohesive Communities”
(also known as The Denham Report, 2001) as well as, appositely, a
recognition that different communities have to co-exist on the basis of “live,
and let live”:

“Britain needs to be, certainly, “One Nation” – but
understood as a community of communities and a
community of citizens, not a place of oppressive
uniformity based on a single substantive culture.
Cohesion in

such

a

community

derives from a

widespread commitment to certain core values, both
between communities and within them: equality and
fairness;

dialogue

and
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consultation;

toleration;

compromise and accommodation; recognition of and
respect for diversity; and – by no means least –
determination to confront and eliminate racism and
xenophobia” (Report of the Commission on the Future of
Multi-ethnic Britain, 2000; also known as The Parekh
Report, 2000).

Others have placed the policy shifts towards “local communities” as part of a
general concept of “new localism” by the government, to speed up grass root
participation in civic decisions, on the one hand and, on the other, to signal a
subtle withdrawal from multiculturalism policies, which were seen as
enhancing separate “communities” and hindering interaction between groups
(Amin, 2005; Tyler and Jensen, 2009; Vertovec and Wessendorf, 2010). In
community cohesion, the government appears to be arguing that it is in
neighbourhoods that civic pride and responsibility, positive inter-ethnic and
inter-faith relations and public participation can be demonstrated (Blokland,
2003; Jayaweera and Choudhury, 2008). Community cohesion, therefore, is a
reflection on what Hollinger describes as “diversification of diversity”
(Hollinger, 1995) – the celebration of ethno-cultural diversity in several
residential neighbourhoods in Britain and, at the same time, the requirement
that this diversity should conform to the values and norms of the ethnic
heritage of the country, which is White English. In this sense, by default, the
new localism promotes the idea of an overarching “ethos of mixing” among
local residents, grounded in the expectation that in public and associational
spaces, people should mix and interact with residents of other social and
cultural backgrounds. Participation in mainstream society is fostered through
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cultural, social and civic interactions between the different ethnic publics which
take place in public and associational space.

The importance of various kinds of public and associational space within
neighbourhoods, where people of different backgrounds can meet and
community cohesion can be strengthened, has been recognised by
academics and policy makers (Amin 2002; Dines et al. 2006; Hudson et al.
2007; Jayaweera and Choudhury 2008; Watson and Studdert 2006). Labelled
as “third places” by Ray Oldenburg (1991), public and associational spaces
within neighbourhoods are public places on neutral ground where people can
gather and interact. Examples include local pubs, cafés, community centres,
restaurants, amusement and leisure parks, sports and gym facilities. Although
there are divergent views on the role of intercultural and inter-ethnic
encounters in such places, some people claim that encounters in third places
do shape attitudes towards others (Vertovec, 2007), whilst others, such as
Amin (2002), have attributed minor importance to third places for fostering
inter-ethnic relationships.

On a critical note, however, the reports covering the disturbances in 2001
mainly portrayed the occurrences as symptomatic of deep-seated problems
existing across the UK’s “multicultural” towns and cities. The reports explained
that the riots ensued in part due to the processes of ethnic segregation
adopted by multiculturalist policy approaches of the past decades, which
appeared to have encouraged separate “ethnic” identities. It was a kind of
multiculturalism, underpinned by various equality and anti-discrimination
pieces of legislation, which promoted the notions of “equality” for different
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ethnic and religious groups but seemed to have neglected the need to
promote a notion of national identity and Britishness (Cantle, 2005). The
terminology, “parallel lives”, emerged to describe the kind of segregation
which allowed different ethnic groups to live in “ethnic enclaves” or separate
localities, with minimum inter-ethnic social interaction. Although the reports
acknowledged that poverty, inequality and long-standing animosity between
communities (fostered by racism) were also relevant factors, they were given
less prominence, compared to the “community cohesion” explanation.

This explanation of the cause of the disturbances in 2001 has its critics. The
suggestion that ethnic segregation is growing in the UK, and that it is the
cause of racial conflict has been challenged (Kalra, 2002; Robinson, 2005;
Phillips, 2006, 2007, 2008; Simpson and Finney, 2007; Finney and Simpson,
2009). Kundnani, amongst others, has argued that inequities within the social
structure are the cause of ethnic segregation and conflict (Kundnani, 2001).
Others have mentioned the role of far-right racist groups in nudging local
communities towards ethnic conflict (Bagguley and Hussain, 2003). The fears
and anxieties of White working class communities around unfettered
immigration, and the impact on jobs and housing, have been documented as
fuelling ethnic tensions in neighbourhoods affected by large concentrations of
ethnic minorities. Such fears are, also, supposedly behind the so-called “White
flight” from such neighbourhoods (Carling, 2008; Beider, 2011). Finally, some
critics have pointed to the issue of Muslim identity and Islamism in fostering
ethnic enclaves, and raising ethnic tension (Carling, 2008; Beider and Briggs,
2010).
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There are criticisms as well of the notion of “community” in “community
cohesion”.

It is seen as highly ambiguous and serves to deracialise the

context of ethnic conflict, and the use of urban space and ethnic geographies;
it skips over gender issues, particularly, the role and views of ethnic minority
women, whilst promoting assimilation through the focus on integration or, in
the words of Jon Burnett (2008), “neoliberal integrationism” (Worley, 2005;
Ratcliffe, Newman and Fuller, 2008; Phillips, Simpson and Ahmed, 2008;
Burnett, 2008). The London Bombings of 7th July 2005 were seen by some
authors as leading to a widening of community cohesion to tackle violent
extremism, particularly, the perceived radicalisation of young Muslims,
exemplified by the Jihadist group that carried out the bombings (Afridi, 2007;
Pilkington, 2008). This adoption of community cohesion as a toolkit for dealing
with potential causes of community conflict makes the concept a hold-all for
multiple and, inescapably, contradictory ideas about building cohesive
communities in Britain’s multicultural cities and towns (Kundnani, 2002;
Institute of Community Cohesion, 2009).

Clearly by 2008, it would appear that the government was at crossroads over
the different meanings of multiculturalism and seemed to have settled for a
spectrum that promoted both equality of cultures and the superiority of
Britishness over minority ethnic cultures. This spectrum allowed the
government to pursue an integrationist / assimilationist model of community
cohesion, in which the set of common values that communities should pursue
was essentially based on the White English heritage of the UK, symbolised by
the Crown (Burnett, 2008; Kim, 2011). The mutation of community cohesion to
serve separate policy objectives during the New Labour government helped to
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popularise it but also was its noticeable Achilles’ heel. It was seen as a topdown approach to re-orient minority cultures towards a version of Britishness
defined by government’s policy enthusiasts and the mainstreaming of different
social policies in education, especially, to conform to the view in official reports
that the UK’s multicultural towns and cities were culturally segregated and
living parallel lives, although this view was hotly contested by various
empirical and statistical research findings (Peach, 1996, 2006; Finney and
Simpson, 2009).

The inception of the new Coalition government led by the Conservatives in
May 2010 was a portent that the community cohesion train might become
sidelined in preference for the “Big Society” ideas that had been floated by the
Conservatives whilst in opposition (Uberoi, 2011; Stott, 2011). The “Big
Society”, along with its companion piece “localism”, is seen as the Coalition
Government’s response to, if not replacement of, the previous Labour
administration’s “big policy” objective in community cohesion. The “Big
Society” has five main objectives: 1) to give communities more powers; 2)
encourage people to take an active role in their communities; 3) transfer
power from central to local government; 4) support co-operatives, mutuals,
charities and social enterprises, and (5) publish government data. It has been
noted that the Coalition Government’s emphasis on connecting communities
through “localism” and the “Big Society” seemed to reflect the grassroots
organising model of building connected communities and examples of civic
renewal, seen in Putnam’s and Feldstein’s work, Better Together (Putnam
and Feldstein, 2003; McGhee and Pathak, 2011).
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However, the “Big Society” has been criticised as the Coalition Government’s
backdoor to cutting public expenditure, especially, within the voluntary sector
movement (McGhee and Pathak, 2011). Moreover, the Conservative’s
approach to multiculturalism appears to place more emphasis on creating
cohesive communities on the basis of solely British (understood as White
British and especially non-Muslim) values. In fact, for this reason and the other
criticisms cited earlier, some authors have argued that the concept of
community cohesion should be dropped altogether in favour of the term
“social cohesion” (Ratcliffe, Newman and Fuller, 2008; Ratcliffe and Newman,
2011). Inverting community cohesion as social cohesion does not eliminate its
intrinsic relationship to social capital and, probably, links it more to the concept
of the “Big Society”. Actually, in its current format, the “Big Society” relies on
what some people describe as spontaneous social capital located in the
myriad ways in which people cooperatively create all forms of relational capital
for the good of their communities, almost without state intervention (Putnam
and Feldstein, 2003; McGhee and Pathak, 2011; Tunstall et al., 2011).

The criticisms levied at community cohesion rarely omit its connections to
multiculturalism. The doctrine of state multiculturalism is, currently, facing stiff
opposition in the UK, being blamed mostly for exacerbating social division,
encouraging

ethnic

enclaves,

particularly,

Muslim

separateness

and

undermining national identity (Werbner, 2002; Joppke, 2004; Modood, 2005;
Phillips, 2006). The reason for the intense focus on multiculturalism is largely
related to its value in defining citizenship. At the heart of the citizenship debate
are two competing but also overlapping views: a liberal-individualist
conception of citizenship which argues that the state exists for the benefit of
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citizens and has an obligation to respect and protect the rights of citizens,
including civil rights and political rights; and the civic-republican conception of
citizenship which sees citizenship as an active process, involving being active
in government affairs (Heater, 2004a; 2004b; McGhee, 2005). Both views,
more or less, stem from T.H. Marshall’s classical work on citizenship which
traced the concept as a development of, firstly, civil, then political, then social
rights in the 18th, 19th and 20th centuries respectively (Marshall, 1950).
Although Marshall’s approach has been criticised as narrow, for instance,
because it fails to take account of gender issues and class cleavages in those
centuries (Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley, 2004), the liberal and republican
conceptions of citizenship are the two complementary and contrastive models
of citizenship that community cohesion seems to promote, in its emphasis on
celebrating diversity and encouraging universalism (i.e., social and cultural
integration) at the same time.

To cite David Blunkett at length:
“Let’s be unequivocal from the outset. I believe that
there is great strength in our diversity as a nation.
We need to celebrate and value that diversity as an
integral part of who we are as a country... Different
parts of the country have different levels of ethnic
and cultural diversity. Sometimes the hardest job is
persuading people, in areas of the country which
are not very diverse, who don’t see the positive
contributions either of established ethnic minorities
or new migrants, but only read scare stories about
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‘waves’ of immigration, to see the other side of the
story...

Of course, there has never been any shortage of
people wanting to deny this story and persist in the
fiction of a homogeneous Britishness. Three
hundred years ago Daniel Defoe was poking gentle
fun

at

them

in

his

poem

“The

True-Born

Englishman”, in which he famously referred to us
as “this mongrel race”. Even today, there is a
tendency to deny the scale of past migration, and
exaggerate the present...

But our common identity as British citizens, our
common allegiance to the laws, to parliamentary
government and to the practices of free citizenship,
will always be vital. The role of government is to
ensure the framework of law and order within which
diverse expressions of our identity can flourish free
from the fear of racism or discrimination. It is this
commonality which allows cultural diversity within
an institutional unity symbolised in the Crown.” (A
speech by the Rt. Hon. David Blunkett MP, Home
Secretary,

to

the

Institute

Research, 7th July 2004)
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of

Public

Policy

The focus on ethno-cultural diversity as a positive factor within communities
promotes a view of citizenship that encourages ethnic minority rights and
privileges, as separate identities and communities with their own values and
norms. However, this diversity must be contained within the “institutional unity
symbolised in the Crown”, an elastic phrase that requires minority ethnic
groups to integrate within the confines of the majority culture and ethnic
heritage which is White English. This approach loops back to the explanation
for the riots in 2001: that individuals and communities, as well as
(inadvertently) a “discredited” type of multiculturalism, have played a crucial
role in creating and deepening the physical and cultural segregation,
described in the reports as “parallel lives”. Therefore, a new form of
multiculturalism which defines citizenship as both liberal and civic, and
includes both diversity and integration, becomes the order of the day. This is,
particularly, obvious in “Our Shared Future”, the report of the Commission on
Integration and Cohesion which was produced in 2007 (CIC, 2007). In a
sense, then, community cohesion appears to be arguing the case for a kind of
multicultural citizenship that is not too dissimilar from the conception of Will
Kymlicka (Kymlicka, 1996).

This way of interpreting community cohesion helps to clarify its use as a social
tool for shaping communities, a shaping that is done directly by the
government but not visible, or perceived as such, by local citizens, because
the government is acting within a communitarian framework (Calder, 2003;
Robinson, 2008). Communitarianism has two main concerns: a concern for
community life, and a concern for positive communal relations which are
based on trust, mutual understanding, and forms of reciprocity between
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individuals. In this sense, Amitai Etzioni describes a functioning community as
those “webs of social relations that encompass shared meanings and above
all shared values” (Etzioni, 1995: 24). Communitarianism is also a response to
what is perceived as the liberal tradition in political theory which focuses
essentially on individuals and their self-interest and sees “society” over and
above “community”, as merely a collection of individuals, acting without undue
interference from others, or from the state. Communitarian philosophy, for
instance, in the work of Sandel (1982), MacIntyre (1985), and Walzer (1983),
often opposes the priority that liberal political theories appear to place on
individual rights over public goods. Communitarianism stresses the particular
social contexts which endow the actions and life of individuals with meaning
and relevance. These views were couched in a pamphlet written by Tony Blair
shortly after he became Prime Minister:

“We all depend on collective goods for our
independence; and all our lives are enriched - or
impoverished - by the communities to which we
belong... A key challenge of progressive politics is
to use the state as an enabling force, protecting
effective communities and voluntary organisations
and encouraging their growth to tackle new needs,
in partnership as appropriate' (Blair, 1998, p. 4).

Although there is no practical boundary between “community” and “society”,
as

proxies

for

two

different

social

community/associational/inward-focused,
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groups
and

–

one,
the

traditionally,
other

society/individual/outward-focused – yet, the old terms “Gemeinschaft” and
“Gesellschaft”, will be apposite here (Tönnies, 1957). In “gemeinschaft” (often
translated as community) individuals act on the basis of mutual responsibility
and solidarity; they defer to common mores about the appropriate behaviour
and responsibility of all members. In contrast, “gesellschaft” (often translated
as society) is structured in a way that allows the individual's self interest to
take priority over the needs and interests of the collective, and the bonds of
shared mores are weaker. It has been argued that as globalisation impacts
upon local communities, identity politics will involve the re-making of the
constituents of “gemeinschaft” by emphasising and nurturing bonds and
identities that seek to preserve ethnic solidarity (Hobsbawm, 2007).

On this basis, the communitarian framework of community cohesion
presupposes the involvement of “agency” (Greener, 2002). By adopting a
social framework that emphasises the individual’s responsibilities for furthering
the well-being of their community, the individual becomes the rational agent
through

whom government

communities.

ably

conducts

its

own

business

within

As Giddens (1998) observes: “The theme of community is

fundamental to the new politics, but not just as an abstract slogan. …
“Community” doesn't imply trying to capture lost forms of local solidarity; it
refers to practical means of furthering the social and material refurbishment of
neighbourhoods, towns and larger local areas' (Giddens, 1998, p. 79). Blair is
also relevant here when he states that “...the grievous 20th century error of
the fundamentalist Left was the belief that the state could replace civil society
and thereby advance freedom” (Blair, 1998, p. 4). The state has a role to play,
but only as a facilitator, not as a guarantor, of a cohesive community.
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The inclusion of social capital as the main depository of community cohesion
is also prominent in the literature on community cohesion and, particularly, in
the work of Ferlander and Timms (1999) and Forrest and Kearns (2000 and
2001). They stress the positive effects of individual commitment to shared
norms and values, and interdependence based on shared interests. They
argue that community cohesion is an adjunct of social cohesion, and requires
a notion of civic participation that extends beyond the immediate locality and
interest group of the individual. Other writers have pointed to the difficulty of
community renewal in a world of disrupted social values, rabid individualism,
residualisation of local crafts and guilds, the decline of local economic life and
the march of globalisation. (Castells, 1997; Fukuyama, 1999).To cite Forrest
and Kearns: “The social element of a previous era is crumbling and ... we are
being collectively cast adrift in a world in which the previous rules of social
interaction and social integration no longer apply.” (Forrest and Kearns, 2001:
21) Forrest and Kearns (2000) emphasise the importance of widely shared
civic values and norms, trans-ethnic culture, even-handed spread of economic
growth and a responsive political culture as the necessary glue for gelling up
disparate community groups. In fact, the domains of social cohesion outlined
in their work became the conceptual basis for community cohesion in the
Cantle Report. (See Table 1.2 below)

Table 1.2 – The Domains of Community Cohesion
Domain

Description

Common values and a civic Common aims and objectives
culture

Common moral principles and codes of
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behaviour
Support

for

political

institutions

and

participation in politics
Social

order

and

control

social Absence of general conflict and threats to the
existing order
Absence of incivility
Effective informal social control
Tolerance, respect for differences; inter-group
co-operation

Social

solidarity

reductions

in

disparities

and Harmonious

economic

and

social

wealth development and common standards
Re-distribution of public finances and of
opportunities
Equal access to services and welfare benefits
Ready acknowledgement of social obligations
and willingness to assist others

Social networks and Social High degree of social interaction within
Capital

communities and families.
Civic engagement and associational activity.
Easy resolution of collective action problems.

Place
identity

attachment

and Strong attachment to place.
Inter-twining of personal and place identity.

(Source: Forrest and Kearns, 2000)
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Eventually, these domains coalesced into the broad definition adopted by the
Guidance on Community Cohesion document (LGA et al., 2002). A cohesive
community is one where:
There is a common vision and sense of
belonging for all communities;
The

diversity

backgrounds

of
and

people’s

different

circumstances

are

appreciated and positively valued;
Those from different backgrounds have
similar life opportunities
Strong and positive relationships are being
developed between people from different
backgrounds in the workplace, in schools
and within neighbourhoods.

Community Cohesion and Social Housing
Most of the energy that drives community cohesion in the housing arena can
be found in the government’s Sustainable Communities Plan (ODPM,
2003a) and the community cohesion agenda (ODPM 2002a; 2002b; 2003b;
2004a; 2004b) which underline the re-branding of social housing as choice
housing by the New Labour government that came to power in May 1997, led
by Tony Blair. In Quality and Choice – A Decent Home for All (DETR,
2000), community cohesion within housing is seen as the relationship
between

neighbourhood

well-being

and

neighbourhood

assets.

Neighbourhood assets are defined in social capital terms, encompassing trust,
safety and reciprocity within neighbourhoods. In Homes for All – A Five Year
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Strategy (ODPM, 2005a), the stress is on revitalising communities,
invigorating

local

democracy

and

strengthening

accountability

within

neighbourhoods. This theme is also taken up in a partner document, People,
Places and Prosperity. (ODPM, 2005b)

In a study by Geoff Green et al (2005), the researchers conclude that
“sustainable regeneration requires investment which strengthens social capital
and improves the environment, along with housing investment for owner
occupation.” The researchers identified four types of neighbourhood assets:
fixed capital (such as buildings, plant, machinery and roads); human capital
(the skills and knowledge people hold, and also their personal health);
environmental capital (equated with neighbourhood amenity); and social
capital (social norms and networks which promote co-operative behaviour).

The argument that well-being is connected to neighbourhood sustainability
soon became an essential feature of New Labour’s community cohesion
construct and the variety of innovative approaches to the provision, allocation
and management of social housing lead to a simple conclusion – there is
inherent in social housing a possible tool for community cohesion (Cantle
Report, 2001; Ritchie Report, 2001; Ousley Report, 2001). Such a view is not
misconceived, firstly from our discussions so far of community cohesion and,
latterly, from outcomes of research into the social capital inherent in social
housing. For instance, a baseline study carried out by a JRF research group in
2000 of eight former coal mining neighbourhoods in three South Yorkshire
local authorities found that housing quality had the largest influence on
residents’ well-being, followed by social capital and environmental amenity
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(Green, et al., 2005). Three years later, the follow-through survey revealed a
different order of priorities: “social issues had become more influential than the
quality of housing on people’s sense of well-being and satisfaction with the
neighbourhood”. The researchers described a halo effect of new housing that
had initially obviated the primacy of neighbourhood relationships for
respondents. Once the halo disappeared, community was no longer about the
quality of the “bricks and mortar” but essentially about the quality of
neighbourhood relationships. “Neighbourhood relationships” is frequently
adopted as an acronym for social capital in studies dealing with social
interactions within neighbourhoods (Forrest and Yip, 2004a and 2004b).

That housing is important to community cohesion is ingrained in almost all the
reports that stemmed from the local disturbances in the North of England in
2001. For instance, the Oldham Independent Review Panel stated that “the
segregated nature of society in Oldham is at the heart of the town’s problems,
and that begins with housing.” (Ritchie, 2001: 16) The Cantle Report also
recognised housing as a determinant in the shape that communities assume.
Similarly, the Denham Report (2001) stated that “a concentration of people
from one ethnic background in certain areas of housing, and their separation
from other groups living in adjacent areas, has contributed greatly to intercommunity tensions and conflict.” (Denham, 2001: 22).

In all the reports,

housing allocation policy and practice became tributary factors of residential
segregation. Although ethnic segregation in towns and cities in England is part
of a wider structural flaw in the social system (Phillips, et. al., 2002), housing
inequities and the alienation and tension bred by these remain a fundamental
source of unrest and social disharmony within communities. These reports did
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succeed in moving the argument from concerns with what is social capital to
how to implant, improve and manage social capital in public housing
neighbourhoods.

This latter point is of significance given the various inequities associated with
housing in Britain. In relation to the community cohesion construct, the impact
of social housing allocation policies skewed by racist bias has produced, for
instance, racialised ghettoes in Britain (Rex and Moore, 1967; Phillips, 1998;
Kundnani, 2001). The economic inequities affecting particular ethnic
communities have led in other ways to the same result in the owner-occupied
sector (Tomlins, 1999; Ratcliffe, et al., 2001; Charles, 2003). The difficulties
that limit the housing choices of minority ethnic communities in Britain include,
not only the actions of local authority and housing association landlords, but
also private landlords, estate agents, building societies and house-builders
(Robinson, 2002). The ensuing social and cultural imbalances have accrued a
conception of housing as a domain where the inequities inherent within the
social structure are played out often as conflict scenarios between different
communities. Community cohesion as a construct attempts to bypass the
fundamental social inequities by tapping into various kinds of “social capital”
within local communities to assuage the pains of disadvantage and
discrimination. (Chahal, 2000; Ratcliffe et al, 2001; Kundnani, 2001; MalikAhad, 2001)

On the one hand, it is assumed that by exploiting social capital, community
cohesion can tap into the sense of identity and belonging prevalent in multiethnic settlements whilst it benefits from a tenure that naturally provides a
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“class” identity to its occupiers irrespective of race. On the other hand, it can
burrow itself into the regeneration activities of the local community, and make
use of the hope and aspirations of the constituents to focus them on achieving
togetherness at the same time as improvements to their physical environment.
The premise for this kind of double-take is outlined in Forrest and Kearn’s
domains of social capital and appropriate neighbourhood policies that support
these (Forrest and Kearns, 2000). These constitutive domains are displayed in
Table 1.3 below.

Table

1.3

-

The

Domains

of

Social

Capital

and

Appropriate

Neighbourhood Policies that Support Them
DOMAIN

DESCRIPTION

LOCAL POLICIES

Empowerment

That people feel they Providing

support

have a voice which is community
listened to; are involved giving

to

groups,

local

people

in processes that affect “voice”,

helping

to

them; can themselves provide

solutions

to

take action to initiate problems, giving local
changes.

people a role in policy
processes.

Participation

That people take part in Establishing

and/or

social and community supporting
activities. Local events activities
occur

and

attended.

are

local
and

local

well organisations,
publicising local events.
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Associational

activity That people co-operate Developing

and common purpose

with

one

another supporting

through the formation of between
formal

and

and

networks
organisations

informal in the area.

groups to further their
interests.
Supporting

networks That

and reciprocity

individuals

and Creating,

organisations

co- and/or

operate to support one ethos

developing

supporting
of

an

co-operation

another for either mutual between individuals and
or one-sided gain. An organisations
expectation

that

help develop

which

ideas

would be given to or community
received

from

values

norms

and That

schemes.

people

common

support.

others Good neighbour award

when needed.
Collective

of

share Developing

values

norms of behaviour.

and

and promulgating an ethos
which

residents

recognise and accept;
securing
social
promoting

harmonious
relations;
community

interests.
Trust

That people feel they Encouraging
can

trust
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their

co- residents

trust
in

in
their

residents

and

organisations
responsible
governing

other.

Delivering

for policy
or

their area.
Safety

local relationships with each
on

promises.

serving Bringing

conflicting

groups together.

That people feel safe in Encouraging a sense of
their

neighbourhood, safety

in

residents.

and are not restricted in Involvement
their use of public space crime
by fear.

in

local

prevention.

Providing

visible

evidence

of

security

measures.
Belonging

That

people

feel Creating,

connected to their co- and/or
residents,

their

developing
supporting

a

home sense of belonging in

area, have a sense of residents. Boosting the
belonging to the place identity of a place via
and its people.

design, street furnishing,
naming.

Source: Forrest and Kearns, 2000

The emphatic point here is that understanding social capital in housing
requires exploring the link between people and places. In the context of the
government’s commitment to sustainable communities, social capital is a key
variable in determining the success of many place-based and people-based
strategies funded by the government as part of their community cohesion
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agenda in local communities. For social housing and their residents,
particularly, innovations in allocation policies, mixed income / mixed tenure
neighbourhoods, and the governance of the conduct of social housing
recipients present a radically changing landscape. On top of the challenges
that produce conflict and tension, radical reforms in social housing provision
and allocation, neighbourhood regeneration and the formation of new
communities by immigrant settlements only serve to highlight the need to
factor in the assets of social capital to manage change. (Smith, Griffiths and
Stirling, 1997; Cirman, 2004)

As we have seen earlier on in section 1.3 above, the assumptions and claims
that neighbourhoods rich in social capital become self-evident cohesive
communities are difficult to prove empirically. This is because it is not clear
whether the processes associated with social capital are the causes or effects
of social capital. Also, normatively, social capital can in itself (for instance, as
bonding capital) lead to communities-within-communities that are focused on
shutting out each other, or keeping each other at arm’s length to prevent a
wider and richer level of community cohesion. Is this why in the UK the official
script of community cohesion was also partly badged as the new framework
for race relations? I explore some answers to this question in the next section.

1.6

Community Cohesion and Race

As shown in section 1.5 above, the aftermath of the community disturbances
in Bradford, as well as Burnley, Leeds, Oldham, and Stoke-on-Trent in 2001
led to a raft of official reports which synthesised the root causes of the
disturbances into a simple, digestible script of racial segregation and “parallel
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lives”. So, supposedly, to prevent future riots, the government found a key in
community cohesion, in which notions of communitarianism, multiculturalism
and, ultimately, racial equality were embedded. In the process, the
racialisation of social housing which affected Black and Asian families, in
particular, was largely resolved in the reports into a cultural paradigm – the
penchant for self-segregation by minority ethnic communities. This cultural
rationalisation paid less attention to the structural flaws in the housing system
as a whole, or to the economic imbalance which channelled Black and Asian
households into segregated neighbourhoods in the first place.

More importantly, this partial account eased its way into official policy through
a calibration of community cohesion as a new form of anti-racism, but
conveniently a type of anti-racism which White English working class
communities could adopt and use as a valuable bridge for re-building
consensus with their minority ethnic neighbours. This was because this
account does not spell out “race” or “racism” in terms of racial disadvantage
and conflict. On the contrary, as a new framework of race relations,
community cohesion seeks to gell communities together rather than sensitise
them to the issues that divide them. This is the spirit of the Labour
government’s consultation document “Strength in Diversity” (Home Office,
2004) and the reports on race equality and community cohesion, “Improving
Opportunity, Strengthening Society” (Communities and Local Government,
2005, 2007 and 2009). These reports play up the dialectics of community
cohesion as an approach towards de-racialising social experience as much as
de-racialising social space.
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Two main types of analytic discourse explored the implications of the
weaknesses of this official community cohesion script for Bradford. On the one
hand, there was a focus on Bradford in terms of its racial geography and
demographics by scholars like Phillips et al. (1998, 2002, 2007, 2008), Finney
and Simpson (2009), and Poulsen (2005). In contrast, on the other hand,
there was a “hagiography” of Bradford, a kind of cultural romanticism, recasting Bradford in terms of the city’s White English heritage, particularly, by
Carling (2008). For Phillips et al, for instance, British Asian narratives of space
lend weight to the finding that “race” and “difference” are central to issues of
ethnic segregation and citizenship in multicultural Britain and, particularly, in
Bradford.

The cultural “otherness” of ethnic minorities, particularly South Asian
communities, which is often polarised against the “Whiteness” of the city in
official discourse on segregation and integration is seen by some authors as
an assumption that makes little sense of the “enforced” racialised patterns of
social and spatial integration in which minority communities live (Phillips,
Davis and Ratcliffe, 2007; Simpson, 1997; Solomos, 1996 and 2003). For
instance, in Bradford, race and racism have been cited as the principal
reasons forestalling access to good quality social housing, and even homes in
up-market neighbourhoods for Bradford’s Asian residents, whereas economic
reasons are probably more important (Ratcliffe, 2000, 2001 and 2009).

This is the backcloth for the issues raised in several studies about racism as
experienced by, particularly, South Asian communities, their geographical
location in deprived neighbourhoods, their self-segregation into ethnic
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enclaves, and lack of meaningful inter-cultural contact and inter-ethnic
interaction with their White neighbours at the time of the city’s riots in 2001
(Rowe, 1998; Hassan, 2000). The riots left more than 320 police officers
injured, and damages to public buildings and private businesses cost in
excess of £25 million. The rioters targeted, overwhelmingly, the police and
White-owned property and businesses. Although, initially, the riots started as a
multiracial demonstration against a Far Right march, it progressed quickly to
an event involving mostly Pakistani men. In this way, it loops back historically
to the earlier riots in the mid-1990s in the Manningham area, especially, the
one that occurred on 9th to 11th June, 1995 which were attributed to the highly
visible level of racial segregation within the city (Bagguley and Hussain, 2003).

Adopting the characterisation of race riots in Britain by Miles (1989), the riots
in Bradford evidenced the racialisation of unresolved community grievances.
Community cohesion, as a nouveau concept of race relations, and through the
assets of social capital, is intended to help address such grievances before
they become racialised in violent public disorder. Indeed, this was the claim
made in 2011 when the violent urban riots in London, Birmingham,
Manchester and elsewhere in August of that year failed to spread to Bradford
(http://www.thetelegraphandargus.co.uk/news/9274389._Bradford_avoided_ri
ots_due_to_community_cohesion_/).

As such, aspects of “race” and “racism” are at the forefront of this research in
the discourse around social capital and community cohesion, and the building
of cohesive communities through social housing in the case study housing
schemes. However, both aspects are subsumed within the larger focus on the
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patterns of social interaction throughout this thesis. There are twin reasons for
this: one, for

theoretical amplification, the

debate on

causes and

consequences of social capital pre-occupies me in my investigation of the
factors that promote community cohesion. Secondly, race and housing in
Bradford particularly, and across social housing in general have been studied
at length by several scholars, and the conclusions are well-known: the
racialisation of dwelling space and social space are elements of social
processes that limit the economic and social spheres of ethnic minorities
(Ratcliffe, 1997, 1998, 2000, 2001, 2004 and 2009).

To my knowledge, this thesis is the first to undertake an empirical examination
of the linearity between the forms of social capital and the outcomes of
community cohesion in social housing neighbourhoods. Consequently, I have
not dwelt on “race” or “racism” per se. I have chosen instead to investigate
how these dynamics impact upon multiculturalism, the residents’ sense of
belonging, their understanding of a shared future and common values in order
to build their housing schemes into cohesive communities.

In other words, although many of the variables that will be explored in the
patterns of social interaction in the case study housing schemes concern race,
culture and ethnicity, my research is not in itself, explicitly, about race or
racism. In view of this, the general question for me is, “How can one engage
social capital theory to probe the relationship between community cohesion
and social housing?” This will be answered by some of the examples I cite in
section 1.7 below.
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1.7

Research Models of Social Capital Theory for Investigation of
Community Cohesion and Social Housing

So far, I have argued that social capital is a dynamic concept that can be used
as a vehicle for assessing how community cohesion is promoted by social
housing. In my view, there are two main types of research models: those
attempting to find and measure social capital, in terms of its effects and
outcomes; and those concerned with examining social capital as a mode of
social discourse, mainly from the perspective of rational action theory. The
former type is empirical, in a positivistic sense, that is, they were mostly
concerned with discovering the “laws” behind the social phenomena they were
studying. Most of these works were based on quantitative data. Earlier on,
(see section 1.3 above), I cited some examples of research models based on
empirical verification of the “quantity” and “quality” of social capital in particular
communities or regions.

These models focus on measures of community or organisational life,
engagement in public affairs, community volunteerism, informal sociability,
and social trust (Coleman, 1988; Narayan and Princhett, 1997; Putnam,
2000). However, if transplanted wholesale into investigating community
cohesion and social housing, these measures may produce confusing results
if the central assumption is that affluent neighbourhoods with obvious patterns
of residential stability and community cohesion have more social capital than
poor neighbourhoods where there is less residential stability and less social
cohesion (Temkin and Rohe, 1998; DeFilippis, 2001).

60

The difficulties of empirical (quantitative) approaches to social capital research
have served to highlight the benefits of alternative approaches that take
account of issues in place attachment, individual and collective action through
agency, institutions and formal and informal authority structures, whilst
elaborating on the relationships between the individual and community
(Ostrom, 1990; Woolcock, 1998; Uphoff, 2000). David O’Brien et al (2005),
for instance, identify ways to link exclusive forms of indigenous social capital
to more inclusive forms of social capital that integrate families, communities
and nations into a global economy. Their strategy draws on the incentives
needed to induce individuals to support collective action, the qualitatively
different forms of weak and strong social ties, and the importance of public
policy decision-making in influencing the advantages and disadvantages of
indigenous social capital.

Kai Wegerich (2001), in considering institutional change, argues that the
adaptive capacity of society is linked to the power of stakeholders and that the
notions of “uncertainty” and “risk” influence the individual’s rational action, as
much as “norms” and “reciprocity”. The widening of the influence of norms in
building the capacity for collective action is taken up by Pedro Ramos Pinto
(2006) in linking social identity to social ties. The social ties which exist in
communitarian groups are solid and durable, compared to those of
disintegrating communities, where incentives for co-operation hardly exist.
Contrastively, the patriarchal family unit demonstrates defensive and
“exploitative” ties compared to those of a benevolent bureaucracy (the civil
society) which promotes the norm of duty towards others as a system of
“obligations” and “reciprocity”. Other social ties, for instance, as exist in the
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conscript army, promote cohesion by “coercion” whilst those of inter-class
networks are contingent and re-negotiable. Pinto’s work stresses the
organisational characteristics of groups that influence their capacity for
collective action.

Dealing with lone mothers as a particular social and economic group, Simon
Duncan et al (2003) suggest that rational choice for lone mothers is “bounded”
as much by “de-traditionalisation” and “individualisation” of pre-existing norms
around gender and social networks as by “post-modern moral negotiation” of
the need for paid work and a male bread-winner. They argue that decisions by
lone mothers to take or abstain from paid work, and what sort of paid work to
combine with parenting, if necessary, are bounded by moral and socially
negotiated views about normative behaviour, which often varies according to
their social class. Families where the social ties of kinship and marriage are
weakened are likely to still find anchors in “pre-existing social and structural
processes” (Duncan and Smith, 2006). On a different scale, Tomi Tura and
Vesa Harmaakorpi (2005) examine how different innovation networks combine
in building regional innovative capability. They argue that areas with strong
social capital can still turn out to be worst places for innovation and creative
processes. They argue that the forms of social capital must be separated from
its definition in order to give proper recognition to the network skills of the
people and organisations involved in creating regional innovative capability.
They conclude that regional innovative capability is formed from the innovative
capability of individual actors and innovation networks taking part in the
regional innovation system. In this context, social capital is a formation of
resources embedded in the structural properties of the network, as well as in
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the cognitive and emotional attachment of the actors to collective action and
outcomes.

Sam Wong (2004) challenges the use of institutions in current approaches to
building social capital in communities, demonstrating that this reflects a limited
understanding of the complexity, plurality and sporadic nature of institutional
formation. Adopting Elinor Ostrom’s second generation collective action
theory, Wong focuses on how participatory decision-making, good governance
and authority building influence collective action. Wong asserts that “unseen”
social capital, found in everyday inter-personal relationships and social
networks are of greater significance for collective action than the “seen” social
capital evidenced in organisation-based norms and levels of trust. Wong
applies this approach to his study of three migrant communities in Hong Kong
and their efforts to achieve collective action through organisational social
capital. The migrant groups achieved mixed results on the basis of the nature
of social relations between their members, incentives for cooperative
behaviour, levels of trust, and livelihood priorities.

Although there are challenges to the claims and methodology of rational
action theory, particularly, as people’s private preferences are largely
mediated by the norms and networks to which they belong (see, for instance,
Duncan, 2000), these examples of rational action theory-oriented models of
social capital research provide a more balanced outlook on the causes and
effects of social capital. They are less quantitative data-driven and generally
seem to explain better the events behind the data they are probing for social
capital indicators. Overall, they are more aware of the darker side of social
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capital and offer a more realistic explanation of the behaviour of individuals
within their social groups. Even better, they tend to offer cross-cutting
analyses of the complex factors motivating collective action.

In section 1.2 above, I noted that social capital is a theoretical tool for studying
social relationships, and helps to clarify how social structure is both
maintained and modified by the rational choices of individuals. This is what
has driven my research as I seek to find and describe the way social capital
assets (trust, shared norms, and networks) and forms of social capital
(bonding, bridging and linking) are deployed in a number of select social
housing schemes, in order to build cohesive communities. I am interested in
the actions that are undertaken by social housing landlords, third sector
agencies and the social residents themselves in the selected social housing
neighbourhoods, to promote cohesive communities. I will examine a good
sample of such actions in order to describe how social capital and community
cohesion, together, are helping to build the neighbourhoods into cohesive
communities.

It is the case that rational-choice theories usually assume that people,
organisations and institutions act rationally, in the sense of having good
reasons for doing what they do (Coleman, 1990; Allingham, 2002). As a result,
most rational-choice sociologists do not seek to explain the actions of single
individuals. They focus, instead, on explaining how the actions of individuals
at macro-level turn into aggregate outcomes, such as the emergence of
norms, segregation patterns, or various forms of collective action (Elster,
2007; Hedström and Stern, 2008). Then, in order to make sense of such
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outcomes, rational-choice sociologists are wont to focus on the actions and
interactions that brought them about. I have to state that this is the way in
which rational action theory has influenced my research. I calculate that the
activities undertaken by the selected social housing landlords, the selected
social residents and voluntary sector agencies that I will examine in the course
of this research are rational, in the sense that they are intended to promote
community cohesion. Given my analysis of social capital and community
cohesion in sections 1.2 to 1.4 above, my task is to explain to what extent
such activities evince community cohesion outcomes. Therefore, as I am
focused on social capital theory in my analysis, I will not pursue specific
rational action theory aspects. For instance, I will not be assessing whether
the actions of the residents fit a scheme of strong or weak rationality
requirements; and whether they are situational or procedural, or lead to a
general or specific action theory (Goldthorpe, 1998).

1.8

Summary and Conclusions

The basic premise for community cohesion is that harmony defines society,
not conflict – although conflict is part of everyday life, if seen through the lens
of, particularly, Karl Marx and Max Weber (Giddens, 1971). The connections
between “social capital” and “community cohesion” are quite direct. As Chupp
(1999:2) notes: “In the debate over poor neighbourhoods and the ills of society
as a whole, social capital has become something of a wonder drug.” The
positive benefits of social capital and the processes that create it underpin the
relevance of social capital to the issue of social cohesion. Additionally, the
benefits of social capital often echo the claims made by sociologists on the
processes and desirability of social integration (Parsons, 1951; 1960;
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Gusfield, 1975; Bellah, 1996). In social capital literature, the more positive
normative approaches stress the social benefits, sometimes, in a simplistic
communitarian fashion. Social capital is seen as a consequence of and a
producer of social cohesion. Putnam in particular argues that at the level of
community, enterprise or nation, the quality of life — even of the better off —
will be higher if membership of the community brings with it active
participation (Putnam, 1993a and 1993b).

Analytically, therefore, social capital has a close relationship to the debate on
social cohesion. In many ways, solidarity or, more specifically, social
integration, has become the main source and effect of social capital. As a
social theory, social capital is focused on the broad associational activities
which produce a positive effect on community productivity and well-being.
Although, social cohesion is not the term used by the government to address
the causes of community breakdown, the discourse on community cohesion
shows that social cohesion is the desirable outcome. Furthermore, by the way
the discourse is framed, “community cohesion” as a term is analogous to
social capital.
If the question is asked, “Why do policy-makers find it quite convenient to
assume that, despite the evidence of community fragmentation and social
unease associated mainly with public sector housing, it can still be engaged
by change agents as a main contributor to community harmony and social
cohesion?” the apparent answer is that, at policy making level, the notion of
social capital is adopted as a broad angle on many of the issues raised by the
use of social housing as a vehicle for moral and social renewal (Wallis, 1998;
Wallis, Crocker and Schechter, 1998; Franklin, 2004). Historically, successive
66

governments in the UK have used entitlement to welfare benefits as an
incentive to shape the social attitudes of welfare recipients (Cole and
Goodchild, 2001; Flint, 2006). This is, particularly, obvious in social housing
where access to the sector, and opportunity to continue as a social tenant in
the long term, is controlled by the government through allocation and tenancy
rules framed by statute (Lister, 2006). Indeed, Britain’s Housing Acts have
always encompassed rules stipulating entitlement criteria and the conduct of
social tenancies (Hunter, 2006; Pawson and McKenzie, 2006). Therefore, in
view of the ultimate goal of community cohesion to shape the attitudes and
conduct of social housing residents towards achieving the policy objectives of
the

government,

community

cohesion

continues

the

well-established

approach, by successive UK governments, of using social housing as a
means of governing the social attitudes of residents within the tenure.

In this way, as policy makers are wont to pursue social capital as an
organising and explanatory concept for the processes of communal or
collective behaviour, it is not a long leap to focus on social housing either as a
kind of social capital “desert” on account of various forms of anti-social
behaviour prevalent within public sector housing; or, as a potential oasis of
social capital because it is a tenure where people’s lives can be turned around
through various social policies. On the first count, logically, in order to turn the
“desert” round, it requires a great endowment of social capital which, arguably,
community cohesion will bequeath. The latter view of social housing as a
potential reservoir of social capital is based on its pivotal relationship to
neighbourhood well-being (Temkin and Rohe, 1998). In both arguments,
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social housing remains a good candidate for social capital experimentation by
policy-makers.

As the World Bank argues:
“The social capital of a society includes the
institutions, the relationships, the attitudes and
values that govern interactions among people and
contribute to economic and social development.
Social capital, however, is not simply the sum of
institutions which underpin society, it is also the
glue that holds them together. It includes the
shared values and rules for social conduct
expressed in personal relationships, trust, and a
common sense of ‘civic’ responsibility that makes
society more than just a collection of individuals.”
(World Bank 1998:5)

These generalised aspects of social capital inform the debate on community
cohesion and how it is fostered by social housing (Tura and Harmaakorpi,
2004). I will turn my attention in the next chapter to describe in detail the
governance role of social housing.
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CHAPTER TWO
Unravelling the Governance Role of Social Housing in Britain

2.1

Introduction

Successive governments in the UK have made use of social housing to
regulate the conduct of social tenants. Therefore, community cohesion is part
of a long line of social programmes intended to influence the behaviour of
social tenants towards a specific moral or social policy which, in this case, is
to build cohesive communities. In this chapter, I will examine the theoretical
underpinnings of the governance of social conduct through the work of Michel
Foucault, and cite examples of occasions when it appeared that social
housing had been used to influence the conduct of social tenants towards
specific moral or social objectives. I will examine the implications of Foucault’s
concept of “governmentality” and “technologies of the self” for community
cohesion as an illustrative model of governance of the conduct of social
housing tenants.

Accordingly, in section 2.2 I outline the key theoretical underpinnings of the
governance of social conduct, following the main propositions of Michel
Foucault on governmentality. In section 2.3, I provide historical examples of
the governance of the conduct of social housing tenants in Britain. In section
2.4, I focus specifically on community cohesion as the latest example of
governmentality and the implications for my research. I conclude in section 2.5
that the governance of social conduct makes the “governance” role of social
housing an acceptable social good within the sector and allows all
stakeholders – housing associations, social housing tenants and voluntary
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sector groups - to buy into the programme. My research aims and objectives
are summarised into a list in section 2.6

2.2

Theoretical Underpinnings of the Governance of Social Conduct

The term “governance” is often used as a “catch-all term” for any practice of
controlling people, businesses and activities (Smouts, 1998; Jessop, 1998).
This includes any strategy or process for controlling, regulating or managing
problems (Jessop, 1998). Most theorists argue that the term is both a
theoretical and analytical focus on “processes” of rule rather than on ruling
“institutions” (Kooiman, 1993; Prakash and Hart, 1999; Willke, 2007). As such,
the term has been used widely to capture the interdependent relationship
between political authorities and social actors, enacted through dialogue,
participation, representation, and the inclusion of “the governed” (Rose, 1999).

As a kind of social discourse, there are two views of “governance”: there is the
realist view that stresses the processes of governance as a social reality, a
rationality or necessity, constructed mainly by the state. The other view is
more adaptive and open-ended and, situated within the Foucauldian tradition,
argues that governance is not merely about the processes by which, for
instance, the state controls citizens, but includes the processes that the
citizens adopt to self-regulate themselves, as a response to the control and
coordination mechanisms of the state. However, for both views, historically,
governance is seen as part of the march towards the democratisation of the
instruments and processes of government, a democratisation that often blunts
the sharp cultural and class divergences between those who rule (the
“institutions”) and those who are ruled (Mayntz, 2004; Smouts 1998).
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In other words, “governance” as a term masks the politics of domination which
is inherent in its practice. Consequently, as the literature shows, especially,
from the realist perspective, the potential conflicts between different social
groups and classes, and the contradictions between political interests and
objectives are overshadowed by a practice that presents the processes of
coordination and control as positively normative. In this way, “governance”
offers the possibility of achieving social goods, such as community cohesion,
without radically changing existing political and social structures (Rucht,
2001). This is the sense in which it has been described as an “anti-political
politics”

(Walters,

2004;

Hirst,

2000;

Mouffe,

2005).

However,

this

characterisation of the relationship between the governed and the governor
within governance literature explains only little, if at all, of the multi-layered
and “indirect” mechanisms, and forms of cooperation, often adopted in the
interventionist programmes run by capitalist welfare states. As Walters notes:

“Governance theory works with a somewhat
exaggerated conception of the power of the
postwar welfare state. This has the effect, in turn, of
overemphasizing the novelty and significance of
many of the phenomena of ‘steering’, ‘regulation’,
and indirect control typically grouped under the
rubric of ‘new’ governance.” (Walters, 2004: 38)

In this mode, the processes of governance are focused on fixing problems
through the agency of rational, responsible and efficient “instruments” of
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management. This technocratic and managerial approach is complemented
by the adaptive and open-ended Foucauldian tradition which sees governance
as a particular “art of government” that is firmly rooted within a liberal concept
of the state (Walters, 2004: 40-41). To cite Walters again:

“Governance … marks the space of a liberal game
of assimilation. Where many political discourses
seek to articulate a field of antagonistic forces as
agents of political transformation, governance
seeks to implicate them as ‘partners’ in a game of
collective self-management and modulated social
adjustment.” (Walters, 2004: 35)

Therefore, conspicuously, the processes of governance lead to a distancing of
power and domination from the state, as the “power” and “domination” are
devolved to non-state actors as “‘partners’ in a game of collective selfmanagement and modulated social adjustment”. This devolution is carried out
usually in non-hierarchical and decentralised governance mechanisms, and
based on the interdependencies and networks between the state and nonstate actors. Foucault’s concept of governmentality is applicable to this
adaptive and open-ended form of governance which he sees as “guideline” for
a “genealogy of the modern state” (Foucault, 2007:354). It is a concept that
covers a new rationality of power and domination in which the state apparatus
emphasises the freedom of individuals to choose their own processes of selfregulation in response to the demands made on them by the state. In this
sense, the term “government” for Foucault is a reminder of how, up until the
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18th century, it was used to denote a form of conduct associated with
“governing the self” as much as “governing others” (Foucault, 2000). For this
reason, Foucault defines government as “the conduct of conduct” (Foucault,
2000: 340-342) to conceptualise the difference between the “problematic of
government in general” and “the political form of government” (Foucault, 1991:
88).

As a number of scholars have argued, direct state interventions, using the
techniques

(“technologies”)

associated

with

governmentality,

always

necessitate the promotion of forms of government that foster individual
responsibility, risk-management of processes by non-state actors, and the use
of empowerment and participation models of social interaction (Rose and
Miller, 1992; O’Malley, 1996). Rose and Miller describe it in this way:

[T]he state can be seen as a specific way in which
the problem of government is discursively codified,
a way of dividing a ‘political sphere’, with its
particular characteristics of rule, from other, ‘nonpolitical spheres’ to which it must be related, and a
way in which certain technologies of government
are given a temporary institutional durability and
brought into particular kinds of relations with one
another” (Rose and Miller, 1992: 176-177).

In this dynamic inter-relationship between the state and its subtle non-statelike expressions of governing others through technologies of governing the
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self, power and domination – the two great essences of statehood – become
blurred in the “empowerment and participation” processes in which the
application and relevance of state action are continuously subject to
negotiation and modification (Steinmetz, 1999; Gottweis, 2003). The
dynamism of governmentality enables Foucault to identify four different forms
of technology in his work, ranging from technologies seeking to discipline the
individual body, to those that regulate population processes, and to
“technologies of the self” and “political technologies of individuals” (Foucault,
1979; Foucault, 2000). This approach makes it possible to analyse the value
of different governmental technologies in relation to the interventionist
objectives of the state which, in the case of this research, is community
cohesion.

Governmental technologies are the mechanisms, procedures, and instruments
through which the state apparatus seeks to control and shape the conduct and
decisions of non-state actors in order to achieve specific objectives. These
technologies include ideas for the timing and spacing of activities in specific
locations; pedagogic and therapeutic activities; and specified forms of
discourse and terminology (Inda, 2005; Miller and Rose, 1990; Rose and
Miller, 1992). These technologies aptly describe community cohesion activities
within the selected housing schemes, undertaken, primarily, by the selected
social landlords and their “third sector” allies. As Donzelot notes, the power
and domination of the state becomes a form of muted conduct deployed
merely as “a support for technologies” or only as “an effect of governmental
strategies” (Donzelot 1979: 78). In this way, new practices and agencies of
governance will emerge, including new instruments of government.
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In the 1980s, for instance, a small group of British social theorists carried out
empirical studies of, particularly, the psy-sciences (Miller and O’Leary, 1987,
1989; Burchell et al. 1991). One of their conclusions was that the vocabulary
the state invents for its interventionist programmes is usually “a mechanism
for rendering reality amenable to certain kinds of action” (Miller and Rose
1990:7). In particular, Miller and Rose argued that such vocabularies were
crucial to the process of forming networks through persuasion and rhetoric. By
adopting the language of the authorities, non-state actors buy into the mind
and spirit of state programmes and become allies in governing. This alliance
fosters what Miller and Rose termed “governing at a distance”. In other words,
these allies will interiorise the objectives of the state, re-enacting them as their
own desires and for their own benefit, and accepting responsibility and
ownership of the rules and processes.

The term “governing at a distance” also relies upon Foucault’s conclusion that
“technologies of the self” (that is to say, techniques of self-government, and
self-regulation) went hand-in-hand with the technologies of domination, such
as the requirements and criteria set by the state for adjudging accountability
and compliance with government standards, as non-state actors strive to
achieve the ends the state intends, through the means encouraged by the
state. As Gordon notes, Foucault links his “technologies of the self” to the
proposition that the state subtly codes into its relationship with non-state
actors “that individuals should conduct their lives as an enterprise, should
become entrepreneurs of themselves” (Gordon, 1987). Rose argues that the
technologies of government (the techniques that the state adopts to nudge
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non-state actors towards government ends) often focus on the knowledge and
expertise that the government expects to see in the activities that non-state
actors undertake on behalf of the state (Rose 1989). It is Rose’s view that
such expectations and requirements are usually couched in a “freedom”
discourse – non-state actors are being entrusted with the freedom to own and
shape the activities (the interventionist programmes) bequeathed to them by
the state (Rose, 1992). In this way, they are obliged to be free, whilst they
conduct themselves responsibly, and account for their own actions within a
discourse noted for such concepts as choice, autonomy, and selfresponsibility.

It is within this kind of explanatory system that the rationality behind the
attempts of liberal governments to reduce the size of government through
scaling back public expenditure, and empowering non-state actors, individuals
and communities to take greater responsibility for moral and social outcomes,
dictated by government’s political programmes, such as community cohesion,
can be better understood. A programme, such as community cohesion, then
becomes devolved to more or less non-governmental entities whose activities
are governed at a distance through funding and policy mechanisms that grant
them both autonomy and state-prescribed responsibilities.

In spite of its attractions as a dynamic explanatory system, governmentality
has its own shortcomings, one of which is its probable totalising tendency as a
grand theory that seeks to explain every possible aspect of social
transformation (O’Malley, 1996; Ruhl, 1999). It has also drawn some criticisms
from those who see it as an overbearing focus on what the state aims to
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achieve through divesting itself of its own obligations, and devolving its power
and domination to non-state actors. As a consequence, the state appears to
be characterised as a juggernaut, and there is less narrative of the resistance
and constraints that non-state actors present to the state from time to time,
especially, where they experience the state’s interventionist programmes as
wholly inadequate, or irrelevant to their main concerns. In other words, the
role of agency, experience, and resistance is, supposedly, inadequately
covered, if at all, in governmentalist analyses of social transformation
(Frankel, 1997; O’Malley et al., 1997). At a global level, it is also felt that
“transnational” or “global governmentality” often takes as a given that
sovereign states have to interact interdependently with the aim of avoiding or
postponing conflict in their inter-relationships. Therefore, conceiving that this
rationality is embedded in global governmentality, governmentalist analyses
question very little the uneven power and resources that lie in the background
of international relations (Lippert, 1999; Ferguson and Gupta, 2002; Perry and
Maurer, 2004).

As will be seen in chapter 6, I have avoided some of these shortcomings by
concentrating my attention both on the aims intended by the government and
the response of social housing residents to these aims, as they seek to build
cohesive communities. Governmentality or governing at a distance, through
social housing is a concurrent theme in the UK’s housing policy. I present
some historical examples in the next section.
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2.3

Examples of Governance of Social Conduct in Social Housing

State housing, previously known as Council housing, but now more widely
known as social housing, emerged in the late 19 th century in Britain, in
response to two distinct problems facing those who were unable to afford
quality private renting or home ownership (Glynn and Oxborrow, 1976;
Dunleavy, 1981). The first problem was the severe shortage of quality
affordable housing, and the second was the insanitary conditions of the lower
end of private renting, where most poor people were congregated. As
Friedman and Stigler (1946) argue: “The housing problem in Britain in the
nineteenth century provides a clear example of the inability of a capitalist free
market in housing to provide satisfactorily, if at all, for those at the bottom of
the pile in income and occupational terms” (Friedman and Stigler, 1946).
Others have described how, grudgingly, between 1870 and 1900 the free
market approach gave way to direct state intervention in housing provision, as
the government struggled to tackle severe health issues arising and spreading
from the slums, due to rapid formation and growth of cities (Merrett, 1979;
Kemeny, 1992 and 1995).

Subsequently, with the Labour movement strengthening in the early part of the
20th century, there were widespread threats of rent riots in Britain’s major
cities and Glasgow, particularly, witnessed a major riot in 1917. In addition,
the possible revolution and overthrow of the state by demobilised soldiers, at
the end of the first World War, and other war returnees with no homes,
compelled the government to intervene directly in housing supply in the 1920s
(Daunton, 1983). In later years, ideas around social re-distribution of wealth,
neighbourhood renewal and architectural renaissance and, more recently,
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community cohesion would compel the government to adopt planning and
funding policies that, on the surface, flew in the face of free market principles
(Balchin, 1979 and 1989; Murie, 1983; Malpass and Means, 1993, Malpass
and Murie, 1994).

I provide in Tables 2.1 to 2.5 below, an outline of key periods and themes in
the history of Britain’s social housing. The tables show that social housing was
developed, initially, by philanthropists and, later, successive governments, in
response to specific issues of the day. Where applicable, I have indicated the
moral or social policy the government and philanthropists intended social
tenants to adopt.

Table 2.1 – Pre-1919 and the inter war years - Circa 1870 to 1939
MORAL
MAIN THEME

OR

SOCIAL

POLICY

TENANTS WERE EXPECTED TO
ADOPT

1. Model villages

The philanthropists paid attention to

“Model villages”, attached principally the moral and social objectives of their
to factories, were established by a day which were focused mainly on
number of employers to ensure improving the social and economic
quality housing for their workers. For conditions of the working classes. Most
instance,

Sir

Richard

Arkwright of the housing schemes were quality

transformed the small village of affordable rented homes, accompanied
Cromford into houses for his workers by schools, clinics, training institutes,
between 1771 and 1784. David Dale and Churches. Selection criteria and
established the cotton mill village of tenancy
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conditions

encouraged

New Lanark in 1786, which was tenants to be upright, hardworking,
developed further by Robert Owen house-proud,
into what became known as the Red shunning

and

alcohol,

moral

citizens,

prostitution

and

Clydeside. Titus Salt established gambling. Perhaps, Joseph Rowntree
Saltaire in 1851, providing model was speaking for all the philanthropists
homes for his workers. Edward when he was quoted as saying: “I do
Akroyd built model homes in Copley not want to establish communities
and Ackroydon near Halifax in 1859. bearing the stamp of charity but rather
Port Sunlight was built by the Lever of rightly ordered and self governing
Brothers in 1888 to accommodate communities”
workers in its soap factory. The (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New
Cadbury brothers built Bournville, a Earswick).
“factory

town”

in

1893.

Joseph

Rowntree developed New Earswick
in 1902. (Daunton, 1983; Malpass
and Murie, 1998; Flint, 2006).

2.

Slum

Clearance

for

Health Tenants

Reasons
The

replacement

necessity

hazards
prompted

to

and

from

slums standards in order to meet their

government

to tenancy conditions.

provision of replacement dwellings
those

dwellings

in

health encouraged to adopt strict hygiene

spearhead slum clearance and the

for

re-housed

tackle

spreading
the

were

displaced.

(Chadwick,

1842; Finer, 1952; Burnett, 1986)
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3. Refurbished Properties
The

purchase

of

Octavia Hill introduced a housing
dilapidated system to manage the homes and

properties by individuals who then control the tenants, stating that “…you
carried

out

urgent

repairs,

and cannot deal with the people and their

rented them out to poor tenants who houses separately” (Wohl, 1971). Her
were able to pay the rent on a style meant close personal contact
regular basis, was also promoted by with all her tenants, encouraging them
the government. A good example to be house-proud, morally upright,
was Octavia Hill who began to and

committed

manage refurbished properties in themselves

to

through

improving
training

and

1865 (Malpass and Murie, 1994; education.
Lund 1996).

4. The Garden City Movement

The

movement

produced

self-

The Garden City movement, which contained communities surrounded by
began in 1898, and led by Ebenezer greenbelts. Tenants were expected to
Howard,

spurred

government

to adopt attitudes that would prevent the

consider new housing designs and overcrowding and degradation of the
layouts

in

their

slum clearance social and physical environment that

initiatives (Swenarton, 1981; Power, Howard and others complained were
1987).

typical of existing cities.

5. Homes Fit for Heroes

This was a multi-pronged approach to

During the 1918 General Election social housing, a worthy precursor to
campaign, Lloyd George promised the 21st century housing policy that
comprehensive reforms to deal with sees housing as central to several
poor education, housing, health and other social concerns affecting the
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transport and that Britain would urban poor. “Homes fit for Heroes”
become “a land fit for heroes”. promoted
Subsequently,

“Homes

fit

the

notion

that

social

for tenancy carries with it the requirement

Heroes” became a campaign to for

tenants

to

ensure good quality publicly-funded government’s

comply
social

with

the

policy

on

housing for demobilised soldiers and employment, education and health.
other war returnees, to minimise the
risk of widespread rebellion against
the state (Glynn and Oxborrow,
1976; Merrett, 1979; Swenarton,
1981).

Table 2.2 – Post-war Years – 1945 to 1970
MORAL
MAIN THEME

OR

SOCIAL

POLICY

TENANTS WERE EXPECTED TO
ADOPT

Over this period, at different times, The paternalism of the welfare state
the emphasis of new social housing became normative over this period,
switched from slum clearance to area as

policies

to

assist

the

poor

improvement in order to minimise the expanded into a mixture of income
ways

that

established

clearance

disrupted supports and continuing regulation of

communities. recipients’ behaviour. Also, the notion

Increasingly, rehabilitation of older of housing as a social right became
properties by the government became manifest in two contradictory but,
a companion policy to demolition and sometimes,

complementary

new building over this period (Murie, approaches: (1) the state provides a
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1983; Malpass and Means, 1993).

“protected” social housing sector, as a
complement to the general housing
market. In this way, the right to
housing offers some minimum legal
rights for poor households. (2) The
state

intervenes

in

the

general

housing market in order to make
housing, especially, home ownership,
available to all types of households. In
both approaches, autonomy, choice
and responsibility began to emerge as
important requirements for citizens to
have access to both the protected
social housing sector, and the general
housing market.

Table 2.3 – Pre-Margaret Thatcher Years – 1970 to 1979
MORAL
MAIN THEME

OR

SOCIAL

POLICY

TENANTS WERE EXPECTED TO
ADOPT

The Conservatives gained power in “Market” renting was promoted as a
1970 and introduced the Housing complement
Finance

Act

1972

to

strengthen Housing

to

benefit

social

housing.

allowances

were

“market” renting. The Act extended allowed to assist potential social
“fair” rents to the local authority tenants, especially, those in low paid
sector, ensuring that the ideas of free jobs, to access market renting. The
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market liberalism as expounded by work ethic emerged as an important
the Institute of Economic Affairs got a component of entitlement to social
hearing in housing (Dunleavy, 1981; housing.
Donnison and Ungerson, 1982). The
Conservatives’ White Paper, “Better
Homes – The Next Priorities (1973)”,
came out strongly in defence of the
refurbishment of older private sector
property on a more selective basis.
(Gauldie, 1974)
Labour gained power in 1974 and the Social renting got a boost through the
ideas contained in the Conservative increasing role of registered housing
White Paper, “Better Homes – The associations. A twin-track system of
Next Priorities”, were adopted and social housing emerged, with Council
incorporated into the Housing Act housing, with cheaper rents but lower
1974. Emphasis was on rehabilitation quality, competing with the housing
of dwelling in “stress areas”, and association sector, in which rents and
housing associations, registered with quality were higher. Comparatively,
the Housing Corporation, became assured tenancies in the housing
entitled to Housing Association Grant association

sector

offered

less

(HAG). The grant was designed to security

social

tenants.

The

to

meet the difference between the cost housing association sector seemed
of dwelling and the amount that could designed, primarily, for people in
be raised by charging “fair” rents” employment but unable to afford their
(Merrett, 1979; Holmans, 1987).

own homes.
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Table 2.4 – Margaret Thatcher Years (including the administration of
John Major) – 1979 to 1997
MORAL
MAIN THEME

OR

SOCIAL

POLICY

TENANTS WERE EXPECTED TO
ADOPT

Margaret Thatcher’s administration The private rented sector and home
sought to roll back the welfare state, ownership, especially, were promoted
ensuring that the welfare role of the as the preferred “natural” housing
state interferes very little with the aspirations of citizens.
principle

of

(Kavanagh,

market
1987;

competition

Jessop,

1990;

Marsh and Rhodes, 1992; Glennester
and Hills, 1998).
The policy of Council house sales, The

term

a

“property-owning

which had been embraced by Tory- democracy” became associated with
controlled councils in the 1970s, this era

(Daunton,

1987).

Social

gained further momentum with the tenants were encouraged to buy their
election of Margaret Thatcher in Council homes at particular discounts.
1979, and the arrival of the Housing Social tenants were encouraged to
Act 1980 (and the Right-to-Buy), see social tenancy purely as a ladder
which

linked

the

privatisation

of to home ownership. The work ethic

council housing to the notion of took a firm hold within the social
tenants’

rights

(English,

1982; sector, along with the notions of

Daunton, 1987; Clapham, 1989).

autonomy, choice and responsibility,
as markers of active citizenship.
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This era ended with what has become
known as the “residualisation” of the
sector, denoting how social housing
had become stigmatised as “last
resort” housing (Cole and Furbey,
1994).

Table 2.5 – The New Labour Era – 1997 to 2010
MORAL
MAIN THEME

OR

SOCIAL

POLICY

TENANTS WERE EXPECTED TO
ADOPT

When Tony Blair came to power in The main agenda was the promotion
1997, the New Labour government of work and the work ethic whilst
directed

its

efforts

towards expanding the welfare role of the

resuscitating both social housing and state,

as seen in

higher

public

home ownership. In particular, the expenditure in health, housing and
social

sector

continuing

was

the

expanded

transfer

of

by education.

social

housing stock into the quasi private The residualisation of social housing
sector of housing associations, and was reversed, and the sector was
by

varying

products

the

under

brand
its

into

new actively engaged to promote New

supply-driven Labour’s initiatives for tackling social

strategy of low cost home ownership.

exclusion, anti-social behaviour and
inter-ethnic

conflicts

(Forrest

and

This process was underpinned by a Kearns, 2001; SEU, 2001, ODPM,
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policy

emphasising

communities
involvement

sustainable 2005; Worley, 2005; Flint, 2006).

through
of

tenants

direct
in

the Alternative conceptions of citizenship

management of their homes, a focus emerged, based on obligations to
on community cohesion, and the take up paid work, and a model of
sprucing up of neighbourhoods via universal citizenship, harking back to
area-based

regeneration

activities the premiss of T.H. Marshall of social

(Bosanquet, 1980; Offe, 1984; Ball, rights as “a design for community
Harloe and Martens, 1988).

living” (Marshall, 1949).

Access to social housing was made However, as Giddens (1998) notes,
more

attractive

through

the New Labour’s change of emphasis

introduction of choice-based lettings from rights to responsibilities, and the
in many pilot areas (CLG, 2008; Third Way concept of no rights
House of Commons, 2008)

without

responsibilities

citizenship
obligations
community

entitlements
towards
living

employment
Citizens
empowered

narrows

peaceful

and

staying

(Giddens,
became
and

into

in

1998).
“activated,

responsibilised”

(Clarke, 2005). The key document
that

sums

up

New

Labour’s

conception of citizenship and the way
this affects social housing is “Putting
the
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Frontline

First:

Smarter

Government”

(HM

Government,

2009). The overall framework is a
conception

of

self-regulating

communities in which the citizen’s
social rights are conditioned upon
their acceptance and performance of
state-defined responsibilities.

In effect, these tables show that, over the years, there is a common trend of
using social housing as a vehicle for moral and social renewal. Community
cohesion is, probably, the most obvious example of this trend in recent years.
It is also an example that the discourse of governmentality applies to explicitly.
In the next section, I will examine this more closely because it has implications
for my research.

2.4

Community Cohesion and Governmentality

In my discussion of “governmentality” in 2.2 above, I have pinned the term
down to Foucault’s notion that it is not so much a description of the political or
administrative structures of the modern state, as the way in which the conduct
of individuals, or of groups may be controlled and shaped by the state
(Burchell, Gordon and Miller, 1991; Dean, 1999). I stated that governmentality
adopts

particular

techniques

(or

technologies)

to

foster

individual

responsibility, risk-management of processes by non-state actors, and the use
of empowerment and participation models of social interaction (Rose and
Miller, 1992; O’Malley, 1996). In this way, the sharp cultural and class
differences between the governed and the governor are blurred and, equally
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importantly, such possible differences are also muted between the groups and
individuals taking part in the government-controlled social policy or initiative. In
other words, governmentality conceals the essences of statehood – power
and domination – and reproduces them as the “natural” expectations and
requirements accompanying the exercise of agency, freedom, choice and selfresponsibility.

As a result, there is less resistance or critique of the government-controlled
initiative and the processes associated with its implementation by non-state
actors. As Dean comments, government spawns a mentality that is not usually
"examined by those who inhabit it" (Dean, 1999:16). In effect, those who are
governed do not necessarily seek to understand the “unnaturalness” of both
the way they are expected to live and the fact that they have simply encoded
this requirement, uncritically, into the way they engage in the project
prescribed by the state. Actually, room for resistance or critical challenge is
often occupied by the language (or vocabulary) of agency, freedom, and selfresponsibility that the state invests in its relationship with non-state actors.
Instead of resistance what takes place is a kind of reflexive or consensual
approach which adapts and modifies the agenda of state to suit the changes
that are necessitated by the social interactions between the participants, as
well as between those participants and the state apparatus.
explains:

On the one hand, we govern others and ourselves
according to what we take to be true about who we
are, what aspects of our existence should be
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As Dean

worked upon, how, with what means, and to what
ends. On the other hand, the ways in which we
govern and conduct ourselves give rise to different
ways of producing truth. (Dean, 1999:18)

In other words, through the consensual/reflexive approach, the exercise of
power is “rationalised” both by the state and the citizens and non-state actors
carrying out its order (Lemke, 2001:191). Citizens see themselves as subjects
with duties and obligations, as well as individuals, with rights and freedoms,
including the right “to understand and enact their lives in terms of choice”
(Rose, 1999:87). They enact this freedom as the freedom to realise their own
dreams in the state-sponsored project, as an enterprise to reshape the way in
which they conduct their own lives. It is as enterprising selves that they then
deploy variant technologies, especially, those associated with power and selfimprovement or transformation.

As Rose (1999) notes, technologies of power are those “technologies imbued
with aspirations for the shaping of conduct in the hope of producing certain
desired effects and averting certain undesired ones” (Rose, 1999:52). On the
other hand, “technologies of the self” refer to the norms and actions that
individuals and groups apply to represent their own self-understanding.
Although this concept is often over-elaborated, in the literature on
governmentality, into the expertise and knowledge that individuals and nonstate actors use in interpreting and re-interpreting for themselves the project
the state urges on them, it is simply the distinctive ways in which selfregulation both constrains and expands the social relationship between the
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state and the governed, at the project level (Rose, 1996). The fulcrum of
“technologies of the self” is what has been described as the technology of
responsibilisation. Acting within the vocabulary of agency, freedom and
choice, the subjects perform to the script of the state, seeing themselves as
responsible, empowered and activated citizens who are guarantors and
stakeholders in whatever interventionist programme or policy of the state that
is entrusted to them. For instance, they begin to conceive such social risks as
community disorder, environmental degradation, racism and discrimination,
poverty and unemployment, etc. not as the responsibility of the state, but
actually lying in the domain for which they are individually and collectively
responsible (Lemke, 2001).

Perhaps, more than in earlier examples of social policies intended to nudge
social housing tenants towards certain moral and social behaviour, community
cohesion is explicitly connected to the concept of governmentality that I have
described so far in this chapter. There seems to be four major reasons for this:
firstly, in the chattering of the political classes, religious leaders and media
commentators, Britain is mostly conceived as a broken society (Flint and
Robinson, 2008; Mooney, 2011). It is the view that moral standards and social
values, which are essential for a sense of community cohesiveness, have
been dissipated by an attitude focused on social rights and few, if any,
responsibilities. This presumption of the “demise of community” (Flint and
Robinson, 2008:1) then becomes the argument connecting several different
policies aimed at tackling diverse problems, ranging from Islamic terrorism,
social exclusion, anti-social behaviour, and crime and disorder, to immigration
and multicultural citizenship. This is the context for the government’s agenda
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of mainstreaming community cohesion, ensuring all policy areas are
community-cohesion-proofed

(Green

and

Robinson,

2004).

Previous

examples of social policies designed to influence the conduct of social
housing tenants did not have this halo of being a “panacea”. As a panacea,
community cohesion becomes prone to the technologies associated with
governmentality. It becomes easy for communities, groups and other
stakeholders, such as housing associations, to buy into a programme that is
sold as a panacea for all ills. Therefore, commitment to community cohesion
across various government departments, and its implementation as a national
agenda, becomes the motor of both community and national renewal.
Community cohesion becomes a social good, marketed not just by the
government but also by the communities of academic researchers, policymakers, housing associations and social residents, etc.

Secondly, community cohesion as a discourse focuses on particular ethnoreligious groups that official reports into the disturbances in some towns and
cities in the north of England in 2001 have framed as self-segregating into
residential enclaves. These groups are conceived as living in socially-isolated
communities, and only having limited social and cultural connections with the
main population, which is White English (The Cantle Report, 2001, The
Ritchie Report, 2001, The Clarke Report, 2001, The Ouseley Report, 2001,
and The Denham Report, 2001). These groups, mainly Asian and Muslim, are
spatially constructed as living in neighbourhoods experiencing various levels
of social and economic deprivation. As a result of the processes of social and
cultural exclusion within such communities, they are seen as cultivating social
separateness to the extent that a common sense of Britishness and
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belonging, within the main values and norms of White English heritage, is
vitiated. This specific focus on a particular social identity which is seen as
being at odds with the main socio-cultural heritage of Britain is easily argued
as politically and socially defective, within the technologies of governmentality.
This is possible because the technologies of governmentality offer the
“problematised” communities a fair way out, giving them the responsibility,
control and ownership of the means and ends of creating meaningful
relationships with other ethnic (and, especially, non-minority ethnic) groups.
This is the context in which residents of multi-cultural neighbourhoods,
particularly, the residents of the housing schemes selected for my research,
are “activated, empowered and responsibilised” to see community cohesion
activities as their own contribution towards building cohesive communities
(Clarke, 2005).

Thirdly, and crucially, community cohesion is officially calibrated and nuanced
as an approach towards dealing with family and community breakdown,
declining civility and civicness, weakening social bonds, deviant and antisocial
behaviour, absence of moral standards, deference and respect, welfare
dependency and absence of aspiration. These ills are deracialised, nongenderised and absent of class analysis. They present a cultural and social
pathology which nearly every section of society can see as inexcusable and
warranting targeted public expenditure. Moreover, the pathology is a
description of “abnormal” types of social conduct that a limited number of
individuals are presumed to engage in. Therefore, it is social conduct that
needs to change, not class differences, or disadvantages accruing from
racism, sexism, or oppressive class relations. The governing of conduct, as I
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have argued in defining governmentality, becomes the neutral social reality
that everyone is convinced has to be deployed to deal with society’s moral
and social concerns. This kind of reality is easily attached to the sources and
assets of social capital – norms, networks, trust, and bonding, bridging and
linking forms of social capital. Against this background, community cohesion
becomes the new politics that unites Left and Right, and the government and
the governed.

Fourthly, and finally, community cohesion is also themed as an onslaught on a
certain kind of state multiculturalism, the type that is blamed for privileging
separateness and allowing ethno-cultural communities to develop separate
social identities, pitched to rival not just a sense of Britishness, but also the
core values that define the White English and Christian heritage of Britain. In
this sense, nuanced aspects of the “clash of culture” and the “clash of
civilizations” become projected into the rationality against Islamic terrorism,
and the expediency of countering Asian and Muslim separateness,
particularly, with a set of core values and norms which all citizens must imbibe
(James, 2008; Hussain, 2011). As a result of the terrorist attacks on the World
Trade Centre on 11th September, 2001, similar attacks in London on 7 th July,
2005 and on Glasgow International Airport on 30 th June 2007, it becomes
possible within community cohesion to see cohesion as part of the wider
national concern with Islamic terrorism, radicalization of young British
Muslims, incompatibility of Islamic culture with mainstream British culture and
the proneness of Islamic faith towards conflict with the West. Consequently,
the tapestry of community cohesion includes activities to foster the integration
of Muslim subjects and communities into mainstream British social and
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cultural life; and the notions of interculturalism, based on the idea of
meaningful inter-ethnic relations, through increased inter-group contact,
become part of the vocabulary of community cohesion. The technologies
associated with governmentality aid the absorption of this narrative into the
community cohesion agenda.

Overall, by emphasising intercultural contact, through the technologies
associated with governmentality, structural issues of racism, poverty and
power are skipped in the community cohesion agenda; and social divisions
and other social ills are re-cast as the lack of desire of individuals to interact
(Laflèche 2007; Alexander 2005). In this way, community cohesion slips into
what Parekh describes as “interactive multiculturalism” (Parekh, 2007: 46).
The centrality of race, the implications for gender- and class-based forms of
ethnic tension and conflict become resolved into what Gilroy (2004) calls the
“convivial culture” – or, “ordinary experiences of contact, cooperation and
conflict across the supposedly impermeable boundaries of race, culture,
identity and ethnicity” (Gilroy, 2004: viii). The concept of “ghettoisation” in
relation to supposed ethnic enclaves is muted into the notion of the “diaspora”
space and identity in which immigrants are seen as dispersing from their
home countries into indigenous population centres in Europe, and have to
hollow out for themselves, political and economic space in the teeth of
alienation and racism (Brah, 1996). The choice and freedom that such ethnocultural groups have in their new Diasporas are then challenged by what Sen
(2006) describes as “the appalling effects of the miniaturisation of people” that
occurs through the politics of classification and categorisation that labels
immigrants, perpetually, as “foreign” citizens whose cultural and ethnic identity
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must be integrated into the values and norms of the host populations (Sen,
2006: xvi).

In chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7, my research lays bare the way this new politics
acquires different meanings and outcomes in my case study housing
neighbourhoods in Bradford.

2.5

Summary and Conclusions

Social housing has come a long way since its modest origins in the early 20 th
century. Apart from offering shelter to vulnerable sections of the society, it has
been adopted by various governments to argue their political doctrines and
specify their favourite recipes for meeting the challenges of slum clearance,
welfare reforms, neighbourhood renewal, social integration and civic
participation. In its recent history both under the Conservative and Labour
governments of 1979 to 2010, and the Coalition government to date, the
peculiar landscape of social housing is a site where a battle rages over the
size and relevance of the welfare state, social renewal and re-definition of
citizenship rights and obligations.

Whilst successive governments have openly explored the links between poor
housing and social problems, the governance role of social housing has been
carefully “concealed” in the various initiatives proposed to improve the housing
stock, as much as the conduct of the residents. Most initiatives in slum
clearance, neighbourhood regeneration and community cohesion accept the
arguments that the housing environment has a direct impact on family life;
social cohesion is hampered by social exclusion; and community cohesion is
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the recipe for strengthening social bonds. State intervention in housing is,
therefore, justifiable for these external benefits, which often act as additional
spurs for connecting other areas of social policy to housing provision and
consumption.

Against this background, the connections between social capital and
community cohesion, especially, become relevant for understanding how the
state crafts its interventionist programmes to suit the notions of agency,
autonomy, choice and responsibility of individual subjects. Using a
Foucauldian template, government is not only the governing of others but also
the governing of ourselves; government is “the conduct of conduct”. Through
the instruments of governmentality, specific techniques (also known as
technologies)

of

regulating

the

self,

constraining

resistance,

muting

differences and complying with the overall script embedded in the vocabulary
that the state hands down, as a companion piece to their interventionist
programmes, allow subjects to act as non-state actors in control of their own
well-being, and as guarantors of the outcomes desired by the state. In this
way, the governance of social conduct makes the regulation role of social
housing an acceptable social good within the sector, and allows all
stakeholders – housing associations, social housing tenants and voluntary
sector groups - to buy into the programme.

In the next chapter, I will discuss the research methodology that adequately
enabled me to investigate the role of social housing in building cohesive
communities. Before then, I list below my research aims and objectives.
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2.6

Research Aims and Objectives

On the basis of the issues raised in this chapter, and in chapter 1, my
research aims and objectives can be summarised as follows:
1. To describe how far social capital enables
social landlords, their residents and third
sector agencies to build social housing
neighbourhoods into communities where
social ties are strong, amongst residents
drawn from different ethnic, social and
income backgrounds.

2. To find out what types of trust, matched to
what forms of social capital, are used by
residents, either individually or collectively,
to promote community cohesion.

3. To

analyse

examples

of

the

formal

mechanisms of cohesion activities arranged
by “institutions” acting on behalf of the state
(i.e., the selected social landlords and third
sector

agencies)

to

see

whether

the

activities lead, or can lead to intuitive,
voluntary and informal positive inter-ethnic
relations between social housing residents.
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4. To examine some examples of associational
activities undertaken by the residents, and
evaluate their participation in terms of
whether these activities lead, or can lead to
the formation of “weak” ties for promoting
bridging and linking forms of social capital, in
pursuit of community cohesion.

5. To examine some examples of housing
services and how they are used towards
creating cohesive communities across the
neighbourhoods managed by the social
landlords surveyed for this research.
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CHAPTER THREE
Research Methodology

3.1

Introduction

Following on from chapters 1 and 2, this thesis examines the twin issues of
community cohesion and social capital in relation to social housing, using a
select number of social housing schemes across Bradford, as a case study.
There are six schemes across four postcode areas (BD5, BD7, BD8 and
BD9), and managed by four social housing landlords (Appendix 1). The
selected social housing schemes are: Newby Square in Bradford 5 and
Lydgate Drive in Bradford 7; Sahara Court (including the Clifton Scheme),
Clarendon Court and Grosvenor Road in Bradford 8; and Haworth Road in
Bradford 9. These schemes contain dwellings managed by Manningham
Housing Association, Accent Housing, Incommunities, and Brunel Housing.
Brunel Housing is part of the Yorkshire Housing Group. There are about
seven hundred and fifty residents, including renters and shared owners.
Approximately, a hundred and fifteen residents participated at various stages
in completing questionnaires, focus group discussions and face-to-face
interviews. I also made use of participant observation methods. I interviewed
housing managers from the four housing associations, and managers of two
voluntary sector organisations involved in community cohesion work with
residents of some of the housing schemes and the landlords.

My research focuses on how the assets and forms of social capital were
demonstrated in the social interaction patterns in the case study housing
schemes. Importantly, I also assessed how the cohesion-building activities
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and housing management services undertaken by the selected social
landlords, and two community-based (“third sector”) agencies, were used to
influence the behaviour of social housing residents towards community
cohesion outcomes, in the case study housing schemes. Occasionally, in this
thesis, the term “housing schemes” is used interchangeably with “housing
neighbourhoods”, especially, in order to convey the view that the selected
social housing schemes sit within, or are proximate to, other residential
locales of owner occupiers and private renters.

As I have argued in chapter 1, cohesion-building activities foster social capital
and, in turn, social capital fosters community cohesion. Both objects are linked
and inseparable. Therefore, this thesis is about how social capital is enabling
social landlords, their residents and third sector agencies to build social
housing neighbourhoods into communities where social ties are strong,
amongst

residents

drawn

from different

ethnic,

social

and

income

backgrounds.

Consequently, this chapter describes the methodology that I employed to
investigate how social housing residents in the six selected housing schemes
were involved in fostering cohesive communities. In section 3.2, I explain my
conceptual framework, and in section 3.3, I discuss my research design,
linking this to my research instruments in section 3.4. In section 3.5, I touch on
validity and generalisability, and I examine the question of ethics in section
3.6. My data analysis methods are discussed in section 3.7, and I conclude in
section 3.8 with some methodological limitations, and the observation that as
a housing practitioner myself, researching community cohesion has given me
a great pleasure.
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3.2 Conceptual Framework and Methodological Approach
My research is grounded in a realist approach to explanation as articulated by
Sayer (1992) and by Lawson and Staeheli (1990). Realism is a philosophy of
science that defines society as an open system with social structures that can
constrain or enable individual action. Typically, realist analyses attempt to
describe how these structures lead to particular changes in society (Lawson
and Staeheli 1990:13). In order to make sense of these changes, realist
research designs attempt to discover "what produces change, what makes
things happen, [and] what allows or forces change" (Lawson and Staeheli
1990, 13).

Realists argue that social objects are inter-related through necessary and
contingent factors. A relation is necessary if an object cannot exist without it.
In the relationship between landlords and tenants, for instance, one is
conditional upon the other. Contingency occurs when other factors which are
not inherent to the relationship arise and influence the relationship. In the
example cited, contingent circumstances might include the ethnicity or sexual
orientation of the tenant which in themselves have nothing to do with the
necessary relations between landlord and tenant. However, these contingent
circumstances may influence exactly how, when, where and even if this
relationship develops.

This means that the implications of whatever power relations are inherent
between landlord and tenant will vary according to contingent circumstances.
In this way, contingent relations interacting with necessary relations ensure
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that the relationship between the two social objects (in this case the landlord
and the tenant), is an open system. This kind of framework can be ascribed to
relationships between various social objects ad infinitum. For this reason,
within a realist framework, social systems are not seen as easily or properly
subject to the experimental controls that are needed for positivist approaches
where predictability and law-like regularities are standard features.

In open systems, there is also a high degree of uncertainty when attempting to
predict the changes that will occur in one element of a social system as a
result of change in another. Therefore, rather than attempting to make
predictions

about

the

future,

realist

research

mainly

focuses

on

"understanding how elements of the system are causally related" (Lawson and
Staeheli 1990, 14). This openness helps to define social systems as spheres
of causal relations exhibiting specific tendencies rather than law-like
regularities. By extension, any given social object will exhibit various
tendencies in interaction with particular influences and conditions, and a
variety of outcomes may arise from a single factor under different conditions.
For this reason, realist research can encompass both a study of the “formal”
patterns of relationships between social objects as well as the processes that
produce changes as these objects interact.

If a name is needed, the methodological approach that I have adopted for this
research can be described as “ethnographic”. The research is an
“ethnographic life-world analysis” or “life world analysis in ethnography” after
Anne Honer (see Flick et al, 2004: 113-117). After Hitzler and Eberle, and
Honer (2004) the research is a study of the “small social life world” of local
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landlords, third sector agencies, and social housing residents, and the
activities they undertake in the case study housing schemes to foster
community cohesion. Therefore, I have collected empirical data to illustrate
the social meanings attached to these activities, whilst participating directly
and indirectly in some of the experiences of my subjects. Accordingly, I have
used both participant and non-participant observation methods, field notes;
semi-structured and unstructured; analysis of documents and materials and
some aspects of the personal life histories of my subjects, to examine how
they

have

contributed

to

community

cohesion

outcomes

in

their

neighbourhoods.

Various claims have been made for ethnography, including the proximity of
the researcher to their subjects, the benefits of participatory observation, the
ease of access into territories that could otherwise have been closed up to indepth interviews, and the ascendancy of the subject’s lived experience over
the researcher’s often “academic” and “intellectual” engagement with the field
of their subject (Mason, 2002). Owing to its exploratory nature, the research
agenda becomes open-ended, fluid and sensitive to the contextual scenarios
emerging in the field, as opposed to the more traditional “closed”
experimentation of positivism (see Denzin, 1989; Noaks and Wincups, 2004).

I am aware of the possible criticisms of ethnography, especially, as Honer
argues:
“If we make the experiential correlates of other
people into the object of our scientific interest we
are faced with a methodologically crucial problem
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of how and how far it is possible to see the world –
approximately – through the eyes of these other
people, which means to reconstruct what is
typically called the subjective meaning of their
experiences.” (in Flick et al, 2004: 113)

The problem Honer (2004) is concerned about is the assumption that
ethnography gives unlimited access to the inner meanings of the lived
experiences of participants in social processes. As Honer states:
“With many subjects it is only possible in a very
limited sense, or even completely impossible, to
reach the “inner view” of a participant. It is therefore
only possible to become truly acquainted with the
world in question from the outside, from some
different perspective, and this means, above all,
that it is only mediated through the representations,
through

the

(symbolic

and

symptomatic)

objectivizations and representations of what was
really experienced there.” (in Flick et al, 2004: 116)

Despite the “limited sense” in which one can reach the “inner view” of
participants in social processes, ethnography is a common tool for uncovering
the point of view of the participant in a way that allows explicit descriptions of
situationally defined rules (of policy-makers) to be explored and checked
against the expectations, perceptions and interpretations held and utilised by
those for whom they are intended. One task of evaluation research, which is
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the objective of ethnography by and large, is to “promote, document and
monitor desired social and intra-organisational changes and learning
processes” (Torres et al, 1996).

Therefore, my choice of ethnographic style assisted me during fieldwork to
record at source the experiences of local residents and how their particular
social or economic background interacted with the stated aims and objectives
of policy makers concerning community cohesion. As Nell argues:
“Fieldwork means finding out what people actually
do, how they actually think and behave, and what
they mean when they say something. Fieldwork
calls for participation; to know the meaning of a
social practice it is necessary to experience it in
some way. It may be possible to gain an
understanding

imaginatively,

or

through

discussions with participants…But participation
ensures that the observer directly experiences the
social practice, and can check the meaning and
appreciate

the

nuances

by

asking

other

participants” (Nell, 1998: 101).

In other words, as my research was not intended to “predict” but to explain
how social housing is being used as a tool for building cohesive communities,
my data collection and analysis would have to go hand-in-hand, with the
overall picture emerging gradually. This led me to adopt a mixed methods
approach, featuring, principally, a qualitative case study design, balanced with
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certain elements of quantitative design, as described in detail in the next
section.

3.3

Research Design

This research is based on a mixed methods approach. I chose this research
design because I know that community cohesion is a phenomenon capable of
generating contradictory beliefs, behaviours and relationships between
residents, landlords, and statutory and voluntary sector organisations,
promoting the agenda at the community level. As I was concerned from the
start with identifying intangible factors, such as social norms, forms of social
capital in local communities, types of trust and the social networks operating
amongst residents, the strengths of qualitative research appealed to me
immediately. Combined with elements of quantitative methods, specifically,
questionnaire surveys, I felt assured that such mixed methods would help me
to interpret and better understand the complex scenarios that community
cohesion implies.

As a result of this clear objective from the start, I adopted the approach of
Robert Yin (2003, 2006) in the design of my case study. According to Yin
(2003) a case study design is appropriate when: (a) our study seeks to answer
“how” and “why” questions; (b) the study needs to be carried out, not in a
controlled setting but in a naturalistic setting, where the behaviour of the
subjects of the study cannot and need not be controlled; (c) there are
overlapping and probable contradictory social contexts which are relevant to
the phenomenon under study; or (d) the boundaries are not clear between the
phenomenon and its multiple contexts.
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However, the three key referents in my case study were very broad:
community cohesion, social capital and social housing. As Yin (2003) and
Stake (2005) have noted, a common pitfall in case study designs is the
tendency for researchers to ignore placing boundaries on their case, leading
to too broad a topic and too many objectives for one study. In order to avoid
this problem, I decided to limit my case study by time and place (Creswell,
2003); by time and activity (Stake, 2005); and by definition and context (Miles
and Huberman, 1994).

The selection of my specific type of case study design was guided by my
overall purpose which was, principally, to describe how social housing
(through social capital) was being used to build cohesive communities. My
focus would not be on the behaviour of individual residents, or the behaviour
(the rules and regulations) of individual housing organisations and their allies
in the statutory or voluntary sectors; neither did I want to focus on a specific
community cohesion programme. From the start it was clear to me that I
wanted to examine the process by which social housing was being used as a
tool for building cohesive communities. This was the specific case and,
necessarily, it would be both explanatory and descriptive (Yin, 2003). My case
study would also be intrinsic (because it is focused specifically on certain
housing schemes in an area which, in 2001, featured as one of the sites of the
disturbances in Bradford, giving rise, subsequently, to the nation-wide
community cohesion agenda); it would be instrumental (in the sense that
certain of its findings could be extended to similar housing schemes across
the UK); and it would be collective (because I would be looking at the twin
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issues of community cohesion and social capital across six social housing
schemes, not as a matter of comparison, but for in-depth analysis).

Therefore, I sought evidence that would reveal the experiences of social
housing residents in relation to community cohesion, reflecting, particularly the
“multiple realities” of specific situational settings from the residents’
perspectives. Since social reality is the product of meaningful social
interaction as perceived from the perspectives of those involved, and not only
from the perspectives of the observer, I focused on how my subjects attached
meaning and what meanings they attached to their participation in the social
processes they had experienced. Accordingly, principal qualitative methods,
such as participant observation and unstructured interviewing, which permit
access to individual meaning in the context of ongoing daily life, were central
to this work.

My underlying theoretical assumptions for choosing qualitative methods,
especially, were as follows:
1. Reality is socially constructed (Berger and
Luckmann, 1966; Feinman, 1992; Willard,
1996);
2. The processes are variable, complex and
interwoven (Foucault, 1977; Jenkins, 2000);
3. They are difficult to identify and difficult to
measure (Hall, 2008; Giddens, 2009);
4. When events are viewed from the subject’s
(the social actor’s) perspective, there is a
greater

opportunity
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to

capture

and

understand

individual

definitions,

descriptions and meanings (Mack et al.,
2005; Kawulich, 2005);
5. Social life has a dynamic quality – it is
changing, changeable and evolving even as
the research itself is being conducted
(Parsons, 1937; Haferkamp and Smelser,
1992; Nettle, 2009).

In the course of this thesis, this research design has assisted me to interpret,
contextualise and understand the perspectives of social housing residents on
community cohesion because I have used specific instruments for gathering
relevant evidence. I describe in the next section all of these instruments.

3.4

Research Instruments

In section 3.3 above, I mentioned that qualitative methods, such as participant
observation and unstructured interviewing, which permit access to individual
meaning in the context of ongoing daily life, were central to this work. For this
research, the “ongoing daily life” was in the field of social housing, specifically,
in the six housing schemes I had selected to study. This field was very familiar
to me because I had been working in social housing since 1993 and had risen
to the position of Director of Housing with Manningham Housing Association,
one of the four housing associations managing the selected schemes. The
implications of this for my role as researcher are discussed in section 3.6
where I examine the question of ethics.
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My field work began in September 2008 and ended in March 2010. As the
research was about people in their natural settings, and involved normal dayto-day routines associated with their tenancy and social life, my goal was to
collect all necessary data in such a way that I was not “leading” the research
(by imposing any pre-conceived ideas about community cohesion on my
participants), but rather following it along the routines dictated by my
participants’ social knowledge and practice. That was difficult and I would not
say I totally succeeded in every conversation or observation that I had in the
field.

However, the risk of personal bias was greatly minimised by the methods of
data collection and data analysis that I adopted. At the same time, the field
work became nearly unwieldy and over-saturated with data from multiple
sources. The complications of converging field notes, taped interviews,
questionnaire outcomes, information from participant observation and focus
groups consumed my time, and led to some confusing trails, at first, in
analysing my data. Early drafts of my analytical chapters were either too
unwieldy or focused too narrowly on particular themes.

3.4.1 Semi-structured and unstructured interviews
I conducted semi-structured and unstructured interviews as a process of
capturing the ideas and experiences of local residents and housing staff in
relation to community cohesion and social capital. As Miller and Glassner
(1997) argue, interviews are basically interactive conversations carried along
by the “meaning-endowing capacity” of participants (Miller and Glassner,
1997: 100). The interviews presented me and the residents the creative
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opportunity to actively search underneath their experiences and ideas for the
particular meanings which gave rise to their ideas of, and responses to,
community cohesion. As Mason (2000) argues, respondents are able to
negotiate the “meanings” of questions and “reframe their experiences in the
act of retelling their stories to fit the immediate context” (Mason, 2000: 23). It
is this semiotic value of interviews – the production of meaning – that is
discoverable in natural conversation and unstructured interviews mostly.

However, my starting point was not the formulation of interview questions.
Instead, I met with local residents and landlords, initially, to discuss
community cohesion and social capital in order for me to be able,
consequently,

to

formulate

my

interview

questions

as

clearly

and

unambiguously as possible (Flick, 2002; Maxwell, 1996; Strauss, 1987). In this
way I was able to generate interview questions that “stimulate the line of
investigation in profitable directions; they lead to hypotheses, useful
comparisons, the collection of certain classes of data, even to general lines of
attack on potentially important problems” (Strauss, 1987:22).

Accordingly, I conducted most interviews in “natural” settings, involving
informal and face-to-face encounter with respondents. In such settings very
few questions were pre-planned and locations were determined by the
respondent’s chosen “habitat”. In fact, many of my interviews “happened”
along the fieldwork in natural conversations with respondents and participants.
Some other interviews were semi-structured, following on from particular
issues raised by the unfolding narrative of the research.
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As Hughes and Ackroyd discovered, semi-structured interviews are capable of
initiating

the

kind

of

“formal-informal”

atmosphere

that

strengthens

professional trust between researchers and respondents (Hughes and
Ackroyd, 1992). During my fieldwork, such interviews were, more or less, of
people who had given information in natural conversations which needed to
be further quarried, to address gaps in the narrative or reconcile seemingly
different perspectives, on community cohesion and social capital as “lived”.
As my questions were asked in a semi-formal way, I was able to prompt,
probe and ask supplementary questions as new issues emerged.

In view of my central ethnographic objective, my interviews flowed from a “lifecourse” perspective. The respondents’ life stories, especially, how their role
within the local community or within their organisation is defined by issues in
community cohesion and social capital were explored. The idea presented by
Mishler (1999:151) regarding the need to allow for the breaks in people’s life
histories – which on the surface do not appear central to their current
concerns or aspirations – as the contextual background that enriches the
meaning of their narratives became important in my interviews.

As most of the interviews were “narrative” interviews, and the research itself is
mainly qualitative, the fieldwork consumed

a substantial

time

and,

consequently, the required procedures of objective hermeneutics also
required a great deal of time. Accordingly, I adopted the suggestions of
Meuser and Nagel (1991) to set up interviews through the assistance of
“expert” field workers, who were my housing staff; and transcribing only the
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essential parts of such interviews, as suggested by Strauss (1987), O’Connel
and Kowal (1995) and others.

Initially, the distinction between semi-structured and unstructured interviews
was quite elegant: one started with a piece of paper with questions on (as aide
memoire, mostly), and the other just “happened”, often unplanned,
conversationally with any social housing resident I might meet on the
schemes. This distinction was hard to keep after a couple of months as the
few questions and guidelines on the paper had become internalised, and
simply

flowed

into

every conversation

that

I

had.

Perhaps,

more

controversially, jotting down people’s responses, or taping them - where they
gave me permission - became harder as time went on. Interviews were also
harder to compare as responses to questions in a conversational style,
leading to supplementary questions, differed with several interviewees and, on
many occasions, led to more supplementary answers and divergences. This
meant that during analyses, I had to concentrate on broad categories whilst at
the same time incorporating narrow strands of information that were running
against the trend, confirming or disconfirming the emerging theories.

In total, there were 22 semi-structured interviews, 12 of them with residents.
All semi-structured interviews were recorded and later transcribed. There were
13 unstructured interviews, all with residents. Notes were made during
unstructured interviews and later typed up, with threads of conversations
mainly paraphrased. All non-verbatim quotations from interviews are indicated
as paraphrased in this thesis. Apart from the necessity to interview the staff
and managers of the case study organisations for this research, the choice of
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residents to interview was based on the following factors: 1) All the schemes
and housing organisations must be represented; 2) The three key ethnic
groups must be represented (Asian, Black and White), and (3) Residents that
are suggested by other residents for possible interviews will be interviewed, if
they accepted the offer.

The number of residents to interview was arbitrarily limited to 25 to provide a
manageable scope for transcriptions and analyses. All the interviews were set
up with the assistance of housing staff from the case study housing
organisations. Further information on the interviews conducted for this
research can be found in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 below.

Table 3.1 – Semi-structured and unstructured Interviews

ORGANISATION

NO. OF STAFF

NO. OF

INTERVIEWED

RESIDENTS

TOTAL

INTERVIEWED
Accent Housing

2

3

5

Brunel Housing

4

5

9

Incommunities

1

7

8

Manningham Housing

1

10

11

Lower Grange Community

1

0

1

1

0

1

10

25

35

Association
Safety First Training Centre
TOTAL
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Table 3.2 – Ethnicity of Residents Interviewed

ORGANISATION

Asian

Black

White

TOTAL

Accent Housing

0

1

2

3

Brunel Housing

2

1

2

5

Incommunities

4

1

2

7

Manningham Housing

6

2

2

10

12

5

8

25

TOTAL

3.4.2 Use of Questionnaires
The interviews were helpful to me in setting out questionnaires. I used the
information garnered from interviewing my participants in setting the multiple
choice questions of most of my questionnaires. Moreover, the questionnaires
were based on the broad categories or themes flowing from the interviews,
and included issues raised with me that I needed to clarify by asking other
social housing residents anonymously.

My sampling frame was based on two of the factors that I used for selecting
residents for interview: all the schemes and housing organisations, and the
three key ethnic groups must be represented (Asian, Black and White). My
focus was not on statistical representativeness, but on having a wide-ranging
pool of residents from whom I could gain insights into specific aspects of my
research aims of understanding of how social housing contributes to building
cohesive

communities.

Therefore,

I

was

seeking

“theoretical

representativeness” in my sampling frame. As the key issues emerged around
norms of trust, tolerance and social values, I settled for a convenient and
practical decision to analyse 50 completed questionnaires on each of these
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three aspects. For practical reasons, including not wanting the inevitable
delays and cost of a postal survey, I decided to use 25 households from each
of the four wards as my consistent polling units. Housing staff randomly picked
the households from their patch, and helped me to deliver and collect the
questionnaires within specified time frames. However, I made up my mind, for
practical reasons of time to deal with only the first 50 completed
questionnaires returned, as long as all the four wards and all the housing
landlords were covered. Questionnaires on role-modelling were completed by
20 residents that I had interviewed. Separate questionnaires on civility and
belonging were completed by participants at focus group meetings.

It can be argued that my approach to questionnaire survey lacks the kind of
rigour associated with quantitative research. However, in principle, this is a
qualitative research and, as I have argued earlier in this chapter, my mixed
methods approach is essentially to capture data from a variety of sources to
ensure that I have a broad tapestry of information to enable a rigorous
analysis of the way social housing contributes to building cohesive
communities through social capital assets and forms. Distributing and
collecting questionnaires helped me to meet some of my participants, and
gained me an informal access into their world. Altogether, a total of 186
questionnaires were completed for this research as follows:
Table 3.3 – Questionnaire Topics and Number Analysed
Questionnaire Topic

No. Analysed

Norms of Trust

50

Tolerance of Diversity

50

Social Values

50

Role-modelling

20
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A Sense of Belonging and A Shared Future

16
TOTAL

3.4.3

186

Participant Observation and Focus Groups

Participant observation is a well-known qualitative research method in which
the researcher adopts an observer role in the social phenomenon that is under
study. This role can be either covert or overt, and the researcher may switch
between both roles during the course of the research. As an observer, the
researcher gets to know the social actors in their “natural setting”, and has the
opportunity to experience events in the manner in which the participants also
experience these events. By understanding the actor's perception, the
researcher gains a firsthand and in-depth understanding, and interpretation of
that social world from the perspective of the participants (Silverman, 1993;
Robson, 1993). Accordingly, participant observation meant that I stayed close
to the research field, over the period of my field work, in order to develop the
kind of understanding and sharing of the experiences of local residents, in
relation to community cohesion and social capital.

I observed a number of housing management approaches/practices, for
instance, activities for tackling anti-social behaviour and neighbourhood/estate
management activities, such as consultation meetings,

and resident

association activities. I watched people interact, listened to their conversations
and took note of the key issues that seemed to matter to them in relation to
community cohesion. In appendix 2, I have provided a full list of the activities
that I observed either overtly, or covertly, during my field work. Participant
observation was of great value to me in my attempt to understand the motives
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and meanings of social interactions from the standpoint of the residents in the
case study housing schemes.

Focus Groups
As can be seen in Table 3.4 below, four focus groups were held to assist the
aims and objectives of this research.
Table 3.4 - Focus Groups

Date

Focus

Purpose

No.

of

Participants
31st

Social

October,

Inter-Ethnic

2008

Interaction

Mixing

247).

and To obtain the views of
residents

on

(page ethnic

inter-

5

social

interaction.

9th March, Ethnic Diversity and To obtain the views of
2009

Social Values (page residents on ethnic
201).

8

diversity and social
values.

14th
2009

May, Civility

and

Inter- To obtain the views of

Ethnic Interaction (p. residents on civility
219).

11

and inter-ethnic social
interaction.

21st
2009

July, Sense of Belonging To obtain the views of
and a Shared Future residents
(p. 261).

on

their

16

sense of belonging
and a shared future.

I chose people for focus groups in different ways, depending on the topic for
the group and practicality. For instance, as I knew I would not be able to
attend a Family Fun Day for residents of Accent and Manningham Housing on
29th October, 2008 I instructed my staff to approach residents at the event to
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invite them to a feedback session on Friday 31st October, 2008. They
randomly approached several residents on the day of the event to see
whether they would be interested in a group feedback on a separate day in
the office. Due to the short notice, several people declined but 5 people
accepted the invitation, and came for the feedback session.

A different approach was adopted for the focus group meeting I held to
explore residents’ views on ethnic diversity on Monday 9th March, 2009. The
residents were selected with help from my housing staff. I specifically wanted
a small group of not more than 8 people from Manningham, Heaton and Little
Horton. As can be seen in Appendix 1, Manningham is predominantly Asian
(72.1%), Heaton is predominantly White (64.9%) and Little Horton is racially
balanced between White and Asian populations – 47.4% and 43.5%
respectively. These figures are based on the census figures for 2001. Working
with their counterparts in the other case study housing associations, they
enlisted 8 residents from the case study housing schemes.

I took a completely different approach towards the focus group meeting on
civility and inter-ethnic interaction, held on Thursday 14th May 2009. I asked
housing staff to contact previous focus group members and residents that had
complained about racial abuse, graffiti, noise and litter whether they would like
to take part in a group discussion of how civil behaviour could help to promote
community cohesion in their scheme. I was able to enlist 16 residents, four
from each ward but only 11 residents turned up on the day, including 5 who
had participated previously. The others gave their apologies. However, the
number still covered all the schemes, and included residents from the four
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landlords. The specific inclusion of residents with known views about their
scheme, through the complaints process was tricky and, probably, in
hindsight, needed more thoughtfulness as to the implications for the residents
as neighbours, if opinions were expressed that were then carried into relations
at scheme level to the detriment of community harmony.

For the focus group on sense of belonging and a shared future, I put the word
out to the housing staff of the four case study social landlords to contact some
of their residents and invite them to participate in a group discussion on how
social landlords can improve the quality of their tenancy. I knew that “tenancy
improvement” would be more appealing to residents than simply what might
be seen as an invitation to a bald topic on sense of belonging and a shared
future. The approach worked and I had a focus group meeting with 16
residents from the case study housing schemes on 21st July, 2009.

The way each focus group was managed was also different, as will be seen in
the analysis of the sessions later on in this thesis. However, I can point out
here that the sessions enabled me to gain further insights into the social world
and perspectives of residents of the case study housing schemes, in order to
focus on specific emergent themes. The focus groups provided me rich
triangulating data for explaining how social housing was being used as a tool
for building cohesive communities. I participated actively in the meetings as
facilitator and convener, and was aided by my skills in listening, persuading,
probing, summing up views, and elaborating and elucidating people’s
contributions, in a way in which discussions were carried out often
passionately but mostly with courtesy. At other times, I was merely an
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observer, as questions were asked in an interactive group setting, and
participants engaged in “normal” conversations, whilst I watched and took
notes. I was assisted in taking notes by different housing staff, depending on
who was available. Notes would be compared, scrutinised and typed up as
threads of conversations, with markers around comments that illuminated the
discussions. In this thesis, comments from focus groups and unstructured
interviews are given as paraphrases, and indicated as applicable. In contrast,
semi-structured interviews are quoted verbatim.

There is a risk that focus groups could become politically heated, and group
members do need proper ground rules, and an assertive facilitator, to avoid
the session ending in dispute and disarray. One of the ground rules was that
focus group meetings would not be recorded, as participants simply wanted to
hear and be heard. Their views would not be used by the housing
organisations to manage their tenancies – there would be no backlash. If at
any time they felt they did not want to continue with the group discussion, they
were free to do so. If they had views that they did not want to express during
the open discussion but still wanted the researcher to know about it they were
free to contact me by telephone and e-mail, or ask for a private audience with
me before, during or after the group discussion.

It is important to state that I have many years’ experience in managing
resident feedback meetings where contradictory and, sometimes, unsavoury
points of view could be expressed by residents. One way of ensuring that
conflicting opinions are heard and discourtesy minimised is always to explain
and focus on the key reasons for the meeting, enforce reasonable rules of
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conversation, and guide it professionally towards a consensual conclusion.
This was how all the focus group meetings were managed and the fact that
they were held on the landlord’s premises subtly compelled participants as
well to follow the official protocol. Further comments on how my sample
selection, both for the focus groups and the questionnaire surveys, might have
impacted on my research findings are presented in section 8.4.3 of this thesis,
regarding research limitations.

3.5

Validity and Generalisability

I have explained in section 3.2 above, that ethnography informs my qualitative
methodology. Basically, ethnography, argues that human behaviour is highly
variable and locally specific (Schensul et al., 1999). Its focus is on specific
social phenomena, within local settings and contexts. As Geertz (1973)
observes, ethnography helps us to gain a rounded view of the phenomenon
under study, in order to produce an informed or deep, or thick, knowledge of
the causal processes, causative relationships and attributive meanings that
determine the characteristics of the phenomenon (Geertz, 1973). However, as
a result of all the factors that are acting contingently on the specific social
reality (or phenomenon), and the people shaping and experiencing it, there is
constant change.

In other words, this social construction of reality or objective truth, which is the
soul of qualitative methodology, creates a predicament for those who seek to
pin down its validity and generalisability, simply in terms of “law-like
regularities”, or replicability (Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Sayer, 1992;
Willard, 1996). Its validity has to be understood differently, and importantly, as
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a property of the meaning and relevance that it has for the people
experiencing it. In order to access that meaning, the researcher becomes an
instrument within the field, and through direct and indirect observation
methods, the researcher becomes an insider, or at least plays the role of an
insider up to a point (Creswell, 1998). Although one can play the values of an
“emic” account based on the researcher’s insider role against those of the
normative “etic” account of quantitative methods, the key point here is the way
the researcher, as an instrument, impacts upon the work in the field, both
objectively and subjectively (Pike and Lee, 1967; Taylor, 2005).

In contrast to quantitative approaches, this insider role points to the primacy of
the subject matter, rather than the primacy of the research method; and whilst
quantitative approaches will seek to identify and measure variables, qualitative
methods imply that variables are complex and interwoven, and they are
difficult to measure (Pike and Lee, 1967). Therefore, generalisability (as
known

in

quantitative

methodology)

is

not

what

is

required

but

contextualisation; and validity is not necessarily based on repeatable “law-like
regularities” and causal explanations, as are required for quantitative
methods, but on Max Weber’s concept of “Verstehen” (Tucker, 1965), which is
the interpretation and understanding of the social actors’ perspectives
(Kitayama, Shinobu, Cohen, Dov, 2007; Wilson and Chaddha, 2009).

According to this view, this research is generalisable by reference to the
patterns of social interaction in the case study schemes as, possibly,
particularly characteristic of Bradford. The contextualised forms of social
interaction within the schemes were, indeed, interpreted as such by several of
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my subjects as indicative of the level of racial segregation in Bradford. As a
result, the internal validity of this research rests on the following points: 1) All
the subjects were drawn from particular geographical areas of Bradford with
consistent indications of multicultural diversity. Manningham ward which is,
primarily, Asian is balanced against Heaton ward which is primarily White
English. Little Horton Ward is comparatively ethnically balanced between
White and Asian residents, whilst City ward has a larger Asian population but
not as large as in Manningham. It can be reasonably assumed that patterns of
social interaction amongst residents of case study housing schemes in these
wards will yield some insights into how the wider community, in which these
schemes are located, fares in relation to inter-ethnic interaction and intercultural contact. 2) The multiplicity of sources of empirical data involving both
qualitative and quantitative instruments give the research the necessary thrust
and depth to examine in great detail the mechanics and motivations driving
social interaction within the schemes. 3) The rigorous emphasis on examining
patterns of social interaction in the housing schemes against well-developed
attributes and principles of social capital lends the research a multidimensional focus in which the reality of the social world of the residents of the
case study housing schemes can be thoroughly evaluated. 4) By calculating
the institutional role of social landlords and third sector agencies into the
overall dynamics of the momentum for community cohesion, the role of
agency becomes part of what is found out, and adds further substance to the
relevance of the research as an indirect evaluation of local services designed
to promote community cohesion. 5) Finally, the concurrence of the
methodological approach of this research with the pivot of realist and
ethnographic research endows it with particular strengths for determining the
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confluence of social facts that are external to people’s experiences, and
personal facts that people construct in order to make meaning of their own
world.

Consequently, the generalisability of the findings of this research (its external
validity) is not a matter of the statistical representativeness of the amount of
numerical data upon which some of the findings will be based – for instance,
the number of questionnaires analysed, or interviews conducted, or focus
groups held vis-à-vis the possible extent of the demographic context of the
research. On the contrary, the findings of this research can be generalised
across any social housing scheme where there is need to assess the quality
of social interaction amongst residents, on the basis of the forms and assets
of social capital embedded in the patterns of their interaction, as predictors of
community cohesion. As a result of its methodological focus on the way
people’s patterns of social interaction shape the way their local community
feels in relation to community harmony and, by extension, social order, the
findings of this research can help explain the well-being of other communities,
if similar patterns of interaction are detected amongst the residents.

In other words, the validity of the findings of this research is not dependent on
a rigid correlation of numerical and statistical data to particular patterns of
social interaction, in order to predict the patterns of responses of social
housing residents to community cohesion, either as a social policy or as a
cultural phenomenon. Instead, by relying on inductive reasoning, rather than
deductive logic, insights into the cultural pluralism and complexity affecting
social housing residents, in their contribution to community cohesion become
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accessible. I have, therefore, focused on specific observations, contextualising
and interpreting them, to give some broad generalisations and conclusions on
how social housing residents are contributing towards building cohesive
communities. The validity of this research, therefore, is in the meaningful
description of the patterns of social interaction of social housing residents
within the selected housing schemes, how their interaction is shaped and
constrained by the community cohesion agenda, and their understanding and
interpretation of their own experiences.

Inherently, this presents the usual drawback of ethnographic research, which
is the difficulty of generating a sample that is representative of a larger
population. In contrast, quantitative research generalises findings to the whole
population and aims to provide a conclusive theory based on the prevailing
laws, discovered mostly through statistical data (Bryman, 2004; Taylor, 2005).
Qualitative researchers do not offer generalisability in this way, but construct
interpretations of the research as templates for understanding the authenticity
and trustworthiness of the experiences of the subjects they have observed. By
aiming

for

Verstehen,

qualitative

research

de-emphasises

the

representativeness of the larger population within quantitative research, by
paying greater attention to those seemingly micro social issues that cannot be
generalised to the wider population because they are context-specific (Willer,
1967; Taylor, 2005).

However, I have attempted to strengthen the structure and substance of this
research by adopting a mixed methods approach. I deliberately chose to
combine qualitative and quantitative data and techniques to ensure that all the
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facets of my research focus are pursued with methodological rigour. My use of
various forms of sampling and interview techniques, allows me to validate and
explore the themes that emerged from my conversations with the residents of
my case study housing schemes, their social landlords, and two third sector
agencies. Moreover, as related in section 1.2 of this thesis, and also in
Appendix 1, my research is sited within residential locales that are natural
cases for testing out how different ethnic and social groups, within social
housing, are responding to community cohesion in Bradford. As Bradford was
affected by the wave of social disturbances that occurred in the UK in 2001, to
some extent, my case study offers the necessary conditions for the application
of the theoretical arguments that steer my research to, possibly, similar social
housing locales in the UK.

Therefore, as will be noticed throughout this thesis, theory plays an inductive
role and theoretical insights permeate the interpretation of data gathered
during my fieldwork. In the process, I attempt in several places to integrate
empirical findings with theoretical arguments, not in order to test any prior
hypotheses, but in order to make sense of the data gathered through my
research instruments (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995; Lofland and Lofland,
1995).

3.6

Ethical Issues

On account of both its focus and methodology, this research poses particular
ethical issues. Considerations include the researcher’s official role as Director
of Housing Services at one of the selected housing associations, namely,
Manningham Housing Association, whilst carrying out this research, and the
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choice of methods for carrying out the investigation. In section 3.4, the list of
research instruments included, principally, participant observation, “lifecourse” interviews, retrospective accounts of observed events, focus groups,
multiple sampling methods, field notes, and analysis of official records.

Issues in confidentiality and sensitivities for ethnic and cultural differences
immediately leap to the fore, alongside considerations for community safety
and social harmony in the disclosure of views which may cause public
displeasure, and might even fragment emerging fragile relationships between
various sections of the community. For this reason, the case selection is
essentially for theoretical rather than statistical generalisation; for this
research, there is little point in selecting cases because they are in some
sense representative of some wider population. The main factor in
determining the people to interview and the social housing schemes and
landlords to evaluate is not based on some a priori judgement that they
promote or hinder community cohesion but by the rigour with which the issues
raised by my research aims and objectives have to be tested.

I have, therefore, not aimed for a large number of people or organisations but
have limited myself to six social housing schemes, conducted thirty-five
interviews, and analysed 186 completed questionnaires from a sampling
population of 100 households across the four wards in which the selected
schemes are located. In section 1.2 and also in Appendix 1, I have provided
some relevant details about Bradford, and similar details are provided for the
Bradford areas covered by the six selected social housing schemes. The
same appendix provides some information on the social housing landlords,
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and the third sector agencies, selected for this research. In my professional
capacity as Director of Housing Services for Manningham Housing
Association, these schemes, landlords and agencies were known to me.
However, they were not selected because they offered a good or bad example
of subjects, locales or organisations, in relation to promotion of community
cohesion. They were selected because I judged that certain theoretical issues
that were raised in my research aims and objectives would be best
investigated through these locales and organisations. Other factors for their
choice included cost and access. I was working from an office based in the
heart of Manningham and all the selected schemes were not too far from my
base. It is well-known that well-executed case studies can be very timeconsuming.

3.6.1 My Own Position in Conducting this Research
The issue of my own position in conducting this research touches on the
possibility of researcher bias and subjectivity which qualitative researchers
have to both admit to, as well as seek to limit, in carrying out their research. In
section 1.2, I outlined how my different “selves” as a Black immigrant and
Director of Housing at Manningham Housing Association prompted me to
elect to undertake a research into how social housing contributes to
community cohesion. I will add here my other self, myself as a researcher,
and describe briefly how the research is specific to me, the impact on my
research choice and data collection. Afterall, as Denzin notes, almost
cynically, “…Interpretive research begins and ends with the biography and self
of the researcher" (Denzin, 1989:12).
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Three types of bias have been identified as central to qualitative research:
personal, institutional, and socio-cultural (Huesemann, 2002). Personal bias
arises where the research is directed towards personal benefit, or is overly
constructed to satisfy the ideological norms of the researcher, and data
collection and analyses are skewed as a result. Insititutional bias occurs when
the research is promoted to support or perpetuate the activities and objectives
of a particular institution. As Barbour states, “every institution directs its
activities to the perpetuation of its own power and to a narrow range of
objectives and missions” (Barbour, 1980). Socio-cultural bias is evident when
a research is narrowly focused on explaining natural phenomena, including
human behaviour, purely as a result of physical causes and processes. This
mechanistic approach to the production of knowledge can end, for instance, in
the research outcomes becoming a hostage to current cultural practice and
rationality.

I have clarified to a point my personal and social-cultural position in section
1.2, and how these interacted and influenced my research choice and data
sources. I need only to mention here the institutional background to my
research choice and data collection. My research was originally sponsored by
my employers, and the research topic had to be assessed by them as relevant
to the business of the organisation. Hence most of the schemes that I had
selected were multi-landlord schemes where the organisation had either
formal or informal relationships with the other case study housing
organisations. On the one hand, this gave advantages, including gaining
momentum and acceptability for my research and valuable access to the
staffing resources of partner organisations in selecting residents for
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questionnaires, focus groups and interviews. On the other, it also tied me into
a few organisational constraints, particularly the tacit acknowledgement that
the research was another housing project which should add value to the
association’s implicit “research and development” approach to housing
services.

For a considerable period of time, the tussle between the rigour and
exactitude of academic research and the necessity to build the research to fit
into the association’s marketisation of housing innovations dragged the
research in conflicting directions. The tussle was only relieved when as I
approached the writing up period, processes at work gave me the opportunity
to negotiate a consensual exit. The release from my official role diminished
the institutional constraints considerably, and enabled me to pursue a
completely interpretivist mode of analysis in relation to the pile of empirical
information that I had obtained. I was free to be completely objective in reassembling my data and building a coherent account of the way social capital
assets and forms match the patterns of social interaction in my case study
housing schemes.

I recognise, of course, that the foundational direction of my fieldwork was laid
whilst still in my role as Director of Housing including, predominantly,
interviews with residents of Manningham Housing Association, and having a
majority of them in the focus groups and questionnaire surveys. However, if I
was not working for Manningham Housing, this is still the kind of research that
would have privileged the organisation and its residents as a very important
data source. The Association has both a regional and national profile as a
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leading minority ethnic housing organisation, situated in the heart of
Manningham and catering mainly for Bradford’s South Asian populations. And,
in terms of the other case study landlords, Incommunities is the largest
housing organisation in Bradford, being the local authority’s stock-transfer
organisation, managing in excess of 22,500 homes across the length and
breadth of the Bradford district. Accent Housing and Brunel Housing are also
large players in Bradford’s social housing landscape, with significant historical
legacy in meeting the needs of White residents in multicultural locales.
Therefore, it is, particularly, applicable for this research to involve these
players.

Arguably, my position within Manningham Housing during the period of my
fieldwork could incline me to collect and interpret data to suit non-academic
purposes as well. I would think I minimised this risk both by data triangulation
and the conscious steps that I took to distance myself from the welter of
statistical data I had in my official capacity. I chose instead to look at the field
afresh, and seek to understand community cohesion from the residents’
perspective by being open to the wide-ranging views expressed by my
subjects. This led me away from assessing cohesion activities and the
housing management practices of the landlords as good or poor examples of
directions in community cohesion. As a result, I was free to collect only such
data as would be needed for analysing forms of social interaction within the
case study schemes. I was also at liberty to interpret my data as variable
social accounts of the meaning of community cohesion for local residents. I
adopted a critical and self-reflexive approach to my role throughout the
research process (Atkinson, 1990; Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2000).
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The impact of my social and cultural identity on my research choice and data
collection is, for these reasons, altogether benign even though it would, as a
matter of course, play a role in the way the data is presented, what quotes are
used and what data is ignored, etc.. However, I have endeavoured to keep my
own personal judgements and interpretations out as much as possible. For
instance, if I relate my role to the ethical models in qualitative research, as
categorised by Denzin (1994), I am, primarily, contextualist in the sourcing,
recording and analysis of my data.

Denzin’s four broad categories cover the absolutist, relativist, “deception” and
contextualist models of qualitative research, in relation to personal bias and
subjectivity (Denzin, 1994). The absolutist model argues that social
researchers have no inalienable right to invade the privacy of their subject, as
the invasion may cause harm. Therefore, participant observation should only
occur in the public sphere. Consequently, ethical concerns associated with the
protection of participants from physical and psychological harm, prevention of
deception, protection of privacy and informed consent are typically addressed
within the absolutist model (Denzin, 1994).

The relativist model confers, on the researcher, freedom to study those
problems that they can relate to their own professional field, or personal
experiences. The researcher is expected to build open and constructive
relationships with their subject, in a way that does not breach their own
conscience. Therefore, the researcher is free to develop their own operating
standards in relation to the nature of their enquiry (Denzin, 1994). In contrast,
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the “deception” model puts a premium on the research enquiry itself as the allimportant object for which the investigator may use any method necessary to
facilitate access to the field and relevant data, even if this involves a level of
concealment, subterfuge, impersonation, and entrapment (Denzin, 1994).

The contextualist model, which Denzin (1994) also describes as the holistic
model, integrates the range of ethical concerns in the other models, in seeking
to describe and understand processes and relationships in the natural context
in which they occur in the field. As emphasis is on “Verstehen”, no attempt is
made to generalise to a larger population, and sampling methods are
deployed to capture those data sources that provide the richest sources of
information within the specific context (Denzin, 1994). My research belongs
within this tradition, but I must add that, throughout my fieldwork and the
course of this research, I respected the ethics mentioned in the absolutist and
relativist models, and did not find any reason to use the stratagems
associated with the “deception” model.

3.6.2 Responsibility to Participants
Throughout this thesis, I have protected all my sources by anonymising their
comments and views, so that there is no private data that identifies
participants. During and after my fieldwork, I was careful not to store the
names, addresses and other personal details of the participants in a retrieval
system.

Throughout this thesis I have taken care not to divulge any

information that could damage an individual's financial standing, employability,
or reputation; or that could lead to stigmatisation or discrimination. This
applies to the housing associations and their third sector allies as well. As
135

most interviews were conducted along the lines that participants had initially
initiated, sensitive issues around racism, immigration and citizenship were
frankly discussed without any judgemental bias on my part.

As Capron (1989) argues, any kind of research ought to embrace the
principles of respect for people, beneficence, and justice. For Capron (1989),
respect for people is the recognition of participants’ rights, including the right
to be informed about the study, the right to freely decide whether to participate
in a study, and the right to withdraw at any time without penalty. I followed this
principle to the letter.

3.6.3 Beneficence
Beneficence is the principle of doing good and preventing harm to others
(Miller, 2004). It is possible to stretch this principle into some sort of
paternalism, a method of pre-judging people’s preferences and abilities, and
deciding, without consulting them, what aspects of the research they can
confidently engage with. Through participant observation, I avoided this type
of paternalism, as my interview and sampling techniques were based on what
people wanted to discuss and, where applicable, I avoided using technical
phrases and adopted the nuances and lingo of my participants in my
conversations with them. In some instances, I adopted the use of pseudonyms
as suggested by participants, when they wanted to refer in a coded way either
to a neighbour or an organisation. However, I have not included any
pseudonyms from my contacts in any part of this thesis.
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Moreover, I hasten to state that throughout the course of this research,
nothing came to my attention that could be categorised as a breach of any
relevant legislation.

3.6.4 Justice
The principle of justice in qualitative research is a reference to the potential
power imbalance between the researcher and participants, and the necessity
for the researcher to ensure that this does not lead to exploitation of people’s
vulnerabilities (Orb, Eisenhauer, and Wynaden 2000; Tewksbury, 2009). It is
also about ensuring that participants’ direct contribution to specific areas of
the research write-up, in terms of ideas or concepts, or views are adequately
and appropriately acknowledged (Shaw, 2003 and 2008). Justice also
demands that the researcher should strive to include the views of groups or
individuals belonging to marginalised sections of society, particularly, if such
views offer insightful counterweights to the views of the majority (Hoonaard,
2002).

The principle of justice was followed in this research. Moreover, as the
researcher works and is already known to some extent within the field, this
touches on the validity, reliability, and meaningfulness of the data gathered in
the field. According to Field and Morse (1992), conducting research in one’s
work area creates problems of familiarity and bias that may complicate the
level of partiality and bias that qualitative research already entails, as a result
of participant observation. In order to minimise these problems, I made it very
clear to all participants that my research was a piece of academic work
intended purely for a doctorate degree at the University of Bradford. I
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deliberately avoided any pre-conceived ideas about community cohesion, and
chose a qualitative approach, so that I would not need to simply recast the
enormous statistical data that I had on housing services and community
cohesion, in my official role as Director of Housing Services, in order to
investigate the role of social housing in building cohesive communities.

From the start, I was mindful that gaining reliable information was a
prerequisite for good research. This means that I started seeking the kind of
information that would not simply be an artefact of the particular
circumstances of its collection. I aimed for the kind of data which people would
only give because they wanted to speak their mind freely and in confidence on
community cohesion. I was careful to go into the field only when my initial
propositions had been doubly-checked and some initial answers to the
questions of this research had been correlated at some level to the issues on
the ground in the research field.

I made very little use of the information that I had at my disposal as Director of
Housing Services, instead I concentrated on gathering a vast amount of
empirical data during my fieldwork, which needed to be carefully processed
and summed up before it could be written up in this thesis. In view of the
sensitivities in Bradford around ethnicity and faith (Carling, 2008), I decided to
simply describe people’s attitudes and responses, and let the facts speak for
themselves.

Moreover, by using at least three methods of data collection (evidenced in
participant observation, qualitative sampling methods, and “life-course”
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interviews), an adequate level of validity, reliability, and meaningfulness of the
data underpinning this research was secured. It is this triangulation that has
helped me to capture the richness and complexity of the experience and
interpretation of community cohesion by social housing residents. By
combining participant observation with various interview formats, a deeper
exploration of the processes of community cohesion and social capital in
social housing neighbourhoods was achieved. As Denzin and Lincoln (1998)
found, multiple methods often assist in achieving methodological and data
triangulation.

3.6.5 Negotiating Physical Access
In my fieldwork, there were no identifiable gate-keepers of information
necessarily and, therefore, no compelling case to be made to persuade local
residents to part with prized information. However, in relation to the selected
social landlords, and their voluntary sector allies, this research was presented
to senior staff members (who were gate-keepers within their organisation) in
terms of its benefits for providing opportunities for checking the relevance of
housing management approaches and how they were delivering on the
ground in relation to community cohesion. My background in working with
housing agencies and monitoring services assisted me to understand and
interpret the adequacies, or otherwise, of housing management approaches.
Overall, gaining the trust of local residents, resident groups, and other
stakeholders ultimately depended on the skills and tactics associated with
identifying with their concerns and aspirations, and funnelling these carefully
into the key issues covered by the research as progress was made.

139

The main criticism that follows this kind of approach to gaining trust and
information from participants in the field is that participants may present
“acceptable behaviour; behaviour they believe the observer wishes to record,
or behaviour based on subjective interpretation of feedback from the
observers or deliberately trying to mislead the observers” (Burns, 2000). I
attempted to minimise this problem by my willingness to undertake multiple
roles which “masked” my presence as a “formal” observer, including acting in
my official role as Director of Housing. To some extent, I feel I succeeded in
“embedding” myself within the cultural milieu of the participants whilst
ensuring that the necessary line between “insider” and “outsider” was not
distorted into unhelpful partisanal bias.

3.6.6 Negotiating Social Access
I am aware of the spectrum of participation stretching from the role of
“complete observer” to “complete participant”. A happy medium has to be
found between these two poles according to the situation on the ground and
the unfolding narrative of the research, in terms of key questions and answers,
and the discoveries made in the process. The paradox of “insider” and
“outsider” captured succinctly by Brewer (2000) as “involvement and
detachment’, “inclusion” and “exclusion” stages in field research were used to
strike the necessary balance between these two poles. I got close to my
subjects only in order to gain an insider’s view whilst maintaining the persona
of the outsider on other occasions for the kind of distance needed to conduct
the direct observation of events and key players, and impartial data collection.
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Moreover, I was careful to ensure that these methods were not compromised
by the possible divergent agendas of “gatekeepers” (housing staff and local
residents with direct influence on what is happening locally) and “role players”
(people on the frontline and staff at the coal face whose work or role is crucial
to the understanding and analysis of community cohesion and social capital in
local communities).

As Noaks and Wincup (2004) suggest, gatekeepers at different layers might
not share the same interests. For this reason, in the course of my fieldwork, I
chose to place an equal emphasis on negotiating “physical access” to records
and local communities as well as gaining “social access” to relevant housing
management practices and social activities on local residential schemes.

3.7

Data Analysis Methods

For qualitative studies, there are various methods of analysis. Yin (2003)
briefly describes five techniques for analysis: pattern matching, linking data to
propositions, explanation building, time-series analysis, logic models, and
cross-case synthesis. In contrast, Stake (2005) describes categorical
aggregation and direct interpretation as types of analysis. For Stake,
categorical aggregation is a process in which data is quarried for categories of
meaning. The more there are instances of a particular category, the greater
the probability that it holds some central meaning for explaining how and why
certain pieces of empirical evidence throw some sharp searchlight on the
enquiry at hand. This is a quantitative approach to analysis. Contrastively,
direct interpretation is a qualitative approach. As Stake explains, direct
interpretation enables the researcher to “pull apart” the empirical evidence, in
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order to go behind obvious meanings, and show how “hidden” layers
contribute to the emerging picture (Stake, 2005).

As I began to gather data during my fieldwork, it became clear to me that
categorical aggregation and direct interpretation would be the most suitable
methods of analysis, particularly, in view of my mixed methods research
design.

3.7.1 Data Recording
I kept a field diary to detail key events, meetings and conversations. As I had
to speak to several people and visited the schemes several times, I struggled
to be on top of my notes. Notes were always brief and had to be recalled in
detail after field visits. This was further complicated by my aim not to
document names and addresses of my participants, except through
anonymised references. However, overall, my field notes provided a useful
running commentary on my impressions, feelings and emotions, taking
account of the circumstances and relationships which helped to shape the
research as it unfolded. As Mason (2002) suggests, “field notes are a form of
representation, that is, a way of reducing just-observed events, persons and
places to written accounts…field notes (re)constitute that world in preserved
forms that can be reviewed, studied and thought about time and time again”
(2002:98).

In view of the ethnographic approach to data collection, my field notes helped
me to identify emerging insights into the research issues. From the onset, I
was keen to employ “abductive” (a combination of inductive and deductive)
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reasoning in following the key themes from the experiences of social housing
residents concerning community cohesion. The plurality of sources of
information and the multiplicity of meanings attached to causal relationships
by the participants were grouped around key points and concepts, which
helped me a great deal to elucidate the research subject continuously. This
naturally leads me to adopt relevant aspects of grounded theory.

3.7.2 Grounded Theory
I have made use of Grounded Theory in a limited way. In the literature, key
aspects of this theory include the emphasis on the individual researcher's
creativity, the importance of validation criteria, and a systematic approach to
data analysis (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). This
emphasis leads me to focus on data sampling, data analysis and theory
development as different but repeated steps within the research methodology,
towards a stopping point when new data does not change the emerging theory
anymore.

Of course there are trenchant criticisms of grounded theory (see, especially,
Thomas and James, 2006), including questioning: (a) its status as theory; (b)
the notion of “ground” ; and (c) the claim to use and develop inductive
knowledge. The critique often mocks what is described as the quasi-scientific
procedures of grounded theory, the use of methods linked to the natural
sciences, and the use of explanations which tend to predict repeatable
patterns (Kelle, 2005).
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However, my use of grounded theory was rather visceral, touching mainly on
looking through my data to establish specific anchor points in the “data
narrative”, which could help to conceptualise the insights that began to
emerge from the perspectives of social housing residents, in relation to
community cohesion. I wanted to provide some descriptive explanation of the
factors which seemed to promote or hinder community cohesion in social
housing. As a result, I leaned on Glaser’s dictum, “All is data”, (Glaser, 2002)
in excavating my field notes to ensure that no vital clues were missed, and
that the comparative process was well evidenced within the data narrative
(Glaser, 2002). This led to a thematic presentation of the data obtained, and
the use of figures and illustrative quotes in a descriptive write-up of the
analysis.

Overall, my method of analysis is a kind of “progressive focusing” (Parlett and
Hamilton, 1976) of all my data on the central enquiry of my research, which is,
“Social Capital and Community Cohesion: The role of Social Housing in
Building Cohesive Communities”. I conducted the enquiry, not so much as a
housing professional, whose own housing organisation won the accolades of
the government regulator (the Housing Corporation, now split into Homes and
Communities Agency and the Tenants Services Authority) in 2006, as a joint
runners-up with Incommunities, in their Gold Award competition for the theme
of community cohesion in housing services; but, rather, as an outsider wanting
to discover the personal stories of social housing residents that could confirm
or contradict official statistics on the success of community cohesion within
social housing. Therefore, I adopted Stake’s (2005) proposition:
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“We enter the scene with a sincere interest in
learning how they (in my case, the social housing
residents) function in their ordinary pursuits and
milieus and with a willingness to put aside many
presumptions while we learn” (Stakes, 2005:1)

My research depended on this proposition completely.

3.8

Summary and Conclusions

In chapters 1 and 2, I provided details of the wide ranging scope of my enquiry
into the role of social housing in building cohesive communities, with social
capital and community cohesion as the principal social theory and policy
behind this role. In this chapter, I have argued for a number of theoretical
paradigms as the relevant methodology for pursuing this enquiry. I have
referred, particularly, to a realist, non-positivistic contextual framework for
building a qualitative case study for the enquiry. I have designed the research
according to qualitative parameters and, consequently, I attempted to explain
the implications these pose for my role as researcher, as well as for the
collection and analysis of data from my fieldwork.

Given the axiomatic rule that social science research cannot totally be
objective because all propositions are limited in their meaning to particular
language context and particular social groups, this research is limited to the
selective housing schemes, and the information that was gathered during this
research is unlikely to be replicable in a similar research. As Mason (2002)
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argues, any academic research is by its very nature “interactive, creative,
selective and interpretative”.

It is well-established that research activities are social processes, and the
researcher is a “partisan” in some small or big sense in the unfolding of these
processes through a priori assumptions and values. As Jackson (2002)
argues, the researcher’s own pre-dispositions are “part of what gets found out
in research” (Jackson, 2002: 503). Fred Erickson, along with others, has noted
that the most distinguishing characteristic of qualitative research is its
penchant for interpretation (Erickson, 1986). Therefore, as one discovers the
voices and faces of several participants in the qualitative research write-up, it
is inescapable that somewhere in the “multiple realities” that are competing for
the reader’s attention is the voice or face of the researcher too. To cite Stake
(2005) again:
“Ultimately, the interpretations of the researcher are
likely

to

be

emphasized

more

than

the

interpretations of those people studied, but the
qualitative case researcher tries to preserve the
multiple

realities,

the

different

and

even

contradictory views of what is happening” (Stake,
2005: 12)

As a housing practitioner myself, it is this kind of honest admission that has
given me great pleasure in researching community cohesion. As Lipson
argues, the main instruments of qualitative research are the researchers
themselves because, working within an ethnographic and interpretivist
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epistemology, they have to locate themselves within their enquiry field, in
order to access the cultural and social frameworks that both shape and
constrain the experiences of their subjects (Lipson, 1994). Therefore, my
personal involvement provides me the leverage for gathering data, and the
anchor for contextualising and interpreting my findings.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Community Cohesion and Social Housing
Shared Norms and Values
4.1

Introduction

As I have shown in chapter 1, the basic premise for community cohesion is
that harmony defines society, not conflict – although conflict is part of
everyday life, if seen through the lens of, particularly, Karl Marx and Max
Weber. Harmony, or social solidarity, however, does not occur naturally in the
social relationships that people engage in as social actors and agents. It is
derived from social capital which was described, principally, by Robert
Putnam, as the social networks, and the norms of reciprocity and
trustworthiness that people undertake as they interact. In a similar vein,
community cohesion also depends on these assets; they function as a kind of
social glue that prevents social conflict. This ideological parity between social
capital and community cohesion is a theme that runs throughout my thesis. It
will be explored in this chapter to examine the social norms and values that
are shared by the residents of my case study social housing areas, in their
attempt to build cohesive neighbourhoods.

Therefore, in section 4.2, I examine the norms of trust in the case study
housing schemes, and whether these help to generate inter-group relations. In
section 4.3, I examine the social values that are shared, and their relevance
for promoting inter-group co-operation and solving common problems. In
section 4.4, I conclude that it is hard for multicultural and multi-ethnic
communities to agree on common moral principles and codes of behaviour,
and that the norms of trust, tolerance and respect for differences do not,
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automatically, diminish inter-ethnic tensions in a cultural environment in which
people have a perception that they are victims of social or economic
exclusion.

4.2

Norms of Trust

It is, generally, accepted that the active involvement of citizens within
neighbourhoods and communities is crucial to community cohesion (The
Cantle Report, 2001; The Oldham Report, 2001; Report of the Burnley Task
Force, 2001; The Denham Report, 2001; Ousley, 2001). Therefore, the
numerous references to a shared sense of belonging, as a key element of
community cohesion, always assume that social interactions in cohesive
communities will be underpinned by the notion of trust (Flint, 2006; Phillips,
Davis, and Ratcliffe, 2007; Flint and Robinson, 2008).

Trust has been described as a mechanism that protects communities against
chaos and disorder because it evokes feelings of safety, certainty, and
familiarity in interpersonal relationships (Goffman, 1983; Misztal, 2001).
Goffman, for instance, argues that social order ought to be understood in the
context of everyday interactions at neighbourhood level, in which people
develop a knack for structuring their social world, through patterns of
behaviours based on generalised trust (Goffman, 1983). Trust helps social
actors to interact, on the basis that everyone involved will behave according to
acceptable rules. Goffman calls these rules, “a large base of shared cognitive
presuppositions”, as they are the social procedures and values that the actors
collectively share as part of their repertoire for making their world work
(Goffman, 1983). Therefore, as Misztal notes, trust makes social life
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predictable, creates a sense of community, and makes it easier for people to
engage in meaningful social contacts (Misztal, 1996 and 2001).

Other authors on trust have made similar comments. For instance, Coleman
observes that individuals are willing to take risks in furtherance of inter-group
objectives on the basis of trust (Coleman, 1990). Gambetta stresses that trust
leads to inter-group cooperation (Gambetta, 1988). Luhmann argues that trust
reduces the kind of social complexity that can lead to community breakdown
(Luhmann, 1979). Coleman, Sztompka and Putnam have argued that trust is
the backbone of social capital (Coleman, 1988; Sztompka, 1999; Putnam,
1995).

Several attempts have also been made to describe “types” of trust. There
have been some influential typologies of trust, including, Zucker’s processbased, characteristic-based and institutionally-based trust (Zucker, 1986);
McAllister’s cognition-based trust (McAllister, 1995); and Lewicki’s and
Bunker’s identification-based trust (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996). Their
typologies showed that trust is produced in several complementary ways.
However, more generally, three main types of trust have been identified: trust
of familiars, trust of strangers, and civic or institutional trust. The first - trust of
familiars - also sometimes called particularised trust (Uslaner 1999),
personalised trust (Hughes et al., 2000), or social trust of familiars (Cox and
Caldwell, 2000), exists between people that are familiar to one another. This
familiarity is based on the similarities between the people in relation to kinship,
culture, social and class characteristics.
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The second kind of trust is labelled the trust of strangers. It is also commonly
referred to as generalised trust (Putnam, 1998; Dasgupta, 1988; Uslaner,
1999). This type of trust exists between people who undertake social
interaction across different social networks. The third type of trust - civic or
institutional trust - refers to basic trust in the formal institutions of governance,
especially, fairness of rules and official procedures, mechanisms for dispute
resolution, and allocation of resources (Uslaner, 1999; Cox and Caldwell,
2000). Civic trust also relates to the familiarity that can occur in social
relationships as people relate to each other as citizens or members of the
same neighbourhood. Consequently, some authors have sought to measure
trust in order to determine the level of social capital, because they see trust as
a significant predictor of social cohesion and economic development (Putnam,
1993; Glaeser et al., 2000).

I assume that some degree of trust already exists amongst residents and
social groups in the case study housing schemes. My assumption is based on
the suggestion that trust is inherent in all social relations (Coleman, 1990;
Fukuyama, 1996; Putnam, 2000). However, I will not measure the level of
existing trust because trust has several complex and subjective dimensions,
which I do not need to focus on in this work. Any trust metric, designed to
measure the degree to which the social housing residents and other
participants trust each other, will only establish the degree or quality of what is
already known - the presence of trust. My aim is to find out what types of trust
are used by residents, either individually or collectively, to promote community
cohesion.
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Specifically, I conducted a survey of 50 residents across my selected social
housing areas (see Appendix 3, Questionnaire 1). I also spoke to one
household from each scheme to give me a better understanding of how trust
is used across the schemes. My survey questions were based on similar
questions used by other people to establish types of trust in housing
communities and how trust is used to achieve social cohesion (Papadakis,
1988; UK National Survey of Voluntary Activity 1991; World Values Survey,
1991). My findings are detailed below.

4.2.1 Significant Level of Particularised Trust
From the responses, the most visible type of trust was the trust of familiars or
particularised trust. Many people (30 respondents) knew some of their
neighbours by name. Out of this number, 25 people knew at least two other
people by name within their schemes, either as a result of being their relative
or their friend. There were 22 people who had relatives on or near their
scheme, and 28 people stated they had close friends on or near their scheme.
Only 6 respondents stated that the person they called friend was from a
different ethnic group. The large number of people, who had relatives and
friends on or near their housing scheme, was typical of social housing. Studies
in neighbouring and neighbourliness have shown that, compared to home
owners, social renters often have their relatives and friends living within
walkable distances to them (Crow, Allan and Summers, 2002; Boyce, 2006;
Pilch, 2006). This is due to the importance given to local connections in many
social housing allocation policies, as well as the fact that the tenure promotes
generational occupancy through legal succession to tenancies for family
members (CLG, 2009).
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In addition, due to social and economic reasons, children who grew up in
social housing have a higher probability of becoming social renters as adults,
compared to those who grew up in the owner-occupied sector (Hills, 2007;
Feinstein et al., 2007). Such people often rent close to their family members.
For cultural reasons and the fear of racial harassment in residential
neighbourhoods that are predominantly occupied by White people, some
minority ethnic groups would also choose to live near their friends and
relatives, where they feel safe, or can be part of informal social support
networks (Ousley, 2001; Phillips, 2006, 2007 and 2008). It should also be
noted that there is a higher level of social renting by minority ethnic groups,
compared to their White counterparts (SEU, 2005; Survey of English Housing,
2005).

The large number of people with friends and relatives in the neighbourhood
would probably account for the huge number of people (35) that stated that
they considered their neighbours to be trustworthy, and the 32 people that
stated that their neighbours were getting along well. Particularised trust
appears to be the foundation of the cohesiveness that respondents were
describing. This extends to the number of people (28) that stated they had
neighbours they could call upon in an emergency, and many would-be
emergency helpers were stated to be either friends (16) or relatives (12). The
confidence to ask for help included a feeling of certainty that if required in an
emergency, there were people within the community that many residents
could trust to loan them small amounts of money. This confidence was
expressed by 32 people and 19 of them stated that their potential neighbourly
lenders would be relatives. In reply to my question whether they themselves
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had advanced a small emergency loan to their neighbours, in the previous
twelve months, 15 people had provided such help and 10 of the recipients
were relatives.

In other words, most of the informal social interactions going on were between
friends and relatives, people who had established some social relationship.
There were many people (26) who had helped their neighbours in the previous
twelve months, and 22 people would ask a neighbour to help babysit for them.
This slightly lower number was due, probably, to the increasing emphasis by
government on the use of registered childcare providers (Ofsted, 2011). As for
asking for help when looking for a job, 28 people would ask their friends for
help. The fact that people knew one another fairly well, and had friends and
relatives living in the neighbourhood, was reflected in the number of people
(22) that stated they were likely to run into friends or acquaintances in their
local stores.

Particularised trust is the essence of bonding capital. As in this case, it is the
property of social relationships based on family membership and informal
friendships (friend of friends, people with similar ethnic values and norms,
etc.). Communities and neighbourhoods with a strong social identity based on
bonding capital would have the kind of cooperative norms analysed in the
responses of the residents. Studies on inter-ethnic interaction within urban
neighbourhoods have

shown

limited

inter-ethnic interaction

in

such

neighbourhoods (Blokland 2003; Jayaweera and Choudhury 2008). People’s
“ethos of mixing” socially consists mainly of networks where they can easily
trust others because they share with them a similar cultural, social or
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economic background. In such neighbourhoods, most inter-ethnic mixing
takes place through “impersonal” sharing of public spaces, such as on the
streets, and in local shops and parks, within the neighbourhood. As a result,
people’s experience of social encounters with members of other ethnic or
social groups is limited to fleeting contacts in such public spaces and the
contacts do not grow afterwards into the more meaningful contacts that are
found in bridging social capital.

Importantly, residents have a shared expectation of mixing in the public and
associational space within the neighbourhood. However, psychologically, they
also tend to accept and practice patterns of social relations which strengthen
separate social lives, including segregated neighbourhoods, to promote what
they consider to be their own unique cultural, social or class identity. This is
the kind of pattern that the evidence of particularised trust seems to be
pointing to within the case study housing schemes.

As some of the residents stated:
I know where to go if I want to meet with Asian
residents – their shops and down the street. (White,
BD9)

People mix socially when they want to. But it’s
Asians mixing with Asians and Whites mixing with
Whites, usually. (Asian, BD9)
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Sometimes it feels certain parts of our scheme are
for Asians, and other parts for us. Maybe I’m
reading too much into how the streets seem to be
for one particular ethnic group or the other. (White,
BD8)

I rarely go into Asian shops. I mean the ones that
sell Asian fashion stuff and things. But, local
groceries and newspaper shops – yes, I use those,
and many around here are Asian businesses.
(Black, BD8)

People know Manningham has become mostly
Asian. If you want to rent here, you have to be
Asian to really feel at home. (Black, BD8)

When there is a vacancy next to an Asian family, it
is typical to find that the vacancy will be filled by
another Asian family. (White, BD5)

In this place, Asians tend to want Asian neighbours,
and Whites tend to want White neighbours. People
don’t speak of it but it goes on. (Asian, BD7)

In other words, in these areas, particularised trust creates effective separate
social zones, or stand alone social networks, between different ethnic groups
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within the neighbourhoods. However, it also tends to keep out of such
neighbourhoods those that are considered to be “strangers”. We can see this
in the high number of respondents (28 people) that stated that they would be
reticent to trust, or welcome outsiders intending to settle in their
neighbourhoods. Also, although 35 people stated that they had had a concern
about their neighbourhood, in the previous twelve months, which they believed
could be solved through collective action, only 12 people had actually
contacted their neighbours to work together to resolve the common problem.
Arguably, the case study housing schemes are cohesive because a majority
of the residents only easily trust those that are familiar to them, especially,
residents from a similar ethnic background and, as a result, may discriminate
against or not readily accept others that they consider to be outsiders.

4.2.2 Low Level of Generalised Trust
The dominance of particularised trust appears to have diminished the
residents’ willingness to participate in inter-ethnic social networks within their
housing schemes. For instance, only 6 people stated that their friend was a
member of a different ethnic group. Only 5 people stated that they had been to
a local cafe or restaurant with someone from a different ethnic background in
the previous three months, and only 8 people had been to a local social club
with someone from a different ethnic group, in the previous three months.
Lower still, only 2 respondents had been to the cinema or theatre with
someone from a different ethnic background, in the previous three months. In
terms of interactive sport and hobby groups, 4 people had played football or
cricket with someone from a different ethnic background in the previous three
months; 5 people had been to the gym or exercise class with someone from a
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different ethnic background, in the previous three months; and only 4 people
had been involved in a hobby group (knitting) with someone from a different
ethnic background, in the previous three months. A lower number, 3 people,
had been involved in a self-help or support group with someone from a
different ethnic background, in the previous three months. Therefore, overall,
very few people were socialising beyond their familiar circle of friends and
relatives.

Although some residents participated in social activities in public spaces, their
membership of stand-alone social networks meant that intuitive meaningful
contacts with a wider network of people from different backgrounds, has low
priority for many residents. For such contacts, generalised trust (or trust of
strangers) is needed. Unlike particularised trust, generalised trust is more than
trust based on personal experience - it includes the sense of a shared fate
with others.

This is the kind of trust that promotes diversity and social

tolerance (Campbell, 2007; Cheong et al., 2007; Putnam, 2007; Janmaat,
2010).

The low priority for intuitive meaningful contacts with a wider network of
people from different backgrounds also seems to have affected several
residents’ level of civic participation indirectly. Although 35 people felt there
were community issues that they could have raised with their social landlords
or the local authority, only a few people actually attempted to make contact
with the authorities: 15 people had contacted their social landlord; only 5
people had contacted their local MP; 12 people had contacted the local
authority; only 1 person had contacted the local press. Civic participation in
158

interpersonal activities, involving someone from a different ethnic or social
background did not fare much better either. Only 8 people had visited an
elderly or sick person who was from a different ethnic or social background, in
the previous twelve months, and 1 person had done shopping for a neighbour
that was someone from a different ethnic or social background, in the same
period. Although 5 people had decorated for their neighbours, only 1 person
stated this was for someone from a different ethnic or social background. Only
5 people had given advice to a neighbour, who was someone from a different
ethnic or social background, or helped with letters, or form filling, in the
previous twelve months.

In terms of civic activities that would involve different ethnic or social groups,
15 respondents stated they had participated in improving the environment,
such as community cleaning day, in the previous twelve months; and 5 people
had been part of a resident or community action group, during the same
period. Although 28 people thought they could have involved themselves in
some political or social campaigning in the previous twelve months, only 2
people had actually undertaken such an action. A number of respondents (18)
stated that their community would benefit from people volunteering their time
and skills to help run community-based agencies, however, only 8 people had
been involved in volunteering with a local community-based organisation, in
the previous twelve months. A higher number, 15 people, had been involved
in school-related activities in the same period which provided opportunities for
inter-ethnic contacts.
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It could be argued that due to the high level of bonding social capital, fewer
residents had taken the opportunity to widen their social networks within the
neighbourhood to include meaningful social contact or friendship with
someone

from

a

different

ethnic

or

social

background.

However,

contradictorily, school-related activities did provide opportunities for interethnic contacts. One should note that such contacts would be more of a
necessity, rather than arising out of choice.

4.2.3 Norms of Reciprocity and Mutuality
In order to explore civil behaviour, I asked questions around norms of
reciprocity and social courtesy. Most of the residents (45) had said “Hello” or
something similar to a neighbour, in the previous three months. Most of them
(42) stated that they would seek to repay favours in kind, and 38 people stated
that they respected and valued their neighbours. The respondents highlighted
the range of civil attitudes they had demonstrated in the previous 12 months.
These included courteous greetings (48); exchange of greeting cards (28);
asking neighbours round to tea (15); helping on wheelie-bin days (18);
chatting with neighbours on the street, or local shops (18); accepting post or
deliveries for a neighbour (22); and watching out for a neighbour on holiday
(17). Reciprocal favours included bringing neighbour’s newspaper from the
local shop (15); helping with gardening (11) and looking after a neighbour’s
pet (9). Again, a large number of these activities were undertaken for friends
and relatives (27).

In terms of reciprocity and mutual aid, some respondents had this to say:
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We are good friends. I look after her daughter, she
helps with my shopping. (Asian, BD8)

I walk the children to school on my way to work,
mine and hers. She walks them back home and
keeps mine with her until I am back. (Asian, BD8)

“She’s an old lady. I do a bit of DIY for her when
she asks. She stays at home most times and keeps
an eye out on our home when we are out or away.”
(Asian, BD9)

I think it’s better when you are helping each other. If
one is always giving and the other is always taking
it makes you feel they are using you. (Asian, BD9)

Overall, the picture that emerges from the responses is that the residents’ use
of trust helps them to engage in reciprocal behaviour and civil interactions
within, primarily, their familiar social circles. This, essentially, emphasises
bonding capital, or the use of particularised trust. In other words, compared to
particularised trust, the two other main types of trust - generalised trust and
civic trust - are less deployed in my case study social housing schemes.

This is worrying, because some empirical studies have suggested that there is
a negative relation between ethnic diversity and generalised trust (Alesina and
La Ferrara 2002; Banting et al. 2006). Generalised trust is considered an
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important ingredient of social cohesion. It is the ingredient that results in
bridging capital, the type of capital that people use to work cooperatively
across different strata of society. It is, suggested, for instance, by Putnam
(2007) that levels of generalised trust are not just lower among ethnic
minorities themselves, but also tend to decline among majority populations
when they face diverse surroundings. In this way, it is possible that, at least in
the short run, diversity is likely to weaken community cohesion.

Generalised trust is also often linked to trust in institutions, or institutional trust
(Rothstein, 2005). When particular communities or social groups deploy less
generalised trust, it can affect their level of civic participation. It has been
argued that people’s confidence in public institutions is sometimes a corollary
of their level of social, or generalised, trust (Brehm and Rahn, 1997 and
Rothstein, 2005). Therefore, generalised trust and civic trust are corollaries,
and are necessary for inter-personal and inter-group relationships.

4.2.4 Trust in Political Institutions
The point that people’s confidence in public institutions is sometimes a
corollary of their level of social, or generalised, trust (Brehm and Rahn, 1997
and Rothstein, 2005) seems to be demonstrated by a number of the residents’
responses. For instance, 30 people felt that Black and Asian communities
were being unfairly treated in the allocation of resources, especially, access to
highly paid positions within the local authority. Of this number, 23 of the
respondents were either Black or Asian. Contrastively, 15 people felt that
White people were getting less access to quality social housing, and 8 of the
respondents were White. A corresponding number of people (15) felt that
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Black and Asian communities had been given preferential access to
resources, especially, good quality social housing. New immigrants, in
particular, as a social group, were perceived as receiving preferential
treatment in access to social housing and welfare benefits. A large number of
people (33) felt this way, 8 of whom were White, 18 were Asians, and 7 were
Black respondents.

These responses highlighted the residents’ perception of public institutions as
politically biased towards particular ethnic and social groups. It is possible that
people’s perceptions were based on their particular experiences of civic life.
However, there was still an unmistakable correlation between lower levels of
generalised trust and civic trust and the mistrust of civic authorities, in the
responses. It is, therefore, probable that the dominance of particularised trust,
which creates bonding capital, has effectively predisposed the respondents
towards intra-group relationships. It has been pointed out that where there is
no proper balance between bonding, bridging, and linking social capital, social
fragmentation may occur (Beauvais and Jenson, 2002; Putnam, 2007). My
case study housing schemes appear to be cohesive mainly because of the
strong presence of bonding social capital, but, consequently the respondents
also seem to have low trust of, and cooperation with, those outside of their
own group.
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4.2.5 Trust and Multiculturalism
The responses so far have shown a high preference for bonding social capital
and, comparatively, a lower preference for bridging social capital. The
dilemma this presents is, perhaps, illustrated in the large number of people
(38) that stated that multiculturalism made life in their area better but only 23
people stated that they enjoyed living among people of different cultural and
social backgrounds.

As will be expected, those who enjoyed living in multicultural neighbourhoods
had mixed experiences to relate:
You learn a lot from knowing people from other
cultures. (Black, BD9)

There are too many myths about ethnic minorities
but when you get to know people they are different
from what you think. (White, BD8)

I have been living here a long time and have seen
the ethnic mix change. I know a lot of White people
have moved out and many Asian families are here
now. The environment is livelier shall we say!
(Asian, BD8)

Yes, things are different here now – noise, litter,
taxis, etc – but that’s life, living near students or
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young people and people from other backgrounds
is always tricky! (White, BD5)

However, probing deeper, there was an underlying natural desire for largely
monocultural and monoethnic residential areas. As some respondents stated
to me:
I think cultural diversity is a good thing if you are
the sort that enjoys it. What’s wrong with seeing it
only on TV and not force-fed to you where you live?
(White, BD9)

It’s good to promote cultural diversity and you can’t
really avoid it in certain parts of Bradford. The
problem is if you are renting from a social landlord,
you don’t have a choice. I think you should. You
should be free to say you want to live in an area
that is mostly free of multicultural diversity. (White,
BD8)

There is too much cultural diversity in social
housing. I don’t really want cultural diversity poked
in my face every day. But, what can I do? Unless I
can afford to buy or rent where there is less.
(White, BD5)
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When an area is very multicultural it loses
something

–

there

is

no

unique

identity.

Multicultural diversity may look nice on the surface
but, given the choice, some people will move to
another area where their own racial identity stands
out. (White, BD7)

Therefore, many of the residents (35) stated they would prefer to live in
neighbourhoods where their own ethnic or cultural background was prevalent.
There were others (28) that would prefer to see their culture or religious belief
used to enforce appropriate behaviour where the law was weak to achieve
this. For reasons of social rapport, 32 respondents would prefer to have
neighbours that speak their language and have similar customs to theirs’. In a
Gallup poll conducted in 2009, people tended to want to live in relatively
homogenous clusters. For instance, 33% of the British public would like to live
in neighbourhoods made up of people who shared their ethnic and religious
background (The Gallup Coexist Index 2009).

It has already been indicated that mutuality existed mainly between people
from similar ethnic, cultural and social backgrounds. This was further
demonstrated by 32 people who stated that they would find it easier to assist
people from their own ethnic or cultural background, and only 18 people were
prepared to modify their behaviour to suit their neighbours’ cultural or social
expectation, if this would help community cohesion. The entrenchment of
social networks based on the interaction of people from similar backgrounds
also meant that some people (15) felt that only a few of their neighbours would
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assist them if the assistance would contradict the helper’s religious or cultural
value. A number of respondents stated that invitation to neighbours from a
different ethnic or cultural background to celebrate a religious holiday with
them in their home would be honoured, but the number of such people was
small (8).

These responses showed that whilst people supported multiculturalism and
multi-ethnic areas, a large number of the residents would actually prefer to live
in areas where the culture and ethnicity were more or less akin to theirs. Here
are some illuminating comments:
There is much less agro about racism and other
related issues when you are living with people from
your own ethnic and cultural background. (White,
BD8)

Don’t get me wrong, it’s good to live together in
multi-racial and multicultural areas. But there is
pressure to avoid saying certain things or doing
certain things even though you know those things
are OK, if you were in your own environment.
(White, BD8)

I like it around here. I have been here five years
now but it will be nice to have many more Asian
shops and people around. The number is slowly
growing though. (Asian, BD9)
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Sometimes you wonder what children are learning
from one another out there – I know they mix well
but this is a predominantly Asian area and my kids
are getting interested in mosques and sorts. (White,
BD8)

Despite avowal by most of the residents (37), that social interaction between
different ethnic and cultural groups was beneficial, there was not a
corresponding high degree of social interaction between different ethnic or
social groups in their neighbourhood. I will go on to show that this dilemma
only gets more complicated when one examines the different social values
behind the residents’ norms of trust.

4.3

How common are Common Values?

A great deal of literature on community cohesion and social capital stresses
the role of common values in shaping cohesive communities (Home Office,
2005; Beider, 2011). These are shared social values that help people to
socialise because the values are part of the repertoire of attitudes and
behaviours underpinning social interaction. Such values are embedded in the
way people connect with their neighbourhoods and other people. Therefore, at
one level, social values are actually the norms of behaviour that characterise
social interactions,

and the

way people

view and

relate

to their

neighbourhood. At another level, these norms transcend neighbourhoodbased social interactions - they are also characteristic of the wider social
networks in which people function in society (Ratcliffe et al., 2007).
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As a result, the importance of social values to communities and nations has
led to various surveys to measure the changing trends in values, and how
these impact on social cohesion and social solidarity. Such surveys include
the World Values Surveys, the European Values Study Surveys, the UK
Citizenship Survey and the UK Social Trends Surveys, amongst others
(Inglehart et al., 2004; Esmer, 2004; Wood and Leighton, 2010). Many of
these surveys are concerned with social values that underpin the building of
cohesive communities, such as respect, fair play, tolerance, mutual aid and
civil behaviour. Others include freedom from fear and harassment, and
willingness to participate in inter-group relations. These values all add up to
what is usually described as “neighbourliness” or “neighbouring” relations
(Buonfino and Hilder, 2006; Pilch, 2006).

Neighbourliness is important in promoting community cohesion. However, I do
not want to focus on, simply, neighbourliness as a conduit of shared values in
the

case

study

housing

schemes.

A

straightforward

correlation

of

neighbourliness with community cohesion and social capital will fail to probe
the deeper, and more varied meanings that people tend to attach to shared
values, especially, in diverse neighbourhood settings. Moreover, in section 4.2
above, I have discussed some norms of trust in the case study housing
schemes, including norms of reciprocity and civil interactions. Therefore, to
some degree, I have already shown that neighbourliness is an important tool
in building cohesive communities.

On the one hand, few people will disagree with the notion that shared values
can promote community cohesion. On the other, there is a debate as to how
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shared values actually promote community cohesion in ethnically and socially
diverse housing neighbourhoods, such as the case study housing schemes.
This is because such values can be perceived and interpreted differently,
according to people’s background, and, sometimes, in a way that may even
lead to social conflict between different groups (Castells, 1985; Ferrera, 2005).
Moreover, it has been noted that the spatial or geographical context of social
actors, for instance, whether their location is urban or rural, deprived or upmarket, can also influence their attitude (Berking, Frank and Frers, 2006).
Therefore, people may behave in certain ways in their neighbourhood, and
differently outside their neighbourhood. In other words, my assessment of
social values in the case study housing schemes has to be contextualised. My
assessment, therefore, will take into account that the case study housing
schemes are multi-ethnic residential neighbourhoods, and the interpretation of
shared or common social values will be affected by different ethnic, cultural
and social preferences.

A number of commentators have stated that it is challenging to define a set of
shared social values for contemporary Britain, and that it is easier to define
such values at a local or regional level, than at a national level (Clayton, 2000;
Beider, 2011). The main reason cited for this is the impact of globalisation and
technologisation. Globalisation describes the increasingly global dimensions
of the interactions between people, cultures and economic activities, and how
this affects the way people live locally, and the meanings they attach to their
cultural and social connections (Robertson, 1991). The increasing social
orientation towards transnational ideas about the way communities and
cultures can relate is mostly facilitated by modern technologies, especially, in
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electronics (Robertson, 1992; Nayan, 2007). For a post-industrial and
postmodern society like Britain, this means that previous certainties around
the meaning of “Britishness” and “British values” have shifted considerably
(Colley, 1992; Wright and Gamble, 2009). Therefore, the search for shared
values is often directed towards the “collective feeling” behind what people
think towards issues that they see as triggers or drivers of community
fragmentation, such as the decline of the “traditional” family, the behaviour
and treatment of young people, misuse of drugs and alcohol, poverty and
inequality,

immigration

and

intolerance,

and

crime

and

violence.

Consequently, my focus is on the attitudes and views that the residents have
towards some of these issues. Where appropriate, I will indicate the residents’
religion and ethnicity in my analysis of their responses.

For this section on values, I did a survey of 50 residents (Appendix 3,
Questionnaire 2). I asked them to indicate their ethnicity and religious
background: there were 25 Asian residents, 15 Black residents (that is, they
were of African or African-Caribbean descent) and 10 White residents. In
terms of religious background, there were 25 Muslims (all the Asian
residents), 10 of the Black residents and 4 of the White residents indicated
they were Christians. Other residents chose not to be associated with any
religious faith.

4.3.1 The Traditional Family as a Bastion of Community Cohesion
A large number (48) of the residents stated that the decline of the traditional
family, demonstrated by relationship breakdown and divorce, can lead to
community fragmentation. Of this number, 24 respondents were Asians, 15
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were Black and 9 were White. All the Asians were Muslims, 10 of the 15 Black
respondents were Christians, and 4 out of the White respondents were
Christians. According to 32 of the 48 respondents, traditional (two-parent)
families are best for building communities. Out of this number, 8 were White,
14 were Asian, and 10 were Black.

I have noted the religion and ethnicity of the residents because these factors
matter, particularly, in the way the people defined their values for the concept
of traditional family. As some respondents noted:
We are Muslims. We believe strongly in marriage
and families. Many of the problems around here are
caused by young people from broken families.
Don’t get me wrong, Muslims also experience
marriage breakups. But, it’s fewer, compared to
White people. (Asian, BD8)

We used to be a Christian country. We used to
value marriage, and divorce was not popular. But,
that’s long ago now. It seems everything goes
nowadays, and marriage is out of favour with many
people. Then, you have all the family breakups as
well. Although I don’t go to Church but I still believe
that traditional families will make our communities
stronger. (White, BD9)
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I am an evangelical Christian. Bible-based marriage
will lead to stronger family relationships. What we
have now doesn’t work – everyone living together
at will and breaking up at will. You can’t build strong
communities like that. (Black, BD5)

Research has shown that there is considerable ethnic variation in how people
value the role of families and the institution of marriage (Glazer and Moynihan,
1975; Berthoud, 2005). Additionally, people with strong religious views often
laud the cohesive role that the traditional nuclear family can play in building
communities (Blakemore and Boneham, 1994; Gouldbourne, 2008). However,
marriage rates are low and divorce rates are high, compared to the 1960s.
(Source: Eurostat – http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained).
Cohabitation has become popular; there are people living together apart (also
known as living apart together - LATs); and there is a high number of lone
parent families, typically, headed by women and, especially, arising from
teenage parenthood (Roseneil, 2007; Duncan and Phillips, 2010; Duncan,
Edwards and Alexander, 2010).

In 2011, lone parents with dependent children represented 26 per cent of all
families with dependent children. Women accounted for 92 per cent of lone
parents with dependent children and men accounted for 8 per cent of lone
parents with dependent children (Source: Labour Force Survey, Office for
National

Statistics

-

www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171780_251303.pdf).

The

consequences of family breakdown, whether by dissolution, dysfunction or
“dad-lessness” can have significant impact on individuals, their wider family
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and the society. Consequences include poverty and welfare dependency,
repeating cycles of breakdown, dysfunctional families, and delinquency and
crime.

These consequences are some of the problems that affect social housing
significantly, and lead some commentators to describe parts of the tenure as
“sink estates” and the “warehousing” of vulnerable households, because the
problems stand in the way of building cohesive communities across social
housing schemes (Hills, 2007; Gregory 2009). However, although 48
respondents noted the importance of the traditional family for building
cohesive communities, several divergent views about tradition and modernity
subsequently emerge, which seem to pitch the values of “traditional” families
against the post-modern values of autonomy and choice. A few of the voices
below echo many of the sentiments involved:

I am a modern person. But I like traditional family
values – deference, self-control, respect for family
ties, loyalty to family traditions, and no clubbing or
loose morals. But if you are really going to find your
own life, you need to escape from all of that
sometimes. I guess I want both worlds! (Black,
BD9)

I am traditional in my heart but modern in my head.
I look at issues from both worlds and choose which
is best for the occasion!” (Black, BD8)
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You can’t do away with traditional family values but
you also have to accept there are modern family
values as well. Television has changed everything!
(White, BD5)

Values don’t stand still because society changes. I
enjoy flowing with the tide, whenever! (White, BD9)

I am quite sentimental when it comes to family
values. I love them. At the same time I hate them
when they snuff the life out of you, for instance,
receiving and cooking meals for so many guests on
important occasions. (Asian, BD9)

To questions, such as, “Would the extended family system help build a
cohesive community?” and “Would arranged marriages help build a cohesive
community?”, respondents’ views appear to reflect ethnic and religious
preferences. For instance, the extended family system was seen by a large
majority of my Muslim respondents (22 out of 25 people) as helpful for building
a cohesive community, compared to 7 out of 15 people who were Black, and 3
out of 10 people who were White. A roughly similar split seemed to affect the
response to arranged marriages: 18 Muslim respondents felt this would help,
compared to 5 Black and 2 White respondents who felt the same.
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On another question relating to the relevance of alternative family settings –
specifically, cohabitation and lone parenting – for building cohesive
communities, again, opinions tended to coalesce, intuitively, around ethnic
and religious preferences. Most of the Muslim respondents (22 out of 25), who
were Asian, stated that these forms of families would not help to build
cohesive communities, compared to 4 out of 15 people who were Black, and 2
out of 10 people who were White who stated the same. Some of the
comments were illuminating:
I know that people live together nowadays without
getting married. But that’s not common amongst us
Asians. We have strong religious values. (Asian,
BD9)

A lot of single parent families are probably OK,
especially, where it’s a matter of choice and not
due to relationship breakdown. But, it’s against our
culture as Muslims to live with a woman without
being married to them. You know, it’s a very
serious offence! (Asian, BD8)

The single parent families that seem to experience
social problems, in terms of children that are out of
control, are those where the parents were living
together and then later separated. Some single
parents have never lived with their partner. So you
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can’t talk of relationship breakdown. And the
children are mostly fine. (Black, BD8)

People choose to live with or without their partner
these days. It’s to be encouraged, if it offers
everyone involved the space to get on with their
life. It’s a sign of responsibility when people make
those choices. (White, BD5)

People can have a stable family life, even if they
are not married. We must stop thinking that
because people are not married they are bad
parents, or they will become bad families. That’s
untrue and it’s unfair. (White, BD5)

What’s wrong with partners living together in peace,
whether they are married or not? Marriage does not
automatically create stable relationships, if it does,
why is the divorce rate so high? (White, BD8)

From the responses, people appear to agree that the traditional family is good
and stable family relationships would assist in building a cohesive community.
However, there were divergent views on how to form stable family
relationships.
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4.3.2 Tackling the Behaviour of Young People
A similar thread was found in the respondents’ views about the behaviour of
young people on their schemes. For a start, most of them (40) stated that
young people had caused a majority of anti-social behaviour incidents on their
schemes in the previous 12 months. However, when asked to state whether
they believed the young people were to blame for their behaviour, 32 people
stated the young people were not to blame, it was the society: lack of positive
role models (10); lack of religious/moral values (15) and society’s fixation on
money and celebrity status (7). Of the 25 people that chose lack of positive
role models and moral values, 12 were Asians, 8 were Black and 5 were
White.

All the 50 respondents were asked to choose one of three actions that could
improve the behaviour of young people on their scheme: parental control,
moral instruction, or youth social clubs. Moral instruction received the highest
vote (22), followed by parental control (16) and youth social clubs (12). The
possible clustering of preferences around ethnicity and religion can also be
deduced from these figures. For instance, 15 Asians, 5 Black and 2 White
respondents chose moral instruction; 8 Asians, 7 Black and 3 White
respondents chose parental control; and, finally, 2 Asians, 3 Black and 5
White respondents chose youth social clubs as a possible remedial strategy to
improve the behaviour of young people on their scheme. In essence, those
options where “traditional” authority figures can wield some influence over
young people, received 40 votes out of a total of 50 votes, corresponding to
80% of all responses. Out of the 40 votes, Asians were 23 and Black
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respondents were 12, thereby, constituting nearly 88% of those in favour of a
“traditional” model of asserting control and discipline.

Again, from the responses, people appear to agree that young people’s
behaviour was a problem and would need to be tackled to foster community
cohesion. However, there were divergent views on the cause of the problem,
and the possible remedial strategy, along what could be termed ethnic and
religious divides in the community.

4.3.3 Tackling Misuse of Drugs and Alcohol
Moving on to misuse of drugs and alcohol, all the residents agreed that the
consequences of drug and alcohol misuse can hinder the building of cohesive
communities. Research has established strong links between drug and
alcohol misuse and crime, as well as the significant level of drug-related antisocial behaviour in several social housing neighbourhoods (Clare, 2005). It
has been suggested that social housing areas are often the target and,
sometimes, the bases of illegal drug markets (Green, 1996). The clustering of
people with substance and alcohol abuse problems in deprived housing areas,
and the impact on building cohesive communities has also been noted
(Pleace, 2008). The causes of substance misuse are complex, and great
debates continue to surround many of the reasons put forward in research,
and the ethnographies of people dealing with or affected by substance misuse
(Templeton et al., 2006; Pleace et al., 2007).

I asked the residents whether they thought substance misuse was wrong.
They all agreed it was. I also asked whether they thought it could hinder
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community cohesion, if it was fuelling serious anti-social behaviour incidents,
and they all agreed it could. Given two choices of what could be done to tackle
drug misuse on social housing schemes, however, their responses were
divergent, as follows: prosecution of people whose drug use leads them to
commit ASB (28); medical treatment of people whose drug use leads them to
commit ASB (22). A further breakdown of the figures reveals that prosecution
was favoured by 18 Asian respondents, 6 Black respondents and 4 White
respondents. This contrasts with the number of respondents that favoured
medical treatment – 7 Asian respondents, 9 Black respondents and 6 White
respondents. Altogether, of the 28 respondents that favoured prosecution, 18
were Muslims, and 6 were Christians, and 4 respondents chose not to indicate
their religious heritage. Of the 22 respondents that favoured a medical solution
to drug use on social housing schemes, 7 were Muslims, 12 were Christians
and 3 respondents chose not to indicate their religious heritage.

In sum, in ethnic terms, out of a total BME population sample of 40
respondents, 24 of them (60%) favoured prosecution of people whose drug
use leads them to commit ASB on social housing schemes, compared to only
40% of White respondents in my population sample of 10 White respondents.
In contrast, 60% of White respondents favoured a medical response to the
issue of people whose drug use leads them to commit ASB on social housing
schemes. Although all the residents agreed that substance misuse was wrong
and could hinder community cohesion, there was a divide along ethnic and
religious lines in terms of how to deal with people whose drug use leads them
to commit ASB on social housing schemes.
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4.3.4 Tackling Poverty and Inequality
Poverty and inequality have often been identified as part of the background to
the perception of social housing as a tenure of last resort. In particular, as the
tenure serves, primarily, those who are unable to rent or purchase their own
home without government subsidy, it is the case that a large percentage of
social renters are either out of work, or only in part time employment and
earning low wages, compared to home owners (Hills, 2007). It has been
argued that the capitalist mode of production in post-industrial societies
creates social and economic inequalities that favour the rich but disadvantage
the poor (Smith, 1991; Wade and Wolf, 2000).

As a result, a number of studies have found that the levels of poverty and
inequality in Britain increased between 1990 and 2005, that rich and poor
people are living further apart, and that the levels of inequality in wealth and
poverty seem to suggest that Britain is moving backwards to levels last seen
in the 1970s (Brewer et al., 2005; Dorling et al., 2007). The debate on poverty
is often closely associated with social exclusion, to emphasise the processes
which marginalise people’s social and economic prospects, reduce their
access to resources and opportunities, and restrict their participation in the
social and cultural life of their society (Gordon et al., 2000; Aldridge et al.,
2011).

For this section, I asked the residents to indicate whether they were in work,
or seeking work; or, whether they were out of work, or not seeking work. The
responses showed that for the first category, 20 people were in work or
seeking work, and the remaining 30 respondents were out of work, or not
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seeking work. All the respondents agreed that poverty and inequality were
factors affecting building cohesive communities. However, when they were
asked to choose only one strategy to combat poverty and inequality, the
results were illuminating: 28 respondents stated that re-distribution of wealth
from the rich to the poor would be most effective; 16 stated that job creation
and fair access to job opportunities would do the trick; and 6 people stated
that an increase in welfare provision would be their choice.

Of the 28 respondents that chose wealth re-distribution, 21 were people out of
work and/or not seeking work, meaning that 70% of people in that particular
category would favour this strategy. Of the 16 respondents that chose job
creation and fair access to job opportunities, 12 people were in work or either
seeking work, implying that 60% of people in that category would favour this
choice. Finally, of the 6 respondents that chose increase in welfare provision,
5 were people out of work and/or not seeking work, which implies that one in
four of people in that category would favour increase in welfare provision.
However, noting that only six people chose this option and five of them were
people out of work and/or not seeking work, it implies that 83% of people that
favoured this option were people out of work and/or not seeking work. In other
words, if we consider the social groups represented by my sample, despite the
unanimity of view about the negative impact of poverty and inequality on
building a cohesive community, divergent views immediately emerged
according to the social group of each individual.

My conversation with a number of residents afterwards showed the depth of
polarisation:
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Wealthy people cause all the poverty we see.
Why’s the government not taking more from them
in taxes to give to the poor? (White, BD9)

When the company makes a profit, the top
executives rake in bonuses. When the profits are
down they lay you off. How fair is that, ugh? (White,
BD8)

When you can’t work, the benefits are mingy. And
they say, “Crime must go down!” How? When they
know you can’t work, why do they pay so little? It’s
cruel. (Asian, BD8)

Not everybody can work, and not enough jobs to go
round either. They need to increase welfare to stop
people getting poorer, and communities going to
the wall. (Asian, BD5)

Some people around here think government must
do everything for them. How? They need to wake
up and do something for themselves! (Asian, BD7)

It’s not OK to just sit at home and moan about the
dole. If they (referring to neighbours on welfare
benefits) take it as a hand up, they stand a chance
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of improving their own life. Government won’t come
to lift people out of poverty. That’s a joke. It hasn’t
happened in 100 years! (White, BD7)

Personally, I think the system is rigged against you
if you are Black or Asian. It’s harder for BME
people to move ahead, compared to Whites. Look
around you and you’ll know I’m telling the truth!
(Black, BD9)

They create jobs – low waged jobs. Then they give
them to illegal immigrants and refugees. It’s almost
wrong to be White working class now in your own
country. You’re at the back of the queue for
everything. (White, BD7)

In other words, the unanimity of view around the implications of social
exclusion for community cohesion actually masks deep polarisations based on
social and ethnic differences. I find a similar level of polarisation around the
issues of immigration and social tolerance.

4.3.5 Tackling Perceived High Level of Immigration
Immigration affects the whole of Britain. However, it seems to evoke quite
negative feelings in relation to access to social housing (Robinson and Reeve,
2006). A new phase of immigration seemed to have begun in the 1990s, with
the media reporting a huge increase in the arrival of foreign nationals from a
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wider diversity of countries of origin, compared to the 1980s (Vertovec, 2007).
Questions arose around the costs and benefits of new immigrants to the local
economy and the impact on community cohesion. Additionally, concerns
began to emerge from local service providers that new immigration was
posing challenges for service provision and community relations (Audit
Commission, 2007; Robinson, 2007). This was due to the stiff competition for
limited resources in some local communities where new immigrants were
being settled, or had chosen to settle, leading to potential breakdown of social
cohesion (CICC, 2007).

Social housing came to the fore in the debates surrounding access to local
resources, when media reports became widespread, suggesting that migrants
were receiving priority, at the expense of local residents, in the allocation of
social housing. Although there were stringent rules in place, preventing new
immigrants from accessing social housing, local people still felt that new
immigrants were taking their jobs and homes, especially, at a time when
existing social homes were inadequate to meet the demand of local residents,
and the economy was in decline (Johnson, 2011). Analyses showed that new
migrants to the UK for the period 2004 to 2009 made up less than two per
cent of the total of those in social housing, and that some 90 per cent of those
who lived in social housing were UK born, however, the perception stuck in
many local communities that new immigrants were taking social homes at the
expense of non-migrants (Robinson, 2009). As a result, in general, new
immigrants became stereotyped as scroungers, and an undeserving social
group. This was an issue that all the residents felt it affected their
neighbourhoods, and some strong views were expressed:
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I respect people’s culture and ethnic status. But
that doesn’t mean they should all come here. This
is a small island nation, it can’t take everyone.
(White, BD5)

There are just too many people within such a short
space of time. Where are they all going to live?
What about schools, hospitals, and jobs? How are
we going to increase all of that to meet all the
needs? (Asian, BD8)

It is unfair to let so many people in so quickly, and
give them access to benefits and social housing.
They haven’t put in anything, they are just cashing
in on the system. That can’t be right! (Black, BD7)

Imagine, they are spending money teaching people
how to speak English. Why let them in, and make
them citizens, if they can’t bother to learn English
before coming here? (White, BD9)

People come here as immigrants, and they want to
remain as immigrants – speak their own language,
live in their own neighbourhoods, eat their own
food, follow their own customs, and respect none of
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ours – and we pay them and house them for that.
It’s daft! (White, BD8)

Given that the immigrants were already in the residents’ neighbourhoods, I
wanted to find out what the residents would advise to promote community
cohesion amongst the diverse ethnic groups at their doorstep. This is in the
context of the criticism that the government itself was unclear what part of the
community

cohesion

message

needed

to

be

promoted

across

all

communities. The government seemed to be in favour of two contradictory
models, depending on which part of the immigration question needed to be
tackled – either to promote multiculturalism, in which diversity and the cultural
uniqueness of minority ethnic groups is endorsed, or social/racial integration,
which expects all communities to subscribe to British norms and social values.

I suggested four specific actions, paired into two groups and residents were
allowed to choose only one action of each pair. The four possible actions in
pairs were:
Promote ethnic norms and social values or
Promote British norms and social values
Promote integration into British culture and values
or Promote inter-cultural contact and interaction

In the first pair, 22 respondents (or 44% of my total sample) chose “promote
ethnic norms and social values”. Of these, 15 were Asians, 6 were Black
respondents and 1 respondent was White. In other words, of the 25 Asians in
my survey sample, 60% favoured the promotion of ethnic norms and social
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values, compared to 40% of Black respondents and 10% of White
respondents. Contrastively, of the 28 respondents (or 56% of my total sample)
that chose “promote British norms and social values”, 9 respondents were
White, 9 were Black and 10 were Asians. This implies that 90% of my total
sample of White respondents favoured the promotion of British norms and
social values as a tool for achieving community cohesion in ethnically diverse
neighbourhoods, compared to 60% of Black respondents and 40% of Asian
respondents.

In the second pair, 26 respondents (or 52% of my total sample) chose
“promote integration into British culture and values”. Of these, 9 were White,
10 were Black respondents and 7 respondents were Asian. In other words,
90% of my White respondents favoured the promotion of cultural integration of
ethnic minorities into British culture and values, compared to 28% of Asian
respondents. The percentage of Black respondents in favour of integration, at
67%, was also high. Contrastively, of the 24 respondents (or 48% of my total
sample) that chose “promote inter-cultural contact and interaction”, 18
respondents were Asians, 5 were Black, and 1 White respondent selected this
option. This implies that 72% of my total sample of Asian respondents
favoured the promotion of inter-cultural contact and interaction as a tool for
achieving

community

cohesion in

ethnically diverse

neighbourhoods,

compared to 33% of Black respondents and, significantly, only 10% of the
White respondents in my sample.
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4.3.6 Islam and Common Values
So far, I have highlighted there is a religious aspect to the way a number of
the residents engaged with the question of how shared social values and
norms can be deployed to build cohesive communities. As Islam came up
frequently in relation to the views of a substantial number of the residents,
Muslims and non-Muslims alike, I decided to focus on it in order to explore
how it actually affects their sense of sharing a set of common values with their
neighbours. I visited 6 households, one on each of the selected schemes to
explore this issue. I chose this method because it would be easier for
participants to talk on a one-to-one basis with the researcher at a venue of
their choice. Some of the key comments of the six participants included the
following:
People who come to live in our country must accept
the adage: “When you are in Rome, you behave
like Romans.” It’s absurd, wanting to live in Britain
as if you are in Pakistan. (White, BD5)

The cheek of people referring to Bradford as
Bradistan! That tells you everything – they don’t
want to be part of British culture, they want to be
separate. Well, that’s fine, let them go back home.
(White, BD8)

Multiculturalism is good when people from different
parts of the world live together peacefully but ethnic
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minorities should adopt British culture and values in
order to become British citizens. (White, BD9)

I am Asian but I’m also a Muslim. You can’t take my
religion from my ethnic identity. So, I live in
Bradford as a Muslim first, and a British citizen
second. (Asian, BD9)

Islam is my religion. I am a Muslim by ethnicity.
There are many Muslim values that are no different
to British values – fairness, justice, hardwork, love
of neighbour, kindness and so on. But then there
are also religious norms for men and women in
Islam, and that’s where the culture conflict comes.
(Asian, BD7)

White English just have to accept they have British
Muslims amongst them. They need to make
adjustments for that. Islam is here to stay. (Asian
BD8)

No matter what we do, White people will say we’re
segregating ourselves. It’s simple – if you are a
Muslim amongst non-Muslims, you will always be
noticed. What you wear, what you eat, where you
live, how you live and the religious norms that you
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keep, and so on. I’m British but I’m a Muslim first.
(Asian, BD5)

I think the problem’s around morals. Muslims have
a moral code based on the Koran. Even if you’re
not a practising Muslim, you know what’s right and
what’s wrong as a Muslim. The English have their
own values, and Muslims have their own too. Some
are similar, some are different but people can live
together if they make adjustments for one another.
(Asian, BD5)

You know very well that these people are Muslims.
Integration is not part of their language. I can’t think
of any Muslim that will say I am British first and
Muslim second. They’ll probably be ostracised by
their community. That’s what we are dealing with!
(White, BD9)

From the responses of my Muslim respondents, they appear to see Islam as
their primary identity, and being British as secondary. Perhaps, for some of
them the choice between their religion, as their primary ethnic identity, and
being British is not so stark; they can be both simultaneously, at least at a
cerebral level. However, what is striking is the conscious readiness to uphold
Islamic values as the lens through which they see all other values.
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Indeed, a growing body of research since the 1990s has noted the
prominence of religion as a marker of identity among Muslims (Jayaweera and
Choudhury, 2008; Thomas and Sanderson, 2011). Three main usages of
Islam by Muslims in Britain have been identified: Islam as identity, Islam as
faith and Islam as a political ideology (Meer, Dwyer and Modood, 2010). The
three usages are not always consciously separated by individual Muslims.
Studies have noted that, in general, religion and identity can be used by
people as a form of internal empowerment in their community (Hussain and
Bagguley, 2005; Jones, 2010). In this way, it leads to greater internal cohesion
within the community by spawning bonding social capital and promoting
particularised trust. Therefore, outsiders will find it hard to be accepted into the
in-group unless they accept the norms and values of the in-group (Ryan and
Boggart, 1997). Similarly, as the in-group defines itself primarily in terms of
being different from the out-group, they will resist the norms and values of the
out-group, in order to maintain what they perceive as their unique social and
cultural identity (Tajfel, 1970 and 1974; Pinto, Marques and Abrams, 2010). In
such a scenario, it is challenging to see how integration can be achieved
without both groups making necessary adjustments. This appears to be what
my Muslim respondents were calling for. However, a majority of other
respondents seemed to suggest that their Muslim neighbours had not made
sufficient practical adjustments, in a way that would make their Islamic faith
less central to their acceptance of the norms and values of mainstream (and,
preponderantly, non-Muslim) Britain.

Although some findings of the 2003 Home Office Citizenship Survey suggest
that political activism by Muslims tend to illustrate their sense of identification
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with Britain, other studies have suggested that because such activism is
based on ethnic and Islamic causes it can cause social conflict, and hinder
integration (Home Office Citizenship Survey, 2003). In other words, whilst
Muslim identity politics can assist Muslims to engage in wider civic processes,
integration into mainstream, non-Muslim Britain remains a critical challenge for
Muslims. In a controversial report on Bradford in 2008, it was noted that the
racially segregated neighbourhoods of BME (mostly, Asian) residents living
separately from mainly White neighbourhoods noted in 2001 had become “a
patchwork quilt of rival ethnic fiefdoms” (Carling, 2008). The report suggested
that Bradford had become:
“...one of the key places in Britain, and possibly in
Europe,

in

which

the

relationships

between

populations of Muslim and non-Muslim background
in the West are likely to be worked out in the future,
either for good or for ill.” (Carling, 2008)

The report noted that the dominance of Pakistani Muslims in the city and,
particularly, what the report defined as the Pakistani population's desire to
create “ethnic colonies”, meant that instead of Bradford becoming a
multicultural community, as in London where no minority dominates, it has
become bi-cultural. Noting the twin issues of "white flight" from Bradford's
inner-city wards and the projected increase of Muslim residents in the city to
28% by 2011, the report concluded that the best Bradford could hope for, in
the long term, was accommodation rather than integration (Carling, 2008).
Such accommodation would only, probably, be possible where there was
increased social tolerance. Therefore, I turn my attention next to this value in
the case study housing schemes.
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4.3.7 Social Tolerance
Social tolerance has been seen as a key determinant of social capital and
community cohesion. It has been defined as “the degree to which we accept
things of which we disapprove”, although such things are lawful (Crick, 1973:
63). It is seen as an essential component of generalised trust, in that it
underpins the willingness to tolerate something, in particular, the diversity of
opinions or behaviours that are often embedded in the dynamics of inter-group
social interaction. The literature on social interaction has highlighted the fact
that people tend to interact more with others that are similar to them. Intergroup dynamics, therefore, usually include tolerance and compromise in order
for people to get on within diverse social networks (Currarini et al. 2009;
Austen-Smith and Fryer, 2005).

Tolerance is an important marker of generalised trust because it enables
people to interact socially across different ethnic, cultural or class networks.
For example, Persell et al (2001) analysed the US General Social Survey and
found significant positive parallels between generalised trust and both racial
and homosexual tolerance. Other studies have shown similar parallels, for
instance, involving country-level comparisons (Halman, 2001); rural and urban
locations (Onyx and Bullen, 2000); socially advantaged and disadvantaged
communities (de Hart and Dekker, 2003); housing estates sharing similar
levels of social disadvantage but with different histories of civic and political
participation (Cattell, 2004a and 2004b), and neighbourhoods with different
crime levels (Sampson et al., 1997). Moreover, it has been noted that
assessments of social tolerance through attitudinal measures are prone to
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possible problems of response bias and differences between what is said and
what is done (Persell et al, 2001).

For this research, I explored the notions of tolerance of difference, through a
questionnaire survey of 50 residents, based on hypothesised scenarios
(Appendix 3, Questionnaire 3). This helped to ensure that the residents were
clear that they were not being asked to respond to any particular factual
incident in their neighbourhood. Additionally, in order to clarify to residents that
tolerance of difference involves building cohesive communities through
engaging in social activities with people whose actions or opinions they may
disapprove of, I included that notion in my hypothesised scenarios. My
hypothesised scenarios were designed to assess tolerance towards a
comment that the residents might perceive as offensive about their faith,
tolerance of divergent sexual and political orientations, and tolerance of ethnic
diversity. The outcomes are presented below.

4.3.8 Tolerance of an Offensive Religious Comment
Firstly, I set three questions to check tolerance of what might be perceived as
an offensive comment on the residents’ faith:
1. Would you approve of people mocking the
religious beliefs of others?
2. If you disapprove of a person mocking your
religion as old-fashioned and irrelevant in a
modern society, would you be willing to live
next door to them as your neighbour?
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3. In order to build a cohesive community,
would you be willing to engage in social
activities with someone living next door,
though you disapprove of their offensive
comment on your religion?

The scenario avoided making reference to any particular religion so as to
avoid personal bias. However, when dealing with the scenario, 42 people
(84%) stated their disapproval of people who disparage other people’s
religious beliefs; nevertheless, 38 of them (76%) stated that they could live
next door to such a person. A breakdown of these responses into ethnic and
religious background of respondents revealed the following: out of the 38
respondents, 16 were Asians, 13 were Black and 9 were White. This showed
that only 64% of my Asian respondents were willing to live next door to
someone who had made an offensive comment about their faith, compared to,
approximately, 87% and 90% of my Black and White respondents,
respectively. In order to promote community cohesion, 32 of the residents
(84%) would engage in social activities with someone that had made an
offensive comment about their religion. This shows that the level of tolerance
does lead to a corresponding level of generalised trust that would enable intergroup dynamics.

It is to be noted however, that out of the 12 people that stated that they could
not live next door to someone who disparaged their religion as old-fashioned
and irrelevant in a modern society, 9 were Asians (36% of the total number of
my Asian respondents), compared to 2 who were Black (13% of the total
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number of Black respondents), and 1 was White (10% of the total number of
White respondents in my survey). Similarly, out of the 32 people that stated
they were willing to socialise with such people, 10 were Asians (40% of the
total number of my Asian respondents), compared to 13 who were Black
(nearly 87% of the total number of Black respondents) and 9 who were White
(90% of the total number of White respondents in my survey). In a poll
conducted by Gallup in 2009, 45% of the British public surveyed stated that
accepting offensive public comments was necessary for integration, compared
to only 9% of the British Muslims surveyed for the poll. Although the number of
Muslim respondents in my survey was low – only 25 people – compared to the
500 British Muslims surveyed by Gallup, it would appear that my result was
confirming a national trend (The Gallup Coexist Index 2009). This probably
explains, at one level, the reason for self-segregation by Asian communities in
Bradford. Their religion plays an important role in determining the
neighbourhoods they choose to live in.

4.3.9 Tolerance of Divergent Sexual Orientations
Tolerance of a sexual orientation that people disapproved of also drew some
sharp divergences along ethnic and, consequently, religious lines. In my
scenario, I wanted to check tolerance towards homosexuality, as this was
supposedly a controversial topic for those who hold strong religious views
(The Gallup Coexist Index 2009). My questions were as follows:
1. Would you approve of the sexual orientation
of a gay or lesbian person?
2. Would you be willing to live next door to
them as your neighbour?
197

3. Would you be willing to socialise with them
for the sole purpose of building a cohesive
community?

A large number of respondents (32) disapprove of a gay or lesbian lifestyle but
a greater number of respondents (38) were willing to live next door to a gay or
lesbian neighbour. However, if they needed to engage in social interaction
involving gay and lesbian neighbours, towards building a cohesive community,
only 27 of these respondents would consider this. Of this number, 6 were
Asian, 12 were Black and 9 were White. In other words, although 76% of the
residents would tolerate a gay or lesbian neighbour, 71% of those who
showed this kind of tolerance were willing to engage in social interaction
involving such neighbours, towards building a cohesive neighbourhood. Again,
it shows that the level of tolerance probably influences a corresponding level
of generalised trust that would enable inter-group dynamics. However, again it
should be noted that only 24% of my Asian respondents would be willing to
socialise with gay or lesbian neighbours towards building a cohesive
community, compared to 80% and 90% of Black and White respondents,
respectively.

Studies have shown that lesbian, gay, bi-sexual and transgender (LGBT)
topics are controversial amongst most religious communities and, particularly,
Muslim communities (Shallenberger, 1998). Islam, Christianity, Judaism and
the Baha’i Faith are noted to have sprung from a common root in the
patriarchal figure, Abraham (Eastman, 1999; Momen, 1999). However,
whereas other Abrahamic religions exhibit some flexibility and diversity of
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views on homosexuality, nearly all major Islamic sects disapprove of
homosexuality (Jayaweera and Choudhury, 2008; Mogahed and Nyiri, 2007).
Unsurprisingly, a survey of British Muslims in 2007 showed that 61% believed
homosexuality should be illegal, with up to 71% young British Muslims holding
this belief (Mirza, Senthilkumaran and Ja’far, 2007). In 2009, a Gallup poll of
500 British Muslims showed that all of the people polled believed that
homosexuality was morally unacceptable, compared to 58% of the UK public
which considered homosexuality to be morally acceptable (The Gallup Coexist
Index 2009). Therefore, it is fair to observe that community cohesion will be
an uphill task in neighborhoods where Muslims are expected to socialise with
neighbours that have a tolerant attitude towards homosexuality. In comparison
to this issue, my Muslim respondents appeared to be more tolerant towards
diversity of political beliefs.

4.3.10 Tolerance of Divergent Political Beliefs
As with the “offensive comment” scenario, the scenario that I designed to
check tolerance towards a political belief that people might disapprove of did
not cite any particular political belief that respondents might find unacceptable:
1. If you disapprove of a political opinion that a
person has, would you be willing to live next
door to them as your neighbour?
2. Would you be willing to socialise with them
in order to build a cohesive community?

The responses showed that most of the residents (45) would tolerate a
neighbour who had a political belief that they disapproved of. Of this number,
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40 respondents would be willing to socialise with such people in order to
promote community cohesion. A breakdown of the responses revealed the
following ethnic comparisons: 18 Asians, 13 Blacks and 9 Whites. This shows
that 72%, 87% and 90% of the total number of my Asian, Black and White
respondents, respectively, would seek to socialise with people who hold
divergent political beliefs in order to promote community cohesion.

In my conversations with some of the residents on the issue of political
toleration, it soon became clear that the high level of political toleration,
evinced in their responses, was a signal of their strong belief in the fairness
and openness of the UK’s democratic culture. As some of the residents
commented:
Politicians may not keep their promises. But the
election process is fair. You know they can be
voted out next time. (Asian, BD8)

Nearly anyone can stand for election. The process
is very fair and you can trust the results. (Black,
BD5)
People’s votes count, especially, in local elections.
You see political change because of the kind of
people that get voted in. (White, BD9)
Government can’t just take you for granted. They
can’t do whatever they like to you. The rule of law is
very strong. And nobody is above the law. (White,
BD7)
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It’s about freedom and choice. Freedom within the
law to do whatever is lawful; also to choose the
kind of life that you want. (Asian, BD8)

Indeed, results from a national poll in 2009 showed that 64% of the British
public and 54% of British Muslims favoured participation in politics as a means
of integrating ethnic and religious minorities into society in the country (The
Gallup Coexist Index 2009). Although my own question was different from the
one set for the national poll, and the percentages of respondents showing
political toleration in my results are high, the link between political toleration
and participating in politics can be assumed. Again, in the national poll, the
lower number of British Muslims (54%) identifying participation in politics as a
means of social integration contrasts with the higher number of people (64%)
amongst the British public who sees the link between participation in politics
and social integration of minority ethnic groups.

Finally, I turn towards tolerance of ethnic diversity in the case study housing
schemes.

4.3.11 Tolerance of Ethnic Diversity
My case study housing schemes have significant ethnic populations from,
mainly, Asian, African and African-Caribbean origins (Source: ONS - the 1991
and 2001 Censuses). However, unlike, say, the London Borough of Hackney,
in which the White indigenous population is about 48%, and the rest of the
borough is made up of 54 other nationalities with sizeable components of
African, Asian and Jewish communities, the level of ethnic diversity in the
Bradford District is much lower (London Borough of Hackney 2009; Bradford
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Metropolitan District Council, 2010; Wessendorf, 2011). Therefore, the District
cannot be described as super-diverse.

The level of diversity in a Borough like Hackney has given resonance to the
term “commonplace diversity”, which is a description of the fact that Hackney
residents experience significant ethnic diversity in the Borough as a common
feature of their daily life. According to the Hackney Place Survey of
2008/2009, 78% of the people polled thought that people from different
backgrounds got on well together in Hackney (London Borough of Hackney
2009).

Consequently, there is a general acceptance of diversity and it is

equally not being seen as something particularly unusual.

Compared to Hackney, in 2009, Bradford’s proportion of non-white residents
was 25.89%. However, in 2010 the proportion of Asian or British Asian
residents in Bradford was 21.09%, which is significantly higher than the
national average and twice as much as the West Yorkshire average (Bradford
Metropolitan District Council, 2010). Results from the Place Survey in 2008
showed that 64.6% of people believed people from different backgrounds got
on well together in their local area, compared to 68% in the 2006 survey. This
was worse than the unitary average of 73.8%, and far lower than the 78% of
Hackney residents that thought people from different backgrounds got on well
together in Hackney (Bradford Place Survey, 2008; London Borough of
Hackney, 2009). On the surface, it would seem that the dominance of one
particular minority ethnic population within Bradford has reduced the tolerance
of diversity.
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Therefore, I was keen to examine the level of tolerance of diversity in the case
study housing schemes. However, in setting my questions, I was careful to
minimise any ethnic bias from respondents. My questions were:
1. Do you think that most BME residents on
your scheme are from one minority ethnic
group?
2. Would you like your scheme to have more
people from other ethnic minority groups?

Of the 50 people that responded, 38 people (76%) stated that most BME
residents on their scheme were from one minority ethnic group. For the
second question, 26 people out of the 50 wanted their scheme to have more
people from other ethnic minority groups. Of the first group, 20 were Asians,
10 were Black, and 8 were White respondents. In response to the second
question, of the 26 people that answered “Yes”, they would like their scheme
to have more people from other ethnic minority groups, all the 12 people that
answered “No” to my first question, originally, wanted their scheme to have
more people from other ethnic minority groups. This shows that 100% of those
that did not have most of the BME residents on their scheme from one
particular ethnic minority group were favourable towards increasing the level
of ethnic diversity on their scheme.

In comparison, of the 38 people that felt that most of the BME residents on
their scheme were from one particular ethnic minority group, only 14 people
(or, approximately 37%) were favourable towards increasing the level of ethnic
diversity on their scheme. It is fair to assume that the remaining 63% of this
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group of respondents had become used to the “monolithic” nature of ethnic
diversity on their scheme and were not prepared to welcome “strangers” from
other ethnic minority groups. The analysis I did earlier in this chapter on
particularised trust and bonding social capital is relevant here again. The
ethnic profiles of those 26 respondents who were favourable towards
increasing the level of ethnic diversity on their scheme showed the following:
13 were Black, 8 were White and 5 were Asian respondents. This showed that
nearly 87% and 80% of the total number of Black and White respondents were
in favour, compared to only 20% of my Asian respondents.

Ethnic Diversity and Social Values Focus Group
I held a focus group meeting to explore residents’ views on ethnic diversity on
Monday 9th March, 2009. The residents were selected with help from my
housing staff. I specifically wanted a small group of not more than 8 people
from Manningham, Heaton and Little Horton. As can be seen in Appendix 1,
Manningham is predominantly Asian (72.1%), Heaton is predominantly White
(64.9%) and Little Horton is racially balanced between White and Asian
populations – 47.4% and 43.5% respectively. These figures are based on the
census figures for 2001. Working with their counterparts in the other case
study housing associations, they enlisted 8 residents from the case study
housing schemes. I had 4 Asians, 2 Blacks and 2 White residents for the
focus group. The 4 Asians were from Manningham, the 2 White residents
were from Heaton and the Black residents were from Little Horton.

I explained the purpose of the meeting to them in terms of how housing
associations, in conjunction with residents, could improve ethnic diversity on
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their schemes. I explained my role as facilitator of the conversations we would
be having, and that I needed to learn from them how ethnic diversity actually
worked on their schemes and whether their social values were derived from
their Britishness or racial heritage. They shared with me their views about the
wards generally, but also volunteered some useful clarifications of their own
attitude towards ethnic diversity. Some of the comments are paraphrased
below:
There are housing schemes in Bradford where you
know you can’t get a look in if you are not Asian.
It’s either that or you have a large family. (Black,
BD5)

When people in the Council talk of BME in Bradford
they mean Asians. When they say let’s help
minority groups, they mean let’s help Asians.
(White, BD9)

It’s about numbers. It’s the numbers game. They
(Council officials) have to look at numbers. They
have to cater for people and they can see people
want to live in certain areas. (Asian, BD8)

I want more ethnic diversity, more ethnic spread.
But, you can’t get it in Bradford. The policy is
focused mostly on Asians. (White, BD7)
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It’s difficult really. We have large families, we are in
need of housing, we want to live near one another
because of our culture, and so on. (Asian, BD5)

I won’t ask for more ethnic diversity on my scheme
unless I know other ethnic groups have got a
chance. (Black, BD8)

I think people need to know we feel we are last in
the queue for everything. Do you wonder why the
BNP is winning votes? (White, BD5)

From the responses, it is reasonable to suggest that although Bradford is a
multicultural city with visible ethnic diversity, residents from the case study
housing schemes were hinting of the fears and frustrations lurking behind the
scene.

It would seem that they saw ethnic diversity as a cause of the

perception of ethnic bias in the allocation of housing, and the perceived
unfairness of civic institutions in implementing group-differentiating policies. In
some studies, it has been noted that simply increasing ethnic diversity does
not of itself increase tolerance of ethnic diversity (Laurence, 2009; Hopkins,
2009). Areas with levels of ethnic diversity based on one large ethnic minority
group, competing for resources with the indigenous population, often tends to
experience social tension (Sampson and Raudenbush, 1999, 2004; Goodhart,
2004; Putnam, 2007).
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On the basis of the responses of the residents, the headline news is that there
is a common set of values, which people recognise and subscribe to, in
furtherance of community cohesion in the case study housing schemes.
However, the level of commitment to these values differs on account of the
ethnic, cultural and social background of the residents. It would appear that,
despite the differences, inter-group / inter-ethnic solidarity is possible, and
people can work together to resolve common problems, because most
respondents agree with many of the values that I have identified. However,
the boundaries for cooperation towards building a cohesive community shrink
along ethnic and cultural lines. This is, particularly, the case for my Muslim
respondents. Therefore, social conflict will, probably, never be too far from the
surface of any inter-group / inter-ethnic encounters.

This is, probably, exemplified by some of the views and issues that were
raised at the focus group meeting. For instance, in terms of commitment to
democratic values, the residents commented that these were values that they
were taught or “caught” as part of the general socialisation norms within
society. However, these norms are rooted in people’s belief systems, their
social upbringing, as well as their ethnic and cultural heritage. Therefore,
some of the comments people made are illuminating:

I am White, I am English. My values are common
English values. (White, BD9)
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My values came from my English heritage. In days
gone by it was all part of our religious heritage as
well. (White, BD8)

I am Pakistani, born and bred here. I think if I was
brought up in Pakistan my understanding of these
values might be different but it does not mean I
would still not consider them as very important.
(Asian, BD9)

I am Jamaican by origin but have been here long
enough to know most of the values here are good
Jamaican values. But our Christian heritage gives
them greater importance. (Black, BD7)

There are many things that are good here in the
English culture. But I am a Muslim, I maintain my
own cultural values. (Asian, BD8)

When asked whether they could all live together in greater harmony if they
shared the same values, they all stated affirmatively that this would be the
case. However, probed a little deeper, more nuanced comments filtered out:

I don’t think values alone stick you together. You
need to have common goals attached to them as
well. (Asian, BD8)
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When you think of it, all these values have always
been there. But it hasn’t stopped people going to
war, or rioting. I think values alone are not enough,
they have to be enforced. (Black, BD8)

You are born with values, it’s nothing to do with
England. If you have religious beliefs you will follow
them. (Asian, BD8)

If we can police values rather than just people,
communities will be safer!” (Asian, BD7)

Another point also emerged: shared values may promote a sense of
belonging, but the interpretation of such values – the lived life of residents –
may follow different ethnic and social perceptions. As members of the focus
group stated:
I think people belong to their community by natural
ties. If you were born here or had lived long here,
you belong, whether you accept the values or not!
(White, BD8)

Values are important, but if you disagree with the
values of your community that doesn’t mean you
are not a member of the community. (Asian, BD9)
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I know people who have gone to jail from this
community (Bradford 5) and are back out. They
have never ceased to be members of our
community even though, obviously, they broke the
rules. (Black, BD5)

I don’t think it’s only when you share the values of
your community that you belong there. Society
improves when people challenge deeply held
values that have become useless in today’s world.
(Black, BD7)

People don’t belong to values, values belong to
them. So people don’t have to tell you I share your
values before they belong in your community. If
they are living here, then they are part of the
community and the values belong to them. (White,
BD7)

I am British but Pakistani. Some people are British
but English, Scottish or Welsh. The Scots will fight
first for Scotland, the Welsh the same but when we
express

our

solidarity

for

Pakistani/Islamic

worldviews, then we are not British. How fair is
that? (Asian, BD8)
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If norms of trust and reciprocity produce mainly bonding social capital in the
case study housing schemes, and the residents’ shared values have deep
roots in different and, sometimes, divergent ethnic and social perspectives,
community cohesion in this type of housing neighbourhoods is, probably, only
as strong as the level of social tolerance within the neighbourhoods.

4.4

Summary and Conclusions

I have already mentioned that there is some evidence documenting a negative
relationship between levels of ethnic diversity and levels of generalised trust in
diverse and multicultural housing neighbourhoods (see above, under “Norms
of Reciprocity and Mutuality”). Taken together, the responses of the residents
would indicate that the correlation of community cohesion to the norms of trust
and shared values, in neighbourhoods with high levels of ethnic and cultural
diversity, entails segregation of social networks at the community level, the socalled “parallel lives” syndrome (Cantle, 2001:2.1). These networks are
constructed around both the recognition and, possibly, mutual mistrust, of
group differences and identities. This limits bridging social capital and,
probably, only enables people to build their social networks based mainly on
the simple notion of “live, and let live” in these neighbourhoods.

The notion of “live and let live” is a key plank of multiculturalism. My case
study housing schemes present a picture of ethnic, religious and linguistic
diversity which residents experience as a normal part of their social life.
Overall, there are shared norms of trust and reciprocity, and shared values.
There are positive attitudes towards diversity amongst the majority of the
residents, and there are inter-ethnic social contacts in, especially, public and
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associational spaces, such as the streets, local shops and restaurants.
However, most social interaction is based on the prevalence of bonding type
of social capital which provides a level of cohesion amongst people with
similar ethnic or social characteristics. This is, obviously, a narrow compass of
cohesion because the social solidarity that people experience is yet to develop
the deeper roots it could have in diverse voluntary and informal inter-group
and inter-ethnic social interaction.

The future of this bonding type of community cohesion will depend on how
long the “stand alone” social networks in the neighbourhoods can maintain the
notion of “live and let live”, whilst managing the tensions around perceptions of
unfairness in allocation of resources by civic authorities, and resolution of
common problems through collective values. The issue of Islam as a
repository of counter values and cultural practices, which a particular
dominant minority ethnic group may see as representative of their own way of
life, will also need adjusting to by non-Muslims in the neighbourhoods.

Studies have shown that in neighbourhoods with various levels of ethnic
diversity, narrow social networks often become normal as people tend to
identify with others who are like them (Cheshire, 2007; Livingston, Bailey and
Kearns, 2008). They form their own community and, cognitively, find it hard to
accept people from other ethnic or social groups as part of their community.
This results in multiple ethnic communities and allegiances within the same
neighbourhood, characterised by lower levels of trust and willingness to
engage in more ethnically diverse social networks. As the social networks are
mainly ethnically clustered, people tend to know each other less; they also
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invest less time in forming inter-ethnic relationships that can help to minimise
tension around divergent cultural and social norms and values.

Consequently, a pattern of social life emerges which favours segregated,
stand alone networks, each with their own preferences and ideas about what
community life should look like. The individuals in these separate social
networks find that the preferences and ideas common to their own network act
as a kind of firewall, limiting their access to other networks, as well as limiting
individuals from other networks from engaging in meaningful social contacts
with them.

A careful consideration of the responses of the residents in this chapter shows
that it is hard for multicultural and multi-ethnic communities to agree in every
detail on common moral principles and codes of behaviour. In fact, as Parekh
(2000) observes, ethnic diversity is in itself a potential source of tensions
between cultures, as well as between ethnic groups (Parekh, 2000). However,
this problematic alone will not automatically lead to social conflict. The
residents in the case study housing schemes seem to be suggesting that the
tensions can continue to be muted through the norms of tolerance and respect
for differences, and addressing, in a timely manner, the perception of social or
economic exclusion from the benefits of citizenship by residents – Black,
White and Asian alike.

If the simmering possibility of inter-ethnic conflict and social breakdown will
not disappear through the norms of trust, tolerance and respect, will civility
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improve the situation? This and other issues relating to associational activities
and a sense of belonging are the focus of my next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Community Cohesion and Social Housing
Civic Culture, Associational Activities, Place Attachment and Identity

5.1

Introduction

In chapter 4, I concentrated on the norms and social values shared by
respondents within the case study housing schemes. From the responses, I
highlighted a pattern of social life which favoured segregated, stand-alone
networks, each with their own preferences and ideas about what community
life should look like. Community cohesion within such networks emphasises
the strong social ties particular to bonding form of social capital, and not the
“weak ties”, described by Granoveter (1973), that operate between groups.
Weak ties are embedded in bridging and linking forms of social capital,
enabling interpersonal relationships which assist individuals to reach people
that the “strong ties” of bonding capital cannot reach.

It is the case that social networks in housing neighbourhoods never stand still
and, as group contact theorists have found out (see, especially, Alport, 1954),
the dynamic of social change through inter-group relations, is constantly
present in every environment in which different groups are found. For
instance, through the exigencies of sharing public and associational space
within the neighbourhood, different groups have the prospect of developing a
greater understanding of their similarities, and a creative way of even using
their social or cultural differences to advance a common goal, sometimes
called a “super ordinate” goal. The super ordinate goal in this case is
community cohesion.
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The kind of contingent social contact, brought about by living on the same
street, or using the same local shops, and other local amenities, and being
tenants of the same social landlord, can increase the acquaintance potential
between members of different social and cultural groups. They might see
themselves not merely as different ethnic or social constituents sharing the
same neighbourhood, but as one people faced with the prospects they could
enjoy through cooperative inter-group behaviour. They might also see
themselves as one people faced by the problems posed by their environment,
indiscriminately, for all groups. As a result, at different moments in the social
life of their community, this “we-are-in-the-same-boat” possibility re-defines
the different groups into a collective, and enables their members to socialise,
not as representatives of different groups, but as joint stakeholders in the ebb
and flow of their community. Therefore, it is not uncommon to find the
“collective efficacy” of divergent groups working itself out in support of
particular authorities, or laws and customs that can help their community to
flourish socially and economically. In other words, the prevalence of bonding
social capital does not automatically cancel out the probability, or even latent
existence, of bridging and linking forms of social capital. This is what I will
explore in this chapter.

In section 5.2, I will focus on the notion of civility as a civic virtue and whether
this exists in any appreciable degree to assist inter-ethnic social interactions,
in the case study housing schemes. In section 5.3, I will examine some
examples of associational activities undertaken by the residents, and evaluate
their participation in terms of whether those activities lead, or may lead to the
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formation of weak ties for promoting bridging form of social capital. In section
5.4, the notions of place attachment and identity as denoting a sense of
belonging are examined. My conclusion in section 5.5 is that weak ties
certainly exist but they mainly reinforce the inter-ethnic consensus that groups
should come together only when they have to, but otherwise carry on their
separate, even, parallel lives because this conserves their individual social
and cultural identity in the pluralistic civic life of their society.

5.2

Civility – The Bridge for Inter-Ethnic Interactions

In social capital literature, civic culture is an important property of social capital
(Putnam, 1993, 2000). It was a term used by Almond and Verba (1963) to
describe the values and attitudes associated with participatory democratic
institutions. These include pride in aspects of one's nation, expectation of fair
treatment from government authorities, ability to talk freely and frequently
about politics, an emotional involvement in elections, and tolerance towards
opposition parties. Almond and Verba also cited valuing of active participation
in local government activities and in civic associations, self-confidence in
one's competence to participate in politics, civic cooperation and trust, and
membership in a voluntary association. As such, civic culture is “based on
communication and persuasion, a culture of consensus and diversity, a culture
of tradition and modernity, a culture that permits change but moderates it”
(Almond and Verba 1963: 8).

Putnam implies a similar set of meanings for what he calls the “civic
community”, an entity in which participatory democracy functions because the
citizenry are active participants (Putnam, 1993, 2000). According to Kymlicka
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and Galston, such a community demonstrates a wide range of ‘‘civic virtues’’
and ‘‘liberal virtues’’ (Kymlicka, 1990; Galston, 1991). Amongst such virtues
are respect, honesty, accountability, self-restraint, responsibility, trust,
tolerance, reciprocity, and altruism (Spragens, 1999; Dagger, 1997). In a way,
the values and attitudes listed by Almond and Verba can be conjoined with the
various virtues cited by these other theorists to show the expansive and varied
nature of the concept of civic culture. I will focus on civility in this section. This
is because I think it is at the heart of the debate between minority rights and
multiculturalism, on the one hand, and the citizenship and virtue debate on the
other. Both debates are relevant to the issues of inter-ethnic relations in the
case study housing schemes.

The term “minority rights” is shorthand for the demands that minority groups
sometimes make to have their culture and values accommodated and
established as a valid contribution to the civic culture of their host environment
(Kymlicka, 1995). So far, my Muslim respondents have shown that their
religious identity goes hand in hand with their ethnic identity. The demand on
the majority culture, the host environment, to make necessary adjustments
and accommodation can create social tension both because it requires the
host environment to make space, economically and politically, for the “different
other” in their midst, and importantly, to do so within the framework of equality
of needs. Multiculturalism, therefore, is not simply the fact that different ethnic
groups are living side by side or together, but also recognising the necessity of
“differentiated citizenship”, in which minority ethnic groups have a sense of
citizenship that includes attachment to values and virtues found beyond their
host countries (Kymlicka, 1991; 1995). This is the case, especially, for my
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Asian respondents, for whom Islam connotes identification with both their
home countries and the larger Muslim citizenry (the Ummah) across the world.
In the context of Islam, the Diaspora or Commonwealth of the Believers
(ummat al-mu'minin), and thus the whole Muslim world, is an important
ideological reference point for Muslims in non-Islamic republics, or nation
states, such as Britain. Multiculturalism, therefore, is more than a criterion of
residency, it is the very life of ethno-cultural (especially, Muslim) communities
for whom the acceptance and accommodation of their distinctive identity and
culture within the majority culture is an affirmation of their citizenship (Modood,
1992, 2005 and 2007).

Historically and, currently, in Britain, this notion of multiculturalism has faced
stiff opposition from those who feel that the concept of “differentiated
citizenship” poses a problem for integration, promotes segregation and
prevents state institutions and policies from being colour-blind (Barry, 2001;
Joppke, 2004; Allen, 2007). Supposedly, it leads to a multi-layered democracy
in which the heterogeneity of civic virtues is based upon opposing customs –
Western versus non-Western modes of civic life (Huntington, 1996; Putnam,
2007). It is the case that opposition to multiculturalism in Britain has stiffened
on the back of the ethnic disturbances in some Northern towns and cities in
the summer of 2001, the terrorist attacks in America on 11 th September, 2001
and the terrorist bombings in London on 7 th of July, 2005 (Allen, 2007).

Even before the Conservative-led Coalition government came to power in May
2010, and a pronounced anti-multiculturalism became noticeable (see The
Observer, 6 February, 2001; Socialist Review, March, 2011), community
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cohesion had become, officially, a vehicle for the integration of ethnic
minorities into Britain’s White middle class norms of citizenship and civic
engagement (see Ruth Kelly’s speech in guardian.co.uk - August 2006; Tony
Blair’s

speech

December,

at
2006;

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/6219626.stm
David

Cameron’s

speech

at

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/david-cameron/8305346/Muslimsmust-embrace-our-British-values-David-Cameron-says.html - February 2011).
This, in fact, was the agenda set for the Commission on Integration and
Cohesion in 2006, and the report they produced in June 2007, “Our Shared
Future”, validated this basis (CIC, 2007).

The report drew attention to the success of multiculturalism, with 79% of
people across the country agreeing that “people from different backgrounds
get on well together”, but also widened the debate about cohesion to the
problems posed by immigration and ethno-cultural rights (CIC, 2007:15).
Therefore, amongst its principal recommendations were the need to settle
migrants in a way that does not produce ethno-cultural enclaves, the need to
reduce the amount of documents translated into minority languages (to ensure
greater use of the English language) and to similarly reduce the support given
to single identity funding (CIC, 2007:78-96). It is, therefore, in the context of
integration, rather than multiculturalism, that the Commission emphasised that
more needed to be done to build shared values, mutual respect and civic
responsibilities in ethnically diverse communities.

So far, my analyses of the views and feelings of respondents in the case study
housing schemes, suggest that civility has to be at the heart of building shared
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values and promoting civic responsibilities because it promotes a multicultural
social ethos that seems to sit alongside the consideration about what kinds of
institutions the different cultural groups have to accept for a multicultural
society to be possible. Against this backcloth, one can describe the practical
examples of cohesion activities enlisted by the Commission on Integration and
Cohesion in support of social integration as formal mechanisms to encourage
meaningful positive contacts between ethnic minorities and their White
neighbours (CIC, 2007). The activities are to promote a version of civic
engagement in which there is less emphasis on distinctive ethno-cultural
separateness. The unstated aim is that the formal mechanisms of cohesion
activities arranged by institutions acting on behalf of the state would lead to
intuitive, voluntary and informal positive inter-ethnic relations.

In

a

sense,

in

the

day-to-day

lived

experiences

of

multicultural

neighbourhoods, community cohesion is expected to flourish through informal
inter-ethnic social interactions. The underlying argument is that it is in civil
society that social conflict and tension in ethnically diverse neighbourhoods
can be prevented or minimised, by finding a bridge to connect divergent and,
in reference to the case study housing schemes, stand-alone social networks.
Civility appears to be that bridge. My question is, “How strong is the bridge,
and how many people are taking it in the case study housing schemes?”

This question supposes that civility is socially and politically constructed and,
in terms of the ethnic diversity in the case study housing schemes, it relates to
the whole issue of how community cohesion can become the focal point of the
competing views between multiculturalism and integration. As it happens,
221

many theorists of civic virtue and civil society have described ‘civility’ as ‘an
attitude or ethos’ that is the framework of non-institutionalised social
interactions in civil society (Shils 1992). As this ethos includes tolerance and
respect (Calhoun 2000), civility helps to ease social tensions and promotes
collaboration between different social networks (Shils 1992: Kingwell 1995).
Civility eases such tensions because it enables people to define their
differences with tolerance and respect for the equal moral, social and political
status of others (Shils 1992; Kingwell 1995; Calhoun 2000). In addition, for
instance, in relation to everyday, face-to-face social interaction amongst
residents of the case study housing schemes, one will expect that the ethos of
“politeness”, “good manners”, and “courtesy” will play a big role in enabling
people to relate across different social networks. As Shils and Edmundson
have argued, this kind of civility acts to place people’s disagreements within a
social framework that constrains them to adopt choices that will minimise
tensions and conflicts, in order to promote a common good (Shils, 1992;
Edmundson, 2002).

The civility that I have described so far, which is social in most of its aspects,
is distinct from political civility (Shils, 1992). Sellers describes political civility
as “non-legislated standards of behaviour” that apply to the political culture in
which divergent political issues are argued publicly by different political
operators (Sellars, 2004: 18). As Shils (1992) and Kingwell (1995)
demonstrate, political civility is often characterised by its concern with “the
common good of society as a whole” as seen from various perspectives of the
political community (Shils 1992; Kingwell 1995). John Rawls’s “duty of civility”
(Rawls, 1993), which is another term for political civility, describes this type of
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civility as a moral duty that goes with adversarial politics, requiring citizens to
freely engage in explaining the policies they advocate, and are seeking
people’s vote for, in a spirit of respect and tolerance (Rawls, 1993). Although,
in this sense, in some measure, political civility can also be checked amongst
the residents, I will focus on the social perspective because that relates to the
face-to-face, day-to-day social interactions that my residents have within their
neighbourhoods. I am not looking for mere tolerance and positive respect, but
whether residents in the case study housing schemes demonstrate an active
and positive sociability that enables them to see beyond their ethno-cultural
differences, and engage deliberately in meaningful social contacts across
ethnic boundaries as part of their daily life.

Focus Group on Civility and Inter-Ethnic Interaction
I held a focus group meeting on Thursday 14th May 2009, with 11 residents
from the case study housing schemes. I had asked housing staff to contact
previous focus group members and residents that had complained about
racial abuse, graffiti, noise and litter whether they would like to take part in a
group discussion of how civil behaviour helps to promote community cohesion
in their scheme. I was able to enlist 16 residents, four from each ward but only
11 residents turned up on the day, including 5 who had participated
previously. The others gave their apologies. The group members consisted of
4 Asians, 3 Blacks, and 4 White residents from across the schemes.

I opened the meeting by explaining how housing landlords were required by
statute to promote good relations between different ethnic groups. I spoke
about the difficulties of achieving this aim in communities where different
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ethnic

groups

had

different

cultural

practices,

including

conflicting

interpretations of acceptable behaviour. I revealed to the participants that I
was undertaking an empirical research in which the personal experiences of
residents and “real” views about life would help me to describe how and why
community cohesion could work in social housing schemes. I encouraged the
participants to value each person’s contribution as a way of broadening their
understanding about the perceptions that different people have regarding
issues that affect community cohesion. The group agreed that no conversation
would be taken out of context, and views expressed during the meeting would
be taken solely as personal opinions. To provide a simple and consensual
approach to the issues to be discussed, I asked the group to first attempt the
questionnaire on civility (see Appendix 3, Questionnaire 4). Afterwards, I
facilitated a wide-ranging discussion about the principal issues raised. A
civility test was also administered (Appendix 3, Questionnaire 5).

All the residents stated that, in the course of their daily life, they were likely to
meet, greet or share some associational space, such as local shops, with
members of different ethnic groups within their housing area. Four main
ethnicities were identified: Asians, Africans, African-Caribbeans and White
residents. In response to the first question, 5 of the focus group members
stated that people from other ethnic groups in their area behaved in a
respectful manner towards them. However, in discussion, it soon became
clear that respect had a rather fragile bearing on the social relations between
the residents and neighbours who were ethnically different from them. In
paraphrase, some of the statements made at different times during the
discussions included:
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I don’t think my White neighbours actually respect
me that much. I don’t think they think highly of my
culture or religion. They are neighbourly, that’s all.
(Asian, BD8)

Asians are too loud in everything they do. You can’t
tell them that, but that’s the truth. It takes real
endurance to live next door to an Asian. The
visitors, the mannerisms, and their traditional wear
– everything just gripes on you, if you are White.
(White, BD9)

The gap between English and Asian way of life you
can’t ever bridge it. That’s why when Asians start
moving into your neighbourhood, you just know it’s
time you move out, for your own peace of mind.”
(White, BD7)

I’m a Muslim. Living next door to an English family
is just not going to work. Even if I’m not a practising
Muslim, I will still find it difficult to live next door to
an English family. They are nice to you, don’t get
me wrong but they are English! They won’t make
any accommodation for you. You are always the
stranger next door. (Asian, BD5)
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Africans and African-Caribbeans living in Asiandominated areas know that Asians think that Black
people are beneath them. It’s not something that
people say but everybody knows what other ethnic
groups think about them behind closed doors.
(African, BD8)

It may be a generalisation but there’s some truth in
it that Asians are as likely to be racist towards
Black people as do White people. (AfricanCaribbean, BD7)

I know there are mixed race families of Asian and
White couples. But they are very few. It’s more
likely you meet mixed race families of White and
Black couples. (White, BD9)

Asians don’t mix beyond a certain point. There’s a
great fear in their community about marrying a nonMuslim, or marrying a Black person. That affects
how they relate to non-Asian. (White, BD8)

I think the English culture is too cold, too individual.
Then, there’s also the fact that English people will
always look down on you. No matter whether you
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are born here or have lived long here, they will still
tell you to go back to your country - this is their
country, not yours. (African, BD9)

In response to whether people from other ethnic groups in their area liked the
cultural values of the residents, 4 respondents stated that this was their
experience. However, again in discussion, the tension beneath inter-ethnic
relations sprang to the surface:

I am sympathetic towards the kind of mutual help
large Asian families appear to derive from living
together. But that’s also the system they use to
indoctrinate their children. (White, BD5)

You know very well that young Asians are far more
likely than their parents to reject the social and
cultural values of Britain. Where do they learn all of
that? (African, BD9)

Going off to Pakistan or India to marry your cousin,
the idea of family honour that prevents people from
marrying the person they love, large wedding
parties – and all that. I can’t ever like any of that.
(African-Caribbean, BD8)
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Putting your parents in care homes as soon as they
need your help, how can that be right? Appearing
nearly naked on beaches, all the binge drinking and
children out of control in White families – is that
better then? (Asian, BD9)

The discussion did not fare better when it switched to whether people from
other ethnic groups in the residents’ area liked their religious beliefs. Only 3
people stated this to be the case. Others felt strongly that other ethnic groups
within their neighbourhood did not like their religious beliefs. Some of the
comments were revealing:
Call it Islamic fundamentalism, call it whatever –
Islam is responsible for the greatest level of
violence or fear of violence in the whole world
today. (White, BD7)

I know people go to pray five times a day and they
go on pilgrimage – how does that square up with so
much violence and hatred in Islam? (White, BD8)

Islam doesn’t condone violence but people use
parts of the Koran to justify their violence. Many
people know this. (Asian, BD8)

Islam is growing in the UK because people can
differentiate between good Islam and wrong Islam.
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It’s a religion of peace and people are turning to it.
(Asian, BD9)

I’m a Christian but many Muslims in my area would
say the Bible has been tampered with, that Jesus is
only a prophet and that He did not die on the cross.
(African, BD5)

Jihad is just one thing that shuts other communities
up in Bradford. Islam has always been very strong
here in Bradford. Don’t forget that they burnt
Salmon Rushdie’s book here in Bradford. (White,
BD8)

There’s too much dangerous politics and the threat
of violence in Islam. The British public will not burn
books that they disagree with. But Muslims will.”
(African-Caribbean, BD8)

People are afraid to talk about what’s happening in
Bradford. They are sad when they hear their city
referred to as Bradistan but they can’t even cough
about it! They’re afraid of being labelled racist, or
threatened with violence. (White, BD5)
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Moving on, only 4 respondents stated that people from other ethnic groups in
their area would say that their ethno-cultural values were good for England.
The verbal exchanges focused on what people thought were good cultural
values for a pluralistic and liberal democracy, such as Britain: top on the list
was the rule of law, justice and fairness, free and fair elections, and
opportunities for active civic engagement.

Traditional and religious views

were seen as competing with modernity, and holding society back. Again,
comments were made raising doubts about the compatibility of Islam with
Britain’s democratic values.

Although 8 people had earlier stated that people from other ethnic groups did
not particularly like elements of their religious belief, in contrast, 6 people
stated that people from other ethnic groups in their area would say that their
religious heritage was good for Britain. This number was made up by 1 Asian,
2 Blacks and 3 White respondents. Apart from the Asian respondent who
focused on Islam, the other 5 respondents focused exclusively on what they
described as the Christian heritage of the UK and how this had shaped the
political and social reforms that brought about the British state. According to
the Asian respondent, there were people from other ethnic groups who had
told her Islam could give Britain a strong moral clout on the global stage.

In response to the question, “Do you feel that neighbours from other ethnic
groups in your area would welcome more people from your own ethnic group
if there were housing vacancies?” only 3 respondents felt that additional
residents from their own ethnic group would be welcome by their neighbours.
Others thought there was an unspoken concern on the part of their neighbours
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that new residents from their ethnic group would worsen the inter-ethnic
balance on their schemes. Comments during discussion included:

They tell me our area is already too Asian. (Asian,
BD8)

There is fear that one ethnic group has taken over
the whole place. It’s time to bring in other ethnic
groups. (White, BD8)

There are only five White families on my street out
of a row of twenty houses. Vacancies tend to go to
Asian or African-Caribbean households. I think the
unspoken rule is that the number of White families
has been reached. (White, BD7)

Surprisingly, following on from this, only 4 of the residents felt that their
neighbours would welcome additional ethnic diversity on their schemes. Given
the undertone of the discussion around current level of diversity where people
lived, one would have expected that a way of redressing their concern about
the dominance of one ethnic minority group on their scheme would be to press
for a wider diversity. However, this was not the case and some of the
comments clarified the reasoning behind the rejection of a wider level of
diversity, sometimes described as “super diversity”:
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How many ethnic languages and associated
customs do you really want to see on a single
street? It’s difficult enough with people speaking
Urdu, Punjabi, Farsi, etc. (White, BD8)

The more ethnic diversity you have the greater the
problem of integration. I read of parts of London
where in a single classroom the children speak up
to eight or ten different languages? They won’t see
English as important and then they grow up
isolated. (African, BD5)

It’s not good to live in a community where
everybody is a total stranger to you. How do you
build cohesion if you need two or three interpreters
when neighbours attend the same meeting? It’s
hard enough translating into one ethnic language in
such meetings here. (White, BD8)

If there was going to be a wider diversity, or a better management of the
existing level of diversity in the case study housing schemes, the residents
and their communities would need to make social adjustments. In terms of
what their communities could do, the following options were presented and
respondents were required to choose only one:
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i.

Ethnic minorities must integrate into English
culture and values.

ii.

English

culture

and

values

must

accommodate the culture and values of
ethnic minorities.
iii.

There will always be cultural and religious
differences in multicultural areas. People
should “live, and let live.”

There were 5 people that chose the last option (all the 4 Asians and 1 Black
respondent), agreeing that there would always be cultural and religious
differences in multicultural areas. People should “live and let live.” The other
remaining respondents indicated the following choices: 3 Whites and 1 Black
respondent chose the first option, requiring ethnic minorities to integrate into
English culture and values; and 2 respondents (1 was Black and 1 was White)
would like to see the accommodation of ethnic minority cultural values as part
of English culture. The split between the options reflects the ongoing debate
about multiculturalism and integration; however, as was shown in a Gallup
Poll in 2009, the British public favoured integration rather than multiculturalism
(The Gallup Coexist Index 2009).

In response to the question on their neighbour’s willingness to make
necessary adjustments to build cohesion – all the 4 Asians and 2 Black
respondents stated that their White neighbours would not be prepared to
modify their cultural and social values in order to accommodate ethnic
minorities. Similarly, all the 4 Whites and 1 Black respondent stated that their
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ethnic minority neighbours would not be prepared to modify their cultural and
religious values in order to integrate into English way of life. It would seem that
White neighbours were perceived as more reluctant to socialise with their
ethnic minority neighbours. A similar finding was reported in the work of
Finney and Simpson (Finney and Simpson, 2009). In my focus group, overall,
there appeared to be a stalemate regarding this issue, although the highest
number of people had selected the “live and let live” option, which is a loose
description of multiculturalism.

Finally, there was a question to judge the residents’ willingness to make
necessary sacrifices to build cohesion in their housing area. They were given
three options but they also could choose to select none. Only 1 person (a
White respondent) was prepared to modify any of their religious norms that
others disapproved, in order to build a cohesive community in their area. Also,
only 1 person (a Black respondent) was prepared to modify any of their
cultural norms that a neighbour may disapprove, in order to build a cohesive
community in their area. No-one was prepared to drop any of their social
values that a neighbour may disapprove, and 9 of the residents stated they
were not prepared to drop any of their norms or values that a neighbour may
disapprove, in order to build a cohesive community in their housing area.

These responses show that civility as a social process and a marker of interethnic social relations was about “live, and let live”, in the case study housing
schemes. This is further illustrated by the “civility test” that the residents
completed for me as detailed in the table below (Table 5.1).
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Table 5.1 – Outcome of Civility Test at Focus Group Meeting
Do You Agree / Disagree That…
1 People in your neighbourhood
courteous

AGREE
6

%
55%

2 Disputes between neighbours are resolved in a
gentlemanly manner in your housing area

5

45%

3 Your neighbours conduct themselves in a polite way at
scheme meetings

7

64%

4 Your neighbours are courteous to you at social events

8

73%

5 Your neighbours respond to your greetings warmly

6

55%

6 Your neighbours speak nicely of you behind your back

5

45%

7 Your neighbours know the importance of civility

6

55%

11

100%

are

polite

and

8 There should be “zero tolerance” for uncivil behaviour
in your neighbourhood

Examining the data closely, one can say that social civility, although highly
prized by the residents, has both a low profile and different normative
applications within the case study housing schemes. It is generally low at the
individual level, where normal face-to-face daily social encounters between
different ethnic groups are encrusted within stereotypical reformulation of the
social and cultural differences and disagreements between the ethnic groups.
At the individual level, social civility becomes a hostage to the grievances and
complaints that, historically, inhere in the social world of immigrant
communities whose citizenship rights are often curtailed by various forms of
discrimination, conducted by the host community (Migrant Integration Policy
Index, 2011). It is, equally, a hostage to the fears and frustrations of host
communities for whom, locally, immigration spells, not only ethno-cultural
diversity, but also dilution of their own culture, and competition for limited
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economic and social resources (Ager and Strange, 2004(a), 2004(b);
Robinson and Reeve, 2006).

Contrastively, and generally, social civility appears to be high at the aggregate
level, specifically, at public occasions where inter-ethnic social interactions are
in the limelight, such as at scheme meetings and at neighbourhood social
events. At such events, one can assume that social civility becomes a political
statement and is a reflection of the political discourse on the imperatives of
community cohesion. The normative content of social civility at such events
feeds on the politically constructed message which, for Bradford, is
necessarily ambiguously posed: multiculturalism works - which means that
ethno-cultural separate identities are accommodated; and integration is
happening – which means that people living in separate ethno-cultural
enclaves are mixing socially and openly across ethnic boundaries (see
Channel

4

TV

“Make

series,

Bradford

British”

-

http://www.channel4.com/programmes/make-bradford-british/articles/diversityand-difference;

see

article

on

Bradford’s

Ray

Honeyford

–

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2099068/Bradford-headmaster-RayHoneyford--hounded-warning-perils-multiculturalism--dies-saddenedvindicated-man.html; Simpson and Finney, 2007; Pearce and Bujra, 2011).
But this dualistic structure of social civility – split between public and private
usage - only illustrates the incongruities that civility as an ethos also serves
up. As Calhoun observes, civility in practice consists in following socially
established norms (Calhoun 2000). Such norms do not exist in vacuum; they
have a social and cultural context, so they are shared conventions within
specific contexts (Kingwell, 1995). Therefore, they do not have a single,
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unvarying normative practice but can mutate flexibly according to the
individual and collective demands of people within those contexts. As a result,
the norms of civility can be applied to demonstrate social inclusiveness and
control, as much as to underline the empirical reality of racially or class
differentiated societies (Kingwell 1995; Mayo 2002).

Therefore, social civility in any society but, particularly, in multicultural
contexts, poses a problem – it includes and excludes, and it is nigh impossible
to advocate any specific norm of civility as appropriate for interactions in a
multicultural society, implicitly or explicitly. Civility is not a neutral norm and its
normative aspects are culturally bounded and can be engaged to serve,
equally, the different goals of integration and multiculturalism. A number of
theorists on civility and multiculturalism have also made this observation, for
instance, Parekh, Modood and Sypnowich (Parekh 2000; Modood 2007;
Sypnowich 2000). As the residents have shown, people appreciate civility as a
shared way of expressing formal respect and tolerance, and accommodation
of differences and disagreements. However, inevitably, the underlying
divergent cultural and social issues lead them to associate with people that
share their cultural and social goals, in informal face-to-face, day-to-day
relationships. Therefore, civility at the individual level is deployed to
strengthen bonding social capital.

For the super-ordinate goal of community cohesion, civility works at the
aggregate level. We find that people can, and will activate the latent weak ties
that are inherent in civil relationships between neighbours from different
ethno-cultural backgrounds when they are meeting within the prescribed
etiquette and social decorum. This is observable during official social mixing
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mechanisms, such as resident association meetings, neighbourhood cultural
events, local school events, town-hall sponsored cohesion building activities,
etc. Some of the discussions in my focus group with residents would seem to
underline this observation:

When I attend housing association meetings, I
meet people from all classes and ethnic groups.
The atmosphere is jolly, everybody is friendly. You
have sandwiches, curries, halal food, and all sorts.
(White, BD5)

I have no problem with public meetings. People
respect one another. Everyone knows we are
together and you don’t have to remember someone
is Asian, or White or Black. Because you are all
together. (Black, BD8)

I don’t think Asians will attend public events if you
don’t serve halal food. I like pork, they hate it. They
are

always

asking

for

their

culture

to

be

accommodated, even at public meetings. It is the
White culture that loses in favour of Asian culture, if
you think about it. (White, BD9)

Local school events are great fun. You meet people
from everywhere, and everyone feels at home. No
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one thinks “I’m Asian, they’re White.” But when you
return home, then, it’s all different. You have to be
you. (Asian, BD8)

You return home, and you carry on as usual
because everyone is in their own space and it’s
dominated by one ethnic group or another. You
then have to follow what your own culture says.
(Asian, BD7)

At public meetings it’s like everyone is following a
script: let’s ignore our differences, let’s be one
people. Then you come home, you are back in your
own shell. We have our own customs and practices
– our own culture. We are different. (Asian, BD9)

Living together in the same space is different from
one-off occasions when you have to enjoy or
endure one another. As they say, “An Englishman’s
house is his castle.” So there’s one rule for the
castle, and one rule for the open yard where
everyone meets for a brief amount of time. (White,
BD8)

Your home is where your identity and all that you
are exist. You can’t be in your locality and not be
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yourself. That’s where everybody feels they have a
right to emphasise their culture. Where else can
you be yourself without worrying about it? (Black,
BD7)
The “script” that the residents follow in public meetings is the shared goal of
connecting people to one another beyond their ethnic and social boundaries.
They do not find it improbable to act according to this script because everyone
is expected to follow it in such arenas: it is a shared ethos, and it promotes
the weak ties necessary for “bridging” social capital. As some of the residents
noted:

I have followed up contacts made at housing
association meetings to request improvements to
my home because I got a phone number and a
name that I could contact afterwards. (Asian, BD8)

A lady I met at a neighbourhood forum meeting
helped me out on another occasion when we
happened to meet in a shopping centre. (Black,
BD5)

You do get to meet new people from different parts
of life. We asked an Asian lad to help us set up a
friendly cricket match with some young people in
our area. (White, BD7)
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However, a different script seems to run in the local neighbourhood where
people’s ethno-cultural identity is expected to reflect in their environment.
Again, it appears that this is a script that everyone is aware of but it becomes
contested because, potentially, it opens up the debate about whether ethnic
minority cultures should be integrated into the host country’s White English
culture, or allowed their distinctiveness in segregated, stand-alone social
networks and neighbourhoods. In this vein, civility is not just about the social
relations of ordinary people in civil society, it is also another arena within the
neighbourhood where the residents seem to experience a clash of cultures,
and ideas about how and why minority ethnic residents must live peacefully
with their host environment.

Ultimately, as some of the responses denote, both Black and Asian residents,
particularly, have to engage in inter-ethnic interactions under conditions of
diversity

and

cultural

pluralism that

question

their

“otherness”

and

“separateness”. However, for all residents, civility appears to shift the debate
from whether Islam is compatible with liberal democracy, and focuses instead
on the social conditions that can help people from different ethno-cultural
groups to interact in civil society and get along socially (Stein 2007). In such
conditions, community cohesion becomes a search for the normative narrative
in which the divisiveness of ethnicity, colour or creed becomes subsumed into
a collective ethos of a benign neglect of differences, or activism towards
cultural homogeneity.

Can associational activities present such a narrative? This is where I turn next
to examine some examples of associational activities undertaken by the
241

residents, and evaluate their participation in terms of whether these activities
lead, or may lead to the formation of weak ties for promoting bridging and
linking forms of social capital, in pursuit of community cohesion.

5.3

Associational Activities and Common Purpose

Research has shown that non-political associations help to foster generalised
trust, which is the kind of trust that people need in order to access diverse and
multiple social networks (Coleman, 1990; Huckfeldt and Sprague, 1995).
Studies have shown that participation in social activities that promote
personalised trust can also foster the confidence to participate in social
activities that demand generalised trust (Coleman, 1990; Putnam, 1993, 1995,
2000). As Cockburn and Cleaver pointed out in their work on how children and
young people win friends, and influence others, “bonding relationships are the
key building block for wider associational life” (Cockburn and Cleaver, 2008).

Similar to Cockburn and Cleaver (Cockburn and Cleaver, 2008), scholars from
diverse disciplines have attempted to show the benefits of associational life:
associational activities can incline people towards engagement in public life
(Bellah et al., 1985); can lead to favourable socio-economic outcomes for
individuals and communities (Verba et al. 1995); and can promote a greater
sense of commitment to a common goal, a “super ordinate” goal, by people
from different social and economic backgrounds (Fukuyama, 1995). The super
ordinate goal in this case is community cohesion. Scholars have attempted to
show how these outcomes emerge at individual (sometimes described as
micro-social) levels, as well as at community, or meso-social levels, and at
country or macro-social levels (Brady, Verba, and Schlozman, 1995). Overall,
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the attempt is to show how social connections, involving weak ties or bridging
form of social capital, produce social goods.

In this section, I will describe three particular associational activities that I
witnessed, through participant observation and non-participant observation
methods, and one event that I did not witness but arranged a focus group
meeting with some of the participants to gather their views after the event
(See Table 5.2 below). I will examine the interactive relationships that these
activities generated, and whether they helped to foster and shape generalised
interpersonal trust towards community cohesion.

Residents Meeting at Carlisle Business Centre on 23 rd October, 2008
The meeting was set up by Manningham Housing Association to discuss
home ownership initiatives and resident involvement activities. It was attended
by approximately 120 residents, across the case study housing schemes. The
turnout in terms of ethnicity and gender would be approximately 70% Asian,
15% African and African-Caribbean and 15% White residents, respectively;
nearly 60% of those in attendance were female, about 25% of whom were
Asian.

I noted that although people could sit anywhere in the auditorium, the seating
pattern seemed to reflect that Asian females constituted a caucus on one side
of the auditorium, where there were other Asians mostly, as another visible
caucus; and the Black residents mingled distinctively amongst White
residents; however, at the same time both ethnic groups appeared to have
formed distinctive separate clusters.
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The agenda appeared to be packed with issues that excited animated
questioning, discussion and debating on access to subsidised home
ownership schemes and participation in the governance mechanisms of the
housing association. Irrespective of their ethnicity or gender, residents spoke
with one voice on the need for the housing association to ensure transparency
in home sales, adequate information on formal processes and timescales, and
concrete support for enabling neighbourhood-based resident associations. My
role was to moderate the debates and steer the meeting towards ensuring that
all sides were heard and decisions were made fairly and consensually.

Part of the meeting included allowing residents to break into small groups to
discuss particular issues in depth and feed back to the main meeting
afterwards. Four topics had been suggested beforehand and residents were
asked to put down their name against one topic of their choice. The groups
were called “breakout groups”, and were encouraged to appoint one of their
members, instead of staff, to lead their discussion. Ethnic and gender balance
could be seen across all groups, showing that people had put down their
names because of the topics rather than simply because they wanted to
associate with members of their own ethnic group; although that kind of bias
could not be totally ruled out. Each group also decided whether they needed
an interpreter for those who could not communicate fluently in English, and for
whom English was a second language, not their mother tongue. Three of the
groups decided this was needed.
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Also people were appointed to chair or provide feedback later to the main
meeting in a democratic manner, either by volunteering or by being
nominated. People were at ease and did not display any ethnic bias for
supporting or disapproving any particular proposals within their group. Group
leaders took particular care to involve a wide section of their membership and
were thoughtful and sensitive in the way they addressed any issues bearing
on religion or ethnicity. The interactions within groups were cordial and
everybody seemed to focus on their group’s task and to present the best
account of their group’s deliberations.

Midway through the day, residents were asked to swap groups in order to
create a fluid rather than fixed approach to the issues at hand. The four
groups dealt with the following questions:

1. What would you like Manningham Housing
to do to assist you to purchase your current
home

under

the

Right

to

Acquire

programme?

2. What should residents wanting to purchase
their current homes under the “Right to
Acquire” programme do to ensure that after
the purchase they continue to be good
neighbours?
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3. What role would you advise any of your
neighbours that seek to represent you to
play on the Board of Manningham Housing?

4. How would you like any of your neighbours
that are representing you on the Board of
Manningham Housing to be accountable to
you?

By swapping groups, the residents had further opportunities to interact socially
and approve, modify or reject the proposals that previous group members had
made. A level of continuity of membership of each group was assured by the
fact that some members were volunteered to stay rather than swap by their
group. This proved very helpful in stimulating discussion, breaking down
barriers and enabling a decision-making process based on negotiation,
consensus and compromise.

The lunch break had been negotiated with the residents at the start of the day.
However, I was careful to ensure that it was long enough to allow people to
mix socially for at least 45 minutes, before returning to their groups and the
final part of the day which consisted in group presentations. During the lunch
break, residents broke into groups which appeared to consist of people who
had known themselves previously along ethnic and gender lines; but there
were also smaller groups of twos and threes that seemed to be new
friendships or social relations in the making.
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Reflecting on the day, overall, I observed that it started with residents arriving,
chatting and sitting near the people they already knew. Although residents
participated animatedly, the tone of exchanges was polite and courteous. A
couple of occasions when debates appeared to be heated, it was mainly
between residents and staff of the housing association. I had a feeling that
residents saw themselves as one party versus the party of the housing
association staff. They certainly wanted to speak with one voice on most
issues.

As the day wore on, residents were prepared to mingle across ethnic and
gender lines, and the topical focus of each group seemed to unite the
members of each group, irrespective of their ethnicity, gender or belief. I
sensed that each group picked their chair person and raconteur with the
express aim of ensuring that their group did the best job possible. I also
sensed that when groups were requested to swap members, those that were
nominated to stay in their current group or move to another group, were
strategic choices by each group to ensure that their proposals did not lose
their potency, as new members deliberated on them, and that they were in a
position to buy into the proposals of other groups, through their own
suggestions.

The plenary session saw the presentation of each group and gave the day a
framework of ideas that residents had thrashed out through negotiation, based
on moderation, compromise and consensus. I saw people depart at the end of
the day in groups that showed greater inter-ethnic mixing than when the day
began. The day began with bonding form of social capital and ended with the
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bridging form because people were able to switch on, as it were, their instinct
for generalised trust when faced with collective inter-ethnic goals.

A few months later, in June 2009, the housing association put many of the
ideas of the residents into practice, including an inter-ethnic approach to local
resident associations. This should help residents to build on the “weak ties”
that they had displayed at the meeting on 23 rd October, 2008.

Visit to Horton Housing Training Centre on 24th October, 2008
The training centre runs different programmes to help vulnerable social
groups, particularly, those receiving housing with support. Various residents
from the local area and afar could enrol for specific programmes, including
Information and Communication Technology (ICT) and Food Hygiene courses,
and English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), popular with new
immigrants who needed ESOL in order to meet residency requirements. The
day was specifically set up to allow Manningham Housing Association,
Incommunities and Accent Housing and other partners on the Bradford
Gateway scheme to see how ethnic diversity was enabling a learning
environment for their residents, in a way that promoted community cohesion.

I observed that people were arranged around computer clusters, according to
the programmes they were enrolled for. Social mixing was conspicuous,
based on the needs of the programme group, and people were working on
group assignments or individual assignments within specific groups. Although
there was no avoiding the feeling of a stage-managed occasion, the
genuineness of the “missional” relationships before me was real, and the fact
that people had been on programmes together for several weeks and had,
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therefore, developed a sense of togetherness, could not be missed. I
observed that there were about 20 local residents in all, many of them taking
part in showing us round and commenting on how the training meetings at the
centre were helpful in improving their social relations with other ethnic groups,
and giving them the confidence to look beyond their own ethnic groups for
support, if required.

However, the lunch break provided another perspective on the day. I observed
that inter-ethnic mixing diminished amongst the residents as they appeared to
break into clusters of people speaking the same ethnic language mostly.
There were small groups of speakers of Farsi, Arabic, Swahili and Urdu. It
was as if they were waiting for a break from the formal part of the day in order
to re-bond. When I raised this point in a conversation with a member of staff,
he observed that this formed an important part of the socialisation process for
residents using the centre as trainees. It was an occasion when peer support
from a person from their own ethnic background would re-assure the resident
they were not lost to an “alien” world. Subconsciously, this ethnic bonding
within the day helps them to negotiate issues in their programme groups with
confidence and civility. It was not different from, say, a Black Workers group,
an all-female group, or an all-bikers group at work. The particularised trust that
people build up in such networks allows them to reach, or even be part of,
wider social networks.

Again, the point made by Cockburn and Cleaver about how the bonding form
of social capital could activate weak ties for reaching wider networks, if
required, was instructive here (Cockburn and Cleaver, 2008). The question is
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would residents in the case study housing schemes feel required to activate
weak ties (or generalised trust) in their neighbourhoods to effect community
cohesion? On that point, so far, there is little evidence. To cite a couple of
illustrative remarks made earlier by the residents, in the section on civility:

At public meetings it’s like everyone is following a
script: let’s ignore our differences, let’s be one
people. Then you come home, you are back in your
own shell.

Your home is where your identity and all that you
are exist. You can’t be in your locality and not be
yourself. That’s where everybody feels they have a
right to emphasise their culture. Where else can
you be yourself without worrying about it?

Focus Group on Social Mixing and Inter-Ethnic Interaction
There was a Family Fun Day for residents of Accent and Manningham
Housing at Laisterdyke Enterprise and Business College, Leeds Road,
Bradford on 29th October, 2008. I was not able to attend this event, due to
work commitments, although I had made plans to attend it as part of my
fieldwork. However, I instructed my staff to approach residents at the event to
invite them to a feedback session on Friday 31st October, 2008. Several
residents were randomly approached on the day of the event by staff to see
whether they would be interested in a group feedback on a separate day in
the office. Many people declined the offer due to the short notice, but 5 people
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accepted the invitation, and came for the feedback session. There were 3
Asians, 1 Black and 1 White resident in attendance.

There were 3 residents from Manningham Housing Association, and 2 from
Accent Housing. I explained to them that their feedback would be used to plan
further community cohesion events but also for a research I was undertaking
at the University of Bradford on community cohesion. Their contribution would
remain confidential, and would have no bearing on the management of their
tenancy. They were happy to go ahead with the feedback.

Beforehand, I had been briefed by the staff member that had helped in
organising the event in conjunction with Accent Housing. The occasion had
attracted over a hundred people from across the case study housing
schemes, and there was a wide diversity of ethnic groups. People arrived in
coaches provided by the organisers, ferried to the venue in groups, from their
local housing schemes. They sat on coaches in patterns that reflected that
they chose particular seats in order to be near the people that they knew.
However, once at the venue, they broke up into smaller groups and mingled
with people from other schemes, especially, getting involved in games that
included other ethnic groups. Team-based games were formed spontaneously
and reflected the individuals’ particular hobbies.

Lunch break, however, showed that people were mixing in groups, probably,
according to their ethnicity or gender. This was obvious in those groups where
particular ethnic languages were being spoken as people conversed over their
dinner. Everyone had a good day and the goal of the day was achieved – it
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was a celebration of ethno-cultural diversity, as well as a statement that
communities were happy to meet socially openly, without any tension, and
disregarding their ethnic differences or any disagreements.

I started the meeting on general questions about what they thought of the
event, how they travelled to the venue and whether this helped to prepare
them for inter-ethnic mixing, including whether they sat with someone not
previously known to them. Here are some of their comments, verbatim:

If they (housing staff) didn’t arrange for a coach to
take us from our scheme, I wouldn’t have made it.
The housing associations put this together for their
residents. We contributed our time. (Asian)

It’s a housing association event. They made
sacrifices, we made sacrifices. You feel you’re
doing something good by celebrating diversity.
(White)

If you get on the coach and you’re not sitting near
someone you know, it would be impolite. They
might think you had a grudge. (White)

How can you go and sit by a stranger when there
are people you know on the coach? People may
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not tell you but it’s like you’re snubbing them.
Nobody wants that. (Black)

You go to celebrate diversity. If you’re not
interested, you don’t go. (White)

I also wanted to find out whether the residents mixed socially with people from
other ethnic groups at the event, and how they would use the experience to
build a cohesive community in their neighbourhood. Here are some relevant
comments:

You go there to mix, it would be a pity if you didn’t
mix. I did. (White)

I take it as a kind of cultural tourism. You need it to
show support for your scheme. I met new people
and feel motivated to attend future events. (White)

It gave me ideas we could have a street party for
everyone on my scheme. I thoroughly enjoyed it.
(Black)

It’s a shame we can’t have a family fun day like that
one every day. People know when they come to fun
days, they bury their differences. Afterwards, you
carry on with your life. (Asian)
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Usually, same as before (referring to when
people get back into their neighbourhoods) –
everyone in their own castle. That’s the great pity.
(White)

I think a day like that helps to increase tolerance
and respect for different customs and cultures. But
people are still going to find out they’re either living
in an Asian area or a White area. For cultural
reasons, people don’t mix as a matter of routine.
(Asian)

Different ethnic groups mixing socially, as a kind of
daily experience, will come but that’s still way, way
off in Bradford. This is a place where living together
in sufficient numbers helps you to have a voice.
(White)

It would seem that the residents appreciated that the event they had attended
was deliberately organised to promote inter-ethnic social interactions, and
they went along because they subscribed to that ethos. I sensed they wanted
community cohesion in which diversity was celebrated, and people stressed
commonalities in their social interactions. They knew, however, that the norms
of civility allowed them to switch between bonding and bridging forms of social
capital to suit the locus and focus of social interactions – sometimes as
254

celebration of diversity through the formal mechanisms of associational
activities, sometimes as affirmation of differences through separate ethnocultural networks.

In other words, the weak ties imbuing generalised trust were there but they
only were necessary on specific occasions where pre-determined norms of
social relations required them to be deployed. It is conceivable that
participation in associational activities opened up the social horizons of the
residents in the case study housing schemes to be more tolerant and
moderate towards ethno-cultural differences and disagreements in their
neighbourhoods. However, there was no direct evidence to suppose that,
afterwards, the residents began to interact socially beyond their ethnic
boundaries.
Trip to Blackpool Illuminations on 30th October, 2008
The trip was funded by Manningham Housing Association and Incommunities.
Residents were from both Manningham Housing Association’s scheme and
Incommunities’ on Haworth Road. However, other local residents in the area
also joined up. There were about 150 residents on the trip, including several
children. Most of the residents from Manningham Housing Association were
Asian, whilst those of Incommunities were mainly White.

I was on the top deck of the second coach which happened to be the coach
and deck used by most of the residents from Manningham Housing
Association. The trip gave me an opportunity to observe the interaction of
residents from the different cultural and racial mix on the estate. It was
instructive to discover that there were many non-social housing residents on
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the trip as well, mainly Asian families. Whilst we were waiting for the coaches
to arrive, people began to gather in small groups in a pattern that showed
family relationships and ethnic associations. We piled into the coaches in
similar patterns. People did not make any obvious attempt to interact beyond
their family and ethnic associations.

I tried as much as possible to blend in with the residents, whilst observing how
they related to one another during the trip and at Blackpool. In Blackpool, the
coaches emptied to allow people to savour various leisure activities.
Surprisingly, in random spontaneous groups, people began to mix as they
asked questions and guided one another to specific leisure activities on the
South Shore. I could observe that the leisure groups that had formed followed
social rather than ethnic patterns. And these seemed to have dissolved all
ethnic differences. People supported one another in carrying leisure luggage,
keeping children in control and navigating specific routes to particular leisure
areas. I gave my field camera to a helpful resident to capture the key
moments of activities that they shared at their leisure spots. But the camera
was returned without any snapshots because, allegedly, people did not want
to be photographed.

We were given a specific time to re-assemble by the coaches, which we duly
did around 6.00 p.m. on the day. However, surprisingly, the ethnic and family
associations re-emerged as we all piled into the coaches again to drive
through Blackpool as the Christmas lights were turned on. From the lights, we
made our way back to Bradford and arrived at our departure point, late
evening.
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In Blackpool, I moved between two small groups and attempted some informal
conversation around inter-ethnic social interactions. I did sense anxiety from
the two groups when I tried to ease them into discussion about community
cohesion. However, I had the opportunity to have informal taped
conversations with two residents, regarding their views about community
cohesion in their housing areas, and whether the trip to Blackpool had inclined
them towards building a cohesive community with their neighbours. I also
arranged a home interview with another resident, agreeing that I would be
accompanied by an Urdu speaker.

There was a controversy on the outward journey between an Asian family and
a White couple. The coordinators had earmarked each coach for particular
streets on the estate, based on the number of people attending from those
streets. The Asian family were advised that the coach they should board was
the one parked in front. However, the family stressed that they wanted to be
on the current coach because their extended family members were also on
the coach. As they could not be persuaded by the coordinators to disembark,
other residents waded in, in equal measure of approval and disapproval of
their action. A majority of the Asian residents supported the family’s position
and, contrastively, a majority of the White families supported the position of
the coordinators. The tension was palpable and only got diffused when
another Asian family offered to move into the coach in front, which allowed
another family to board the coach according to the specified street allocations.
However, throughout the controversy, people were careful not to inflame the
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situation through discourtesy, and a negotiated outcome was arrived at
through consensus and compromise.

The two unstructured interviews I had during the trip, with one male and one
female Asian residents, yielded personal vignettes on inter-ethnic social
relations between my interviewees and their neighbours. They described to
me, essentially, the clash of cultures between them and their White
neighbours, the role their religion – Islam – played in influencing their family
life and inter-ethnic associations, and also their disappointment that many
White neighbours had moved out, in the course of the years, and were
replaced by Asian families. To quote parts of our conversations:

We don’t want White people to leave the area. We
want a mixed area but they can’t take Asian culture.
That’s the problem. (Male Interviewee)
It’s definitely not racism. We are Muslims. We have
large families. People come and go, the area is no
longer quiet. That’s a problem for White people.
(Female Interviewee)

Our women wear headscarves, hijabs, niqabs, and
so on. And we wear baggy trousers. Our elders
have unshaven beard. Once White people begin to
notice that your culture is very strong, they can’t
take it. They move out. (Male Interviewee)
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I came to join my wife, you know. My English
wasn’t good. My in-laws could also not speak good
English. Our neighbours were White. That was also
a problem. They want you to speak English. When
they see you are not prepared to learn the
language and adopt the culture, they move out.
(Male Interviewee)

English

people

can’t live

with

anybody but

themselves, or people who take to their ways.
(Female Interviewee)

These views, spoken matter-of-factly, re-play the “clash of culture” / “clash of
civilisation” themes that dominate empirical studies in ethopolitics, political
pluralism and multiculturalism, especially, in liberal democracies (Huntington,
1993; Rawls, 1993; Sen, 2006).

Taking account of Rose’s (2000)

“ethopolitics”, my Asian interviewees are ethical citizens, expected by their
White neighbours to self-regulate their own conduct. The good and
responsible conduct, in this case, is to adopt White English culture. However,
these interviewees are active cultural and social agents and are, therefore,
recalcitrant. Foucault’s (2003) discourse of governing practices as “conduct of
conduct” shows that the binary expectation of power and domination is often
replaced by another binary – power and resistance – in the governing of
subjects (Foucault, 2003). The White neighbours represent the “governors” of
White English culture; faced with resistance, and unable to reconcile the
ethno-cultural aims of their “governable subjects” with their White English
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culture, they moved out of the neighbourhood. Following a Foucauldian
trajectory, resistance, in this context, draws attention to the active capacity of
the “governable subjects” to act in a fashion that reinterprets and clashes with
the subject spot allotted to them by the “governing authorities”, their host
community.

In other words, although, officially, at the macro-level, Britain’s pluralistic
democracy favours multiculturalism, at the meso or community level, White
people, in neighbourhoods with large numbers of a particular ethnic minority
group, act as governors and guarantors of White English culture, expecting
their ethnic minority neighbours to adopt an Anglo-conformity model of
citizenship. At this meso-level, ethnic minorities are expected to adopt existing
cultural norms in their speech, dress, leisure activities, cuisine, family size,
and so on. The rejection of this model of citizenship, especially, at the micro
level (when individuals resist the Anglo-conformity model) and the meso-level
(as, in this case, when the Asian community largely rejects it), is then played
out in a social act of place displacement, labelled by social theorists as “White
flight” (Schelling, 1969). Although the term originated in the United States in
the 1950s, to describe large-scale migration of Caucasian households from
racially mixed urban regions to more racially homogeneous suburbia, it is now
widely applied to similar social trends in various parts of the world, including
even the migration of Black middle-class families from poor segregated
neighbourhoods to White suburbia (Rast, 2006; Boustan, 2010).

This account of urban segregation has its critics. For instance, Dorling (2005)
and Simpson (2007, 2009) have argued that segregation in the UK is either
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stable or declining (Dorling, 2005a; 2005b; Simpson, 2007, 2009). Simpson
contends that new waves of immigration are not fuelling the growth of ethnic
minorities in Britain, and the emergence of minority White cities is not
imminent, as claimed by other authors. In his opinion, ethnic minority
populations are growing and displacing White populations through mainly the
process of natural population growth rather than immigration. According to
Simpson, the place displacement is an indication of counter urbanisation
rather than White flight. Finney and Simpson followed up this commentary
with supportive statistical analyses in 2009 (Finney and Simpson, 2009). In
this and other studies, the argument is made that both white and non-white
Britons who can do so economically are equally likely to leave mixed-race
inner-city areas (see Clarke, Ley and Peach, 1984; Peach 2006).

However, although this counterweight to the mainstream account of ethnic
segregation

and

White

flight

provides

strong

alternative

empirical

explanations, the social geography of the case study housing schemes, and
the residents’ narratives of their lived experience are equally important. For
instance, the residents have seen White neighbours move out, and Asian
numbers consolidate. Separateness and parallel lives are then reinforced by
the continuing “governing practices”, including ethno-cultural competition for
social goods and economic resources, resulting in underlying social tension
and the possibility of social conflict. Community cohesion, through the
determinants and effects of social capital, is socially constructed to mute the
tension, blunt sharp differences and promote commonalities, especially, a
sense of belonging in all residents. Does this work through associational
activities? Yes and No.
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In an unstructured interview with the White couple that disagreed with the
Asian family on the trip to Blackpool, the following Monday 3rd November,
2008, they described Heaton to me as a traditional English village, in fact one
of the few remaining places in England to have a Lord of the Manor. However,
increasingly, according to them, Asian families were pushing towards Heaton
from the Manningham area because Manningham “is full to bursting with
Asians.” For community cohesion purposes they stated it would be better to
avoid concentrations of Asian populations in specific parts of Heaton, if the
village was not going to go the way of Manningham, where “White people
have become a minority and have lost their voice.” To cite some of their
comments further:

Immigration can be a good thing, if the numbers are
limited and people accept the ways of the land.
(Female Interviewee)

Living together on the same street will always be a
challenge. Asians are very strongly attached to
their religion and their culture. Even those who are
not practising Muslims amongst them get corralled
into the faith, anytime there is an issue. (Male
Interviewee)

As you saw on the coach, coaches had been
allocated to streets and everything was organised –
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health and safety, children, numbers, stops on the
road. But how do you deal with a disagreement that
is unwarranted, except that some people believe
their culture should take precedence over simple
commonsensical rules? (Female Interviewee)

Because we have active resident associations led
by English people in the area, I don’t think Heaton
will become another Manningham. But we have to
try very hard. Hopefully, people in the Town Hall
won’t play too much race politics to frustrate our
work. (Male Interviewee)

If we get the Asians to understand that they have to
live with us, and we have more community
cohesion activities to help all of us to see the need
for some compromises, it’ll be fine in the end. We
all belong here. (Female Interviewee)

It is to be noted that a recent article by The Guardian in the UK, commented
that “The white flight that occurred in areas like Manningham is being
repeated, this time with Asian middle-class families moving out to areas like
Heaton and eastern European migrants taking their place” (Lanre Bakare, The
Guardian, 7 July, 2011). In such a continuing quilt-work of ethnic migrations
within Bradford, the sense of belonging that the White couple I have cited
above had in mind would be important for the case study housing schemes.
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But how does the place where the residents live shape their identity and
sense of belonging? Is it mainly through particularised trust and, therefore,
bonding form of social capital? Or is it mainly through generalised trust and,
therefore, bridging form of social capital? Or is it an indiscriminate combination
of both? This is what I am exploring in the next section.

5.4

A Sense of Belonging: Place Attachment and Identity

A number of studies, especially, in environmental psychology have provided a
theoretical account of the relationship between place and identity (Lalli, 1992;
Proshansky et al., 1983; Altman and Low, 1992; Breakwell, 1986, 1992,
1993). These studies seek to define the possible range of relationships that
people could have on the basis of their dwelling place. A person’s
identification with a place is often treated as a category of social identity (Hogg
and Abrams, 1988). For instance, someone identifying himself as a
Bradfordian makes their social identity contingent to their residency in
Bradford. All social connotations that Bradford may evoke are immediately
tools of social characterisation and categorisation of the individual.

Some theorists (for instance, Proshansky et al., 1983; Proshansky and
Fabian, 1987) use the term “place identity” to signify that places have their
own intrinsic identity which determines the socialisation process the individual
undertakes. However, this is rather deterministic, and it appears to discount
heavily the fact that it is the social relations between the people in the area
that actually construct the identity of the place. Conversely, the identity of the
place becomes a category of their social identity (Csikszentmihalyi, M. and
264

Rochberg-halton, E., 1981). In other words, many aspects of a person’s social
identity bear place-related implications. This is the notion I pursue in my
enquiry into place attachment and identity in relation to the residents in the
case study housing schemes.

Focus Group on Sense of Belonging and a Shared Future
I put the word out to the housing staff of the four case study social landlords to
contact some of their residents and invite them to participate in a group
discussion on how social landlords can improve the quality of their tenancy. I
knew that “tenancy improvement” would be more appealing to residents than
simply what might be seen as an invitation to a bald topic on sense of
belonging and a shared future. The approach worked and I had a focus group
meeting with 16 residents from the case study housing schemes on 21st July,
2009. There were 8 Asians, 3 Blacks and 5 White residents in the group.

I explained to the group that I was carrying out a research and needed to
know from residents what I should be advising policy makers and social
landlords on how to manage social housing schemes and tenancies towards
better liveability outcomes for residents. An important aspect of this was to
find out residents’ views about their schemes and how neighbourhood
relations might work better. Firstly, the group attempted a questionnaire on
“belonging” (Appendix 3, Questionnaire 6). This was followed by group
discussions afterwards. I present the answers to the questionnaire in Table
5.2 below.
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Table 5.2 – Answers to Questions on Sense of Belonging
QUESTIONS
Do you feel you belong in the area
where you live?
My racial/ethnic identity shapes the
area where I live.
The area where I live is shaping who
I am and my aspirations
I believe several of my neighbours,
and I, will continue to live in the area
for the next three years.

YES
11

%
69%

NO
5

%
31%

12

75%

4

25%

4

25%

12

75%

9

56%

7

44%

I doubt several of my neighbours,
and I, will continue to live in the area
for the next three years.

7

44%

9

56%

As we can see from Table 5.2, there was a strong sense of belonging by the
group, with 11 people or 69% of the group affirming that they belonged in the
area where they currently lived: 7 Asians, 2 Blacks and 2 White residents.
This showed that approximately 88% of my Asian respondents expressed this
view, compared to approximately 67% of Blacks and 40% of White
respondents. The reasons people gave for their sense of belonging included
feeling at home in the area; having people who shared their ethnic origins in
the area; friends and relatives in the area; their place of worship was in the
area; the area catered for their ethnic needs; the area reminded them of a
place back in their country of origin; their level of participation in the social life
of the area; and their identification with the social outlook of the area, even if
they were not active participants in the social life of their area. For 3 White
respondents, their area had changed rapidly, over the years, owing to a high
level of ethnic diversity, and resulting in fewer White neighbours and a local
life that now reflected ample details of ethnic minority culture, instead of those
of White English culture.

266

The results showed that the residents’ sense of belonging was framed by the
quality of social relations that they were part of in the area where they lived.
The stronger their social ties in the area, the stronger their sense of belonging.
In the list of reasons that the residents cited in support of their sense of
belonging, both bonding and bridging forms of social capital were obvious,
but, particularly, the bonding form. Breakwell (1986, 1992, 1993) argues that
social identity is based mostly on a person’s level of self-esteem, self-efficacy,
distinctiveness and continuity, but that these aspects are often fostered by
where people live and the nature of social relationships they have with others
in the area.

Take, for instance, the concentrations of Asian populations in the case study
housing schemes. My respondents have shown how this relates to the ethnocultural aims of maintaining their distinctiveness. Fieldman and Hummon
have shown that settlement identity or community identity (a sense of
belonging) is often used by people to specify the advantages attached to living
or working in their preferred settlement or community (Fieldman, 1990;
Hummon, 1990). As a result, people would only have a strong attachment to a
particular place, probably, only because they derive some social leverage
from their association to the place. In Hummon’s (1986) study, for instance,
people claimed “city” status because they felt this distinguished them as
“urbanites”. They then described “country” people as quaint and conservative.
Even the bond to a particular part of town may be the resident’s mechanism
for differentiating themselves from residents in other areas considered to be
less well off, or less desirable areas (Eyles, 1968; Lalli, 1992).
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However, place attachment is not merely or, even mainly, about social
leverage. A person’s attachment to their residential locale has various
functions beyond simply marking their social status. The “self” has a history –
a distinct past, a continuing present, and a future – which because of its
continuity is constantly mediated by social interactions within its given place:

The place itself or the objects in the place can
remind one of one’s past and offers a concrete
background against which one is able to compare
oneself at different times (Korpela, 1989:251).

This kind of place-referent continuity (in which the place holds important
information about a person’s past actions and experiences) sustains the link
or affection that people have for the place where they live because it provides
a sense of continuity for their social identity (Czikszentmihalyi and RochbergHalton, 1981). A sense of belonging is, therefore, not merely the outcome of
desirable environmental factors; in fact, people may choose to stay on in a
specific geographical area because it maintains their personal identity,
irrespective of the social label or reputation given to the place.

For instance, 12 of the residents (75%) claimed that their racial/ethnic identity
was shaping the area where they lived. The reasons they gave included
history of family associations; businesses in the area, especially, restaurants
(the so-called Bradford’s “Curry Mile” which is home to more than twenty
Indian and Asian-influenced restaurants in Manningham, Little Horton and
Great Horton), groceries and taxi firms; textile mills; and cultural icons such as
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museums and art galleries, schools, churches, churchyards and mosques. Of
the 12 respondents, 7 were Asians, all the 3 Black respondents, and 2 of the
White respondents. This result is not surprising: it is an account of the strength
of numbers and strong cultural influences of Asian populations within the case
study housing schemes, in particular, and Bradford in general. Nasser (2003),
amongst others, has pointed out how immigrant communities, especially,
Muslims, have hollowed out large social and cultural spaces for themselves in
a number of British cities, particularly, Bradford and Leicester (Nasser, 2003).

It has been noted by some authors that most of the Asians living in Yorkshire
and the Humber region are living in Bradford, particularly, in the central wards
of Bradford Moor, City, Little Horton, Manningham and Toller which contain or,
are contiguous to the case study housing schemes (Nasser, 2003; Phillips,
2008; BMDC, 2010; Athwal et al., 2011). As Nasser notes, the coincidence of
geography and demographics in these areas indicate that space is being
constituted through social relations and contingent forms of social solidarity
(Nasser, 2003). In particular, due to the large Asian populations in these
areas, and the networks of transnational Muslim solidarity, indigenous space
has been colonised and transformed by minority cultures. These areas now
have different forms of cultural bricolage and hybridism, which inspire a sense
of belonging in minority ethnic groups, as well as in their “multiculturalist”
White neighbours. A good example would be the mosque on Shearbridge
Road, in the heart of Manningham that was once an Anglican church.

However, the strong sense of belonging expressed by the residents, on the
basis of their place attachment and place identity processes, seems to
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weaken considerably in relation to the question about a shared future in the
area where they were living. Just over half (56%) of the residents believed that
they and their neighbours would continue to live in their current area in the
next three years. The reasons for this included an expectation of continuing
rising level of immigration; natural population growth of, especially, ethnic
minority households; people accessing subsidised home ownership away from
their current areas; more White flight; and disenchantment with the quality or
size of current housing.

Further analysis of how people responded to the question on a shared future
showed that 5 Asians, 2 Blacks and 2 White residents believed they would
continue to live in their current housing area, although, in discussion they
clarified that this might not be in their current homes. In terms of percentages,
this showed that approximately 63% of the Asians, 67% of the Blacks and
40% of the Whites that attended the focus group meeting were inclined
towards this prospect. In conversations, their inclination was based on aspects
of their affinity with their surroundings – the physical details, social
connections, and psychological relevance. This seems to recall the
observation of Proshansky et al. (1983) that place attachment is a “pot-pourri
of memories, conceptions, interpretations, ideas and related feelings about
specific physical settings as well as types of settings” (Proshansky et al.,
1983:60). This is more concretely defined by Rowles (1983) as expressions of
“insideness” that people have in relation to the place where they feel they
belong (Rowles, 1983). Although Rowles (1983) had borrowed this concept
from Edward Relph (Relph, 1976), and had applied it to the attachment of
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older adults to their home, it is significant that key comments made by the
residents, paraphrased below, were typical feelings of “insideness”:

Although Manningham has changed quite a lot over
the years, it is the only place that I know like the
back of my hand in Bradford. It is the only place I
can really call home. Everywhere I go I’ll carry with
me my childhood days in Lister Park. (White, BD8)

Nearly everyone that I know in my life lives in Great
Horton. Certainly, many people that are significant
to me live there. Even if I move house, it will still be
in the area. (Asian, BD7)

I know there’ll come a time when I’d have to move
out of Little Horton but that’s a long way off. I am
born and raised in Little Horton, all my life is there.
(White, BD5)
As Rowles (1983) demonstrates, people’s sense of social and cultural
rootedness is often based on one or all of the following categories: “physical
insideness” which is their tacit knowledge of the physical details of place;
“social insideness” which is a recognition of their connection to the local
community; and “autobiographic insideness” which relates to their personal
psychological narratives derived from the place. For instance, Rowles found
that, although his elderly subjects had witnessed considerable social
transformation in Colton, their home town, and had found their mobility
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restricted, they continued to maintain an active sense of belonging as they
remembered

significant

events, places of interest, and their social

relationships and personal lives in Colton (Rowles, 1983).

In terms of community cohesion and social capital, it is equally significant that
7 of the residents did not believe in a shared future in their current
neighbourhoods. A breakdown of this figure showed 3 Asians, 1 Black and 3
White residents felt this way. In conversations, it was not difficult to see the
reasons why: 2 of the Asians were living in Heaton, which was predominantly
a White neighbourhood. They had not had a long association, through family
and other types of social connections, with the area. They had heard vignettes
of White neighbours moving out as Asians moved in from other Asian families.
They were not sure of long term settlement in the area yet because it did not
offer a visible multicultural setting – mainly a code for Asian culture and
cuisine. They still had strong roots in Manningham, and these were social ties
involving business relationships, extended families and the schooling of one of
their children. As for the one Black respondent in this category, her friends
had moved to the Lidget Green area in Bradford 7. According to the resident,
this is a very popular area with Africans and African-Caribbeans. Her family
connections to Little Horton had dwindled and, importantly, she was not
originally from Little Horton.

In terms of the 3 White residents, two of them were living in Little Horton,
close to the University of Bradford. They had had enough of multiculturalism
and would like a more homogeneous English neighbourhood. They were
looking towards moving to the Clayton or Royds area, which were
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predominantly White neighbourhoods. The remaining White respondent in this
category lived in Great Horton, his friends and families had dwindled over the
years through White flight, and his grown-up children had set up households
in homogenous White neighbourhoods. Although he would love to remain in
the area, however, diminished social support and associated relationships
were factors tilting his decision towards moving out of the area.
In other words, cultural and social contexts determine the residents’ sense of
belonging: those who had had positive experiences and had participated in
the social life of the area they were living in, felt confident to identify with their
area. Cultural affinity was important, given the possible embedded social
connections that neighbourhoods generally offer. Particularised trust appeared
to be a major determinant of whether the residents wanted to stay in their
current neighbourhood, or move away. At the same time, as places can hold
treasured information of people’s social relations and contributions to their
current area, including the contributions of their own ethnic or racial stock,
historical determinism also has a role to play in how people express their
sense of belonging.

Seeing that the residents had an appreciable sense of belonging in their
current areas, but envisaged a shared future, only to a limited extent, with
their neighbours, I wanted to lay a particular ghost to rest by asking the
residents to comment on whether the people that rioted in 2001 and caused
significant amount of property and environmental damage in Manningham,
particularly, and elsewhere had no sense of belonging. Could there be a
repeat of the riot? The comments the residents made included the following:
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Community tension had been building up over the
years because young Asian lads felt excluded
socially

within

Bradford.

Nobody

was

doing

anything to nip it in the bud. Things are different
now. People are actually doing something to
address disagreements. (Asian Interviewee)

It was the provocation by the BNP (the British
National Party, a nativist, extreme right political
association – my ascription) that added fuel to the
fire. (Black Interviewee)

There’s absolutely no reason for people to do what
they did. They were thugs. Nobody will allow them
today. (White Interviewee)

Can ethnic tension lead to ethnic violence again in
Bradford? No, I don’t think so. I think people know
now it won’t be tolerated. (Asian Interviewee)

We all have to stick together, overlook our
disagreements and differences. Bradford belongs
to us together. We have to keep it that way, so
nobody ruins it for us. (White Interviewee)
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At the end of the day everyone suffers when there’s
violence and destruction. I don’t think Asian youths
will riot again. My only fear is people can misuse
Islam at any time. (Asian Interviewee)

9/11 (the terrorist bombing of the Twin Towers in
the United States of America on 11th of September,
2001 – my ascription) has changed everything.
Asian lads are terrified to riot now in Bradford.
(Asian Interviewee)

Several actions have also been taken by various
communities

and

organisations

to

promote

community cohesion. The mentality is different:
there’s nothing to gain in destroying your own area.
(Black Interviewee)

I still think it can happen. Human beings are
unpredictable! It’s not just about Asians, or AfroCaribbeans – it’s about how White people treat you
in this country and what’s happening to people
elsewhere in the world that affects your community.
(Asian Interviewee)

On the one hand, I sense behind these comments that the residents were
individuals who were highly connected to their residential environment.
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Research shows that such individuals tend to watch over their communities
more; and they tend to contribute to the formation of social networks and
social cohesion (Brown, et al., 2003). On the other hand, wider networks
beyond ethnic boundaries were not really being formed quickly enough, and
historical ethno-cultural polarisations appeared to remain strong. One can only
surmise that there is currently an indiscriminate combination of both bonding
and bridging forms of social capital, and there exists a strong sense of
belonging and inclination towards a shared future in the case study housing
schemes.

5.5

Summary and Conclusions

In this chapter I have examined two key determinants of social capital,
namely, civility and associational activities and how they affect or lead to
generalised trust, which the residents of the case study housing schemes
need in order to promote inter-ethnic social networks. I have also examined
one particular outcome of social capital, namely, a sense of belonging and a
shared future, which can help to sustain community cohesion in the case
study housing schemes.

My respondents seem to suggest to me that they use “civility” according to the
demands of the social and cultural contexts in which they are placed. At the
micro or individual level within their neighbourhoods, ethnic criteria for
asserting their social identity in terms of separateness and difference incline
them to norms of civility which reinforce their cultural identity. I have argued
that the politicisation of ethno-cultural diversity, in terms of the debate
between multiculturalism and integration, seems to reflect in the way residents
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of the case study housing schemes deploy the norms of civility. At the
individual level, within their neighbourhood, civility appears to be used mainly
in support of multiculturalism – the residents assert their distinctive identities,
the desire for greater freedom and opportunity to retain and develop their
ethno-cultural practices. At public events, however, there is a tendency to
promote both multiculturalism and integration so that, although people still turn
up at such events in their own dress codes and expect to see samples of their
own cultural cuisines, the main business is to subsume their ethno-cultural
practices within the overriding theme of Bradford’s “one landscape, many
views.” There is, therefore, a benign neglect of differences, especially, at
community-cohesion building events, and commonalities are promoted.

It can be argued that my analysis is a simplistic description of a far more
complex social process in which, actually, at every opportunity Bradford
Muslims will seek to exert their transnational Muslim solidarity (Nasser, 2003;
Peach, 2007). And, equally, in public ceremonies, White English cultural
guardians – both multiculturalists and integrationists, who see it as a public
duty to promote the Anglo-conformity model of citizenship - will present a civil
culture that is ultimately White English (Home Office, 2002; Rudiger and
Spencer, 2003). However, the overriding point that I am making is that
residents in the case study housing schemes are intuitively aware of these
tensions, and do follow the official community cohesion script at public
meetings.

The individual-community debate which I have noted in reference to
multiculturalism and integration actually buds from the nature of the political
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pluralism associated with liberal democracies, such as Britain. Pluralism
allows liberal democracies to spread political power and governance though a
variety of economic and ideological pressure groups. It emphasises choice
and autonomy, and promotes cultural and ethnic diversity (Dahl, 2005). As
Rawls (1993) argues, pluralistic liberal democracies govern by separating
state from society, and allowing citizenship and membership of any political or
cultural group to be purely a function of individual choice and expression
(Rawls,1993). This results in a state that exercises “benign neglect” - a
mechanism of distancing the state from culture, and avoiding the promotion of
any particular culture over and above the collective or governing practices of,
say, minority ethnic groups. Multiculturalism has its roots in this kind of
liberalism (Kymlicka, 1989; 1995; 2001). However, there are other theorists for
whom multiculturalism is a path towards the diminution of generalised trust, a
path which, in their view, leads to social disorder and the fragmentation of
homogeneous communities (Clancy, 2006; Putnam, 2007; Sailer, 2007). For
these theorists, the “otherness” and “separateness” embedded in minority
rights should be subsumed within the larger normative narrative of the state
that promotes integration as the seed-bed of generalised trust. Generalised
trust therefore becomes the antidote for community fragmentation.

However, as can be seen from the responses and social narratives of the
residents of the case study housing schemes, generalised trust was mainly
latent in people’s deployment of civility as a social and cultural norm, as well
as in their participation in associational activities. There appears to be a
constant underlying narrative of conflict and competition between an inherent
collective ethos of “benign neglect of differences”, and activism towards
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cultural homogeneity. The affirmation of ethno-cultural identities of the
residents gave them group solidarity within their groups but elevated concerns
about place displacement for, especially, White residents and a continuing
practice of White and Asian separateness. Depending on the nature and size
of ethnic concentration within neighbourhoods, social networks tend to
consolidate around ethnic solidarity, and those considered to be the “other”
within neighbourhoods may feel a sense of belonging to the place but no long
term commitment of a shared future.

All of this builds a picture of community cohesion as, currently, a struggle
between historical ethno-cultural polarisations within the case study housing
schemes, and the public (state) assumptions and conflicted approaches
towards building cohesive communities through the weak ties of generalised
trust, needed for inter-ethnic social interactions. However, whilst such ties
certainly exist, it would seem that they mainly reinforce the inter-ethnic
consensus that groups should come together only when they have to, but
otherwise carry on their separate, even parallel, lives because this conserves
their individual social and cultural identity in the pluralistic civic life of their
society.

In chapter 6, I will assess how the housing services of the case study
landlords are a further attempt to keep the community cohesion script running.
Will their strategies work better than the voluntarism of the residents in going
along with the concept of community cohesion?
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CHAPTER SIX
Social Housing and Balanced Communities
Community Cohesion through Housing Services
6.1

Introduction

In this chapter, I will focus on how housing services have been used towards
creating cohesive communities across the neighbourhoods managed by the
social landlords surveyed for this research. I suggest that following the
community disturbances in some northern cities in 2001, which gave rise to
the agenda for community cohesion, there was a resurgence of the discourse
around balanced communities as an important element of community
cohesion. Therefore, the landlords’ commitment to balanced communities
went hand in hand with their promotion of community cohesion. As a result,
their housing services became “radical” and intense.

Radical housing

services became the landlords’ attempt to keep the community cohesion script
running, through innovations to housing allocation processes, tenant
participation, and management of tenants’ conduct. I will also touch briefly on
the role of two third sector agencies helping both the landlords and residents
in the case study housing schemes to build cohesive communities.

I begin in section 6.2 by examining the reasons for the radical and intense
housing allocation and tenancy management services delivered in the
communities surveyed. In section 6.3, I focus on housing allocation systems.
In section 6.4, I examine ethnic segregation and the equality agenda in the
use of Choice-based Letting (CBL) as a system of housing allocation. In
section 6.5, I analyse a number of key tenancy management initiatives
adopted by the landlords to promote community cohesion. In section 6.6, I
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assess the impact of resident involvement activities on community cohesion.
In section 6.7, I deal with management of anti-social behaviour (ASB)
complaints by the social landlords. In section 6.8, I touch briefly on the role of
“third sector” agencies, concluding in section 6.9 that all the “radical” housing
services are, essentially, forms of conduct governance undertaken on behalf
of the government by the social landlords, and their “third sector” partners.
Although this approach appears to be effective, there is no guarantee of long
term success if the government changes its mind on the priority of community
cohesion in their political agenda.

6.2

Community

Cohesion,

Housing

Allocation

and

Housing

Management
The term “balanced communities” has been used interchangeably by many
authors in reference to “mixed tenure communities”, “socially mixed
communities”, “mixed income communities”, and “tenure diversification”
(Ostendorf et al., 2001; Wood, 2003; Tunstall, 2003). The arguments for
tenure diversification or “balanced communities” as a tool for producing
cohesive communities were made well before the concept of community
cohesion became popular following the community disturbances in some
northern cities in 2001 (Tunstall, 2002). The arguments are based on two
crucial premises: firstly, social housing as a mono-tenure of purely rented
housing is a sector ridden with poverty, crime and grime. This significantly
impacts upon the prospects of using social capital to achieve positive changes
to the socio-economic circumstances of social housing renters and their
neighbourhoods (Bramley and Morgan, 2003; Flint and Rowlands, 2003).
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Secondly, it is assumed that adding subsidised and open market owneroccupation units to social housing neighbourhoods and, where applicable,
inserting social housing units into the open market owner-occupied sector, will
boost the social capital of those neighbourhoods (Rosenbaum et al., 1998;
Kesteloot, 1998; Wood, 2003; Tunstall, 2003). The assumption is that social
cohesion or, more explicitly, community cohesion will flourish in such
diversified neighbourhoods (DoE, 1995; SEU, 1998; 2001; Home Office,
2001).

Initially, the demand for tenure diversification in the UK’s housing policies was
consequent to the residualisation of social housing in the early 80s to late 90s
(Burrows, 1999; Forrest and Murie, 1983; Kemeny, 1995; Clarke and Monk,
2011). In the Housing Green Paper “Quality and Choice” (DETR, 2000) as
well as in “PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development” (ODPM, 2005) the
government outlined policies focused on achieving sustainable and balanced
communities. Many of such policies sought to address the problems
associated with social housing in urban residential areas through stock
diversification and social mix (Musterd et al., 2003; Andersen, 2002). Housing
policy was intended to create “sustainable, inclusive, mixed communities in all
areas” (ODPM, 2005b) by directing local authorities to work with private
developers in the provision of affordable housing through Section 106
agreements. This meant that the concept of balanced communities was also
integral to planning policy (ODPM, 2002; ODPM 2005a).

However, the concept picked up additional head winds following the
community disturbances in Bradford, Burnley and Oldham in 2001 in the
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Cantle Report (Home Office, 2001). It established that housing policy and
practice contributed to the segregation of communities along ethnic lines. It
argued that the disturbances were signals of the consequences of people
living in deprived communities, most of which were social housing estates. It
argued that such communities lacked the necessary infrastructure and social
networks that would assist their overwhelmingly poor residents to re-connect
with mainstream society. To revamp the fortunes of such communities, the
report advised the government to undertake “ambitious and creative
strategies… to provide

more

mixed

housing areas

with supportive

mechanisms for minorities facing intimidation and harassment” (Home Office,
2001: 43). Access to social housing through innovative letting schemes was
prescribed as a priority:

“Housing agencies must urgently address their
allocation systems and development programmes
with a view to ensuring more contact between
different communities and to reducing tension...”
(Cantle, 2001: 43)

Subsequently, this fits into the guidance from the government on allocations:
“Housing authorities should ensure that their
allocation

scheme

and

lettings

plan

are

representative of the community and promote
community cohesion.” (ODPM, 2002: 25)
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By 2007, concerns about allocations and lettings had sharpened in the main
reports and guidance on community cohesion (Robinson 2003, 2005; CIH,
2003; ODPM, 2005; Perry and Blackaby 2007). It was argued that allocation
and

letting

policies were

perfect

instruments

for

building

cohesive

communities both by creating mixed tenure communities and enabling positive
contact between different groups.

In this context, it was not a surprise that the four landlords selected for this
research, cited anonymously as HA1 to HA4, had made changes to their
allocation and letting processes to achieve balanced communities and
promote community cohesion. As a result, the six schemes selected for this
study had become, to some extent, by default or design, social housing
neighbourhoods in which the policy of balancing communities had found
practical implementation.

As they explained:
Clearly, neighbourhoods were changing and we
needed to reflect that in how we let our homes.
(HA1)

Our waiting list was showing that many more
people in work, especially, people in the salary
range £15,000 to £25,000 were turning to social
housing because they could see new schemes
coming up in some desirable locations. Our
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allocation and letting processes had to change.
(HA2)

Apparently, communities were changing around them and customer
expectations were scaling up in the direction of affordable quality homes in
safe and attractive neighbourhoods. The push for balancing neighbourhoods
was coming from the government as well as from current and prospective
residents themselves. The preference for balanced communities had caught
on and the landlords were catching up with the real social economy. They
began to use their vantage position as gate-keepers to social housing to
establish the paradigms for mixed income and socially mixed communities.

This narrative of people wanting better social housing neighbourhoods and
balanced communities, however, needed to be understood essentially as a
reaction against the shortcomings of a great number of social housing estates
prior to the focus on balanced communities. Social housing estates were
largely known as basins of economic and social deprivation, most of which
were dominated purely by rented social housing (Balchin, 1989; Kemeny,
1992; Malpass and Murie, 1994). With the focus on balanced communities, it
would be important to construct a housing allocation and tenancy
management approach capable of preventing concentration of poor or antisocial tenants on particular housing schemes.

All the four landlords stated that their older estates were often wholly socially
rented and occupied by people drawn from a very narrow band of income,
ethnic and social backgrounds. Therefore, they continued to present wide
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ranging management problems associated mainly with the effects of social
deprivation and anti-social conduct of several tenants. It is the landlords’
experience that lack of diversity of the social tenant profile on these older
estates had impeded the residents from engaging in meaningful social
interactions and developing positive social ties. For them, the answer to these
problems was to be found in the re-calibration of their housing allocation and
management services.

Pointedly, they had re-calibrated the following housing services in order to
foster community cohesion:
1. Housing allocation systems
2. Tenancy management activities
3. Tenant participation activities
4. Dealing

with

anti-social

behaviour

complaints

6.3

Community Cohesion and Housing Allocation Systems

Although all the four social landlords were enrolled on the local authority’s
Choice Based Letting (CBL) system, only one of them, HA3, stated they had
used it for nearly 100% of their lettings. HA2 let their homes via CBL for
approximately 60% of their lets, HA4 and HA1 approximately 65% of their lets,
when I interviewed them in 2008 and 2009. All the four landlords made use of
some aspects of local letting policy (LLP) and sensitive allocation policy
(SAP), including management transfers. They stated that their main aim was
to achieve community cohesion by combining various housing allocation
systems.
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Perhaps, as a testimony to the success of their commitment, two of the
landlords were joint runners-up for the Gold Award scheme of the Housing
Corporation in the category for Community Cohesion in 2008. The Housing
Corporation was the quango (the non-departmental public body) that funded
new affordable housing and regulated housing associations in England.
Through the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008, the corporation was split
into the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) and the Tenancy Services
Authority (TSA). However, subsequently, the TSA was abolished by the
government, and its resposnsibilities transferred to the HCA, with effect from
1st April, 2012. In any case, at the time, by supporting community cohesion in
their strategic and operational activities, these landlords could secure positive
recommendations for future housing bids with the local authority and the
Housing Corporation.

Therefore, there was an economic as well as a social case for achieving
community cohesion. Coincidentally, the emergence of Homehunter, the
District’s CBL system in 2002 allowed the landlords to design and participate
in a new system of letting that would radically alter their allocation regimen
(Community Pride, Winter 2001-2002; Brown, Lishman and Richardson,
2005). It widened access to, particularly, their new homes for people that
could pay the rent or part-purchase their homes.

Consequently, they made changes to their allocation processes in a way that
what emerged by 2005 was essentially a multi-focal allocation policy that
made use of elements of local letting policy (LLP), sensitive allocation policy
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(SAP) and use of management transfers whilst participating in Bradford’s CBL
system. This enabled them to achieve a greater level of diversity, especially,
income and social diversity through their allocations. Therefore, between 2005
and 2009, when I interviewed them, the landlords had systematically operated
a multi-focal allocation policy aimed at letting their homes to people from a
broader range of social and economic backgrounds.

As one of the managers explained, they had introduced LLP in specific
neighbourhoods with particular emphasis on making allocations based on a
mix of household sizes, often in new developments. In other cases, they had
made allocations to reduce the likelihood of anti-social behaviour in areas that
had existing high levels of ASB. Also, particular allocations were made to
enable local people with connections to the area to be able to access housing
in the area. The four landlords wanted to assist people, through their multifocal allocation system, to maintain the social networks that would help them
to stay in work or contribute meaningfully to the social and economic life of
their community.

The following comments from the landlords describe this eclectic approach to
housing allocation:
In some cases, we emphasise local connection; in
others, people in employment have been the focus.
(HA4)

The local letting initiative is usually based on our
knowledge of housing management problems in the
288

schemes. Apart from promoting ethnic diversity and
income mix on schemes, we have also emphasised
excellent conduct of previous tenancies for certain
schemes. (HA3)

In order to increase ethnic mix on some schemes
we have allowed a certain percentage to be filled
by ethnic minority families. (HA1)

This patchwork of an allocation system based on elements of CBL, LLP and
SAP, including the controlled use of management transfers was being used to
engineer a greater diversity in the social and income mix of their tenants. It
translates into communities built upon the consensus of all the important
partners (the government, the local authority, the renters and purchasers, and
the social landlords) that this type of social engineering is benign and, as
such, should be positively encouraged.

Management transfers are a form of SAP but other SAP decisions could be
accommodated invisibly within LLP. For instance, SAP could include offering
tenancies to disabled, elderly and childless couples in a way that minimised
their potential complaints about neighbours with lifestyles that posed a
challenge to them (such as families or young people often associated with
noise, excessive number of visitors and nocturnal activities).

The multi-focal housing allocation system was “radical” in the sense that it was
based on separate elements of housing allocation systems which were
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combined with CBL. In general, CBL on its own allowed many applicants to
bid for social homes advertised in newspapers and on the CBL website. All
the bids were of course required to meet the criteria set by the landlords.
Therefore, choice was only actually achieved within the pre-determined
criteria of the landlords for particular homes and neighbourhoods. When
stricter rules needed to apply, the landlords factored in their local letting policy
which allowed them to offer homes to people, for instance, mainly on the basis
of the size of their family, their ethnic or social background, and their roots in
the community (such as the presence of relatives, or employment in the area).
Discretionary housing decisions could also be made via a management
transfer. This is usually a decision made by the management to re-house
applicants in particular homes and locations on the basis of exceptional
circumstances that present imminent personal risks to the household
concerned if they remained in their current home (Housing Allocation Policies
of HA1, HA2, HA3 and HA4 given to the researcher in 2009).

When I examined the re-housing policies of the four landlords, I noticed that
CBL, SAP and LLP invariably were guided towards prioritising the following
factors within the assessment of housing applications:
1. Previous

excellent

tenancy

record,

specifically, in terms of no previous rent
arrears or ongoing anti-social behaviour
2. Ability to pay the rent
3. Evidence of good neighbourliness
4. Home visit to interview applicants and check
how they treat their current home
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5. Positive reference from previous landlord
6. Use of Good Neighbour Agreements and
Acceptable Behaviour Contracts in tenancy
sign up procedures

Of the 750 lets carried out by the four landlords in January to March 2008, I
found that 350 lets (47%) could be classified as lets widening access to social
housing by renting to people who had both housing needs and the ability to
pay (“income mix”, which I will refer to here as category 1). These lets came
mainly through a combination of CBL and LLP. Another 200 lets (27%) could
be described as responding to people's housing needs but, nonetheless,
allocating the homes sensitively to avoid concentration of people with similar
social problems (“social mix” – category 2). These lets would appear to have
come through LLP and SAP parameters consciously embedded in the CBL
application process by the landlords.

Just 150 lets (20%) could be described as pure CBL lets, that is, these lets
appeared to be responding to market trends by enabling applicants to
exercise choice (category 3). Pure CBL lets affected particularly, shared
ownership homes and discounted properties. These were homes subsidised
to assist first time buyers and, in particular, “essential” or key workers to
access homeownership. Key workers are people who work in certain public
sector jobs, like the National Health Service (NHS) clinical staff, who are
eligible through government legislation for help to buy a home. The remaining
50 lets (6%) could be categorised as lettings weighted more towards re-
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housing people purely on the basis of their housing needs in relation to house
type and size (category 4).

A comparison with the same period in 2009 showed 550 lets divisible into 320
lets for category 1 (58%); 110 lets for category 2 (20%); 85 lets for category 3
(16%), and 35 lets for category 4 (6%). On the basis of this limited data, I
surmise that the landlords were keen to create social housing communities in
which income and social mix were strong priorities. Where they found that
CBL alone could not do the job, therefore, they bolted on to their CBL both
SAP and LLP, creatively engendering communities in which the twin problems
of social and economic exclusion bedevilling their older estates would,
supposedly, become non-existent over the long term.

To quote three of the housing managers:
Largely because of the nature of our stock –
terraced houses in the inner urban areas of
Bradford and Keighley mostly – our main priority is
to respond to people’s housing needs sensitively by
avoiding or minimising concentration of households
with similar social problems. You can’t really
diversify existing tenure but you can influence the
social and income mix over a period of time. That’s
our priority. (HA1)

We are a developing housing association. Our
priority is to widen access to social housing by
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renting to people that have both housing needs and
the ability to pay. We match that with responding to
people's

housing

needs

but

housing

them

sensitively to avoid concentration of people with
similar social problems. (HA2)

Our

main

priority

is

to

make

our

existing

neighbourhoods more mixed renting to people
drawn from a wider range of social and income
backgrounds. The stock is diversified in terms of
dwelling types and sizes. But the tenure is not in
most places. However, as we acquire new
schemes with shared equity homes, the tenure will
also become diversified. (HA3)

Considering the way they used CBL and in the light of a continuing trend of
embedding significant SAP and LLP particles in its core, the future of CBL is
certain as a tool for achieving community cohesion. It appears to me,
however, that the landlords believed that the promotion of a wider access to
their homes equalled the achievement of community cohesion. I will now go
on to look at whether this was really the case.

6.4

CBL and Ethnic Segregation

Self-segregation (whereby ethnic minority housing applicants themselves
choose neighbourhoods in which their ethnic group is predominant) has been
shown as a potential cause of community disharmony (The Ouseley Report,
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2001; Phillips, Davis and Ratcliffe, 2007). Actually, Manley and van Ham
(2001) criticised CBL directly for being a major cause of ethnic selfsegregation in England. Brown, Lishman and Richardson (2005) also listed
the potential of CBL as a cause of social and ethnic segregation as an issue.
Other authors have shown that residential segregation along ethnic lines, no
matter how it occurred, would make it harder to achieve community cohesion
(Phillips, 2006; Beider and Robinson, 2008).

On the point that CBL has the potential to cause residential segregation, two
housing managers made the following comments:

Choice certainly promotes self-segregation. It is
unavoidable. Once, you begin to say to people you
cannot be allowed to choose to live in the
neighbourhood of your choice for ethnic reasons,
you have defeated the most powerful incentive for
creating balanced communities. (HA3)

I know Leicester City Council have openly argued
that BME people choosing to live in BME areas
should not be described as creating ghettoes. I
think Bradford will subscribe to that as well. We
mustn’t

patronise

people.

White

and

Black

residents living “parallel lives”, however, as Sir
Ousley found out in Bradford, was not purely due to
self-segregation. It was due to restrictions placed
294

on housing access for Black and Asian households
through the allocation policies of the local authority
in those days. CBL has removed most of those
restrictions but BME households still have the
choice to dwell in BME areas, if they wish. (HA2)

In other words, at least in part, the charge that CBL could lead to another
policy misadventure in residential segregation was obvious. However, the
landlords felt that increasing number of good quality affordable homes in
areas popular with ethnic minorities in certain parts of the District was behind
the current trend of self-segregation. Also refugees from various parts of
Africa, Iraq and Afghanistan in the period 2003 to 2009, wanting homes in
parts of the District where they could easily receive cultural and other types of
support to assist their integration, were applying to live in ethnic minority
areas.

As another housing manager stated:

CBL in itself doesn’t promote ethnic segregation.
However, people follow homes. In real terms, it
may be the case that vulnerable households often
have no real alternatives to choose from because
of shortage of quality affordable housing in
attractive neighbourhoods. But people do have a
real choice as well: they don’t simply have to
accept the first dwelling available. (HA4)
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In my view, the landlords had not really given careful consideration to the
impact of the continuing process of residential segregation through CBL on
their long term objective of community cohesion. They seemed contented with
the rationale that, at least in the short run, improved housing quality and
neighbourhood infrastructure in neighbourhoods popular with ethnic minorities
would encourage ethnic residents to engage in meaningful social relations
with their White neighbours.

I also wanted to understand whether approaches to balancing communities
and promoting community cohesion through CBL have diminished the
perception that certain social housing communities in Bradford are either “too
White” or “too Asian” and people believe they are “out of bounds” to one group
or the other. I know studies in the racialisation of space have keenly explored
the challenges facing the task of balancing communities and promoting
community cohesion because residents subscribe to norms and rules which
give them comfort, safety, pride and social networks in neighbourhoods
dominated by their own ethnic group (Phillips et. al., 2002; Phillips, 2006,
2008).

The landlords admitted that there was a perception that because some of their
neighbourhoods were either visibly White or Asian, they were out of bounds to
one group or the other. As one housing manager explained:
It is true in Bradford. It does give the city a negative
outlook and overshadows what the City offers to all
its residents and can offer to investors. I think the
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riots

of

2001

consequence

are

of

a

seen
city

as
built

the
on

historical
residential

segregation. (HA1)

Another housing manager stated that:
Everyone knows Bradford has that problem. But it
is a problem you can find in some other Northern
towns and cities. But even in London, Peckham
and Brixton are well known areas of high
concentration of BME populations. So, the problem
is not confined to Northern cities and towns. (HA2)

It was the landlords’ view that by adopting CBL it was now possible for Black
and Asian applicants to be re-housed in neighbourhoods that were
predominantly occupied by White people. And, vice-versa, White applicants
could also apply to live in minority ethnic neighbourhoods. According to the
statistics presented by the landlords, in 2009, they had recorded a 15% jump
in applications from BME applicants for homes in non-BME areas, compared
to 2008. There was also a jump in the requests from non-BME applicants for
BME areas during the same period, although this was smaller (122 applicants
in 2008, compared to 130 in 2009 – an increase of 6%).

It has to be noted that, with increasing globalisation and transnational
migration (Castles and Miller, 2008; Rutter and Latorre, 2009), social housing
providers and their residents have become more aware of the unavoidable
increase of new arrivals in their neighbourhoods. This would have impact on
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local services and resources. A number of studies have reported social
tension amongst established communities and new arrivals in Bradford and
other UK cities, especially, in terms of the pressure on local services and
resources, such as social housing, health and education (Phillips, 2008; 2010;
Blakey and Pearce, 2005; Blakey, Pearce, and Chesters, 2006; Pearce and
Bujra, 2011).

In chapters 4 and 5, I have described the ethno-cultural polarisations
experienced on my case study schemes. In spite of the use of CBL, and
various local cohesion-building activities, the tension over local resources
between existing communities and emerging communities will, possibly,
remain and does not bode well for community cohesion, especially, in the long
run.

However, the landlords’ key argument appears to me to be a pragmatic
realisation that managing community cohesion in the face of pressures on
social housing from people viewed to be recent arrivals needed a versatile
allocation tool that most applicants would find acceptable (because of its
fairness) and credible (because of its transparency). For the landlords, this
happened to be CBL and one can see why they thought implementing CBL
was equal to achieving community cohesion although no direct evidence was
given to show that CBL itself caused people from diverse backgrounds to live
together harmoniously. In fact, in the long term, by promoting a degree of selfsegregation by minority ethnic applicants, CBL could lead to less multi-ethnic
schemes.
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On a different note, a number of studies have commented on the value of
cluster settlements and block allocations as a tool for promoting community
cohesion (Cameron and Field, 1998; Phillips and Unsworth, 2002). I wanted to
find out whether this type of allocation had occurred through the use of CBL
and if so, how helpful it was.

This turned out to be a sensitive issue for the four landlords, especially, in light
of the historical delineation of race and housing as an arena where social
landlords had pandered, sometimes unconsciously, to racialising space
according to unacceptable racial stereotyping (Henderson and Karn, 1987;
Harrison and Davis, 2001). The landlords were not only responding to
demographic changes in the District, they were also reacting to the historical
legacy of misfired allocation policies that produced unwanted residential
segregation in the District, particularly, in the 70s and 80s (Ouseley, 2001;
Carling, 2008).

As one housing manager stated:
Our experience is that scheme integration at street
level is best for community cohesion. Housing a
particular group of people on one side of street or in
a particular block was a big part of the points-based
system which failed us woefully. Now, we try our
best to mingle residents, the dwelling size is the
typical common denominator in whom you get as
your next door neighbour, having taken account of
other factors. (HA4)
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Another manager made the following point:
No,

clusters

don’t

really

help.

It

reinforces

segregation. We try to avoid it as much as possible.
Our approach is to create a community of people
from diverse ethnic and social backgrounds at the
street level. We find that this has helped in
promoting

meaningful

interaction

between

residents. (HA3)

Other managers were not too different:
I know the dwelling size and location can easily
make us allocate our homes as settlement clusters.
But we actually seek to avoid giving that impression
as it tends to reinforce separateness rather than
cohesion. (HA1)

We don’t do settlement clusters. It can be so easily
misunderstood here, given the history of Bradford.
When we settle people in what they consider to be
their non-traditional areas, we do so because they
have chosen the area, not because we have
chosen the area for them. (HA2)

However, it was conceded that on some of their older schemes, one-bed
properties, especially, in flats were used mainly to house single people. These
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homes tended to be in blocks set apart from the rest of the stock on such
schemes by their type and size. In addition, wheelchair-adapted homes, and
homes suitable for the elderly, were often on the ground floor of high rise
dwellings. There were, therefore, limitations to how far older estates could be
defended against the charge of clustering or block letting.

Apart from this admission, the landlords that I interviewed for this research
thought the reforms of their letting policies had played a significant role in
promoting community cohesion. To them CBL was a timely and radical
experiment in allocating social housing with a view towards fostering
community cohesion. It mattered little for now that, in the long run, their use of
CBL would not ultimately prevent communities from facing the hazards of
racial intolerance and social and economic exclusion.

My next query was if CBL was being used to carefully foster balanced
communities, would it not impact on the equality of access to social housing
that was central to the guidance issued by the government for the allocation of
social homes? (CLG, 2009) Indeed, a number of studies have raised a
concern that the pursuit of balanced communities, particularly, through CBL
has led unintentionally to the exclusion of people whose housing history was
blemished by rent arrears, long term unemployment, sanctions for anti-social
behaviour, and problematic family incidents (Birmingham City Council 1998;
Bowes et al., 1997, 1998; Hawtin et al., 1999; Ratcliffe et al., 2001; Robinson
et al., 2002). Such people had been excluded mostly from newer schemes
and community cohesion meant largely a reduction of anti-social behaviour
incidents on such schemes. Therefore, I decided to find out how the
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commitment to balanced communities and community cohesion through
reforms of the housing allocation process was helping or hindering the
compliance with statutory guidance by these Bradford landlords.

Here is a selection of the comments of the landlords:
I have to admit you cannot achieve balanced
communities without some ingenious form of social
engineering.

Some

gain,

some

lose.

Every

allocation system would have its winners and
losers. What you have to ask yourself is: “Have we
built fairness into the system?” Yes, we have.
“Have we minimised as much as possible the
allocation officer’s discretionary behaviour which
could amount to denying people their right to
fairness in housing?” Yes, we have. (HA1)

The consequences of previous allocation systems
are what we call “sink estates”. No-one benefits
from having neighbourhoods described in that
fashion. As you know very well, regeneration has
been going on for years: but the new developments
often become run down again so quickly. It is clear
that the missing piece of the jigsaw is the allocation
system. That needs to be radically overhauled.
(HA3)
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Initially, it is possible to say the new-style
inclusiveness of balancing communities is more or
less a filtering process for ensuring that some
“undeserving” people are excluded. That will be a
caricature of what is actually going on. Everyone
gets an equal chance to be considered for housing
and people are measured against a fair set of
criteria. (HA2)

These comments are representative of the view of the landlords that equality
of access was guaranteed by CBL in that every applicant was measured
against the same set of criteria for allocating available homes. However, the
criteria set for available homes became the opportunity to channel
applications towards socially desirable outcomes. In this case, it was desirable
to prevent the disproportionate concentration of wageless households and
applicants with a continuing history of anti-social behaviour on particular
schemes.

In this context, it can be stated that CBL fosters community cohesion only
indirectly insofar as it enables social landlords to build cohesive communities
by reducing the level of social exclusion in their neighbourhoods. This is the
point made by a number of studies which have suggested that by opening up
opportunities to a wider range of housing applicants, CBL has been used to
thin down social exclusion on housing schemes and speed up the process for
balancing communities (Cole et al., 2001; Richardson 2007).
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However, although this argument is eloquent, it obscures the fact that CBL is
purely a selective tool for creating a social housing neighbourhood that is
conducive to community cohesion. On its own, it does not provide the glue or
traction (the positive social relations and interactions between neighbours and
communities) that community cohesion requires. For that, a catalyst is needed
and I turn my attention now to a number of those catalysts, starting with
innovative tenancy management initiatives by the landlords.

6.5

Innovative Tenancy Management Initiatives

I was given information on various tenancy management initiatives of the
landlords, designed, specifically, to support the outcomes of their housing
allocation processes. Most of these initiatives were undertaken on the basis
that the tenants were customers.

The whole idea of tenants as customers had been creeping up on social
housing organisations since the final days of the John Major Conservative
administration in the mid 1990s, with the introduction of the language and
culture of private sector commerce into public administration (Taylor, 1991;
Shaw and Fenwick, 1994). It all started, in policy terms, with the publication of
the Citizens’ Charter (HMSO, 1991), and the insertion of Compulsory
Competitive Tendering (CCT) into public services through the Local
Government Acts 1988 and 1992. This was later strengthened by the Labour
administration of Tony Blair from 1997 onwards in what became popularly
known as the “Best Value” regime (DoE 1999).
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The Citizens’ Charter, particularly, brought a loud consumer perspective into
housing policy discourses by re-defining public housing as a consumer
product. Consequently, public housing tenants became defined within the
consumer culture and language of public services (Housing Corporation,
1998). To date, this morphing of tenants as customers has moved housing
services into a culture of consumerism rather than provision, including the
application of an important focus on choice and the participation of customers
in the decisions that affect consumer products (Hickman, 2006). This further
explains the ease with which social landlords engage with the customer
choice agenda both in relation to CBL and innovations in housing
management with the aim of improving customer (tenant) satisfaction,
commitment and loyalty.

In my interviews, the social landlords had a grip on tenancy management
focused mainly on the “keep” factors which tenants had disclosed to them
through customer satisfaction surveys. The emphasis was on initiatives that
appeared to connect residents to the value of the product and how particular
types of conduct on the part of the customer can devalue the product. As the
product is a fixed object (the home) in a fixed space (the “community”) and
impacts upon the social relations of other customers (residents), the landlords’
tenancy management initiatives mainly stressed the need for positive social
contacts between residents, and their accountability to one another for
maintaining the good reputation of their neighbourhood through acceptable
social conduct.
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Initiatives for structuring social relations were a number of quasi legal or legal
sounding bureaucratic ventures, such as the use of Acceptable Behaviour
Contracts, Good Neighbour Contract, and Anti-social Behaviour Contract and,
at least by HA2, introductory tenancies. Inspection of prospective residents’
homes at application stage, over-reliance on positive references from previous
landlords, newcomers’ welcome parties in the neighbourhood and pre-tenancy
counselling around acceptable tenancy conduct became important in firmly,
though

tactfully,

specifying

acceptable

conduct

and

structuring

the

connections between residents. These are examples of what has been
described as contractual governance of social conduct in social housing
tenure (Flint, 2006).

In other ways, the landlords involved their residents in aspects of housing
allocation through focus group feedback meetings which dwelt on the quality
of the allocation service, and provided information about local services in their
tenancy commencement packs. To promote good behaviour on the part of
their residents, the landlords provided awards to motivate mutual aid by
residents and they established customised tenancy support schemes for
residents to prevent racial or other forms of harassment of new residents.
These activities helped to minimise in good time the avenues for customer
complaints and dissatisfaction. Moreover, these steps increased the residents’
capacity for learning the necessary rules and resources for managing
neighbour relations.

Radical tenancy management initiatives included a project branded “Tender
Loving Care” (TLC); the use of street wardens to patrol estates (Estate
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Bobbies) and a tenancy support scheme, “About Turn”, focused on turning
round the behaviour of anti-social tenants. For HA1 and HA2, their “Dream
Project” was used to offer diversionary activities to young people in particular
communities. HA2’s “Here for You” Projects across several communities in
Bradford 5 and 8 offered free gym sessions and cookery classes to local
residents to promote positive social contacts and meaningful social
interactions. HA4’s local dance initiatives in Bradford 5, and apprenticeship
schemes in the construction industry for residents, were intended to achieve a
similar role.

The participation of the four landlords in a partnership enabling local residents
to start up small businesses through grants for fine-tuning their business ideas
was intended to tackle worklessness. TLC rewarded the customer’s loyalty
and commitment in maintaining acceptable tenancy through gift vouchers; the
Dream Projects rewarded young people for taking part in active citizenship
activities; the apprenticeship schemes and business advice grants appealed
to residents’ entrepreneurial aspirations.

As one of the landlords remarked:
We have introduced specific tenancy support
schemes, for instance, Good Neighbour Awards,
decoration and gardening grants, leisure and
learning activities, business start-up grants and
PATH placements to assist residents to participate
meaningfully in the social and economic life of their
neighbourhoods. Community cohesion is about
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giving people similar opportunities to improve their
life chances and to overcome social and economic
exclusion. (HA2)

It is to be noted that the Cantle report (2001) had emphasised the significance
of tenancy support in assisting particular groups into new neighbourhoods. It
was argued that opening up new housing opportunities to disadvantaged
groups, particularly, in mixed tenure developments, required such a radical
approach to housing management. The traditional laid back method of
allowing new tenants, especially, ethnic minorities and other disadvantaged
groups, to simply get on with settling into their new neighbourhoods on their
own needed to be overhauled. It ought to be replaced with mechanisms that
created positive contacts between neighbours, reduced the fear of
harassment and social exclusion, and linked people to the social and
economic life of their community (Oldham Independent Review, 2001). Ethnic
minorities, for instance, tended to cluster (or self-segregate by choice) both
because they feared racial harassment in mainly White neighbourhoods, and
also because such neighbourhoods did not have local amenities that served
their particular needs (McGarrigle, 2010).

It can be observed that the landlords’ variety of housing management
initiatives was trained on getting residents to regulate their own behaviour and
to fulfil their rights and responsibilities as active citizens and consumers. In a
sense, this is a covert promotion of communitarianism: a way in which local
residents become mutually and independently involved in neighbourhood
governance (Giddens, 1998; Rose, 2001). This fulfils the government’s aim of
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re-engaging local residents with the policy agenda of community cohesion and
enabling local communities to act collectively in defining and defending their
norms and values through positive social interactions (Forrest and Kearns,
2001; SEU, 2001; ODPM, 2005a).

Overall, the outcome the government and local landlords are looking for is the
forming of “self-governing communities” which will be the ideological vanguard
for promoting and defending the gains of community cohesion (Local
Government Association, 2004). It is, however, obvious to me that because
community cohesion has been politicised in the way I have described, it will
probably always require the intervention of the landlords and third sector
agencies to maintain the momentum into the foreseeable future. There is,
therefore, a danger that if the political priorities change before the “the selfgoverning communities” are fully formed, then the whole community cohesion
“project” will stall.

Although my research is not about the issue of race in housing, I was still
interested in finding out how concerns about community cohesion, expressed
in terms of supporting minority ethnic groups to move into areas largely
dominated by White residents, were being handled by the landlords in their
commitment to balanced communities.

The landlords were keen to explain that they had overhauled the processes
for logging and investigating racial harassment complaints, including following
the protocol for reporting hate crimes. But more importantly, they had
developed preventative strategies for preparing neighbours for newcomers
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through “meet and greet” events, regular tenancy support visits to new and
vulnerable residents, and organising events to widen and deepen the
opportunities of meaningful social contacts between residents. This seemed to
be working as some residents commented to them positively about the
support they either had received or were receiving.

In chapters 4 and 5, I have indicated that ethno-cultural polarisations were
inherent in the encounters between residents on my selected social housing
schemes. Given this context, it can be understood that “meet and greet”
events, regular tenancy support visits to new and vulnerable residents, would
be necessary. Preparing neighbours for newcomers was also important in the
light of the changing demographics of the schemes, occasioned by new BME
residents.

As one of the landlords opined:
If you change the ethnic profile of any community
too rapidly you stand the risk of fostering
resentment from receiving communities. We are a
BME housing association. Inevitably, any time we
build or acquire new homes in non-BME areas, the
receiving

community

immediately feels a

bit

nervous because of various myths and stereotypes
that they have about BME residents. We organised
information events in receiving communities prior to
completion and letting of schemes. It is helpful that
most of our schemes in non-BME areas are small
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scale – between 6 and 18 homes at most. About
20% of our new lets usually go to non-BME
families. This also helps. (HA2)

Another housing manager revealed:
You have to be proactive in your contact with all
your neighbourhoods. The residents have to see
that you are engaged with the issues that concern
them; you are listening to them; working with them
to resolve issues as they come up. It simply doesn’t
work to go to them with a list of instructions about
community cohesion at the time you want to open a
new scheme. (HA4)

It seemed to me that, at some level, fostering community cohesion was more
or less about managing the expectations and perceptions of existing
residents, ensuring that new tenancies were not seen as loss of entitlement to
housing by other citizens in need. The transparency associated with CBL was,
therefore, an important tool for dealing with the social and intra-ethnic
suspicions of White residents and established immigrant populations on the
selected housing schemes.

Moreover, by widening access to social housing for people with local
connections, those in employment, and people with largely unblemished
tenancy records, the landlords wanted to show that they were addressing,
particularly, the entitlement to housing issue for local citizens, improving the
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tenant profile of the neighbourhood, and tackling crime and safety concerns.
This practical and ideological argument was overtly made through CBL in
neutralising possible social tension amongst local residents. Coupled with this,
re-housing refugees or new arrivals was achieved in discreet numbers and
mostly through working closely with community-based projects, for instance,
refugee community organisations and the Gateway Protection Programme.

As one of the landlords remarked:
Overall, ethnic profile changes almost unnoticeably.
It doesn’t happen overnight. So it is not so much
about

preparing

ensuring

receiving

neighbours

have

communities
strong

but

positive

relationships and understand the Association’s
positive message about acceptable behaviour and
ethnic diversity. We will not normally introduce
newcomers into streets or homes where there are
ongoing ASB issues around racism or other forms
of harassment and intimidation. We would work to
resolve those issues, calm things down sufficiently
before introducing newcomers. (HA3)

It is no revelation that the landlords’ tenancy management initiatives were also
in keeping with the requirements of the Tenant Services Authority (TSA), the
regulator of registered housing providers, which actively stepped up its
demand in 2010 by setting out six core standards that social landlords must
meet, viz: tenant involvement and empowerment, maintaining the home,
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managing the tenancy, improving the neighbourhood and community, getting
value for money, and securing appropriate governance and financial viability.

I spoke to a number of residents about the impact of these initiatives on the
management of their tenancies as well as their social interactions within the
neighbourhood. It would seem that these initiatives were mostly well received
by residents. I provide below a representative sample of the comments that
were volunteered:

We got there in the end... They (the Housing
Association) were a bit heavy handed with me,
threatening legal proceedings every time unless I
work with them to turn things round. But I have now
signed up with a counselling service. I am also
better with managing my income. (User of “About
Turn”)

The dance classes were good. Gave me something
to look forward to on evenings, to get out and be
part of something social. But the sessions are
seasonal. You tend to need more of such activities
than they (the Housing Association) can provide.
(Bradford 5 resident)

(HA2) organised several activities here – tea and
coffee afternoons, cookery classes, gym for ladies,
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etc. It was possible to find something to go to; you
meet other people, chat, learn and laugh! (Resident
in Bradford 8)

“Meet and Greet” – that was good. And then they
(the Housing Association) followed it up with “How
are you getting on?” visits. It helped to get
neighbours together and you tend to be more
considerate towards people as a result. (Resident
in Bradford 9)

These initiatives appeared to be based on the ethics of promoting good
neighbourliness, and local entrepreneurism. As a number of the activities
happened in collaboration with other local stakeholders, including third sector
agencies, the residents and their representatives, they could provide the
necessary vehicle for connecting people together across social and racial
divide. In this way, they served as a good source of linking form of social
capital, which I will assess in 6.8 below. In building up towards that, I turn my
attention next to the value of resident involvement activities in promoting
community cohesion.

6.6

Resident Involvement Activities

The accent on resident involvement (or tenant participation - TP) in social
housing emerged in the early 90s as part of the extension of the discourse
about governance, accountability, choice, consumerism, regulation and
democracy to public services (Clapham, Kintrea, and Kay, 1996; Barnes,
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Newman, and Sullivan, 2007). The Citizens’ Charter (HMSO, 1991), in fact,
lent this discourse a resonance that echoed well with the notion of citizenconsumers, empowered and entrusted with responsibility for voicing their
expectations and complaints about services to the service provider (Marsh,
and Mullins, 1998; Cole et. al., 2000; House of Commons Public
Administration Select Committee: From Citizen’s Charter to Public Service
Guarantees: Entitlements to Public Services, Twelfth Report of Session 2007–
08, July 2008).

Theoretically, TP rests on a simple thesis that customers should have some
influence over the service that they receive. This influence accords them some
democratic/consumer right to regulate the service to some extent and assist
the service provider to make continuous improvements. In social housing, TP
is intended to put residents at the heart of shaping, influencing and monitoring
the services they receive.

However, until the clamour for community cohesion in government housing
policies, following the urban riots in the North of England in 2001, TP was
largely, if at all, an oblique forum of tenants and landlords working together to
improve neighbourhood harmony and liveability. Before 2001, for instance, all
the four landlords concentrated their resident involvement aims purely on
improving the housing management experience for their customers. This
meant they focused more on managing the tenancy agreement (the contract)
in partnership with their residents to enforce its conditions. The wider issues of
community harmony and liveability, taking account of the whole housing
environment of private renting, homeownership, shops, schools, transport,
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surgeries, crime and safety, etc only came to the fore in their strategic thinking
as one piece of work with the quest for community cohesion. This quest also
became more poignant as tenure diversification in the local neighbourhood
transformed formerly homogenous social housing estates into overlapping and
interleaved private/public housing markets.

As one of the housing mangers noted:
We

have

made

changes

to

our

resident

involvement policy to give greater attention to
raising awareness and celebrating diversity. A good
number of our resident involvement activities are
organised

specifically

to

promote

community

cohesion. (IHA3)

In a sense, a new dynamic had to be imported into the landlords’ schema for
TP to fit into the processes of tenure diversification which at its core was to
engender balanced communities through various regeneration motifs. The
motifs always included forms of “community engagement”. Moreover, they
covered all tenures within the area (not centred on any single tenure choice),
and were usually wider in scope - being focussed on the desirability and
sustainability of the neighbourhood as a place to live rather than focused
primarily on issues stemming from a particular residency/tenancy type. This is
covered by several examples of TP activities undertaken by the landlords.

The examples included obtaining individual feedbacks on quality of services
through meetings with local communities and the regular use of customer
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satisfaction surveys. Feedback boxes were placed in reception lounges and
mystery shopping was engaged. Mystery shopping had to do with someone
engaged by the landlord volunteering to test out the quality of services by
randomly approaching staff to request particular services. The landlords also
made use of estate champions – they accompany landlords’ estate officers on
inspection rounds and their views were taken into account in dealing with
complaints and improving services. Focus groups were held by the landlords
to deliberate on services and community issues with tenants. These helped
tenants as consumers to ventilate community opinions and suggest key
responses to community challenges, especially, in terms of community safety
and crime reduction initiatives. The landlords operated interactive websites
and trendy community newsletters with resident editorial panels and input
from web-savvy householders. They offered resident board membership –
enabling residents to influence operational decisions directly. They also
offered resident training in employment skills to address worklessness on
specific schemes.

As a result of their commitment to facilitating and enabling neighbourhood
governance to promote community cohesion, the landlords have seen their TP
expenditure scale up quickly between 2001 and 2009, in some instances by
about 100%. All of them had employed dedicated TP officers and seemed set
on an increasing scope of activities taking account of the whole community,
not just their own estates. Though they could not provide me with hard figures,
the lowest estimate of annual expenditure was £55,000 (HA2) right through to
£200,000 (HA3). TP expenditure had increased from below one percent of
their annual housing management expenditure to between three and five
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percent of their annual expenditure per annum. In compliance with regulatory
requirements, all the landlords provided annual reports to their Board on their
TP adventures and the benefits both to their own residents as well as to the
neighbourhoods covered.

One housing manager stated:
No doubt, choice based letting, sensitive allocation
policy and letting to people in employment have all
been

very

opportunities,

handy.

Resident

especially,

those

involvement
that

include

employment training, tackling worklessness and
promoting tolerance and positive social contacts
have also proved successful. (HA2)

I attended a few TP activities during my fieldwork (see Appendix 2). Apart
from their public relations advantage, most benefits were in the order of
building the capacity of local residents and communities to address
neighbourhood harmony and liveability. For instance, there were street
games, community cleaning days, and Information and Communications
Technology (ICT) sessions. Cooking sessions with certificates in food hygiene
training and awards were held. There were community consultation sessions
and Neighbourhood Watch meetings. There were two community leisure trips
to Blackpool during this period, one of which I attended. There were
community information days attended by several key local agencies from all
sectors – statutory, voluntary and private; and resident association meetings.
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The TP activities that I attended gave me firsthand experience of the hub of
connections between local residents. The TP activities had the prospect of
enabling

residents

to

establish

and

exchange

norms

around

civic

responsibilities within the neighbourhood. They were the means for linking
residents to existing social networks and promoting trust. These are the key
ingredients of social capital.

For instance, at a meeting of residents of HA2 and HA4 on 16th March, and
21st April, 2009, I witnessed residents discussing tenancy issues and agreeing
actions to improve their neighbourhood. At two other residents meetings held
by the residents of HA2 and HA3, on 20th May, and 23rd June, 2009, I
witnessed, for instance, discussions of racial harassment, littering and graffiti,
and misuse of public open spaces by young people from outside the case
study housing’ schemes. Previous to these meetings, earlier in my field work,
on 28th November 2008, I attended the Haworth Road Neighbourhood Forum
which was attended by other stakeholders, such as the police, local
councillors, and officers from the local authority. The Forum enabled residents
from various income and ethnic backgrounds to interact socially, and access
both formal and informal social networks.

After each of these events, I spoke to a few residents that had attended, offthe-cuff. Their feedback was that these events had helped to promote
tolerance and respect, in addition to being avenues of making friends and
getting socially connected in other ways to informal social networks. I met
neighbours that spoke of taking turns to do school run for one another – taking
their neighbours’ children to and from school - and others mentioned assisting
319

their neighbours with local shopping, following on from meeting at TP
activities.

The TP activities did provide opportunities for inter-ethnic contact but they also
were, mostly, focused on resolving problems within the schemes. As a result,
the schemes became the local territory where individuals must be shaped into
active citizens and consumers. This kind of “etho-politics” (Flint, 2003a and
2003b; McKee, 2011; Rose, 2000) results in a community-based ethic which
is constructed to motivate the individual to see themselves as having meaning
and purpose only insofar as they participate in improving the liveability of their
residential locale. This problem-solving approach – the “etho-politics” – is
pragmatic: problems are created by individuals on the selected schemes;
however, instead of focusing on particular individuals, the whole scheme is
expected to pull together as a collective to solve such problems, with help
from their landlords and community agencies. In this approach, the landlords
and their third sector allies are the sponsors and guarantors of the meaning
and purpose that the individual embraces. And, albeit, they advance benefits
of community engagement in terms of individual rewards, the primary
objective of the approach, is the well-being of the community.

The other point about this approach is that, in order to exercise their autonomy
or choice, the individual must belong to the community or neighbourhood
through some sort of “contract” or relevant social relation with the landlord. It
is through this contract that they embrace the guidelines, techniques, and
aspirations by which they think about, and enact their life, within the
community. In this way, the government’s agenda of community cohesion
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becomes devolved to the housing agencies and their voluntary sector allies:
the government governs at a distance through the benign mechanisms and
activities of community groups, and resident forums. That this issues into
housing as a form of social consumption, and in a community that must be
safeguarded by the invocation of active citizenship, tells us that the landlords
want the communities to be responsible for creating and sustaining community
cohesion through positive social relations.

As a consequence, no part of the community can be left out of this work.
Therefore, with community engagement as an important plank, this “ethopolitics” has to be extended in particular to “hidden populations” or “hard to
reach” groups. This is to ensure that the community-based ethic of active
citizens and consumers is shared by everyone. Therefore, the landlords stated
that they were actively engaged in reaching parts of the community one might
describe as “hard to reach”.

The term “hard to reach” or “hidden populations” is controversial (Doherty et
al., 2004). In some cases, it also implies a stigma (Freimuth and Mettger,
1990). Sometimes, it is used as if it describes homogeneity within the groups
labelled as “hard to reach” (Smith 2006; Murphy, 2006). However, I am using
the term here in a much simpler sense to describe those residents that the
landlords found did not have the time or interest in TP activities either because
the timing, or setting, or the nature of the activities was inappropriate for them.

Examining the landlords’ TP policies and resident consultation policies, part of
their engagement with their tenants included undertaking tenant surveys to
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help with future planning of services that were appropriate to tenants’ needs
and to ensure that future services were planned and delivered with a focus on
equality, diversity and good community relations. Part of this exercise included
identifying people who might need to be re-housed due to over-crowding of
properties or under-occupation. For the objective of reaching “hidden
populations”, the survey helped to identify demographic and attitudinal
characteristics within the tenant population, particularly, concerning young
people, refugees and Muslim women who, for cultural and linguistic reasons,
were least likely to participate in community cohesion initiatives without
specific TP resources directed to them.

As one of the housing managers stated:
The consequences of the 2001 riots in Bradford
meant we had to reach for innovative solutions.
Statutory and voluntary agencies were responding
to the causative issues that led to the riots. Housing
was seen as an important part of the problem and
needed to also be part of the solution. We have to
be radical to engage social housing as a tool for
community cohesion. (HA1)

Another manager stated:
The landscape definitely changed with the riots in
2001. In addition, the whole focus by government
on tackling social exclusion and broadening access
to social housing meant we had to innovate as
322

never before. In that sense, yes, we needed radical
housing services. (HA2)

The “Dream Projects” of HA1 and HA2 were focused on young people within
their neighbourhoods. “Here for You” activities by HA2 targeted, especially,
Asian women in the neighbourhoods with cooking and gym sessions. Links to
local agencies offering placements in English as Second or Other Language
(ESOL), health and benefits advice and advocacy and volunteering
opportunities with local entrepreneurs were offered to young people and
refugee households by the landlords. Culturally-sensitive settings, for
instance, women only sessions and interpreters were employed to ensure the
participation of a number of such “hidden population” groups.

It cannot be avoided that seeking out hard to reach groups is adopting a social
marketing approach to housing (Beder, 1980). It is normative practice within
consumerist thinking to identify and target particular markets for maximum
market optimisation, based on the interdependencies of individual customer
characteristics, potential promotions or offers, available channels, and
business constraints (Lam, 2008). This is how I view the landlords’ extra focus
on their hidden populations for community cohesion engagement.

Moreover, following on from the rationale of “etho-politics” which is behind the
landlords’ TP activities, it can be argued that hidden populations have to be
brought into the limelight through appropriate TP activities because without
that they stand outside the rules and norms that are advocated for the good of
the community. Community cohesion, amongst other descriptions, is about
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demonstrating a sense of belonging, and participating voluntarily in the rites,
values and norms that strengthen the social ties between different residents.
As it is the participation that turns residents into stakeholders, one can
understand why specific efforts will be made by the landlords to reach their
hidden populations in order to strengthen community cohesion.

Apart from everything else, it is also the case that “hard to reach” groups have
often been blamed for a majority of anti-social behaviour incidents on social
housing schemes (Doe, 1995; Home Office, 2003). For different reasons, they
are considered affiliated to some kind of anti-community ethics which run
counter to the lifestyle and values of the moral majority (Card, 2001, 2006). If
that is the case, it is to be expected that tackling anti-social behaviour will be a
huge part of the drive towards community cohesion. This is what I deal with in
the next section of this chapter.

6.7

Dealing with Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB)

The landlords disclosed to me in the interviews that dealing effectively with
ASB and, particularly, racial harassment was an important component of their
community cohesion strategy. Prior to the emphasis on community cohesion,
ASB was seen by all of them as merely enforcing the contractual obligations
that tenants owed to their landlord in maintaining a satisfactory tenancy.
However, sweeping changes were to come with the Crime and Disorder Act
1998. The Act introduced a range of legal powers to control the conduct of
tenants, such as Anti-social Behaviour Orders (ASBOs), Parenting Orders,
Dispersal Orders, Curfew Orders, Alcohol Free Zones, Fixed Penalty Notices,
Injunctions, and Possession Proceedings to deal with ASB perpetrators.
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Prior to the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, the landlords confined the definition
of anti-social behaviour practically to the disputes between neighbours over
often relatively minor inconveniences. Action was stepped up as a
consequence of that Act to widen the definition of ASB to any persistent
conduct by any tenant that causes or is likely to cause harassment, alarm or
distress. However, even at this stage, despite the provisions of the Act and its
community-centric language, the impact of ASB upon communities did not
come to the fore; the landlords did not see tackling ASB, primarily, as a
community or neighbourhood management objective.

This stance changed with the riots of 2001 and the ensuing community
cohesion agenda of the government in which ASB as a contributory cause to
crime and disorder became a prominent topic. A hardened tone, focused on
governing the conduct of tenants for the principal purpose of community
cohesion, emerged (accentuated with the public demand for stricter measures
for promoting community safety and order). This was strengthened by the
Anti-Social Behaviour Act 2003 and later by the government’s vociferous
introduction of the Respect Agenda in 2005. As a consequence, the four
landlords overhauled their ASB strategies, policies and procedures between
2003 and 2006, with all of them signing up to the Respect Standard for
Housing Management by the autumn of 2006. They also stepped up their
involvement in various partnerships involving local voluntary and statutory
agencies and the police to tackle crime and disorder in their neighbourhoods.
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In other words, driven by legislation as much as by the economic necessity to
manage easy-to-let schemes, the landlords committed themselves radically to
tackling ASB when they signed up to the six standards of the Respect Agenda
which stated that their first priority must always be to protect the community
from ASB. Their strategies and policies began to reflect the key requirements
of the Agenda, including accountability, leadership and commitment.
Empowering and re-assuring residents; prevention of ASB and early
intervention measures also became a key focus. In addition, they began to
offer tailored services for residents and provision of support for victims and
witnesses, whilst seeking to protect communities through swift enforcement
actions. Moreover, and this is the important bit, they actively began to tackle
the causes of anti-social behaviour through TP activities aimed to promote
good conduct, positive social relations, as well as positive reputation of the
neighbourhood.

In this manner, a number of the TP activities already mentioned were events
specifically organised to make residents feel confident, safe and supported in
their communities. They held events in collaboration with other local agencies
to tackle litter, graffiti, noise nuisance, etc. There were family intervention
initiatives, and initiatives targeting young people, for instance, the Dream
Scheme. The Dream Scheme allows residents, particularly, young people to
participate meaningfully in the life of their neighbourhoods, such as picking
litter, cleaning graffiti, tidying up public spaces, and engaging in diversionary
activities. They are then rewarded with vouchers to go to the cinema and other
places of interest to them.
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They held resident association meetings in specific communities to explain
changes to their key policies, especially, the ASB and allocation policies,
stating clearly the objectives they were seeking to achieve and how their
residents were a key part in achieving them. They held open days, fun days,
cleaning days, and discussion days in many of their neighbourhoods along
with other agencies. These created opportunities for people to engage in
positive social contacts. Public spaces in and around schemes became
venues for some of these events which aimed to promote meaningful social
interactions and awareness of people’s different backgrounds. As most new
schemes were allocated well in advance of completion, prospective residents
were encouraged to visit schemes and get to know the area. “Welcome”
events were held to introduce newcomers to their scheme, to meet and greet
new and earlier residents. Tenancy support visits were conducted regularly
during the first six months of a new tenancy.

In neighbourhoods where schools and local services were perceived to be
already under pressure from newcomers, or where concerns about
environmental deterioration, safety and crime were high, the landlords worked
with local agencies and residents to address those concerns with residents on
an ongoing basis. For some new developments, they used the design and
development stage to address those concerns with the local community in
order to prepare the community for receiving newcomers. The key act was to
ensure neighbours have strong positive relationships and understand the
landlords’ positive message about acceptable behaviour and ethnic diversity.
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They worked with the local authority and local agencies in promoting the
values of diversity – “one landscape, many views” - providing myth-bursting
information on refugees and asylum seekers. They used their feedback and
complaints systems as a means of improving their ASB investigation
processes and preventing minor problems developing into serious issues.
They prioritised speedy response to ASB complaints and kept a log of
incidents to provide a map of hot spots within the community where additional
resources could be directed to minimise ASB. They shared information about
such hot spots with other stakeholders in the community in a way that built
efficiency and cost savings into the complaints handling process.

They used introductory tenancies, Acceptable Behaviour Contracts, Good
Neighbour Agreements and Awards, and the Family Liaison services of the
local authority to deal with ongoing ASB issues. In a number of cases, their
investigations concluded in legal proceedings, including the use of ASBOs
and the termination of tenancies. At the extreme, a couple of properties were
closed down by the police as crack houses (known as “Class A Drug
Premises” under Part 1 of the Anti-Social behaviour Act 2003).

Perhaps the most visible of all these efforts was the About Turn Project
operated by one of the landlords. The Project supported vulnerable individuals
and families to regain their confidence and ability to manage their tenancies
and rebuild their social and economic prospects. It was inspected by the Audit
Commission and the London School of Economics and earned a high rating
for its positive impact on families. The Project gave vulnerable families and
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individuals the opportunity to re-write their housing history and regain the
initiative in improving their own life chances.

As one of the housing mangers noted:
Policy shifts towards the role of social housing in
building balanced communities and achieving
community cohesion have focused our attention on
how to manage our neighbourhoods in far more
innovative ways. I think society is concerned that
repeated regeneration of particular neighbourhoods
ought to lead to far more positive outcomes for all
residents. (HA3)

Another manager stated:
We find that community cohesion begins to slip if
you

fail

to

deal

effectively

with

anti-social

behaviour. Radical changes to our allocation and
letting policy were matched by resident involvement
activities promoting tolerance and respect for other
people’s social and ethnic background. We created
opportunities for people to engage in positive social
contacts by organising various social events. We
made use of public spaces in and around schemes
and involved other agencies. (HA4)
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As it can be seen, the range of activities undertaken by the landlords to
encourage tenant participation overlapped with and, in some instances, was
duplicated by services aimed at preventing ASB. This is not an accident.
Altogether, these activities advanced the benefits of the governance of the
conduct of social housing residents in preventing ASB.

The landlords’ ASB efforts would have inspired many residents towards
self‐regulation of their own conduct in line with the rules and norms of
responsible and ethical behaviour espoused by the landlords. I have already
mentioned in chapter 1 the “politics of behaviour” that had become
synonymous with the UK’s social housing policy due to the way successive
governments attempted to nudge social housing residents towards specific
social conduct. Tackling ASB in this way, probably, summarised the
importance of this type of politics for achieving community cohesion.

The ascendant aspect of this politics is the devolution of processes of social
control at neighbourhood levels to mostly non-state actors. Backed by local
authority funding or infrastructure, these actors then work in multi-agency
partnerships aimed at managing the social conduct of local populations
towards the goals of community cohesion (Flint, 2002a and 2002b; Flint and
Nixon, 2006; Nixon et al., 2007). The primary influence of the government is,
however, noted in how this politics is structured around issues of citizenship,
self-regulation, and making entitlement to welfare benefits conditional upon
responsible and civil behaviour. By linking personal conduct to citizenship
rights and taking measures which intervene directly in the way social relations
are conducted at the local level, the individual’s choice and autonomy become
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subordinate to whatever is the government’s current social policy objective
(Carr and Cowan, 2006; Nixon and Parr, 2006).

In other words, by expanding their remit to the whole community (rather than
just their own residents and stock profiles in the community) the social
landlords have broadened the geography of regulating social conduct across
several tenures. Accordingly, they are able to influence social conduct beyond
the arena of social housing, as many of their activities to minimise ASB were
open to all residents irrespective of their tenure or landlord.

The compass of the landlords’ ASB work confirms the singular fact that for
community cohesion to work in social housing, either by design or default, it
has to extrude beyond the private and domestic arena of the home into the
governance of the conduct of people in the wider community and in public
urban spaces (Clarke et al., 2007; Burney, 2009).

However, as we have seen in chapters 4 and 5, community cohesion requires
voluntary and informal inter-personal relationships between residents of
different

ethno-cultural

backgrounds,

accommodating

differences

and

promoting shared norms. Lowering the incidents of anti-social behaviour,
enabling well-behaved tenants and income earners to move into social
housing, and developing robust tenant participation strategies, all should help
to foster a cultural and managerial environment that is conducive to the aims
of community cohesion. That environment is definitely there through the
radical work of the landlords, except that, as the residents tell us in chapters 4
and 5, it has yet to demolish the ethno-cultural firewalls minimising voluntary,
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resident-led inter-ethnic social relations. The bridging form of social capital,
needed for reaching and interacting socially across separate social networks
in the case study housing schemes, has not become the intuitive tool for
promoting community cohesion by the residents. If they are able to work with
“third sector” agencies, they will be tapping into the linking form of social
capital. Will this produce greater social inter-ethnic interactions? This is the
question I seek to examine in the next section.

6.8

Filling the Gaps with the “Third Sector”

Between the public and private realms of society in the UK resides what is
officially called the “third sector”. The sector is a wide range of voluntary
organisations whose distinctive characteristic is that they are not-for-profit
(Kalifon, 1991; Kendall and Knapp, 1996; Kendall, 2003). Some have argued
that the third sector exists, essentially, to fill the gaps in services provided by
the public and private sectors with a particular emphasis on reaching
marginalised groups (Boateng, 2002; Toepler, 2003); and that they are strong
in communitarian ethics, especially, the notions of solidarity, mutuality, and
voluntary altruism (Barnes et al., 2006).

In terms of my focus here on community cohesion, the relevant third sector
organisations are voluntary community organisations acting as viaducts
between the social housing providers and the residents in the case study
housing schemes. In the government’s framework for community capacity
building, these organisations are described as “anchor organisations” (Home
Office, 2004: 19). This is because, as the government notes, they offer “a wide
variety of self-help and capacity building activities in local communities and
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(have) their roots within their communities.” (Home Office, 2004: 19) They are
the sort of organisations that assist the government to achieve its community
cohesion agenda in local communities (Cabinet Office, 2007; CLG, 2007). I
will concentrate on two third sector organisations operating in the case study
housing schemes, directly or indirectly with local residents and their social
landlords. The organisations (and their postcodes) are as follows:
Safety First Community Training Centre,
BD5
Lower Grange Community Association, BD8

For profile information on these organisations, see Appendix 1.

On 28th January, 2009, I spent an afternoon at Safety First Community
Training Centre, observing and interacting with participants and staff. There
were 15 participants, concentrating on improving their computer literacy and
office management skills, as part of a programme towards combating
worklessness on social housing schemes. The participants were social
housing residents from different ethno-cultural backgrounds, and renting from
three of my case study landlords. In terms of ethnic composition, 10 of the
participants were White, 3 were Black and 2 were Asian residents. The
training environment was semi-formal, enabling participants to interact and
manage their own training input flexibly. Inter-ethnic social mixing was evident
throughout the day.

I had conversations with many of the participants at their desks and in their
small social groups during the afternoon. What was most obvious to me was
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that they saw the centre as their connection to potential employers. Job
application forms could be discussed, tips for successful interviews obtained
and direct links to prospective employers secured. The zeal to gain
employment was palpable, especially, as many participants expressed their
desire to be linked directly to employers through telephone calls and arranged
visits. Here I got some insight into how the linking form of social capital could
work. The training agency was the local conduit between participants and
prospective employers. To quote a couple of volunteers:

Training here helps me to gain the confidence and
skills for talking to people who can become my
employers. I show am interested in their company,
and the way I speak about myself and my
experience, makes them want to call me for an
interview. I gain all of that here. (Trainee 1)

It’s knowing how to relate to people that are above
you socially, people that can employ you. You
understand what they are looking for, then you put
into your conversations with them the kind of
language they want to hear. If you’ve got what they
are looking for, you need to know how to present a
good case about that. That’s why I come here.
(Trainee 2)
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During their period of training which, for most of them, was for 12 weeks, the
participants were expected to build both horizontal and vertical relationships
and gain the necessary confidence and skills for job hunting, writing up their
curriculum vitaes, attending interviews and managing their first few weeks
successfully at work. As the staff explained to me variously:

People come here with very low skills in building
interpersonal relationships. I can even say that
some of the anti-social conduct that residents and
landlords often complain about can be traced to the
low skills in building personal relationships between
people

from

different

social

and

ethnic

backgrounds. (Manager 1)

No one can succeed quite well if they don’t have
interpersonal skills that can help to link them with
people they don’t know when they need to know
such people in order to get on with them, or even
get ahead in life. (Manager 2)

Although people will say they come here to gain
employable skills, we make sure they know they
are here to do better in all aspects of interacting
with people – their neighbours, their colleagues at
work, their peers and those that are outside their
social circle. (Manager 1)
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The connections between what the participants were doing at the centre and
community cohesion were not immediately obvious to the participants
themselves. They were curious to learn that community cohesion was also
one reason why the government (through their landlords) was focusing on
tackling worklessness on social housing schemes. As a few of them stated:

I want to get a job because I want to buy the
property I live in now from the Association. They
have a programme called “Right to Acquire”. There
is a big discount through that programme. (Trainee
1)

Well, community cohesion is all sorts these days. I
came here because other people that I know came
here to train and got a job afterwards. What’s good
about it is that they are not helping you to fill forms,
they are coaching you. They also coach you what
to say at interviews and how to say things. I didn’t
come

here

to improve

community

cohesion.

(Trainee 4)

The staff had a broader view, and appeared to be well-focused on managing
the training programme within the remit set for them by the local authority and
the supportive landlords – principally, to tackle worklessness amongst social
housing residents by building up their capacity to engage in positive social
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interactions with other residents on the programme, whilst developing skills for
tapping into social networks that will link them to employment opportunities.
By interacting with other participants from their neighbourhood, the
participants developed horizontal relationships which they could take out of
the learning environment into the community, to build inter-ethnic relationships
with other social housing residents. Similarly, supposedly, by gaining the
confidence to build relationships with people ahead of them on the social and
economic ladder, within the learning environment, they would put this into
practice in similar ways within their community. Are these reasonable
expectations? “Yes” and “No”, as some of the participants’ comments below
illustrate:

It’s only here that I contact people high up out
there. If I do so at home, it’s to make a complaint
about Social Services or something like that. I don’t
go out of my way to know people who are outside
of my own circle. (Trainee 3)

Here, you get encouraged to get out there and
meet with people outside of your circle by attending
events, chatting with the speakers and the
organisers,

presenting

yourself

as

someone

interested in their life and their work. I do that now,
and am enjoying it! (Trainee 4)
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Deliberately getting to know people who are in
various positions higher than you is a good thing
that I have picked up. But you need time to go to
events where that can happen. You also need the
kind of social appearance to go with it. So, it’s a bit
expensive, time-wise, and it costs too – transport to
events, appropriate dress. (Trainee 2)

I have been collecting business cards and e-mailing
people directly from my own computer at home.
Instead of just seeking people who are in a similar
position in life to me on Facebook, I am getting
better at requesting friends outside my social circle.
(Trainee 5)

I observed during the afternoon that the five or so participants, who appeared
to be independently widening their social networks to include people above
them, also seemed to get on most with the other participants and the staff.
They appeared to have formed the kind of “cross-cutting ties” that enabled
them to be able to bond with people that they knew as a result of ethnic or
social similarities, as well as with people that were completely different to
them, especially, those who were ethnically and socially different from them
within the centre, such as participants from other ethnic groups and staff. In
other words, they displayed a kind of “overlapping membership” (see, Stone
and Hughes, 2001: 1) that gave them the advantage of access to all the
possible social networks within the centre.
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I made similar observations during my field time with the Lower Grange
Community Centre. This was a centre, owned by the landlord, but run
independently by local residents with a couple of paid staff remunerated by
their social landlord, Incommunities. The residents managed the centre as a
kind of community asset, allowing various local groups to organise
employment and educational training, and physical fitness and leisure
activities throughout the week. In this way, the centre became a hub of social
activities, drawing in residents from all backgrounds, and enabling them to
build inter-cultural relationships. According to the managers:

Inter-ethnic mixing is fine here. We have rules and
regulations all over the place about promoting
respect and tolerance. (Manager 1)

People know we are here to promote community
cohesion. The centre is for all residents. We have
very clear policies around racism and racial
harassment.

Everyone

is

aware

of

what’s

acceptable conduct. (Manager 2)

Centre users had opportunities for building inter-cultural relationships, most of
which were horizontal relationships, such as between people from similar
social backgrounds. As the managers explained, the social background of
most users related mainly to the economic background of people renting from
social landlords. Therefore, only centre users who were part of the
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management committee, and others undertaking employment training, would
be in a position to foster the kind of “cross-cutting ties” particular to linking
social capital. This turned out to be the case in my informal chats with centre
users. To recount a couple of comments:

I come here to have a cup of tea and biscuits with
my friends. We’ve known one another for years.
Lunch-time Wednesdays is our social time. We
speak to MPs and councillors when we have to. I
can’t say I know anyone outside my own circle of
friends. (User 1)

I don’t seek to get connected to someone that has
a higher social ranking than me. I’ve never thought
I needed to. Nearly all my friends are of the same
background as me. (User 2)

This is my view, if I need to have connections in
high office to get things done, I’ll do so. But to
attend events so I can have social contacts in high
places is not really my cup of tea. (User 3)

In contrast, when I spoke to a number of residents who were on the
management committee, or involved in organising events at the centre, they
happened to know more people outside of their social circles, and were helpful
in garnering resources for their group or the centre:
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Being on the management committee keeps me on
my toes: you constantly have to keep in touch with
housing association staff and the local authority.
You need to know people at that level personally
and relate to them well. (User 4)

Our work here will not succeed if we don’t make the
time to develop links with other key players in the
community,

such

as

local

councillors,

local

businesses and so on. So, I know a lot of people. I
am well connected! (User 5)

It’s the employment training that helps me to value
social contacts with people that ordinarily one might
say you have nothing in common: they are up there
and you are down here. But when you have to
know what’s going on in the job market, it’s good to
have people you can ring up, who know a bit more
than you. (User 6)

Again, watching how people mixed socially at the centre, it became apparent
during the three afternoons I had with participants and staff on 10th February,
24th March and 28th April, 2009, that those who had social contacts, enabling
access to networks that provided them with linking capital, were more socially
interactive with all groups in the centre. It has been argued that connections
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with those who are in authority and with organisations that are influential often
help people to engage in processes of governance and decision-making
(Woolcock, 2000). It is, therefore, not surprising that both at the Safety First
Community Training Centre and Lower Grange Community Centre, the social
housing residents that expressed positive attitude towards widening their
social networks to people in authority and to organisations of influence were
also those that I observed as pulling along with the management of both
places. It has been observed that cross-cutting ties are associated with trust in
governance and professional practices (Giddens, 1990; Black and Hughes,
2000).

From what I have illustrated so far, although the evidence appears
inconclusive, it can be argued that the role of third sector agencies in fostering
cross-cutting ties that benefit linking capital is rather limited. This is due to the
fact that the great majority of the residents that use their services appear to be
unaware of the need to foster such ties, or are content with the value of
particularised trust inherent in the social relationships they already have, as
described in chapters 4 and 5. Such relationships, as I have argued, produce
bonding capital. To cite Portes (1998):

Social networks are not a natural given and must
be

constructed

through

investment

strategies

oriented to the institutionalization of group relations,
usable as a reliable source of other benefits”
(Portes, 1998:3)
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The data I have considered backs up Portes’ assertion, especially, in relation
to bonding and, to a lesser degree, bridging forms of social capital as the
crucial ingredients of community cohesion in my case study areas. Social
housing residents appear more willing to invest in bonding capital, and this is
a cultural practice that is widespread within the case study housing schemes.
The group relations associated with bonding capital appears to have become
institutionalised in this sense. Linking capital also exists but my data does not
suggest that it has become “institutionalised” in the social relations of the
residents in the case study housing schemes, despite the critical role of third
sector agencies.

6.9

Summary and Conclusions

I have concentrated on how community cohesion appears to be a principal
reason for several innovations in housing services by my case study social
housing landlords. Briefly, I have illustrated how third sector agencies
contribute to fostering linking capital in their role as “anchor organisations”
within the community. The main tenor of my data analysis shows that whilst
the landlords and the third sector agencies are focused on building the
capacity of local residents to act mutually and individually in promoting
community cohesion, this is dependent on the notion of “government at a
distance” (Poulantzas, 1979; Rose and Miller, 1992; Rose, 1996; Dean, 1999).

There is nothing wrong with conceptualising social housing residents as lively,
self-directed and reasonable agents, or as consumers and active citizens, who
can be motivated to form “self-governing communities” (O’Connor, 2010),
taking control of maintaining and policing community cohesion. However, this
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approach seems to be heavily reliant on the proactivity of the landlords and
the collaboration of third sector agencies, funded by the government to
undertake this type of role.

So far, there are two problems that one can deduce immediately from the way
community cohesion is being achieved: one is structural, and the other is
political. Structurally, most of the relations that we have examined are based
explicitly on the notion of “government at a distance” – a format that allows
cohesion-building activities to be delivered on behalf of the government. The
expectation that stems from this format is that, in the long run, the generation
of different forms of social capital will assist the emergence of self-governing
communities that will be the guarantors and governors of community
cohesion. I have attempted to show that the available data from the case
study housing schemes seem to suggest that inter-ethnic relationships have
not yet become the norm in the case study housing schemes. Therefore, the
overall cohesiveness expected to seal the community cohesion pact across
communities, rather than merely within largely homogenous communities, has
yet to emerge.

Politically, community cohesion is a broad policy prescription conceived to
ameliorate several social ills. With a new government, especially, the present
Coalition government, there is the real risk that community cohesion will be a
hostage to the next big policy idea. In chapter 1, I have hinted of the “Big
Society” as the latest policy “big bang” that may well drive community
cohesion off stage.
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But before then, will neighbourhood-based social interactions amongst social
housing residents help to perpetuate community cohesion? I examine this
question in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Social Housing and Balanced Communities
Neighbourhood-based Interactions
7.1

Introduction

In this chapter, I will focus on the nature, extent and value of neighbourhoodbased social interactions in the case study housing schemes. Therefore in
section 7.2, I will examine the relevance of income and social mix, and
positive area effects. In section 7.3, I will look at the role of neighbours as
mentors and mentees and, in section 7.4, how this is affected by the tension
between spatial and social cohesion. In section 7.5, I conclude that although
there is peaceful co-existence in the neighbourhoods, the tensions I have
identified in the previous sections suggest there is also a possibility of
postponed social conflict and community fragmentation in the long run.

7.2.

Community Cohesion: Income and Social Mix, and Positive Area
Effects

Many claims have been made concerning the benefits of balanced
communities for restoring the social processes that can create community
cohesion in social housing. For instance, it is claimed that income and social
mix, as well as positive area effects lead directly to community cohesion
(Kleinhans et al., 2000; van Beckhoven and van Kempen, 2003); and that
there are better opportunities for neighbourhood solidarity and housing career
moves in a community that offers mixed tenure (Jupp, 1999; Pawson et al.,
2000).

346

Accordingly, such communities are supposed to help neighbours to find
positive role models for good conduct and social well-being (Atkinson and
Kintrea, 1998). The visible level of neighbourhood infrastructure offered by
mixed tenure neighbourhoods supposedly inspires entrepreneurism in local
residents, including social cooperation and positive competition (Beekman, et
al., 2001; Tunstall, 2003). In my interviews and field observations, I explored
these issues with the social landlords and residents selected for this research.

I have established in chapter 6 that by adopting and adapting choice-based
letting (CBL), the landlords were successful in attracting housing applicants
who could pay their rent or part-purchase their home. This means that this
type of tenants comes from a wider social and economic background,
compared to the previous tradition of allocating social homes to purely
wageless households. My case study schemes included some shared equity
products, such as discounted homes and shared ownership homes, and the
percentage of people in work amongst tenants was about 15%.

By this reason, the social and income mix on my case study schemes was
more diverse. The design included two-bed, three-bed and four-bed homes.
This in itself creates different household sizes and should, theoretically, help
people in future to move within the schemes as their household size changes.
The diversity also meant there were people in work who could measure their
commitment to the area in terms of their financial investment in their homes
(through mortgage repayments). The presence of tenants in employment
meant that, theoretically, poorer residents could have meaningful contacts
with better-off residents, increasing their chances of developing broader
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beneficial social networks for, among other things, job finding opportunities
(Kleinhans et al., 2000; van Beckhoven and van Kempen, 2003).

In chapters 4 to 6, I described a range of avenues that provided meaningful
contacts between residents. However, most of the contacts were not
spontaneous or personal. Instead, they were sponsored by the landlords and
community-based agencies fostering community cohesion through tenant
participation (TP) activities, and housing management services. As some
residents noted in some of my conversational interviews with them:

The Housing Association sends letters, leaflets and
all sorts about tolerance and respect; they invite
you to all sorts of events and meetings. (Resident,
BD9)

Community cohesion tends to get promoted in
everything the Housing Association does here.
(Resident, BD8)

Although this institutional approach towards fostering community cohesion
was appreciated by most residents, it would appear that what people looked
forward to was not the prospect of building interpersonal relationships
afterwards, but rather the practical outcomes that followed, especially, in
ensuring the neighbourhoods became free of anti-social behaviour incidents.
Most residents I spoke to went along with the idea of sponsored social events
because they saw that this promoted a culture of living that stressed positive
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social conduct - a culture that frowned on graffiti, littering, noise, illegal
parking, drug-dealing and youth gangs. My data did not show that informal
networks which could be used, particularly, for job-finding opportunities,
materialised as a result of the various cohesion-building activities undertaken
by the landlords and third sector agencies.

In other words, nearly by default, the institutional social events did widen the
canvass for promoting awareness of tolerance and respect. However, beneath
the view that harmony was promoted through income and social mix, the
differential social status of residents was not lost. As some residents stated:

I think the Housing Association is too keen to
organise resident involvement events, and they
expect you to attend every time. I am not a social
renter. I go to work and hardly have any time to
“socialise on demand”, if you get what I mean.
(Shared Owner Resident, BD9)

Informal social networks are not really happening
here. Although most of the social activities
organised by the Housing Association promote
various levels of social contact, I don’t think people
then develop those contacts further informally. I
don’t see any of my neighbours that are renting
coming to me to ask how they can get a job.
(Shared Owner Resident, BD5)
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Some other residents were quite cynical of the whole affair of agency-led
social events, reflecting that proper housing management in the first place
would achieve community cohesion anyway:

I don’t mind if residents get together to do things as
and when they like but it seems to me every
opportunity is being taken to remind us we are in a
social housing scheme and you have to promote
the Association’s agenda of community cohesion.
(Resident, BD7)

I think if they manage social housing well and don’t
treat it as a place for housing purely immigrants
and unemployed people there will be community
cohesion. (Resident, BD9)

Although informal networks across tenure and ethnic and social boundaries
were not being formed, people were contented to live and let others live. To
cite one resident:

I know we are all living together harmoniously and
people are from various backgrounds. That’s more
to do with people not getting in other people’s way.
(Resident, BD8)
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Some others commented that the social events were designed mostly to
promote interaction, not integration. As one resident explained:

I think integration as a desirable goal is particularly
difficult for some groups, for instance, British
Muslims. They don’t want to leave their own culture
or identity. (Resident, BD5)

A number of residents, particularly, those in employment commented that they
did not need social events to nudge them to establish informal social
networks. As one resident remarked:

I am a school governor. Would I have done this
entirely without community cohesion events? Yes,
because that’s me! (Resident, BD7)

I spoke to a number of residents who were not in employment, wanting to find
out whether they had started looking for employment as a result of living near
or being in some sort of social relation with a homeowner or someone in
employment in their neighbourhood. Some felt prevented from seeking
employment for childcare or health reasons. Others felt that although they
were living on a mixed income scheme, their social world did not really overlap
with that of their neighbours in work. As the landlords stated to me, they were
yet to see in a tangible manner the broader social networks their cohesionbuilding activities were designed to foster in the case study housing schemes.
Here are some illuminating comments:
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The opportunity for broader social networks exists if
you take the level of diversity on mixed tenure
schemes. However, I don’t think people mix socially
beyond the events and actions that we organise as
part of our resident involvement strategy. (HA2)

I am not sure people have made the connections
that they can find jobs or improve their life chances
by deliberately making friends with those who are
better-off, or those that are in work on their
scheme. (HA4)

The cohesion-building events that the residents participated in were typical
avenues for bonding and bridging forms of social capital. However, from the
comments of the landlords and the residents, people mainly maximised the
advantages of bonding social capital afterwards, by carrying on with informal
horizontal social contacts on the basis of their tenure affiliation and social
outlook. In other words, social and income mix had indeed been achieved but
the social processes this was supposed to set off (in terms of informal social
networks for improving the prospects of poorer neighbours and for
undertaking collective action to improve their neighbourhoods) had not really
happened.

Perhaps, this is telling us that social cohesion could not simply be achieved by
making poor and rich neighbours live side by side. The disparity in economic
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status and differential social outlook that this entails cannot simply disappear
between the residents. The disharmony that this can cause is currently
concealed by the residents’ shared sense of belonging. However, it can be
reasonably assumed that, in the long run, the current apparent harmony will
be tested when the social and economic gap widens between rich and poor
neighbours due to the way capitalism works in the real economy – the rich
tends to get richer, and the poor tends to get poorer. Conceivably, the
consequent marginalisation of poor neighbours, excluded from the world of
work and the social processes that favour those in work, will eventually lead to
the rupture of the fragile social bond that currently exists between poor and
rich neighbours.

This leads me to look at the claim that positive area effects can assist in
building cohesive communities (McCulloch, 2001; Buck 2001; Ostendorf et al,
2001). In particular, a number of UK reviews of the evidence have suggested
only a very indirect and, probably, limited causal relationship between the area
effects of people’s neighbourhoods and their social and economic prospects
at an individual level (Gordon, 1996; Ferguson and Dickens, 1999; Fieldhouse
and Tranmer, 2001; Buck and Gordon, 2004). However, contradictorily, a
large part of the argument for community cohesion clearly revolves around
improving neighbourhoods in order to improve social cohesion. It is assumed
this will enable poorer residents to have access to neighbourhood
infrastructure that will help them to take control of their life and participate in
building cohesive communities (Atkinson and Kintrea, 2001; Forrest and
Kearns, 2001; Burgess et al, 2001; Lupton, 2003; Mumford and Power, 2003).
As such, policy assumes the direct causal links that research has
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conspicuously failed to establish. What is the case for the schemes I
examined?

From the comments of the landlords and residents, there was an appreciable
level of neighbourhood infrastructure, including local shops, schools, surgeries
and other local amenities. As one landlord described to me:

Mixed tenure schemes, even physically, are more
attractive
community

than

non-mixed

resources

come

schemes.
with

More

them

and

residents have a sense of a new beginning
because they sense that although they are in social
housing, it is the closest thing to quality private let.
And for some shared owners, it is the closest thing
to full owner-occupation status. (HA3)

And to cite the views of some residents:
I love to live here. Everything is practically at your
doorstep because the development is surrounded
by shops and schools. There is only one way in,
and one way out. Social tenants have their own
cluster and there is a public space that seems to
demarcate

the

two

tenures.

Resident, BD8)
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(Shared

Owner

I am happy to rent here. It’s a brand new scheme,
you can’t imagine the feeling of getting a brand new
home until you get one! I used to live on another
scheme managed by the Housing Association. That
didn’t get the kind of attention that this scheme is
getting. (Social Renter, BD5)

Tenancy management approaches seem to be
more strictly applied here. You sense the landlord’s
expectation that this is some kind of flagship
scheme and they want to keep it that way. (Social
Renter, BD9)

It is, therefore, the case that physical improvements, hand in hand with
people-focused housing management activities, have helped the social
landlords to promote their neighbourhoods as places to live, play and work.
But what this means in terms of substantive social process for furthering
community cohesion needs to be known.

In analysing the responses and experiences of my research subjects in
relation to positive area effects, I will not attempt to empirically correlate
positive area effects with particular individuals’ behaviour because I know that
individual characteristics influence choice and outcomes. Therefore, the
correlation of area effects to personal outcomes is non-linear. Also, it is to be
noted that the impact of neighbourhood effects on individuals depend on the
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scale of those effects and other interrelated factors (Buck, 2001; Galster et al.,
2000).

The key area effect that the landlords and their residents pointed out to me
was the lower number of anti-social behaviour incidents, compared to nonmixed tenure schemes. For instance, in 2009 the landlords had received antisocial behaviour complaints per population in the ratio of 7 to 100 from nonmixed tenure schemes, but 2 to 100 from mixed tenure schemes.

By taking

account of the pathways into social housing and making use of CBL, the
landlords had allowed tenure mix to influence the residential population.

The landlords and residents also pointed out to me that tenancy failure was
low on mixed tenure schemes compared to non-mixed schemes. The failure
ratio of tenancy within 6 months of commencement on non-mixed tenure
schemes was 50 to 1000 per population in 2009. In mixed tenure schemes, it
was 10 to 1000 per population for the same period. In chapter 6, I mentioned
the use of introductory tenancies, Acceptable Behaviour Contracts, Good
Neighbour Agreements and Awards, and the Family Liaison services of the
local authority to deal with ASB issues. These are contractual modes of
governance both to prescribe acceptable conduct as well as to “police” it.
They help to foster conformity and social order as the social norms that give
the community a good reputation. As forms of “regulated self-regulation”, as
Crawford (2003) describes such contracts, they also contain disciplinary
sanctions which can deter unacceptable conduct.
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However, it is difficult to find out whether people behaved well because they
were living in a good area, or because there were incentives promoting good
conduct and disciplinary sanctions when the norms were breached. Both
situations seemed to work hand in hand according to the comments of some
residents:
They give us gardening grants and decoration
grants. That helps. (Bradford 9)

My TLC (tender Loving Care reward scheme)
vouchers are special to me. It’s good to know if I
keep to the tenancy agreement, I’ll receive
shopping vouchers. (Bradford 8)

I would have lost my tenancy if I didn’t agree to
work with the Family Liaison service. (Bradford 5)

Furthermore, questions about whether people wanted to shop more locally,
interact more socially, or seek employment because they were living in a
neighbourhood with attractive physical improvements and positive area
reputation could not be decided one way or another. This was because many
residents felt they were selected for their scheme because their tenancy
history (housing career) showed they were good tenants elsewhere. Their
behaviour, therefore, fitted the prevailing social norms on their current
scheme. No resident admitted to me that their behaviour had changed from
being anti-social by the influence of living in an area with positive area effects.
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Also, although social renters stated they were proud to live in the area, they
attributed this to their landlords’ zero tolerance for ASB, and lower levels of
crime and disorder. Residents did not suggest to me that the area presented
to them some potential economic advantage, compared to living in any other
area that might be described as socially and economically deprived.

My view is that the allocation process, the physical improvements, hand in
hand with firm and innovative housing management approaches, and the
range of cohesion-building activities have indirectly influenced the behaviour
of residents, although they did not admit this. The processes of socialisation
are present in the cohesion-building encounters of the residents, and ample
opportunities seem to exist for fostering tolerance and respect, shared values
and a sense of belonging. Therefore, it is possible to support the probability
that there is a causal relationship between positive area effects and
community cohesion, similar to the finding of Atkinson and Kintrea (2004), and
Bretherton and Pleace (2011).

The evidence of lower number of ASB incidents and tenancy failure that the
landlords and residents pointed to as positive area effects, amongst others,
suggests to me that residents have internalised the rules and procedures for
proper behaviour. Subconsciously, people seem to have moderated their
behaviour to correspond to the expectations that others have. This leads me
to examine in the next section the claim, in the literature on balanced
communities, that by diluting rented social housing with home ownership, the
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progress towards community cohesion is hastened because home owners are
adopted as role models by social renters.

7.3

Social Housing and Social Cohesion

It has been argued by a number of authors that mixed tenure housing
schemes (or, balanced communities) can help to foster greater social
cohesion because poorer and better-off residents can live side by side on
such housing schemes (Duke, 2009; Kleit, 2001). By diluting social housing
with shared ownership and owner-occupation, and allocating social homes to
people in employment, it is claimed that better-off residents will become social
role models for their poorer neighbours, and this will promote community
cohesion (see for instance, Joseph, Chaskin, and Webber, 2007; Tunstall,
2003). How far is this rosy picture true for the schemes examined here?

In this section, I will concentrate on 20 residents who stated, during interviews,
that they had been out of regular paid work for over three years. They had
therefore a more typical profile associated with social housing renters.
Consequently, I felt their views would be critical in ascertaining how rolemodelling and dilution effects impact upon social housing renters in mixed
income neighbourhoods. They completed the questionnaire attached at
Appendix 3 (see Appendix 3, Questionnaire 7). In order to clearly demonstrate
the effects of the mixed income environment, I included in my questions
references to the scheme’s other possible ascription, namely, “newly/recently
developed” scheme. My questions were multiple choice questions, and
respondents could choose as many choices as they wished, to represent their
views in response to specific questions. The responses assisted me to
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understand the residents’ attitude towards worklessness, and whether their
home-owning neighbours had any influence on their aspirations.

For instance, of the 20 residents surveyed, 15 people indicated that they were
interested in getting off welfare benefits, and taking paid employment, with
twelve of them indicating that this was due to the fact that they were living on
a mixed tenure scheme. The same number of residents stated that their
neighbourhood had a positive image because there were home owners living
within their scheme. This suggests that it was not social networks for jobfinding opportunities that prompted these people’s interest in seeking
employment; rather, it was the psychological factor of living on a scheme
where they saw people going to work. Some of their comments, during
interviews, supplied particular clues for the basis of their interest in seeking
work:

You can’t escape feeling you must work around
here. With the Benefits system harassing you into
work as well, it’s not a choice not to work.
(Resident, BD9)

It’s something about the way people get chosen to
live here. For instance, everyone goes through a
letting system asking about whether they can afford
living here. (Resident, BD5)
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Buying a home without help is impossible for me.
But I am living here and I find some of the homes
are shared owners homes. You can buy a little bit
and the landlord owns the rest. I want that.
(Resident, BD7)

In response to the question “Have you made friends with people in
employment on your scheme or within the neighbourhood, in order to help you
with gaining paid employment?”, 5 people stated that this was the case, which
was significant in the scheme of things. The remaining two-thirds were getting
help from community-based agencies towards gaining employment, and
attending job-search advice sessions at their local Employment Office (known
as Job Centre Plus).

Some explanatory comments were volunteered by residents:
You’ll lose your benefits if you are not attending job
search reviews and advice sessions. (Resident,
BD8)

They’ll teach you everything about job search (at
the Job Centre Plus) when you attend for benefit
reviews. (Resident, BD9)

It’s not as easy as you think to simply make friends
because you want them to assist you into work.
(Resident, BD5)
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From these responses so far, it can be deduced that the psychological factor
of living on a mixed scheme, and changes to the welfare benefits system,
were the key triggers for people seeking employment. However, the
importance of bridging capital was also present in the friendships people
made to assist with job-finding, although only a third of respondents indicated
this.

These people’s contact with community-based agencies towards seeking
employment could be described as the “institutional tie” that links them to a
wider social network for getting ahead in life (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000;
Stone and Hughes, 2001). Institutional ties are the contacts that people have
with particular organisations, or with people in positions of power, for the
purpose of getting ahead in life. These are not merely one-off contacts but a
continuing understanding that they can turn to such people or organisations
when they need help to get ahead in life. This linking form of social capital,
which I touched on in chapter 6, helps people to build relationships that
transcend particularised trust, associated with bonding capital. However, in
this case, additionally, I wanted to find out whether the residents were making
connections with some of their neighbours who might help them to access
employment. When asked, “Do you not think making friends outside of your
immediate social circle and different to your social background would help you
in your job search?” the invariable reply from all the respondents touched on
how hard it was for people to simply cross social boundaries in order to forge
ahead in life. A couple of their comments would suffice:
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You find your mates where you are. They are the
ones who’ll tell you what’s worked and what’s failed
for them. They are the people you depend on to
find your own level. (Resident, BD7)

If your mates are looking for a job, you find yourself
hassling after one too. The people that influence
you are those you hang around with not those
earning higher incomes. (Resident, BD8)

This suggests the kind of social networks which people form relate primarily to
their social background. The effective bonding in that background promotes
solidarity but rarely turns into a bridge for making wider social connections for
advancing personal prospects.

When asked, “If you were not living in this neighbourhood, would you have
found yourself accessing agency services to support your job seeking efforts?”
it became clear that the hub of such services in and around the case study
housing schemes helped to shape people’s perspectives about the
possibilities of gaining new skills, getting work-based placements and getting
on in life. The comments which follow can well summarise the views of the 15
residents that were keen to get back into work:

Because most of these agencies are, literally, at
your doorstep, they are harder to ignore. You find
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people going there and being helped. (Resident,
BD8)

The interaction between various agencies here is
very helpful. When you are living in an area where
mainstream and specialist agencies are working
together to help resolve people’s problems, it’s a
good area. (Resident, BD9)

A discussion of the role of these agencies in promoting community cohesion,
through linking form of social capital, has been described in chapter 6. Suffice
to note here that respondents tended to foster and strengthen their social ties
through the catalyst role of these agencies.

To return to the influence of the neighbourhood on the nudging of poorer
residents towards seeking work, there were those who felt the neighbourhood
played no role whatsoever in their attempts to seek paid employment. For
instance, this was stated by 3 of the 15 respondents that wanted work. I asked
why they thought their attitude had not been shaped by the neighbourhood.
They stated they would have been keen to find work no matter where they
lived. They actually chose to move into a better neighbourhood because they
felt that was where they belonged. They did not want to live in a
neighbourhood that was impoverished and had a reputation for being a
concentration of people on welfare benefits. In other words, according to their
view, they had a natural work ethic which was positively reinforced by living in
a neighbourhood with a good reputation. Therefore, in a way, the
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neighbourhood played a part in conditioning their attitude although this was
indirectly for this group.

Moving on, responses from all the 20 residents yielded further data in
assessing how mixed income neighbourhoods foster social control, social
networks, social tolerance and acceptance, as well as stemming economic
decline. For instance 12 residents (60%) stated that their attitude towards
looking after their home improved as a result of moving into their current
neighbourhood and 11 residents (55%) noted improvement in their attitude
towards looking after their garden. Furthermore, 9 residents (45%) felt they
were more inclined to use local services and 14 residents (70%) got more
interested in learning how to drive, and owning a vehicle. In particular, 12
residents (60%) were more inclined towards social interactions within the
neighbourhood and 16 residents (80%) noted improvement in their lifestyle,
especially, using local library services, shopping and leisure activities. Finally,
18 residents (90%) noted improvement in their attitude towards issues of
community safety and order, for instance, anti-social behaviour, looking after
the environment, neighbourly parking and use of local transport.

Respondents stated that these changes were both due to the fact they were
living in a mixed income neighbourhood as much as to the fact that the
neighbourhood was newly or recently developed. However, only 8 residents
(40%) thought their attitude changed because of the influence of home owner
neighbours alone.
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In terms of promoting tolerance and acceptance, 12 residents (60%) claimed
to have put more effort into social interaction because they were living in a
mixed tenure scheme, and only 5 residents (25%) felt their effort in interacting
socially was due to the influence of high income earners as role models. In
terms of attitude towards living on welfare benefits, 14 residents (70%) stated
that their disapproval of people living on welfare benefits and not making
credible effort to get into employment was due to the fact that they were living
in a mixed tenure neighbourhood. Only 4 residents (20%) stated this was due
to the influence of home owner neighbours as role models. Overall, 12
residents (60%) stated that their level of social tolerance towards ethnic
minorities, people with different faiths, and from different social backgrounds
increased as a result of living in a mixed tenure scheme.

What this showed was that my case study schemes gave the residents the
opportunities to see, hear and interact with people from different income and
social backgrounds in a way that led unconsciously to a wider acceptance of
difference. Therefore, although social ties through neighbourhood-based
social interactions are important in fostering and strengthening community
cohesion, such ties can also, probably, be formed simply by people seeing,
hearing and experiencing one another subconsciously, due to being in close
proximity, without any particular evidence of role-modelling.

When I put the question pointedly to the 20 residents whether they considered
high income earners in the neighbourhood to be role models for getting ahead
in life, 16 residents (80%) concurred. However, when I asked whether their
high income earner neighbours were the residents’ personal role models for
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getting ahead in life, the answer was largely negative as only 7 residents
(35%) agreed. In other words, the hierarchical differentiation of high income
earners as mentors, and social renters as mentees, in the case study housing
schemes remained highly contested.

I was curious to know why many of the residents did not feel able to
personally link their desire to get ahead in life with the fact that some of their
neighbours were higher income earners (or home owners). Some of the
comments were revealing:

I didn’t come here to learn from a neighbour that it
is good to be employed. I know it is. (Resident,
BD8)

Not all that glitters is gold. Simply because
someone is a home owner doesn’t mean they are a
good role model. There is more to life than earning
a high income. (Resident, BD9)

Living in a place like this where there are home
owners is good. But to say because I’m renting
from a social landlord I will be looking up to them
for a pattern to get on in life is patronising.
(Resident, BD5)
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In all of this, one can see that most residents could relate to the positive
influence of high income earner neighbours on the reputation of their
neighbourhood. However, for some, to bring it down to a practical personal
level felt undignifying. This chimes with what Rosenbaum et al. (1998)
discovered in their work on role-modelling that social housing tenants felt they
were being patronised to consider their home owner neighbours as positive
role models.

Altogether, the limited evidence from the case study housing schemes shows
that the role of neighbours as mentors and mentees does occur. However, the
“mentees” are often shy to admit to this, particularly, because they feel it
sullies their personal dignity. Also, whether the appellation is “recently
developed” or “mixed tenure” scheme, it is clear that living on this kind of
scheme assists all residents to develop the necessary working knowledge of
diversity and tolerance, as well as, (for social renters, particularly), a desire to
improve their life chances. In addition, what seems to work for all the residents
is a combination of social and visual interaction, perhaps, with the greater
influence from visual interaction. In effect, although they mostly consider the
suggestion that interaction with home owners and other people in employment
in the neighbourhood as insulting and patronising, actually, living around such
people, and seeing them, indirectly influences their behaviour and attitudes.

This appears to confirm the findings of some earlier studies (for instance,
Brophy and Smith, 1997; Rosenbaum et al., 1998) except that my research
points also to visual interaction as the basis for this influence. In addition, on
the basis of the evidence, one can also point to the role of community-based
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agencies as role-modelling agents. They appear to be the favourites of social
renters perhaps because they offer their clients a certain level of anonymity
and neutrality in helping them to adopt and deploy appropriate behaviours and
attitudes that foster community cohesion. Therefore, in contrast to the findings
of Friedrichs and Blasius (2003), the important role models for these social
renters are not actually outside the neighbourhood. Instead, they are part of
the fabric of the neighbourhood, further adding to their clients’ sense of place.

Although it was not possible to establish the kind of vertical social
relationships (between poorer and better-off residents) that the theorists
expect of mixed income social housing communities, the evidence of
meaningful horizontal relationships (between residents of the same tenure) is
well established in my data. On account of the catalyst role of the social
landlords and other social agencies, these relationships are directly linked to
strategies for fostering particularised social trust, norms of reciprocity, and
tolerance.

Tolerance of diversity, especially, even if it does not lead immediately to social
connections between neighbours and communities, will assist later in forming
diversified networks, and participation in voluntary associational activities. In
this way, tolerance of diversity is a good indicator of the “civic virtue” that
community cohesion represents, and may produce, in the long run, the wide
network of reciprocal social relations in which people commit themselves to
each other, beyond their social and ethnic predispositions. Towards that long
term goal, communities will need to resolve or carefully manage the
inescapable tension between spatial and social cohesion, when residential
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space is arbitrarily zoned into social rented homes and owner-occupation on
the same scheme. This is where I turn my attention next.

7.4

The Tension between Spatial and Social Cohesion

Mixed tenure schemes are supposed to promote social cohesion (Bailey et al.,
2006; Martin and Watkinson, 2003). Moreover, by enabling poorer and betteroff residents to live next door to each other, they also promote spatial
cohesion (Allen et al., 2005; Rowlands et al., 2006). However, paradoxically,
they can also promote spatial tension because poorer and better-off residents,
even though they may be living next door to each other, are living in different
tenures. This means there can be a conflict of lifestyles, values and attitudes
in the way people behave and the way they treat their own and other’s space
around them, as a result of people’s different social and income backgrounds
(van Beckhoven and van Kempen, 2003).

In fact, in two of the case study housing schemes (in BD8 and BD9) spatial
difference was reinforced by the spatial distribution of the schemes into social
rented and shared-owner/home-owner locations. The landlords told me that in
their experience the shared ownership home that gets sold last is often the
one that is nearest to a social rented unit. As a result, tenure zoning (spatial
differentiation of social renters and non-social residents) was sometimes
employed to aid home sale.

On my visits to the case study housing schemes, some residents pointed out
that more visitors often called at social rented homes; and there were more
children in social rented homes. Consequently, there was more litter and noise
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attendant to more people using, or frequenting social rented homes. I
personally observed that there was a tendency for less attention to
environmental maintenance of homes, for instance, untrimmed lawns were
more visible in social rented parts of the case study housing schemes.

Indeed, some of the comments from residents are revealing:
I am one of the shared owners. We live in a four
bed home, we have three children. Across the road,
a similar property is rented. According to the
Housing Association, it is a 4-bed, 8-persons home.
It’s a lot noisier there. They won’t rent it to a smaller
household because that’s not the way social renting
works. Sometimes, I sit and think density is an
issue here, not a problem yet, but can be.
(Resident, BD8)

It seems there are clusters of shared ownership
homes separate from rented homes. The rented
streets look more crowded and you can already feel
may lose their colour earlier than the shared
ownership clusters. I think it’s a mistake to have
identifiable clusters but we are told it’s more difficult
to sell the new homes if they are not in separate
clusters from the rented ones. (Resident, BD9)
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This is a private development. Only five us are
renting here, others are home-owners. The area is
very quiet. It is a very high quality scheme but they
have given social residents the bottom end of the
development and a public open space separates us
renters from owners. What you notice immediately
is, on our part, the place feels more crowded
because the Association cannot allow you to underoccupy. So, they have strict rules about household
sizes in every dwelling type. Whereas if you want to
buy a five-bed home nobody asks you how many
children you’ve got. (Resident, BD7)

Digesting all of this, it is clear that, as a number of research findings have
observed, social housing renters living among home owners in a development
specifically designed to promote social and income mix can experience tenure
ostracism (Goodchild and Cole, 2001). Some studies have noted that social
conflicts can arise due to people with different lifestyles living together in
mixed tenure neighbourhoods. Therefore, mixed tenure schemes, actually,
have the potential for exacerbating physical and social differences amongst
residents (Forrest and Kearns, 1999; Beekman et al., 2001).

Spatial tension is also noticeable in the spatial routines of a number of
respondents, particularly, those with the greatest chance of cross-tenure
contacts and interactions. For instance, shared owners and home owners
nearest social renters seem to take a greater interest in routines that visibly
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mark their tenure as different from their social renter neighbour’s. Such
routines included more zealous attention to the external characteristics of their
homes – more frequently trimmed lawns, upgraded boundary treatments and
property ornamentation in the guise of decorative objects and artefacts on
walls, doors, windows and in the gardens. In some cases, the front drives of
shared owners and home owners were comparatively cleaner and their motor
vehicles newer.

Although people’s spatial routines were highly individualised, it was still
possible for me to detect some discernible differences arising probably from
tenure segregation. For instance, I observed that car journeys to destinations
beyond the neighbourhood were most likely for both social renters and home
owners. In contrast, walking to local shops and taking short cuts through
public spaces was more likely for social renters. Similarly, social renters were
more likely to greet people on the street and have conversations on the road.
In contrast, shared owners and home owners were more likely to hear
people’s voices and see them through windows making conversations. In their
conversations with me, a number of social renters indicated that they were
more likely to be found doing household chores, shopping, and social visits in
their neighbourhood during the day. As they were, typically, not in
employment, they could find the time during the day for these social tasks. In
contrast, some shared owners told me that they found time mainly for evening
routines, out and about in the neighbourhood, after work.

From this evidence, one can understand why some studies have found that
because the patterns of social life can vary according to tenure, it is not
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unusual to find very little cross-tenure interactions between social renters and
owner-occupiers (Goodchild and Cole, 2001). For this reason, to avoid the
pronounced effects of spatial segregation in mixed tenure neighbourhoods,
some authors have advocated “pepper-potting”, a design that mixes social
renting and owner-occupied homes without segregating them into zones
(Beekman et al., 2001; Jupp, 1999; Page and Boughton, 1997).

However, on the basis of my direct observations and the responses of the
residents, I am not convinced that the inherent spatial tension built into the
provision of mixed tenure schemes - by their very nature of being multi-tenure
- can be limited by pepper-potting. Social renting (to mostly welfare benefit
recipients) and owner occupation are at the opposite end of the spectrum of
residential models in any neighbourhood, by the fact that they draw their
constituents from two very different income and social streams: people in
work, and people out of work. In the long run, as more people in work rent
social homes because they are unable to purchase their own homes, or afford
quality private lets in suburbia, then one might expect that the binary
distinctions between social renting and homeowning would effectively lapse
on mixed tenure schemes. Until then, tenure segmentation rather than
integration at the street level, as shown by the evidence presented here,
would be a feature of mixed tenure schemes.

Consequently, whilst tenure diversification and the widespread use of choice
based letting (CBL) would help in housing people from various income and
social backgrounds in the case study housing schemes, I still feel that the
underlying processes of disadvantage and exclusion in the social structure in
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general have the potential to create conflicts between social renters and
owner-occupiers. In social capital terms, if we accept Coleman’s notion that
social capital is the individual’s “ability to socialise easily” (Coleman,
1990:302), perhaps, that ability for cross-tenure social contact is impeded by
the probable spatial tension between renters and home owners on social
housing schemes. I do not agree with Jupp (1999) that merely the proximity
between tenures increases the amount of social networks among residents of
different tenures. Rather, as the evidence presented above suggests, crosstenure networks are mainly fostered by cohesion-building activities organised
by the social landlords.

7.5

Summary and Conclusions

This chapter shows that social housing residents want to engage in
meaningful interactions and positive relations with their neighbours, and the
concept of balanced communities assists with this process. However,
although there was evidence of cross-tenure contacts in the case study
housing schemes, the claim that mixed tenure per se can increase social
interactions between renters and owners, could not be proven because crosstenure contact was mainly dependent on the institutional investment in
community cohesion initiatives by social landlords. This is one piece with other
people’s research findings. For instance, according to Atkinson and Kintrea
(1998, 2000, 2001), owners and renters inhabit largely different social worlds,
as a result mixing socially is not the natural thing because different social
worlds produce different lifestyles (see, also, Cole et al., 1997). As borne out
in the responses of the residents, neighbourhood-based social interactions
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relate more to tenure, ethnicity and lifestyles than to the establishment of a
mixed tenure scheme.

In other words, in contrast to Jupp (1999) and Knox et. al. (2002), I found little
evidence to support the idea that if owner-occupation and social rented homes
were on the same street, there would be greater social cross-tenure contacts.
However, I have noted the useful aspect of visual interaction although this
earns only minor recognition by authors. Also, whilst I did not find hostility
simply arising from diametric cross-tenure sentiments from residents as some
authors seem to suggest (for instance, Beekman et al., 2001, and BloklandPotters, 1998), discernible spatial tensions - if not managed properly - could
lead to social conflicts in the future. However, it must be admitted that my
work did not probe into possible negative feelings of resentment between
home owners and social renters. I would agree with Cole et al (1997) that,
overall, my case study residents did not particularly think that tenure mix alone
solved the problem of social segregation and exclusion for them. Moreover,
perceptions of people inhabiting separate social worlds, although they were
living in the same neighbourhood, influenced the way social networks were
formed in the neighbourhoods.

Although I did not seek to find out whether social renters in the case study
housing schemes had role models elsewhere, nonetheless, most of my
renting respondents demonstrated that their contact with various agencies,
including their social landlords, proved effective in influencing and shaping
their attitudes to work, and tolerance of others. In a sense, although noninstitutional

cross-tenure interactions were
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sparse, the

actual

social

interactions that took place during agency-led and agency-structured events
can be assumed to have indirectly influenced social renters to adopt positive
attitudes towards work, tolerance of others and accountability to rules and
norms that safeguard the reputation of their neighbourhood.

In concluding, it is hard, at least at some simple level, to deny the benefits of
the physical improvements that come with mixed tenure neighbourhoods,
which are often absent on older mono tenure social renting neighbourhoods.
The presence of several features typical of mixed tenure neighbourhoods –
such as planned integration of new and refurbished homes within supportive
local community services and amenities – would at least assist in building a
cohesive neighbourhood. Therefore, I would say this seems to have led to
better neighbourhood outcomes for all residents – owners and renters alike.
However, although there is peaceful co-existence in the neighbourhoods, the
tensions I have identified suggest there is also a possibility of postponed
social conflict and community fragmentation in the long run.

377

CHAPTER EIGHT
The Research and its Implications

8.1

Introduction

This chapter draws out the main conclusions of the research, and the policy
implications of the findings. I also examine the limitations of the research and
possibilities for future research. Accordingly, in section 8.2 I review the main
conclusions of each chapter, linking this to section 8.3 where I touch on the
policy implications of my findings. This leads me to examine the limitations of
the research in 8.4, whilst in 8.5 I focus on the implications of this research for
future studies.

8.2

The Main Conclusions from the Research

The main focus of this research is, firstly, that the assets of social capital
(norms, social networks and trust categories) and forms of social capital
(bonding, bridging and linking) are good predictors of community cohesion.
Consequently, and secondly, the thesis examines how social interactions
produce forms of social capital, in the context of the New Labour
government’s aim to use social housing to build cohesive communities.

In chapter one, I concentrated on three things: the claims made for social
capital by theorists and policy-makers; the genesis and ideologies behind
community cohesion; and research models illustrating how social capital can
be used as a framework for investigating social phenomena. I stressed that
despite its imprecision as a social concept, social capital is an all-embracing
explanatory model that focuses on how social relationships are constructed
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within communities, in a way that generates social norms, various types of
social trust and networks. These assets produce non-pecuniary relational
forms of capital which allow individuals and groups to build their lives, their
communities, and businesses through their social interactions. Having
examined the key positions of theorists and policy-makers, especially,
Coleman, Bourdieu and Putnam, regarding the benefits and pitfalls of social
capital, I set out a case for adopting social capital as a theoretical framework
for investigating how community cohesion is practised in social housing.

I rested my case on what I see as the linear relationship between the goals of
social capital and the policy aims of community cohesion. I established the
genesis of community cohesion as a social policy in the UK, firstly, in the
official reports into the social disturbances that happened in certain Northern
cities and towns in the UK in the summer of 2001; secondly, in the
communitarian politics of the New Labour administration that emerged in 1997
and, thirdly, in the phenomenon of making one policy prescription the panacea
for multiple social ills. The main goals of social capital relate to how specific
forms of social interactions can enhance social cohesion and transform
communities, which also happen to be the main policy aims of community
cohesion.

Reflecting on the work of Forrest and Kearns (2000), I argued that the linear
relationship between social capital and community cohesion creates an
adequate template for investigating how social housing is the government’s
preferred tool for building cohesive communities. I gave examples of recent
social research, across various subject themes that adopted social capital as
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the theoretical basis for investigating different social phenomena. I suggested
that there were two broad approaches: those based on various forms of
rational action theory; and those emphasising empirical causal factors.
Rational-choice sociology usually adopts the view that social actors act
rationally, calculating into their choices the cost and benefits of alternative
decisions. Whilst causal factors are important in explaining rational choice,
such factors are secondary to the social processes that determine the
rationality of the decisions made by social actors. Therefore, in contrast to the
positivist school which emphasises causal factors and law-like regularities in
their observation of social phenomena, I argued that the nature of my subject
matter – social capital and community cohesion, and how social housing is
used to build cohesive communities – fits more into the interpretivist traditions
within the rational choice model.

In chapter two, I carried out a quick analysis of social housing to test out the
Foucauldian theoretical formulae that governance entails: 1) governing others,
and (2) governing oneself. Foucauldian “governmentality” is the process by
which governance achieves both outcomes. Applied to social housing, I gave
examples of policy prescriptions which found their way into social housing,
particularly, the “nudging” of social housing residents to adopt the social
conduct encoded into the government’s policy script. The policy script is
mediated by community-based agencies and communitarian philanthropists,
whose interactions with social housing residents reflect the social discourse
on empowerment, enfranchisement, autonomy and choice. This discourse,
which one can describe as the responsibilisation of the individual, creates an
assortment of strategies that the individual chooses to use in adopting the
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policy objectives of the state. Such strategies are described as “technologies
of the self”; they prepare and help the individual to comply with the policy
objectives of the state.

My analysis of the Foucauldian method of discourse in relation to
“governmentality” gave me some theoretical insights into how, in the
implementation of community cohesion, the government devolves its role and
powers to local agencies, such as housing associations and third sector
organisations. The same process, ultimately, makes individual tenants
responsible for creating cohesive communities by emphasising choice,
autonomy and social responsibility. Furthermore, the analysis shows that by
muting class, gender and cultural differences, and by devolving power and
responsibilities from the centre to local agencies and responsibilised
individuals, successive governments have “used” social housing to achieve a
variety of policy concerns.

In chapter three, I provided details of the qualitative methodological
approaches I adopted to investigate how social housing is used to build
cohesive communities. I discussed realist and ethnographic methodologies,
clarifying how they are particularly suitable for the way I focused on the
relationship between social capital and community cohesion, in pursuit of how
social housing is a tool for building cohesive communities. I adopted a case
study approach, and touched on key methodological and ethical issues.

My six case study housing schemes, the four landlords, managing the
schemes, and the two community-based agencies were chosen largely on
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account of the issues raised in chapters 1 and 2. I did not have any preconceived ideas as to whether they were doing well or badly at achieving
community cohesion. In particular, I explained potential problems relating to
my role as Director of Housing Services within one of the housing
organisations, as well as with data collection and data analysis. I described
the multiple data sources that would assist me in limiting these problems, and
enhancing data validity, especially, through data triangulation. I chose
grounded theory as a vital component of my research methods, to ensure that
I would capture the complex and, possibly, contradictory accounts of the role
of social housing residents in building cohesive communities within the case
study housing schemes.

With chapter 4, the analysis of my data commenced, trained on shared norms
and social values. My data showed significant levels of particularised trust, in
the case study housing schemes, in contrast to the low levels of generalised
trust. Clear patterns of intra-ethnic interactions were established, and these
led to what I described as stand-alone social networks. I found very minimal
overlapping membership of these social networks by people from different
ethnic groups. Instead, inter-ethnic interactions happened mostly on demand,
through the instigation of the housing agencies in their work around cohesionbuilding activities. The data showed that such activities were yet to translate
into a personal ethic, on the part of residents, to go out of their way to form,
intuitively, inter-ethnic patterns of social networks within the selected housing
schemes. Accordingly, this leads me to identify bonding social capital as the
main type of social capital in the case study housing schemes.
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My data yielded copious information on norms of reciprocity and mutuality.
However, these were largely attached to particularised trust, which is the basis
of the intra-ethnic interactions and social networks in the case study housing
schemes. The high level of particularised trust affects civic trust in political
institutions, with higher numbers of Black and Asian respondents expressing
less confidence in political institutions, compared to their White neighbours.
However, this picture is clouded by the grievances of both ethnic minorities
and White residents against what they view as the privileging of minority rights
by the state (according to White residents), and the privileges that White
residents appear to enjoy socially and economically (according to ethnic
minority residents). The residents’ perception of public institutions as politically
biased towards particular ethnic and social groups shows that it is risky to
attempt a categorisation of which ethnic group puts more trust in civic
authorities. However, the data showed an unmistakable correlation between
lower levels of generalised trust and civic trust, and the mistrust of civic
authorities.

This low level of intuitive social trust of the strange “other” leads to
contradictory views about multiculturalism. A large proportion of residents
thought multiculturalism brought benefits to their schemes. However,
contradictorily, a large number of residents also indicated they preferred to live
in mono-ethnic, or, certainly, less-culturally diversified neighbourhoods. This
contradiction is also shown in how people address various social issues. On
the surface, there is a common agreement about most of these issues in
terms of their relevance to community cohesion. However, issues in ethnicity
and faith affect the finer details, and lead to divergent social paths for most of
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the residents. Therefore, the commonality of views on the social values of
tolerance and tackling social ills in the case study housing schemes is rather
fragile. Combined with residents’ perception of public institutions as politically
biased towards particular ethnic and social groups, this fragility may well be an
indication that the bonding social capital, which currently holds the
communities together, has to be shored up by bridging social capital to
minimise the risk of community fragmentation in the long run. Are we looking
in the wrong place for bridging capital? Chapter 5 attempts to answer this
question.

In chapter 5, I investigated the presence and nature of bridging capital by
looking at the responses of the residents in relation to civic culture,
associational activities and place attachment and identity. The data suggested
that the practice of civility by residents in the case study housing schemes
followed state and ethno-cultural assumptions. On the state side, these
assumptions

are

linked

to

the

conflicted

debate

on

immigration,

multiculturalism, nationality and citizenship. Altogether, these issues turn on
two divergent but sometimes overlapping versions of community cohesion.
First, should the state promote the acceptance and accommodation of
minority cultures, in which the “differentiated citizenship” of minority
communities is seen as non-threatening, as part of the political and social
fabric of the notions surrounding Britishness? Or, secondly, should the state
jettison this type of ethno-centric multiculturalism in favour of a cultural
hegemony based on the White English heritage of England, with the
requirement that minority communities should be integrated into this so as to
achieve community cohesion?
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At the local level, all this means that community cohesion is expected to
flourish through informal inter-ethnic social interactions in the day-to-day lived
experiences of multicultural neighbourhoods. The data, however, showed that
informal inter-ethnic social interactions were quite limited in the case study
housing

schemes.

Moreover,

such

interactions

were

constructed in

communities where ethno-cultural characteristics predominate, and predetermine, to a certain extent, what people wear, what they eat, where they go
to worship and who they associate with. Therefore, at individual (sometimes
described as micro-social) levels, as well as at community, or meso-social
levels, the civic culture translates and pushes community cohesion as,
effectively, the acceptance and accommodation of minority cultures. A
different rationality emerges when the residents have to attend statesponsored and state-oriented community-cohesion activities. At this macrosocial level, a different but complementary script runs: the main business is
that minority ethnic communities should subsume their ethno-cultural practices
within the overriding theme of Bradford’s “one landscape, many views.” There
is, therefore, a benign neglect of differences, especially, at communitycohesion building events, and it is commonalities that are promoted.

This pragmatic pattern of constructing inter-ethnic interactions leads me to
argue that residents have the will to, and do, access social networks that offer
the activation of the kind of social ties needed for bridging capital. In a latent
sense, they have overlapping membership of social networks that are
available at the meso-social level. Civility, therefore, helps to provide a bridge
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for inter-ethnic social interactions for my case study residents, despite the
contradictions that social policy seems to present.

In a similar fashion, the weight of my data, in relation to the participation of the
case study residents in associational activities, illustrates the latency of “weak
ties” (bridging capital) and “thin trust” (generalised trust) in the case study
housing schemes. The examples of associational activities led me to argue
that the bonding form of social capital could activate the “weak ties” needed
for reaching wider networks, if required. When I examined my data in relation
to the residents’ sense of belonging, this pattern of converting bonding capital
into bridging capital, nearly at will, became even stronger. The results showed
that the residents’ sense of belonging was framed by the quality of social
relations that they were part of in the area where they lived. The stronger their
social ties in the area, the stronger their sense of belonging. In the list of
reasons that they cited in support of their sense of belonging, both bonding
and bridging forms of social capital were obvious, but, the bonding form
predominated.

Therefore, again, an inescapable conclusion emerges: it is particularised trust
and bonding capital that are the wheels of community cohesion in the case
study housing schemes. Would matters be different if one were to consider
the housing management practices of the landlords, and the role of third
sector agencies? Would their practices and the response of residents show
bridging and linking forms of social capital? This was taken up in chapter 6.
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Social landlords are required by state regulators to promote community
cohesion in their schemes. This duty emanates both from the community
cohesion agenda and the sustainable community policy of the government.
The government’s sustainable community policy, in particular, encourages
social landlords to develop mixed income and mixed tenure schemes (also
known as “balanced communities”), and innovative housing services to ensure
the health and well-being of the communities that they are serving.

Therefore, in chapters 6 and 7, my data was examined against the claims
made for balanced communities as an important plank of community
cohesion. It is the case, however, that the housing management practices of
my case study housing landlords applied to all their tenants, irrespective of
their tenure. On the basis of the data available, in chapter 6, my analysis
showed that these services were shaped by two principles: a consumerist
ethic, stressing choice and empowerment, and a “contract” ethic, stressing
autonomy and social responsibility. They fit neatly into the aims of the
government,

through

community

cohesion,

to

create

“self-governing

communities” that are responsible for developing and controlling the range of
social attitudes that help to foster social cohesion.

The specifics of housing allocation (mainly, through choice-based letting, or
CBL), tenancy management initiatives, resident involvement activities, and
dealing with anti-social behaviour (ASB), gave the landlord both a wideranging involvement in the social life of their residents, as well as the tools for
enabling the residents to create cohesive communities through acceptable
social behaviour. The tenancy services became opportunities for inter-ethnic
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contact, although mostly focused on resolving problems within the schemes.
As a result, the schemes became the local territory where individuals were
shaped into active citizens and consumers. This kind of “etho-politics”
motivates individuals to see themselves as having meaning and purpose only
insofar as they participate in improving the liveability of their residential locale.

The work of the social landlords promotes inter-ethnic social interactions, and
the compass of the landlords’ services extrudes beyond the private and
domestic arena of the home, into the governance of the conduct of people in
the wider community, and in public urban spaces. However, the data only
minimally showed that the voluntary and informal inter-personal relationships
between residents of different ethno-cultural backgrounds continued beyond
the agency role of the social landlords. As a result, the ethno-cultural firewalls,
peculiar to bonding capital (as noted in chapters 4 and 5), were obstacles to
the development of overlapping social networks. In effect, despite the
interventionist role of the social landlords, the bridging form of social capital,
needed for reaching and interacting socially across separate networks, was
still largely absent in the case study housing schemes.

In the final part of chapter 6, I considered the role of two “third sector”
agencies to see whether this produced greater social inter-ethnic interaction.
The data established that those residents in contact with, or making use of,
the services of the two agencies, fell into two main categories. First were
those who used their institutional ties to the agencies to access the resources
of other organisations, and individuals in positions of authority, for help
towards employment, or towards resolving other social needs. In this way,
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they were activating the “weak ties” (of “thin trust” or generalised trust), which
promote linking capital. Secondly, in contrast, there were those who felt
unable to activate such ties, or were unwilling to do so. This was because of
their stock of bonding social capital, which was the “trust of familiars”, or
particularised trust.

In other words, whilst the agency role of both the social landlords and “third
sector” organisation promotes the “weak ties” needed for intuitive and
overlapping membership of cross-cutting networks, the residents in the case
study housing schemes mostly appeared to default to the strong social ties
that promote bonding capital. Linking capital also exists but my data does not
suggest that it has become “institutionalised” in the social relations of the
residents in the case study housing schemes, despite the interventionist role
of the social landlords and the third sector agencies. This leads me, finally, to
query whether the balanced community objectives of social and economic
mixing of residents in the case study housing schemes were helping to foster
bridging and linking forms of social capital and, by implication, long-term
cohesive communities. So, will neighbourhood-based social interactions
amongst social housing residents help to perpetuate community cohesion?
This is taken up in chapter 7.

In chapter 7, my data showed that residents were highly positive of the area
effects associated with improved liveability of social housing schemes. On
account of the social and income mix strategies deployed by inserting “high
income earners” into the midst of social renters, through shared ownership
homes, as well as the presence of homes acquired under the Right-to-Buy
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and the Right-to-Acquire, the case study housing schemes are, by design and
default, mixed tenure neighbourhoods. Logically, and as argued by theorists
and policy-makers, this offers “natural” opportunities for residents from
different income and social backgrounds to engage in meaningful social
interactions.

However, although the data showed evidence of cross-tenure contacts in the
case study housing schemes, the claim that mixed tenure per se can increase
social interactions between renters and owners could not be proven. This was
because the cross-tenure contacts appeared mainly dependent on the
institutional investment in community cohesion initiatives by the social
landlords. The different social worlds of owners and renters produce different
lifestyles and neighbourhood-based social interactions related more to tenure,
ethnicity and lifestyles than to the establishment of a mixed tenure scheme.

Moreover, concerns were raised by some of the residents regarding possible
spatial segregation on some schemes, whereby social renters were located to
one side of the scheme, and home owners had the opposite or adjacent end.
This practice produced discernible spatial tensions between neighbours and
these could escalate, if not properly managed. As the data generally showed,
perceptions of people inhabiting separate social worlds, although they were
living in the same neighbourhood, influenced the way social networks were
formed in the case study housing schemes.

As a result, evidence of role modelling was rather flaky. Most of my renting
respondents demonstrated that their contact with various agencies, including
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their social landlords, proved effective in influencing and shaping their
attitudes to work, and their tolerance of others, rather than proximity to a home
owner or high income earner. Whilst the benefits of the physical improvements
that come with mixed tenure neighbourhoods, were welcomed by the
residents, their direct role in assisting respondents to build cohesive
communities was hard to prove. I concluded that bonding social capital and
the opportunities to convert this to bridging capital are the essential factors for
the peaceful co-existence in the social housing neighbourhoods that I studied.

In summing up, community cohesion, amongst other descriptions, is about
how residents demonstrate a sense of belonging, and participate voluntarily in
the rites, values and norms that strengthen the social ties between different
ethnic and social groups. For this, people need bonding social capital, which
was amply demonstrated in the case study housing schemes. However,
cross-cutting ties (in the form of connections to people who are different, as
well as to institutions of power, and people in positions of authority) are also
necessary to build enduring cohesive communities. As Portes notes:

…the

acquisition

of

social

capital

requires

deliberate investment of both economic and cultural
resources” (Portes, 1998:3).

One can say that the economic investment is largely by the social landlords,
and will need to continue into the foreseeable future. However, this economic
investment remains to be matched by a similar level of deliberate investment
of cultural resources, for bridging and linking forms of social capital, by social
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housing residents. Therefore, the crucial point is that bonding capital provides
the basis for the current peaceful co-existence of different ethnic and social
groups

in

the

case

study

housing

schemes,

supported

by

the

“governmentality” of social landlords and community-based third sector
agencies. The communities themselves have not significantly become the
guarantors and governors of the peaceful co-existence. Therefore, inter-ethnic
interactions need to lead to overlapping membership of different social
networks by the different ethnic groups. If this fails to happen, their peaceful
co-existence of today is only, possibly, postponed social conflict in the long
term.

8.3

Policy implications of the Research Findings

The

research

points

to

how housing

developments,

local

housing

associations, and their third sector allies can best contribute to social
cohesion. The findings suggest that they should concentrate on fostering
generalised trust which encourages intuitive inter-ethnic interactions, not
merely as a problem-solving trick by social housing residents but, more
importantly, as the essential cultural property of cohesive communities. The
responsibilisation motif, couched in the discourse surrounding empowerment,
enfranchisement, choice and autonomy, gives housing associations the moral
and social cover to nudge the conduct of social housing tenants towards
common values and acceptable conduct. However, greater sophistication is
required in managing residents’ perception of public institutions as politically
biased towards particular ethnic and social groups, as this perception leads
them to invest in intra-ethnic relationships, instead of inter-ethnic ones.

392

Moreover, the agency role that housing associations, and third sector
organisations play, needs to be stretched further, into enabling and motivating
social housing residents to develop institutional ties with other organisations,
and people in positions of power, for whom the plight of social housing
residents is a political or ideological cause. Although my research did not
probe this possibility, there was very little evidence of this in the narratives that
the residents supplied, in relating to the issues affecting their communities.

Appropriately, one may question the political wisdom behind the use of
community cohesion as a panacea for multiple social ills by the New Labour
government. Adopting this approach seems to weaken the argument that
positive inter-ethnic relationships would prevent community fragmentation,
especially, when issues of social justice and fair distribution of economic
resources, appeared to be core concerns of several social housing residents,
in the case study housing schemes.
Whilst “governing-at-a-distance” might have helped to reduce central
bureaucracy, and insulate the government from local criticisms of the
implementation of the community cohesion agenda, its main objective of
producing “self-governing” communities that can take control of community
cohesion at local levels, appears harder to achieve. My findings would seem
to suggest that the responsibilisation motif has not worked beyond
empowering a few residents to self-manage their social aspirations, and make
connections with the larger community a priority - in search of personal, not
collective, social goals.
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If we take “governing-at-a-distance” as a form of behavioural economics, its
economism so far seems to have touched only very few people within the
case study housing schemes. My data showed that a majority of the residents
were yet to bend to the nudge towards fostering intuitive inter-ethnic
interactions, and hence underpin, community cohesion. Perhaps, questions
about the effectiveness of “governing-at-a-distance” are behind the new shift,
by the Coalition government, towards the “nudge-nudge-wink-wink” theory of
behavioural economists, such as Thaler and Sunstein (Thaler and Sunstein,
2009). According to recent opinion, through their Behavioural Insight Team,
the Coalition government is seeking new directions in how to apply “the
politics of the brain” to government policy-making.
(See

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/first-obama-now-

cameron-embraces-nudge-theory-2050127.html).

Issues can also be taken with what appears to be one of the key prongs of
community cohesion as a policy: that the segregation of south Asian
communities in inner city wards of Britain’s northern towns and cities threatens
community relations and promotes separation and parallel lives. As many
authors have already argued, south Asian communities are not homogeneous;
policy assumptions of their cultural separateness as promoting segregation
rather than integration lack substantive evidence; and claims that uncontrolled
immigration of ethnic minorities into the UK are bulging up ethnic minority
concentrations, are disputable. From the responses of some of the people in
my case study housing schemes, it can be argued that, because the New
Labour government seemed to have raised the concentration of ethnic
populations in certain parts of Britain, as a social problem, the other message
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of community cohesion as a celebration of the uniqueness of each culture has
become difficult to hear by a number of White respondents.

Finally, it is presumptuous of official policy to assume that Muslims for whom
Islam is not just a matter of faith, but also their social identity, will adopt the
community cohesion script of integration and assimilation without some form
of cultural and ideological resistance. Several Muslim residents in the case
study housing schemes expressed their struggle and resistance in various
tones. My findings suggest that faith is important, but it is a kind of glue that is
discriminatory and deterministic in the way it re-interprets social values for
different communities. Faith is discriminatory in terms of its applicability to a
particular faith community. Therefore, social issues which Britain’s pluralistic
liberalism has interpreted one way can be interpreted differently and
controversially by religious faith. Such interpretation then predetermines the
responses of the community to the details of government’s multiculturalist and
other social policies, including community cohesion.

In other words, the concepts of “community” and “cohesion” remain highly
contestable and, probably, indistinguishable from the concerns with various
forms of discrimination within society – for instance, racism, sexism,
xenophobia, Islamophobia, etc. My findings would suggest that both concepts
would need to be clarified and engaged in a way that applies to all segregated
communities – including White middle class neighbourhoods. Perhaps, the
“Big Society” initiative of the Coalition government would seek to address this.
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8.4

Limitations of the Research

This research has made use of a number of policy concepts, particularly,
community cohesion. I have also made use of specific theoretical frameworks,
particularly, social capital and governing-at-a-distance; and certain qualitative
methodologies have been employed, particularly, semi-structured and
unstructured interviews, focus groups, snowball and theoretical sampling, and
grounded theory. Although, these concepts and methods have all greatly
facilitated my enquiry into the role of social housing in building cohesive
communities, they also pose certain limitations.

The limitations that this approach poses, and the ethical concerns it raises,
have been discussed in chapter 3, particularly, in sections 3.5 to 3.7. Here, I
need to add further that the concepts of community cohesion, social capital
and governing-at-a-distance posed other limitations.

8.4.1 Community Cohesion
When I enrolled for my doctoral studies in 2004 on a part time basis,
community cohesion was a big subject area. It is still big, although, recently, it
has been overshadowed by the “Big Society” idea of the Coalition government
(Norman, 2010; Stott, 2011). But way back in 2004, it was a huge elephant
and I did not know which part of the beast I should study. Moreover, as time
went on, the animal was constantly moving, as the government continuously
attempted to refine its approach to the policy. By the time I started writing up
in late 2010, the new Coalition government had been installed, and community
cohesion began to receive further “structural” treatments in the guise of the
Big Society idea. By that time, fortunately, I had settled on the specific
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elements of the animal that I wanted to study, on the basis of the issues raised
in chapters 1 and 2, mainly, how the assets and forms of social capital
demonstrated in the social interaction of residents within my case study
housing schemes lead to community cohesion outcomes.

By so doing, I began my work not by a critical engagement with the policy
concept, but accepting it as it stood before me, and deciding that I wanted to
find out how social housing residents were engaging with it. In other words, I
pushed my own views to one side, and decided to find out the views of my
participants. From then on, the course of my research was sealed, and it
would only go where it was led by the participants.

However, not all the stories they have told me have featured in this thesis:
examples are the social, economic and political reasons for segregation; ideas
about desegregation, class, gender, and race; the themes of social exclusion;
and the geography and demographics of poverty and wealth. Also, the voices
of women and young people have not been accounted for as a social or
demographic group. Importantly, I did not interview any local authority officer
to balance the views and comments of the residents on the case study
housing schemes.

8.4.2 Social Capital and Governing-at-a-distance
I admit that in this research, I have treated social capital, invariably, as good
capital. Once I had landed on the linearity between social capital and
community cohesion, the remainder of my journey was guided, not by the
possible misuse of social capital assets and determinants by my participants,
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but by whether the theoretical formula linking those assets and determinants
to cohesive communities could help me to explain what was going on in the
field. The effort was not too complicated, because I chose Putnam’s version of
social capital, and broke the concept into the day-to-day language of my
participants. It turned out that they could relate to it, brilliantly, because it was
the subject-matter of their social life. The underlying question, posed to my
participants in my field work, was simple: what kind of social interactions are
you involved in within your community that is helping you and your neighbours
to build a cohesive (that is, peaceful) community? Their answers were then
fed into the “Putnamic” model which gave me concrete inferences for my
analyses. I then took the social landlords and third sector agencies to
illuminate these inferences further. Therefore, I have not dealt with the dark
side of social capital, except as a passing commentary.

Governing-at-a-distance
I did not challenge the Foucauldian concept of governing-at-a-distance;
neither did I find the occasion to use it to account for the, sometimes, resistant
tones of my participants in their struggle with the community cohesion agenda.
Moreover, it was particularly difficult to do a concrete, situational analysis of
cohesion-building activities as iterated aspects of “governmentality” or
governing-at-a-distance. The concept was present in the background of my
participants’ engagement with community cohesion, but remained difficult to
categorise in any physical way. Perhaps this is the objective: government has
successively devolved its role and power to responsibilised individuals and
local agencies, to the extent that its specificity has become rarified or
transcendent.
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8.4.3 Qualitative Methodologies
The spectrum of qualitative methodologies that I employed served me
particularly well, both in the field and in my data analysis. My whole aim was
to understand how social housing was used as a tool for building cohesive
communities. In this sense, community cohesion is not just a policy
prescription; importantly, it is, also, a cultural phenomenon, reflecting the
knowledge and meanings that social housing residents have as they relate to
it, and shape it. Although I have not treated my participants as a cultural group
per se, nonetheless, the basic inference in this research is that they are a
proto-cultural group. It can be argued that they have a culture stemming from
their particular tenure, and that culture is politically and socially determined.
However, this research has not probed into the cultural implications of
community cohesion in terms of class or social cleavages within the UK.

Moreover, it is arguable that a different approach to sample selection might
have shown a greater tendency for bridging capital in the social interaction of
the case study housing residents – if I had chosen to look, specifically, for
people that had invested, personally, in inter-ethnic relationships within their
schemes. However, it must be borne in mind that this research did find some
level of inter-ethnic interaction, only that this had not become the intuitive
route to community cohesion for most residents. If there was an appreciable
degree of inter-ethnic interaction in the case study housing schemes, I would
think that my sample frame of 25 households from each of the four wards
should have detected this. The completed questionnaires, interviews and
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focus groups would also have provided factual accounts or anecdotes of any
growing scale of inter-ethnic social interaction within the schemes.

On the whole, the low level of inter-ethnic interaction in these schemes
appears to be of one piece with continuing perception and finding that
Bradford remains a largely racially segregated city, and even reveals a
disturbing pattern of, possibly, an increasing cultural and racial divide between
its Asian and White populations (BMDC 2010: 31, 32, 44; see report on
Bradford

a

decade

after

the

riots

at

http://news.bbc.co.uk/local/bradford/hi/people_and_places/newsid_8810000/8
810779.stm; see also report on racial segregation in the education system at
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/education/educationnews/7028423/Many-schoolsstill-segregated-by-race.html#)

8.5

Implications of the Research for Future Studies

This research is currently the only study known to me that takes up the
linearity between social capital and community cohesion, in relation to
describing how the assets and determinants of social capital, produced by
social housing residents, contribute to building cohesive communities. By
matching forms of social capital to specific forms of social interaction on social
housing schemes, this research provides both an explanatory model and a
methodological framework which future studies in similar social and cultural
phenomena can adopt. As I have shown in my discussion about the limitations
of this research in section 8.4 above, future studies can contribute significantly
to our knowledge of how social capital assets and determinants match specific
forms of social interaction on social housing schemes, if they focus, for
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instance on those social groups that this research could not include. The
contribution of particular social groups, such as women, young people,
immigrants, White people, lone mothers, and others, to community cohesion,
can be explored within a similar social capital framework that this research
adopted.

Separately, I have indicated in section 1.5 of this thesis that the inception of
the new Coalition government in May 2010 began what many have seen as a
preference for the “Big Society” ideas that had been floated by the
Conservatives whilst in opposition. Currently, the “Big Society” is mainly a
stand-alone project within government, as it has not been raised to the status
of an overarching government policy that community cohesion was in its
heydays. Perhaps, there is something predictive in its focus on “society” rather
than “community”, although its key tenets do not outrightly contradict the
communitarianism that was originally part of the dialectics of community
cohesion (Tunstall et al., 2011; Power, 2012).

Although the Big Society project is themed as a drive towards civic renewal,
its focus is not yet on promoting inter-ethnic interaction or inter-cultural
contact. At the same time, the Coalition government has striven to curb the
mainstreaming of community cohesion, particularly, in the education sector.
Also, the Prime Minister’s critique of the multiculturalism that seems to
privilege minority culture as equal to White English culture appears to be a
direct assault on a principal pivot of New Labour’s community cohesion script
(see:

http://www.guardian.co.uk/education/2010/oct/20/community-cohesion-

off-ofsteds-agenda).
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Clearly, on this basis, it is not far-fetched to argue that the future of community
cohesion in its New Labour garb is gravely in doubt. What this research brings
to the debate on the future of community cohesion is its finding that bridging
and linking forms of social capital, which can contribute to the building of
enduring cohesive communities, are latent in the patterns of social interaction
within the case study housing schemes.

Therefore, policies directed at

activating these latent forms of social capital within social housing schemes
will assist in the delivery of the objectives of the Coalition’s Big Society project.

Finally, in a limited sense, this research overcomes the dispute between social
interactionism and social constructionism (Burr, 1995, 2003; Goffman, 1958;
Garfinkel, 1967). It shows how housing residents can produce forms of social
capital and, in the process, community cohesion becomes a social construct,
an artefact created by the residents. This artefact is specific to Bradford and
will be different from other versions elsewhere, because its construction is
based on the contextual interaction between the residents. The research then
presents the interaction of the residents and their social world as dynamic
processes. It, also, emphasises the residents’ ability to interpret their own
social world. This explanatory discourse is a kind of hybrid that one can label
“constructive interactionism”. In other words, in addition to deploying a
conceptual framework that seeks to match forms of social capital to forms of
social interaction, future studies can use and improve upon the “constructive
interactionism” of this research to answer some of the how and why questions
that always surround social phenomena.
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Appendix 1
A Brief Profile of Bradford, the post code areas, the Housing Agencies
and Community-based (Third Sector) Agencies Selected for this
Research
This research examines the forms of social interaction amongst residents of
six social housing schemes across four post code areas in the city of
Bradford. The post code areas are BD5, BD7, BD8 and BD9. The schemes
are: Newby Square in Bradford 5 and Lydgate Drive in Bradford 7; Sahara
Court, Clarendon Court and Grosvenor Road in Bradford 8; and Haworth
Road in Bradford 9. These schemes contain dwellings managed by
Manningham Housing Association, Accent Housing, Incommunities, and
Brunel Housing. There are about seven hundred and fifty residents, including
renters and shared owners.
Bradford is the lead city within the City of Bradford Metropolitan District.
Bradford became prominent in the 19 th century as a boomtown of
the Industrial Revolution, and the “wool capital of the world”. But the textile
sector in Bradford began to decline from the mid-20th century onwards. That
sector has largely disappeared today (Firth, 1997). As a result, Bradford has
faced certain challenges associated with de-industrialisation, such as poor
housing, social unrest and economic deprivation (Rowthom and Ramaswamy,
1997; Brady, Beckfield and Zhao, 2007). The city has witnessed a number of
urban riots, specifically, in 1995 and 2001. In 1989, copies of Salman
Rushdie's “The Satanic Verses” were burnt in the city, and several Muslims
led a vociferous campaign against the book (Rushdie, 1988;
www.news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/february/.../2541149.stm;
http://www.kenanmalik.com/essays/blackalbum_programme_print.html;
Malik, 2009). The ethnic riots in 2001 were led mainly by young Asians.
Consequently, Bradford was cited in official reports as a prime example of a
European city where the population is effectively segregated along ethnic,
cultural and faith lines, and living “parallel lives” (Ouseley, 2001; Cantle, 2001;
Pearce and Bujra, 2011). It ought to be noted that some authors, for instance,
Pearce and Bujra (2007, 2011) reject the labeling of these riots as ethnic or
race riots because, at least, initially, the rioters came from socially diverse
backgrounds.
According to census data, the population of Bradford in 2001 was 293,277.
The data further showed that 69.3% of Bradford's population was White, 1.9%
mixed heritage, and 26.1% Asian. In the mix, as well, were figures for Black
residents (1.3%) and other ethnic groups (1.4%). People of British Asian origin
included
in
the
26.1%
figure
accounted
for
22.1%
(www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/all-releases.html?definition=tcm;
www.ons.gov.uk/ons/.../population.../population-density--change-an;
ONS,
2011). This is the highest percentage of South Asians in a single settlement in
the UK, except in the city of Leicester (29.9%) and the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets. Tracking the growth and settlement patterns of South Asians
in Bradford, Phillips (2005), noted they were concentrated in the inner city
wards of Bradford. Such wards include Bradford Moor, City, Little Horton,
Manningham and Toller. These wards contain the social housing areas
covered by this research.
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According to the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG),
estimates for 2009 showed that Bradford has the largest proportion of its total
population (15%) identifying itself as of Pakistani origin in England. The South
Asian population represents approximately 19 per cent of the total population
of Bradford. Moreover, 16 per cent of Bradford’s residents are Muslims,
compared to the national average of 3 per cent (DCLG, 2009).
Although there have been claims and counter claims about the level of
segregation in Bradford, nearly all the authors agree that there is a significant
level of ethnic clustering affecting, particularly, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
populations in Bradford (Peach, 1996, 2006; Beider, 2011, 2012; Carling,
2008; Finney and Simpson, 2009; Johnston, Poulsen and Forrest, 2005,
2007). The social housing schemes I have selected are within the areas
affected by ethnic clustering.
For instance, according to the 2001 census data, the following figures apply to
the four wards in which the case study housing schemes are located:
Heaton Ward
Number

Percentage

White

9,413

64.9%

Mixed

356

2.5%

Asian

4,409

30.4%

Black

162

1.1%

Other

159

1.1%

Source:
ONS,
2001
www.westyorkshireobservatory.org/bradfordprofiles

-

Little Horton Ward
Number

Percentage

White

8,254

47.4%

Mixed

620

3.6%

Asian

7,584

43.5%

Black

644

3.7%

Other

321

1.8%

Source: ONS, 2001 - www.westyorkshireobservatory.org/bradfordprofiles
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Manningham Ward
Number

Percentage

White

3,538

21%

Mixed

430

2.0%

Asian

12,149

72.1%

Black

340

2%

Other

382

2.3%

Source: ONS, 2001 - www.westyorkshireobservatory.org/bradfordprofiles
City Ward
Number

Percentage

White

6,780

36.5%

Mixed

355

1.9%

Asian

10,498

56.5%

Black

459

2.5%

Other

471

2.6%

Source: ONS, 2001 - www.westyorkshireobservatory.org/bradfordprofiles
In view of these statistics, Bradford as a city, and the post code areas where
the case study housing schemes are located, ought to present the perfect
opportunity for understanding how diversity and inter-ethnic social interactions
are contributing to community cohesion. For instance, across the case study
housing schemes, South Asian residents form approximately 70%, White
residents are approximately 20% and Black residents are approximately 10%
of the total population. A majority of the White residents dwell in properties
managed by Brunel Housing, Accent Housing and Incommunities.
Accent Housing, Brunel Housing (which is part of the Yorkshire Housing
Group) and Incommunities largely provide for the White populations of
Bradford. This is not to say that they do not house a significant number of
people from minority ethnic backgrounds, but it is a reflection of their historical
legacy. Most of their properties are small to medium sized homes, and many
are located outside the inner city (Accent Housing, Annual Report 2008-09;
Brunel Housing, Annual Report 2008-09; Incommunities, Annual Report 200809). The size of homes is important, as BME families, particularly, Asian
households have requirements for larger homes to meet the needs of their
large families. Location is also important as I have shown that South Asian
families and other minority ethnic groups are concentrated in the inner city.
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Many reasons for such concentrations are detailed by Ratcliffe et al. (2001),
including attitudinal barriers, for instance, the suspicion that Asians were being
‘dumped’ in particular areas of the city, and that the policies and practices of
the local authority seemed to reinforce spatial segregation between White and
minority tenants (Ratcliffe et al., 2001). However, real improvements have
been made by the local authority, and several social landlords, towards
breaking down the barriers, and improving Asian access to rented housing in
Bradford (see, BMDC, The State of the District, 2010).
Brunel Housing refurbished several of their older properties in Manningham in
order to provide larger homes (Annual Report, 2005-06: 29). Accent Housing
and Incommunities collaborated with Manningham Housing, a Black and
Minority Ethnic (BME) housing association, to develop rented homes at
Newby Square (BD5) and Haworth Road (BD9). All the four housing
associations have developed mixed tenure housing schemes, with some
homes for market rent and others for sale, either on a shared ownership, or
discounted basis, or on the open market. They work with a wide range of local
agencies to promote community cohesion on their schemes. Two of such
agencies are Safety First Community Training Centre and Lower Grange
Community Association.
Safety First Community Training Centre is based in Little Horton, BD5. The
Centre delivers vocational training for Bradford residents, including food
hygiene courses, health and safety courses, NVQs in Teaching Assistant,
Business Administration, and Mentoring. Lower Grange Community
Association is based in Allerton, BD8. They organise activities to promote
social welfare. They offer activities such as out of school club, holiday club,
older people’s social and dinner club, older people’s exercises sessions. They
also provide training courses such as computer training, GCSE Maths and
English, childcare course, food hygiene and first aid, youth club sessions,
youth café, cook and eat sessions, parenting courses, arts and crafts, health
group, health trainer advice sessions, debt advice, housing surgery and a
parent and toddler group.
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Appendix 2
Summary of Fieldwork Activities
Semi-structured Interviews
Date
Activity
20th October, Semi-structured
interview
2008
with the Area Manager,
Brunel Housing; and with the
Area Manager,
Accent
Housing
28th October, Semi-structured
interview
2008
with the Director of Housing,
Bradford West City Area,
Incommunities.
th
th
15
– 19 Semi-structured interviews of
December,
6
residents,
one
each
2008
resident from case study
housing schemes.
st
21 January, Semi-structured
interview
2009
with
the
caretaker
for
Bradford 5, Accent Housing
22nd January, Semi-structured
group
2009
interview with 3 housing staff
of Brunel Housing
nd
22 January, Semi-structured
interview
2009
with the Senior Community
Initiatives
Officer,
Manningham Housing
23rd January, Semi-structured
interview
2009
with the Centre Manager,
Lower Grange Community
Association
28th January, Semi-structured
interview
2009
with local resident and Chair
of Incommunities – West City
– Local Trust.
28th January, Semi-structured
interview
2009
with the Centre Manager,
Safety First, Training Centre,
th
16
April, Semi-structured
interviews
2009
with 2 residents – one from
Clarendon Court, BD8, and
the other from Sahara Court,
BD8.
23rd
Semi-structured
interviews
September,
with 2 residents – one from
2009
Newby Square, BD5, and the
other from Lydgate Drive,
BD7.
th
28 October, Semi-structured
interview
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Purpose
To obtain their views on the
approaches of their respective
housing
organisations
to
community
cohesion
and
housing management.
To obtain his views on the
social landlord’s approaches
to community cohesion and
housing management.
To obtain their views on
norms of trust, based on
themes
emerging
from
completed questionnaires.
To obtain his views on the
social landlord’s approaches
to community cohesion.
To obtain their views on the
social landlord’s approaches
to community cohesion.
To obtain his views on the
social landlord’s approaches
to community cohesion.
To obtain his views on the
Centre’s
approaches
to
community cohesion.
To obtain his views on the
social landlord’s and resident
association’s approaches to
community cohesion.
To obtain his views on the
Centre’s
approaches
to
community cohesion.
To obtain the views of the
residents on inter-ethnic social
interaction.

To obtain the views of the
residents on inter-ethnic social
interaction.

To obtain the views of the

2009

with 1 resident from Howarth resident on inter-ethnic social
Road, BD9.
interaction.

Unstructured Interviews
Date
Activity
30th October, Unstructured interview with 2
2008
residents from BD9 on the
trip to Blackpool.
3rd
November,
2008

Purpose
To obtain the views of the
residents on inter-ethnic social
interaction within the case
study scheme in BD9.
To obtain the views of the
coordinators on inter-ethnic
social interaction in the case
study housing scheme in BD9.
To obtain the views of the
resident on trust norms.

Unstructured interview with
the 2 residents (from BD9)
that
coordinated
the
residents’ trip to Blackpool.
21st January, Unstructured interview with 1
2009
resident on Haworth Road,
BD9.
th
th
16
– 20 Unstructured interviews with To obtain the views of
February,
six residents, one each, in the residents of the case study
2009
case study housing schemes. schemes on ethnic diversity
and social values, including
Islam,
immigration
and
integration.
23rd
Unstructured interviews with To obtain the views of the
February,
two residents from Grosvenor resident of the case study
2010
Road, BD8
scheme on inter-ethnic social
interaction.
Community Cohesion Activities
Date
Activity
Purpose
28th October, Visit to local training centre in Went as part of Gateway
2008
BD5 run by Horton Housing.
Project team and covertly
observed residents’ social
interaction.
29th October, A fun day organised by Street games and social time
2008
Manningham Housing and to encourage inter-ethnic and
Accent Housing for residents inter-cultural contact.
from the case study housing
schemes.
th
30 October, A
trip
to
Blackpool Social trip organised by
2008
Illuminations organised by Manningham Housing and
Haworth Road Residents Incommunities to encourage
Association for residents from inter-ethnic and inter-cultural
BD9 case study housing contact.
scheme.
20th
Haworth
Road Activities to assist
with
November,
Neighbourhood
Forum neighbourhood well-being and
2008
meeting.
inter-ethnic contact.
th
10
Community
cohesion Activities to assist
with
February,
activities at Lower Grange neighbourhood well-being and
2009
Community Association.
inter-ethnic contact.
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24th March, Community
cohesion
2009
activities at Lower Grange
Community Association.
th
30
March, “Here for You” cohesion
2009
activities with residents of
case study housing schemes
in BD5 and BD7 at the
Bradford Foyer – teas,
coffees, raffles, cookies and
information stalls from other
local agencies.
th
28
April, Community
cohesion
2009
activities at Lower Grange
Community Association.
18th
Community cleaning day on
February,
Grosvenor Road, BD8.
2010
Resident Involvement Meetings
Date
Activity
21st October, Meeting of residents from
2008
BD8, involving Manningham
Housing and Brunel Housing.
23rd October, Meeting of residents of
2008
Manningham Housing from
schemes in Bradford and
Keighley.
24th October, Meeting of residents of BD5
2008
and
BD7
involving
Manningham Housing and
Accent Housing.
6th
November,
2008

7th
November,
2008

Community
Watch
neighbourhood meeting with
residents of case study
housing schemes in BD5,
BD7 and BD8, involving staff,
residents and the police.
Meeting of residents of BD8
and
BD9,
involving
Manningham Housing and
Incommunities.

Activities to assist
with
neighbourhood well-being and
inter-ethnic contact.
Activities to assist
with
neighbourhood well-being and
inter-ethnic contact.

Activities to assist
with
neighbourhood well-being and
inter-ethnic contact.
Activity
to
assist
with
neighbourhood well-being and
inter-ethnic contact.

Purpose
Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
Meeting discussed community
safety
issues.
Covert
participant observation by
researcher.

Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
th
16
March, Meeting of residents of BD5 Residents and staff discussed
2009
and
BD7
involving housing management issues
Manningham Housing and affecting
their
schemes.
Accent Housing.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
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21st
2009

April, Meeting of residents of BD5
and
BD7
involving
Manningham Housing and
Accent Housing.

20th
2009

May, Meeting of residents from
BD8, involving Manningham
Housing and Brunel Housing.

23rd
2009

June, Meeting of residents of BD9,
involving
Manningham
Housing and Incommunities.

10th
February,
2010

Meeting of residents of BD5
and
BD7
involving
Manningham Housing and
Accent Housing.

Focus Groups
Date
Activity
st
31 October, Focus Group on Social
2008
Mixing
and
Inter-Ethnic
Interaction (page 250).

9th
March, Focus Group on Ethnic
2009
Diversity and Social Values
(page 204).

14th
2009

May, Focus Group on Civility and
Inter-Ethnic Interaction (p.
223).

21st
2009

July, Focus Group on a Sense of
Belonging and a Shared
Future (p. 265)
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Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.
Residents and staff discussed
housing management issues
affecting
their
schemes.
Covert participant observation
by researcher.

Purpose
To obtain the views of
residents on inter-ethnic social
interaction.
The
group
consisted of 5 residents from
the case study housing
schemes.
To obtain the views of
residents on ethnic diversity
and social values. The group
consisted of 8 residents from
the case study housing
schemes.
To obtain the views of
residents of the case study
schemes on civility and interethnic social interaction. The
group
consisted
of
11
residents from the case study
housing schemes.
To obtain the views of
residents of the case study
schemes on a sense of
belonging and a shared future.
The group consisted of 16
residents from the case study
housing schemes.

Appendix 3 – Questionnaires Used For This Research
Questionnaire 1
1. Do you have relatives in this scheme or near this scheme?
YES
NO
2. Do you have close friends in this scheme or near this scheme?
YES
NO
3. Do you know any of your neighbours by name?
YES

NO

4. If, Yes, how many of your neighbours do you know by name?
(Please tick only one option)
At least 2
More than 2
5. The neighbours you know by name, are they:
(Please tick only one option)
Your relatives
Your friends
6. If they are your friends, are they a different ethnic group to yours:
YES
NO
7. Would you say:
Your neighbours are trustworthy
YES
NO
People get along well with their neighbours in your scheme
YES
NO
You can call on your neighbours if you had an emergency
YES
NO
8. Those who can help you in an emergency in this scheme will they be
mainly: (Please tick only one option) Your relatives Your friends
9. If you need a small loan, do you have neighbours you can approach?
YES
NO
10. The neighbours that you can approach to give you a small loan, are
they mainly:
(Please tick only one option) Your relatives
Your friends
11. Have you given a small loan to any of your neighbours, in the previous
twelve months?
YES
NO
12. If YES, were those neighbours mainly:
(Please tick only one option) Your relatives Your friends
13. Have you helped any of your neighbours in the previous twelve
months?
YES
NO
14. If you needed to, would you ask a neighbour to help babysit for you?
YES
NO
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15. If you went to your local store, are you likely to meet friends or
acquaintances there?
YES
NO
16. Would you trust new tenants as they settle into your scheme?
YES
NO
17. Would you welcome new tenants that you feel are outsiders, to your
scheme?
YES
NO
18. In the past 12 months, did you think there was a problem in your
scheme which could be solved through collective action?
YES
NO
19. If, YES, did you contact your neighbours to work together to resolve the
common problem?
YES
NO
20. In the previous three months, have you been to a local cafe or
restaurant with someone from a different ethnic background?
YES
NO
21. In the previous three months, have you been to a local social club with
someone from a different ethnic group?
YES
NO
22. In the previous three months, have you been to the cinema or theatre
with someone from a different ethnic background?
YES
NO
23. In the previous three months, have you played football or cricket with
someone from a different ethnic background?
YES
NO
24. In the previous three months, have you been to the gym or exercise
class with someone from a different ethnic background?
YES
NO
25. In the previous three months, have you been involved in a hobby group
(knitting) with someone from a different ethnic background?
YES
NO
26. In the previous three months, have you been involved in a self-help or
support group with someone from a different ethnic background?
YES
NO
27. In order to resolve a problem that they could help with in your scheme,
did you contact any of the following, in the previous 12 months?
(Please tick the options that apply to you)
The local authority
Your local MP

Your landlord
The local press
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28. In the previous twelve months, have you visited an elderly or sick
person that was from a different ethnic or social background in your
scheme?
YES
NO
29. In the previous twelve months, have you done shopping for a neighbour
that was someone from a different ethnic or social background?
YES
NO
30. In the previous twelve months, have you helped any of your neighbours
to decorate their home?
YES
NO
31. If, YES, did the neighbours you helped include someone from a
different ethnic or social background?
YES
NO
32. In the previous twelve months, have you given advice to a neighbour,
who was someone from a different ethnic or social background, or
helped with letters, or form filling for them?
YES
NO
33. In the previous twelve months, have you participated in improving the
environment, such as community cleaning day?
YES
NO
34. In the previous twelve months, have you been part of a resident or
community action group?
YES
NO
35. In the previous twelve months, did you think you could have involved
yourself in some political or social campaigning in the previous twelve
months?
YES
NO
36. If, YES, did you actually involve yourself in some political or social
campaigning in the previous twelve months?
YES
NO
37. Would you say that your scheme would benefit from people
volunteering their time and skills to help run community-based
agencies?
YES
NO
38. In the previous twelve months, have you been involved in volunteering
with a local community-based organisation?
YES
NO
39. In the previous twelve months, have you been involved in schoolrelated activities?
YES
NO
40. In the previous three months, did you get to say “Hello” or something
similar to a neighbour?
YES
NO
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41. If your neighbour helped you in any way, would you seek to repay their
favour in kind?
YES
NO
42. Would you say that, generally, you respect and value your neighbours?
YES
NO
43. In the previous 12 months, which of the following civil attitudes would
you say you demonstrated:
(Please tick the options that apply to you)
Courteous greetings
Exchange of greeting cards
Asking neighbours round to tea
Helping on wheelie-bin days
Chatting with neighbours on the street, or local shops
Accepting post or deliveries for a neighbour
Watching out for a neighbour on holiday
44. In the previous 12 months, which of the following activities did you
undertake to repay a neighbour’s favour:
(Please tick the options that apply to you)
Bringing a neighbour’s newspaper from the local shop
Helping with gardening
Looking after a neighbour’s pet
45. Did you undertake any of the listed activities above for mainly:
(Please tick only one option)
Your relatives
Your friends
46. Do you feel that Black and Asian communities are being unfairly treated
in the allocation of resources, especially, access to highly paid
positions within the local authority?
YES
NO
47. Do you feel that White people are getting less access to quality social
housing?
YES
NO
48. Do you feel that Black and Asian communities are being given
preferential access to resources, especially, good quality social
housing?
YES
NO
49. Do you feel that new immigrants are receiving preferential treatment in
access to social housing and welfare benefits?
YES
NO
50. Do you feel that multiculturalism makes life better in your area?
YES
NO
51. Do you enjoy living among people of different cultural and social
backgrounds?
YES
NO
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52. Would you prefer to live in a scheme where your own ethnic or cultural
background is prevalent?
YES
NO
53. If necessary, would you prefer to see your culture or religious belief
used to enforce appropriate behaviour where the law was weak to
achieve this?
YES
NO
54. Would you prefer to have neighbours that speak your language and
have similar customs to yours?
YES
NO
55. Do you feel you would find it easier to assist people from your own
ethnic or cultural background?
YES
NO
56. Do you feel that your neighbours would assist you if the assistance
would contradict your neighbour’s religious or cultural value?
YES
NO
57. Do you feel that if you invite your neighbours from a different ethnic or
cultural background to celebrate a religious holiday with you in your
home, they would attend?
YES
NO
58. Would you agree that social interaction between different ethnic and
cultural groups is beneficial?
YES
NO

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate
University of Bradford
Bradford (079 66 52 72 86).
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire 2
1. Do you feel that the decline of the traditional family, demonstrated by
relationship breakdown and divorce, can hinder community cohesion?
YES
NO
2. Do you feel that traditional (two-parent) families are best for building
communities?
YES
NO
3. Do you feel that the extended family system is helpful for building a
cohesive community?
YES
NO
4. Do you feel that arranged marriages are helpful for building a cohesive
community?
YES
NO
5. Do you feel that cohabitation and lone parenting are good for building
cohesive communities?
YES
NO
6. Which group would you say have caused a majority of anti-social
behaviour in your scheme?
(Please tick only one option)
Young people
Older people
7. What would you say is the main reason why young people cause antisocial behaviour?
(Please tick only one option)
Lack of positive role models
Lack of religious/moral values
Society’s fixation on money and celebrity status
8. Choose one of three actions that could improve the behaviour of young
people in your scheme:
(Please tick only one option)
Parental control
Moral instruction
Youth social clubs
9. Would you say drug dealing and drug taking can hinder community
cohesion, if it was fuelling serious anti-social behaviour incidents?
YES
NO
10. Given two choices of what could be done to tackle drug misuse in your
scheme, which ONE would you choose:
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(Please tick only one option)
Prosecution of people whose drug use leads them to commit
ASB
Medical treatment of people whose drug use leads them to
commit ASB
11. Are you in employment or seeking employment?

YES

NO

12. Would you agree that poverty and inequality are factors affecting
building cohesive communities?
YES
NO
13. If you were to choose only ONE strategy to combat poverty and
inequality, which of the following would you choose:
(Please tick only one option)
Re-distribution of wealth from the rich to the poor
Job creation and fair access to job opportunities
Increase in welfare provision
14. In your view, what is the best way to promote community cohesion and
integration? Choose only ONE action from each proposal below:
(Please tick only one option)
1st Proposal
Either: Promote ethnic norms and social values
Or: Promote British norms and social values
(Please tick only one option)
2nd Proposal
Either: Promote integration into British culture and values
Or: Promote inter-cultural contact and interaction
(Please tick only one option)
15. Are you: Asian
16. Are you: Muslim

Black

White
Christian

Mixed Heritage
Other (please state):

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate, University of Bradford, Bradford (079 66 52 72 86)
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire 3
1. Would you disapprove of those who ridicule other people’s religious
beliefs?
YES
NO
2. If, YES, could you live next door to such a person?

YES

NO

3. In order to build a cohesive community, would you be willing to engage
in social activities with someone that had made an offensive comment
about your religion?
YES
NO
4. Would you disapprove of a gay or lesbian lifestyle?

YES

5. If, YES, could you live next door to a gay or lesbian neighbour?
YES

NO

NO

6. In order to build a cohesive community, would you be willing to engage
in social activities with a neighbour that is gay or lesbian?
YES
NO
7. Would you tolerate a neighbour who has a political belief that you
disapprove of?
YES
NO
8. If, YES, could you live next door to such a person?

YES

NO

9. In order to build a cohesive community, would you be willing to engage
in social activities with such a neighbour?
YES
NO
10. Would you agree that most BME residents on your scheme are from
one minority ethnic group?
YES
NO
11. Would you like your scheme to have more people from other ethnic
minority groups?
YES
NO
12. Would you agree that the number of minority ethnic groups should
increase in your scheme, in order to increase the level of ethnic
diversity?
YES
NO
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate
University of Bradford
Bradford (079 66 52 72 86)
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire 4
Focus Group Questionnaire on Civility
Focus group meeting, held on Monday 16 th February 2009
1. Would you agree that people from other ethnic groups in your area
behave in a respectful manner towards you? YES
NO
2. Would you agree that people from other ethnic groups in your area like
your cultural values?
YES
NO
3. Would you agree that people from other ethnic groups in your area
respect your religious beliefs?
YES
NO
4. Would you agree that people from other ethnic groups in your area
would say your cultural values are good for England?
YES
NO
5. Would people from other ethnic groups in your area say that your
religion is good for England?
YES
NO
6. Do you feel that neighbours from other ethnic groups in your area
would welcome more people from your own ethnic group if there were
housing vacancies?
YES
NO
7. Do you feel that your neighbours would welcome additional ethnic
diversity in your scheme?
YES
NO
8. Do you feel that neighbours from other ethnic groups are willing to
make necessary adjustments in order to build a cohesive community?
YES
NO
9. Are you willing to make necessary adjustments to your religious belief,
in order to promote community cohesion?
YES
NO
10. Are you willing to make necessary adjustments to your social values, in
order to promote community cohesion?
YES
NO
11. Are you willing to modify a cultural practice or religious belief that you
have but which your neighbour does not approve, in order to promote
community cohesion?
YES
NO
12. In order to promote ethnic diversity in your scheme, which ONE of the
following proposals would you advise:
(Please tick only one option
Ethnic minorities must integrate into English
culture and values.
English
culture
and
values
must
accommodate the culture and values of
ethnic minorities.
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There will always be cultural and religious
differences in multicultural areas. People
should “live, and let live.”
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate
University of Bradford
Bradford (079 66 52 72 86)
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire 5
Civility Test at Focus Group Meeting
Do You Agree that:
1 People in your neighbourhood are polite and courteous

YES NO

2 Disputes between neighbours are resolved in a gentlemanly
manner in your scheme
3 Your neighbours conduct themselves in a polite way at
scheme meetings
4 Your neighbours are courteous to you at social events
5 Your neighbours respond to your greetings warmly
6 Your neighbours speak nicely of you behind your back
7 Your neighbours know the importance of civility
8 There should be “zero tolerance” for uncivil behaviour in your
neighbourhood

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate
University of Bradford
Bradford (079 66 52 72 86)
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire 6
Sense of Belonging
QUESTIONS
Do you feel you belong in the area
where you live?
My racial/ethnic identity shapes the
area where I live.
The area where I live is shaping who
I am and my aspirations
I believe several of my neighbours,
and I, will continue to live in the area
for the next three years.

YES

NO

I doubt several of my neighbours,
and I, will continue to live in the area
for the next three years.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate
University of Bradford
Bradford (079 66 52 72 86)

498

Appendix 3
Questionnaire 7
Balanced Communities
As a result of moving into this scheme has your attitude changed
regarding:
YES
Looking after your home
Looking after your garden
Use of local parks, communal play areas, public open spaces
Owning and maintaining a vehicle
Social interaction with neighbours
Lifestyle issues, such as shopping, eating out, going to the
theatre or cinema, and other leisure activities, using the library,
etc.
Dealing with neighbourhood issues, such as anti-social
behaviour, the environment, transport, etc

NO

Did your attitude change because:
YES

NO

You are living in a mixed tenure scheme?
You are living in a newly-developed or recently developed
scheme?
You are influenced by your home-owner neighbours?

Do you make a greater effort to interact with your neighbours because:
YES
NO
You are living in a mixed tenure scheme?
You are living in a newly-developed or recently developed
scheme?
You are influenced by your home-owner neighbours?

Would you like to buy your own home because:
YES

NO

You are living in a mixed tenure scheme?
You are living in a newly-developed or recently developed
scheme?
You are influenced by your home-owner neighbours?

Would you say your attitude towards living on welfare benefits, or
people living on welfare benefits has changed because:
YES
You are living in a mixed tenure scheme?
You are living in a newly-developed or recently developed
scheme?
You are influenced by your home-owner neighbours?
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NO

Would you say you have become more interested in seeking
employment because:
YES

NO

YES

NO

You are living in a mixed tenure scheme?
You are living in a newly-developed or recently developed
scheme?
You are influenced by your home-owner neighbours?
Would you say your scheme has a positive image because:
There are home-owners?
It is newly or recently developed?
Your landlord, the local authority and local agencies are
promoting community cohesion, and tackling anti-social
behaviour?

As a result of moving into this neighbourhood, do you feel more tolerant
towards:
YES

NO

People from a different ethnic group
People from a different income group
People from a different social background
People with different political views
Have you made friends with people in employment on your scheme or
within the neighbourhood, in order to help you with gaining paid
employment?
YES

NO

Would you say home owners in your scheme are your role models for
getting ahead in life?
YES

NO

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your views are
completely anonymous, and cannot be traced to you. The information that you
have given me will only be used for the purpose of my research about
community cohesion.
If you wish to add anything further, please use the space overleaf.
Kemi Ilori
Doctoral Candidate
University of Bradford
Bradford (079 66 52 72 86)
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