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Abstract

This thesis investigates the following research question: what policy effects are
produced through Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) and how are they produced?
LSPs are a body made up of a formalized membership consisting of a range of
organizations operating at the local level, including those from the public, private,
voluntary, and ‘community’ sectors. Introduced by the New Labour government in
2000, they are a non-executive, non-statutory organizational framework existing in
local authority areas across England. The question is addressed using an
ethnographic approach, employing interviews and p'articipant observation, and this is
combined with a case study research strategy focusing on the districts of Chester-le-
Street and Derwentside in County Durham. These are areas that suffer from
problems of social exclusion due to the repercussions of deindustrialization. | am
interested in particular in the role LSPs play in addressing problems of social
exclusion. The research focuses on what the policy effects of LSPs mean for
conditions of social exclusion. LSPs are an important institution designed to address
such problems. The concept of ‘policy effects’ attends to the generation of
governmental objects and the active making of ‘policy’. The thesis offers valuable
empirical insights into the effects of a local partnership organization. It is argued that
while both a ‘governance networks’ perspective and relational and c;risis-theoretic
approaches to state theory provide a useful framework for understanding changing
institutions and processes of governance, they do not sufficiently aid an
understanding of policy effects. | move beyond a conceptual emphasis upon issues
of ‘institutional design’ and attend to the question of policy effects through a
consideration of the practices of ‘institutional enactment’ which LSPs involve. This is
a perspective informed by post-Foucauldian governmentality ideas and ideas of the
‘state’ as a set of practices. Analysis critically examines the interplay between the
institutional design of LSPs and the institutional enactment of LSPs in the production

of policy effects.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1. The policy effects of Local Strategic Partnerships

| wish to begin this introductory chapter with an outline of the research question
addressed in the thesis and the central topic of the thesis, Local Strategic
Partnerships (LSPs). This section makes clear the approach taken to the research
topic and why this is of value. The next sections build on this initial outline,
discussing more fully the background of the research and its aims, and making clear
the overall arguments of the thesis and structure of the thesis. The research

question can be stated thus:

What policy effects are produced through Local Strategic Partnerships and

how are they produced?

LSPs are a body made up of a formalized membership consisting of a range of
organizations operating at the local level, including those from the public, private and
voluntary sectors. Representatives from ‘the community’ are also members. LSPs
are a ‘partnership’ organization built on a sectoral interest-representation model and
operate on a lower-tier local authority basis. Introduced by the New Labour
government in 2000, they are a non-executive, non-statutory organizational
framework existing in local authority areas across England. The organizational
framework of LSPs, their purposes, functions, rationales and ways of working are the
subject of a purposeful design by central government. The overall institutional design
of LSPs has subsequently been put in place by local actors. The partnerships have
been constructed locally in the context of a set of rules, sanctions, and incentives
pertaining to the institutional design. The institutional design entails the key intention
to promote coordination and cooperation amongst organizations; to ‘bring together at

a local level the different parts of the public sector as well as the private, business,




community and voluntary sectors so that different initiatives and services support
each other and work together.’ (DETR, 2001: 4). Acting as a forum to bring together
mainstream service agencies, such as local authorities, police, health services,
education services, and the business, community and voluntary sectors, is their key
raison d'étre (DETR, 2001; Johnson and Osbdrne, 2003). Geddes (2006) suggests
that the success of LSPs as a partnership largely depend upon cross-sectoral
collaboration and also their ability to coordinate organizational change in the public
sector at the local level, and to coordinate multiple levels of policy-making. LSPs are
a major innovation in the pattern of local governance in England and they are proving
to have significant implications for local authorities, other local public sector bodies,
and voluntary and community organizations, as well as for local party politics and

representative democracy (Geddes, 2006).

In a key statement the government’s guidance on LSPs further sets out the rationale
as follows: ‘Tackling the biggest challenges, such as social exclusion and the
renewal of our most deprived neighbourhoods, demands concerted and coordinated
effort across all sectors. The government wants to work with other organisations and
with local people to establish ‘local strategic partnerships’ that can achieve this.
These partnerships will bring the key organisations together to identify communities’
top priorities and needs and to work with local people to address them.! (DETR,
2001: 4). The ‘partnership working' that is to occur in LSPs is said to link to four key
tasks and functions: to rationalize and coordinate the many current separate
partnerships, plans and initiatives, to prepare and implement a ‘community strategy’
for the area, to play a part in local authorities establishing and delivering Local Public
Service Agreements (LPSAs), and to deliver the government's Neighbourhood
Renewal programme (DETR, 2001).

| am interested in particular in the role LSPs play in addressing problems of social
exclusion and socio-spatial inequalities. In investigating the policy effects produced
- through LSPs the research focuses on what these effects mean for conditions of
social exclusion and inequality. LSPs are an important institution designed to
address such problems (Johnson and Osborne, 2003). The importance of LSPs in
this respect derives from their position as a key vehicle for implementing and leading
at the local level the government'’s ‘Neighbourhood Renewal’ programme (DETR,



2001; SEU, 2001). LSPs are a central plank in the delivery of A New Commitment to
Neighbourhood Renewal: National Strategy Action Plan (SEU, 2001).
Neighbourhood Renewal sets out to narrow the gap between the most deprived
neighbourhoods and the rest of the county. It outlines the vision that ‘...within 10 to
20 years no-one should be seriously disadvantaged by where they live. People on
low incomes should not have to suffer conditions and services that are failing, and so
different from what the rest of the country receives.’ (SEU, 2001: 8). The
Neighbourhood Renewal programme sets out to combat area-based ‘multiple
deprivation’. The programme is an element within New Labour’s ‘social exclusion’
policy agenda more broadly. However, whereas LSPs are an English-wide
development the role they play in tackling ‘multiple deprivation’ is of a different
character in the worst local authority areas as measured by the government's Index
of Multiple Deprivation (IMD). The lowest ranking areas are provided with a certain
amount of Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF) which individual LSPs are
responsible for allocating. As a special funding initiative at the local level LSPs can
in some ways be seen as a continuation of previous area-based initiatives such as
the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB). However, LSPs represent a somewhat
different area-based partnership approach. The emphasis is very much placed on
the improvement of local mainstream service delivery programmes rather than
separate ‘projects’. This is a matter of ‘bending’ mainstream services to the needs of
disadvantaged areas. They attempt to combine this aspect with the coordination of
local initiatives and services and the development of joined-up local solutions
(Wallace, 2001).

As the research question suggests | seek to investigate the ‘policy effects’ produced
through LSPs. The thesis offers valuable empirical insights into the effects of a local
partnership organization, an area of investigation which has been lacking in many
other studies of partnerships. Existing work has tended to focus upon the
implications of local partnership organizations for the broader institutional landscape
of local governance, and upon the processes of governance in the sense of the
relationships between actors within partnerships. My analysis encompasses the
workings of individual LSPs but | do this in order to develop insights into the specific
effects generated. The concept of ‘policy effects’ is a very important one in the

thesis. The way in which | employ the concept of policy effects is integral to the way



in which | investigate LSPs. | do not attempt to assess effects in the sense of the
substantive outcomes arising as a consequence of policy formation. For example, |
do not assess the increases or decreases in the number of incapacity benefit
claimants as a result of a local ‘worklessness’ strategy, or the changes in one of the
government’s indicators of ‘quality of life’ as a result of a particular funded
regeneration project. | also do not attempt to develop an analytical measure of social
exclusion or inequality against which the performance of LSPs can be judged. This
is an area of investigation which has been lacking in studies of partnership
organizations and which may represent a worthwhile contribution. It is, however,
beyond the scope of my study. It is also discordant with the conceptual perspective |
adopt. | briefly highlight my approach below and have a fuller discussion in chapter 3

of the thesis.

The idea of policy effects | use involves a consideration of the construction of policy
ideas in the sense of the identification and diagnosis of ‘policy problems’. This
attends to the objects of policy which become generated and which governmental
actors seek to act upon. The policy effects produced through LSPs have
consequences for the ways in which conditions of social exclusion and inequality are
addressed. Policy effects also involve a consideration of what it is that constitutes
the active making of policy. | therefore investigate the way in which LSPs are
implicated in the making of policy and what this field of activity works to do. This is
distinct from an investigation of the substantive impacts of a particular policy. It is
also distinct from a ‘policy-evaluation’ type of study. | do not simply address the
question of do LSPs work or to what extent do they work. Rather, | focus on the

question of what LSPs work to do.

| consider the idea of ‘policy’ to be a problematic one and therefore what it is that
constitutes ‘policy’ is open to question. | conceptualize policy as working as a
political technology rather than as an objective, technical, legal-rational, neutral,
action-orientated instrument; an instrument which can be employed deterministically
to solve problems and effect change (Shore and Wright, 1997; Wedel et al., 2005).
Policy acts to delineate a field of problems and solutions, codify social norms and
values, and represents certain classificatory devices and narratives (Shore, 2000;
Shore and Wright, 1997; Wedel et al., 2005). It should be made clear that policy



objects and problems are not pre-existing, self-evident, and independent of acts of
intervention. They are in part constituted through the institutions and processes of
governance through which governing activity occurs. As Jessop (1997a) asserts,
‘...the very processes of governance co-constitute the objects which come to be
governed in and through these same processes.’ (105). As a manifestation of
changing institutions and processes of governance LSPs therefore potentially have
important implications for the production of policy effects.

The research question is an important one because previous studies have tended to
lack attention to the specific policy effects produced through institutional change in
governance. Work on partnerships has often placed a conceptual emphasis on
issues related to institutional design. Where a ‘governance networks’ perspective
(see Sorensen and Torfing, 2005) is taken a primary concern is how the design of
institutions impacts upon the ‘effectiveness’ of governance in developing policy
solutions. By contrast, critical work on institutional change in the state apparatus is
useful as it attends to the ways in which institutional designs are implicitly related to
the production of certain kinds of policy effects. This demonstrates how the
processes of governance co-constitute the objects which come to be governed in and
through these same processes (Jessop, 1997a). | discuss these issues in the thesis
in respect to ‘relational’ and ‘crisis’-theoretic approaches to state theory (Jessop,
2002; Offe, 1984; Peck and Tickell, 2002) A key shortcoming of these theoretical
approaches is that issues of the production of policy are too much entwined with
issues of institutional design. Questions regarding the production of policy are
addressed with reference to the systemic limitations and structural relations of power
through which an institutional design has emerged. The danger is that policy effects
are too much read-off from such strategic contexts. By contrast, | attend to the
question of policy effects with a focus upon the practices through which LSPs
become enacted. Earlier studies have often neglected to take sufficient account of
such practices. The concept of ‘institutional enactment’ which | develop is crucial in
the thesis. | argue that a governmental institutional design such as that which has
created LSPs must inevitably be enacted. It is this institutional enactment which
problematizes attempts to theorize policy effects on the basis of the conditions of an

institutional design. Similarly, the processes of institutional enactment also



problematize attempts by state planners to accomplish certain goals through the act

of institutional design.

An analysis of practices attends to the necessary enactment of the institutional

design which involves the creation of an organizational and procedural setting, the
conducts of actors within this setting, and the ideas which infuse these conducts.
Generating the required data necessitated a research design employing a case study
strategy combined with ethnographic field-work. The sustained immersion within the
organizational frameworks of individual LSPs is one of the defining characteristics of
the research overall. Generating empirical material related to practices would have
been impossible without this design. | would not have been able to address the
research question in the same way. The empirical investigation centred on two case
study LSPs in County Durham, in the districts of Chester-le-Street and Derwentside.

The question of how policy effects have been produced forms the basis for my
discussion of theoretical and conceptual issues. | aim to explore why it is that the
policy effects | identify have emerged in the way they have. | engage with the
theoretical literature discussed above to focus on one key issue. This concerns the
interplay between institutional design and institutional enactment. These two aspects
are conceptually disentangled to explore their role they play in producing policy
effects. | argue that policy effects are both the result of factors surrounding the
institutional design and of factors related to institutional enactment. Consideration of
the ways that design and enactment interplay provides a platform upon which
broader theoretical reflections can be undertaken about the changing institutions and
processes of governance and why the institutional design of LSPs has been
constructed in the way it has. | make comment on the form of intervention of the
state apparatus and the implications for conditions of social exclusion and socio-

spatial inequality.

2. The research background and aims

The research question derives from a substantive policy-orientated issue. There are
two key facets here. The first is the issue of social exclusion and inequality, a



problem which many commentators suggest is becomingly increasingly severe
(Byrne, 2005; Pantazis et al., 2006; Parkinson, 1998). The second is an issue of the
operation of LSPs. | deal now with the problem of social exclusion. As has already
been noted ‘social exclusion’ is an object of policy in the UK under the New Labour
government. It denotes a problem onto which significant importance is attached by
the UK government. Social exclusion is therefore clearly a policy-orientated issue in
this respect. | differentiate between social exclusion as a policy concept in this sense
from social exclusion as critical academic concept. In this latter sense the concept of
social exclusion can be employed to denote a set of social processes and outcomes;
processes and outcomes which governmental action acts upon and is implicated in
myriad ways. As a critical concept social exclusion captures the existence of new
forms of exclusion and marginality that are a constitutive element within the capitalist
system of production and dynamics of economic, social and political restructuring
(Hadjimichalis and Sadler, 1995). | follow Byrne's (2005) version of the concept as a
referring to a process of ‘underdevelopment’ in the context of ‘post-industrial’
societies and flexible labour markets. As Mingione (1995) argues industrialist
capitalist societies are characterized by both heightened forms of social mobility and
persistent social inequalities. Socially and spatially uneven development has
become manifest in the intensification of differentiation and inequality and new forms
of exclusion and marginality of social groups and places (Hadjimichalis and Sadler,
1995; Mingione, 1995). New and heightened forms of inequality tend to persist in
regions of Western Europe such as the North East of England where massive job
losses have occurred (Sadler, 1995). The employment of the concept of social
exclusion for analytical purposes is the subject of much debate. It can be taken to
refer to a situation of combined and mutually reinforcing severe disadvantage in
terms of personal capacities and conditions, ‘social ills’ and economic deprivation
(Amin et al., 2002; Geddes, 2000). Levitas (2006) emphasizes exclusion from social
relations and patterns of sociability as a distinctive dimension of the concept of social
exclusion, along with impoverishment, labour market exclusion and exclusion from

services.

The research question therefore derives from the substantive policy-oriented issue of
social exclusion in two interrelated respects; in respect to a policy problem identified

by political actors, and in respect to a profound issue of capitalist societies. The



latter is rooted in personal convictions both on my part and other critical academic
commentators. | term both as ‘policy orientated’ to refer to the way that
governmental action is implicated in the problem. In my view social exclusion as a
policy agenda should be distinguished from social exclusion as an academic concept
and critical commentary on capitalist societies. Byrne (2005) makes this point when
separating out a ‘weak’ formulation of social exclusion by the UK government. Social
exclusion is the key issue at stake in the thesis but | view this as a social and political
problem rather than simply a ‘policy’ problem. Clearly the research topic centres on
a governmental response to the problem of social exclusion. LSPs are an institution
instigated as part of the government’s Neighbourhood Renewal programme and they
are an initiative which attempts to tackle area-based ‘multiple deprivation’. But the
thesis does not set about inquiring into LSPs only within their own terms and only
within the confines of the stated purposes and intentions. The thesis aims to
undertake a critical examination of the institution and the conditions of its creation. |
therefore do not simply evaluate the extent to which LSPs are ‘successful’. | seek to
establish what the policy effects produced are and to critically evaluate what this
means for occurrences of social exclusion. | wish to say more on the matter of policy
problems and social and political problems. Before that | outline the second facet of

the policy orientated nature of the research question.

LSPs are part of a policy response to social exclusion. The research question has
been animated by a practical problem related to the ways in which LSPs work in
respect to this. The research process began with LSPs as a pre-given topic as a
result of the ‘collaborative’ arrangements of my PhD studentship. The studentship
emerged as part of the Cooperative Awards in Science and Engineering (CASE)
scheme of the UK Research Councils. The Economic and Social Research Council
(ESRC) CASE studentship | came to take up was awarded with Durham County
Council as the non-academic partner. The successful research project proposal to
the ESRC was developed by the academic supervisors in the Department of
Geography in collaboration with officers at Durham County Council. The submission
of a proposal arose from shared corporate strategic objectives of both the University
and Durham County Council.



The specific project topic and its stated aims emerged from a desire on the part of
officers at Durham County Council to investigate aspects of LSPs perceived to be
problematic. A problem was identified in the way that LSPs were performing a
‘programme bending’ function and the way that local people were involved with this.
Further discussions between the associate supervisor at Durham County Council and
me revealed that he was interested in how LSPs could be made to work better. He
expressed a concern that they were not ‘creative’ and wanted to know why this was
the case. It was clear that LSPs were perceived by Durham County Council to not be
performing effectively. The emphasis of their concern was very much placed upon
the processes of partnership working within LSPs rather than upon issues of
deprivation and disadvantage. While the project proposal followed from a practical
problem there was considerable flexibility with what the research would aim to do and
the approach that would be taken. From the basis of a substantive policy-orientated
issue | engaged in ‘analytic reflection’ (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995) to develop
this into an investigable research question infused with an appropriate analytic and
conceptual framework. However, the research was limited in the sense that the

study location was to be County Durham based.

The importance of LSPs as a research topic is not restricted to that ascribed by
Durham County Council. In thinking about the impact that changes in the institutions
and processes of governance have upon the ways in which social exclusion is
addressed LSPs constitute a very worthwhile topic of investigation. LSPs have a
broad significance given what they represent as both a continuation and revision in
area-based approaches to regeneration policy. There has been a significant growth
in area-based approaches in the UK over the past twenty years (Rhodes et al. 2005).
Parkinson (1998) notes the key aims of area-based initiatives has been to integrate
policy-making across multiple scales, to promote horizontal integration of policies
across different policy sectors, to link mainstream policies with social exclusion
measures, and to develop new cross-sectoral institutional arrangements for the
delivery of programmes which widen the range of actors involved. Since the early
1990s a model of area-based regeneration has emerged which stresses the need for
the coordination of service delivery within localities for effective and efficient
provision, the greater flexibility in local management and delivery of services at the

local level, the lessening of bureaucratic and professional barriers to such flexibility,



and the development of succession strategies for the post-funding period (Diamond,
2004). Itis an approach which is characterized by the search for local solutions to
local problems (Morgan, 2002). Great importance has been placed upon the
principle of partnership working in area-based initiatives (Geddes, 2000; Rhodes et
al, 2005; Southern, 2002). The local multi-sectoral partnership, the dominant model
in the UK, emerged in the early 1990s and now represents a ‘new orthodoxy’ in the
policy landscape (Geddes, 2000). ‘Partnership working' is an increasingly central
feature of all public services (Balloch and Taylor, 2001). The partnership aspect of
LSPs means that they are also significant as an element of change within the
organizational landscape of local governance, particularly in respect to the

implications they have for local authorities and the public sector more widely.

The research question about LSPs derives from a substantive and practical set of
issues which are clearly policy orientated. A number of interventions in the discipline
of Geography have argued for the importance of research of a public policy
orientated nature. Authors such as Burgess (2005), Dorling and Shaw (2002), Martin
(2001), Massey (2001), Pacione (2003), and Peck (1999) have been critical of
Geography'’s lack of engagement with substantive policy orientated research topics
and what they viewed as a devaluing of this type of academic work by others for
whom theoretically derived inquiry holds a more lofty position. However, there is no
necessary dualism between theory and practice in this sense (Pain, 2006; Staeheli
and Mitchell, 2005). Such interventions reflect a resurgence of interest in a long line
of debates about ‘relevancy’ (Beaumont et al., 2005). Calls for work to engage more
fully with policy issues are tied to broader arguments for academic inquiry which is
socially and politically relevant. Such calls for relevance convey a notion that
research should analyse major problems affecting quality of life (e.g. Pacione, 2003)
and seek to bring about social and political change for the better (Beaumont et al.,
2005; Martin; 2001; Peck, 1999). | agree with such sentiments but | would argue, as
Burgess (2005), Demeritt (2005), and Ward (2005) do, that policy relevance should
not necessarily be conflated with social and political relevance. Making a
contribution to social and political change is not limited to informing and shaping the
processes of policy-making (cf. Pacione, 2003; Martin, 2001). Relevance is not
granted by virtue of dealing with a policy or any other topic (Staeheli and Mitchell,
2005). As Staeheli and Mitchell (2005) rightly comment, ‘...what makes research
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relevant cannot be separated from the questions of why research should be relevant,
how research becomes relevant, the goals of research, and for whom it is intended to
be relevant.’ (357).

| am highlighting a distinction between policy relevance and social relevance as,
although my research topic is directly focused on public policy, it is not my aim to
confine analysis to phenomenon defined through public policy-making. The
relevance of the research is not ascribed on the basis of simply being about policy. |
do not seek to engage with the policy topic within the terms brought about by virtue of
that policy being created. The aim is not to be ‘useful’ to policy-makers in an
instrumental sense. As Demeritt (2005) argues, emphases placed on policy
relevance as being one of the key purposes of geographical research tend to assume
that research can make an impact in an instrumentalist sense. Policy relevance is a
problematic idea and while the calls by some for a policy turn has some merit,
caution should be exercised (Imrie, 2004).

There are difficulties inherent in attempts to generate findings which may influence
policy-makers. Assumptions cannot be made about the extent to which policy-
makers will take note of research (Beaumont et al., 2005; Leitner and Sheppard,
2003). The same can be said for the ways in which research may be actively used
by policy-makers. Findings may go to serving unintended ends (Imrie, 2004; Leitner
and Sheppard, 2003) and indeed it is inherently difficult to ascertain what impact has
actually been made in any case (Imrie, 2004; Ward, 2005). Attempting to present
findings which are as persuasive as possible in accordance with the demands of
policy-makers are unlikely to secure any guarantees (cf. Martin, 2001). Policy
change does not simply occur as a result of a neutral judgement on the soundness of
the claims made (Beaumont et al., 2005; Imrie, 2004; Massey, 2001). The practical
relevance of research is affected by its inevitable politicization (Beaumont et al.,
2005) and by the broader relations of power within which it sits (Imrie, 2004).
Staeheli and Mitchell (2005) highlight the need to consider the 'politics of relevance’,
referring to the ways in which research is actively made relevant by users in practice
and for particular ends. What makes research relevant is shaped by the social
context in which it is presented, interpreted and used (Staeheli and Mitchell, 2005).
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The key point | wish to make about relevance is that the policy-oriented nature of the
thesis is not limited to the instrumental purposes of those involved in making policy.
In some respects this may be discordant with the underlying principles of the CASE
studentship. The CASE scheme is a 'third stream’ research funding initiative
designed to encourage ‘knowledge-transfer’ and thereby harness university research
more closely to the goals of national competitiveness, regional economic
development and local regeneration (Demeritt and Lees, 2005). It is a government
promoted measure to make publically funded researchers more responsive and
relevant to the demands of the users of research outputs (Demeritt and Lees, 2005).
The PhD thesis is not immediately or solely ‘applied’ to the expressed needs of public
policy-makers. | make a distinction between this and more ‘critical’ intellectual
endeavour. Peck (1990) echoes this distinction when he refers to ‘shallow’ and
‘deep’ policy researchers. | align more closely with the latter. As Burgess (2005)
suggests, in this way research can change the definition of what is relevant and to
whom. Burgess (2005) highlights a very important point here with which | would
entirely agree. A critical type of knowledge, while not necessarily directly ‘useable’
by governmental actors, it can be communicated to them in order to inform their ways
of thinking and to proffer alternative viewpoints. The CASE studentship affords a
good deal of scope in this respect; to gain access to the contexts within which
governmental actors operate and to speak to them both through day-to-day

conversations and research finding reports which will be disseminated to them.

3. The argument and structure of the thesis

The following chapter begins in section 1 with a discussion of the ways in which
problems of socio-spatial inequality can be conceptualized. | focus on the concept of
‘social exclusion’, both as a social process occurring in post-industrial capitalist
societies (Byrne, 2005) and as an analytical concept employed to capture a particular
type of problem. | refer to ‘social exclusion’ throughout the thesis to denote existing
sets of conditions. | reserve the terminology of ‘multiple deprivation’ to refer to a
particular identification of a policy problem which is part of the Neighbourhood
Renewal programme. While ‘social exclusion’ is also an expressed policy agenda of

the UK government, | treat this as being part of a discursive formation (Levitas,
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2005). The remainder of chapter 2 deals with past and present current governmental
approaches to tackling conditions of social exclusion. In doing so | aim to examine
the context within which LSPs have arisen. | first discuss the emergence and current
prevalence of area-based initiatives in the UK. It is shown that there are a complex
array of area-based initiatives currently in operation in the UK. LSPs have also
arisen in the context of an increased prevalence and significance of partnership
approaches. | chart the emergence of partnership approaches in section 3 and show
how the principle of partnership is closely associated with the development of area-
based approaches. In the same way as area-based initiatives there is also a
complex array of local partnership organizations in existence, again something which
LSPs are intended to play a role in addressing. The advent of partnership has
important implications for the organizational landscape of the public sector at the
local level. In this respect | introduce here ideas of ‘local governance’. Concepts of
governance are more fully discussed in chapter 3. Having outlined some of the
broad governmental responses to social exclusion the chapter moves in the final
sections to talk about LSPs as a specific response. | detail central government'’s
institutional design of LSPs and how they are intended to tackle ‘multiple deprivation’.

Chapter 3 discusses theoretical and conceptual frameworks for understanding the
emergence of LSPs as a component of changing institutions and processes of
governance in the UK, and also for understanding the policy effects that are
produced as a result. The chapter deals with three interrelated but relatively distinct
perspectives on the issues. As | outline and critically explore first of all ideas of
‘governance networks', then the state and ‘crisis management’, and finally ideas
about governmentality and the state as a set of a practices, | aim to build an
argument which raises some theoretical dilemmas and culminates with the assertion
that in order to explain how policy effects are produced it is important to consider
practices of institutional enactment. The chapter makes clear some of the
shortcomings in the theoretical perspectives and how practices of institutional
enactment are an important area of inquiry. Chapter 3 therefore demonstrates the
underpinnings of my analysis of LSPs. In doing so it also draws out the central
conceptual issue to be discussed as the empirical findings are presented in chapters
6, 7 and 8. This is the issue already mentioned above and concerns the interplay
between institutional design and institutional enactment.
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Questions of institutional design are the subject of the first three sections of chapter 3
which talk about governance, partnership, and then the state. ‘Governance’, |
suggest, is an instituted process of social coordination. As a consequence of social
complexity traditional modes of governance have undergone change, and a number
of influential authors have pointed to an emergent network mode of governance. |
show how it has been claimed that institutional change is taking place as
governmental actors attempt to design institutions that can secure the ostensible
benefits of networks and accomplish more effective governance processes. This
explanation of the emergence of local partnership organizations is problematic in
some ways. It neglects the role of ‘metagovernance’ in institutional design. It also
relies on the interorganizational and interpersonal relations within partnership
organizations being conducted according to a theoretical representation of networks
and therefore delivering benefits of collaborative advantage and policy effectiveness.
In section 2 | point to some of the limits to partnerships operating in this way. In
section 3, which draws on accounts of the ‘state as a social relation’ and crisis-
theoretic approaches to state theory, | take issue with notions of governance
effectiveness which underpin ideas of governance networks. ‘Relational’ and ‘crisis’
theories of the state are useful as they demonstrate how institutional change
emerges through strategic contexts and is part of wider reorganizations of the state
apparatus. This means that certain policy effects are actively produced through the
design of institutions and not simply as a result of the best policy solutions being
found to pre-existing problems. However, it is debatable in what ways institutional
change maybe a component within a purposeful ‘regulatory project’ or more a
problem-solving activity which takes place due to the systemic constraints inherent to
state intervention. This is an issue | return to in later chapters. | wish to argue here
that while providing a useful explanatory framework for institutional change, we do
not necessarily know from relational and crisis-theoretic approaches to state theory
what specific policy effects are generated through instances of institutional change.
The framework primarily provides an account of why it is that certain institutional

designs have been instigated.

| build on this argument in the fourth section of chapter 3. It is asserted here that
policy effects may not be the product of the intentions which imbue institutional
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designs. It is here that | wish to raise the question of institutional enactment. | use
the idea of institutional enactment to suggest that policy effects may emerge in
unintended ways and indeed may emerge through an absence of intentionality. It
attends to the ways that an institutional design must be enacted through its
constituent actors. The importance of institutional enactment is emphasized by two
broad bodies of work which | deal with in tumn in sections 4.1 and 4.2. First, a post-
Foucauldian governmentality perspective suggests that acts of power become
effective through the conducts of subjects themselves in their everyday practices.
The exercise of government, thought of as the ‘conduct of conduct’, provides the
basis for a wholesale critique of concepts of the state for their underestimation of the
decentralised and molecular nature of power (Steinmetz, 1999). Second, conceiving
of the state as a ‘set of practices’ shows more fully how what is accomplished by the
‘state’ is dependent upon the exercise of agency through the everyday procedural
and bureaucratic practices of institutional subjects. Such practices, together with the
embodied ideas and knowledges of institutional subjects, contribute to the active
generation of ‘policy’ and the objects that governmental action identifies. The notion
of policy effects opens up to question what the making of policy entails and what it
works to do. Ideas of governmentality and state practices argue powerfully for a
consideration of how the effects of an institution are the product of the ways in which
it is enacted. However, the relative importance of institutional enactment is open to
question. The extent to which policy effects are constituted by the practices of
enactment is not certain. My analysis of LSPs attends to the interplay between this
on the one hand and the affect of institutional design and the conditions in which that
design emerged on the other.

Chapter 4 makes clear how the research design and methods employed have
generated the data necessary to investigate the research question. The discussion
leads on from the conceptual issues outlined in chapter 3 and it is shown how the
methodological approach links here. | begin the methodology chapter with a
discussion of the ethnographic approach to the research. In order to investigate the
workings of LSPs and to attend to the practices inherent within them an ethnographic
approach was crucial. Through carrying out participant observation within LSP '
meeting events | was able generate material about the conducts of actors and the
meanings which infuse these conducts. Importantly, participation observation was
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complemented with in-depth research interviews. Interviews enabled a more
thorough examination of the ideas and understandings held by actors and to talk with
them about their conduct within partnership contexts. Section 2 discusses the case
study strategy employed. The intensive case study goes hand-in-hand with the
ethnographic approach. The key purpose of the section on the case study strategy is
to explain the use of ‘analytical induction’ and to describe how Chester-le-Street and
Derwentside were decided upon as case study LSPs. The second part of chapter 4
provides an account of the use of the key research methods and the rationale for
using them. | divide this discussion according to the experience of the research
process, which entailed a relatively distinctive unstructured initial period and a more

structured intensive period of research.

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 contain the analysis of the case study LSPs. Before this,
chapter 5 provides detailed background information on the districts of Chester-le-
Street and Derwentside and the LSPs that have been put in place there. In the first
two sections of chapter 5 | build on discussion in the first section of chapter 2, and
show the nature, character and extent of issues of social exclusion in the case study
areas. Section 1 addresses deindustrialization. Problems in Chester-le-Street and
Derwentside are largely related to processes of deindustrialization that have affected
County Durham and the North East of England more widely. The North East
economy has been heavily reliant on traditional industrial activity such as
shipbuilding, coalmining and steel production. Regions across Western Europe
dominated by this type of activity experienced relative decline as this type of
economic activity underwent major restructuring. The North East remains beset by
large scale structural economic difficulties and is still one of the most disadvantaged
regions in the UK. Parts of County Durham were devastated by the loss of
coalmining and steel production and the repercussions continue to be strongly felt by
people. Section 2 outlines the geographically concentrated instances of ‘multiple
deprivation’ in Chester-le-Street and Derwentside, conditions which have been
brought about by deindustrialization. | show here the character and extent of the
problems experienced in these districts. Problems related to the labour market and
to health are particularly severe. As is discussed in chapter 2, section 2, area-based
initiatives have emerged as a key approach to tacking social exclusion. In the third
section of chapter 5 | detail the key area-based social exclusion related initiatives that
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have taken effect in County Durham. This provides a comprehensive picture of
activity that is taking place in County Durham, activity which LSPs are charged with
rationalizing and coordinating. Section 4 provides important background information
on the LSPs in Chester-le-Street and Derwentside. This information acts as a basis

for subsequent analysis in chapters 6, 7 and 8.

The next three chapters comprise analysis of the empirical material. As has already
been made clear the material is interpreted using the conceptual lens established in
chapter 3. Discussion is framed in terms of the interplay between institutional design
and institutional enactment. | re-engage with and critically explore the literature
already dealt with, examining its utility in explaining policy effects. At the same time,
the content of chapters 6, 7 and 8 reflect the ethnographic study of the two case
study LSPs which has been undertaken. | present a rich and detailed account of the
workings of the two LSPs and the evident policy effects. Chapter 6 begins with an
examination of policy effects in two key respects. First, the agenda items dealt with
in the course of the meeting events of LSPs, and second the written community
strategy documents produced by each of the LSPs. The important point here is that
the ways in which the LSP bodies act to produce policy effects is significantly
circumscribed by the failure to impact upon the actions and objectives of member
organizations. The LSPs also act to create policies in only very limited ways. The
policy effects dealt with strongly reflect existing and planned activities of member
organizations and particularly national statutory agendas.

In the third section of chapter 6 | argue that the function of the LSPs is therefore
primarily one of ‘policy-ordering’ and ‘strategy-making’. Policy ordering and strategy-
making are key concepts which are discussed throughout the rest of the chapter and
into the subsequent chapters. Crucially, together they are a principal policy effect
produced through the LSPs. The rearticulation of policy activities through ordering
and strategy-making demonstrates the key way in which the LSPs act to make policy.
A second policy effect of LSPs emerges as a consequence' of policy ordering and
strategy-making. This is a function which encompasses activities mainly relating to
service delivery operations of key statutory organizations. An array of regeneration
and development initiatives are not included. The articulation of a number of

‘strategic policy objects’ also centre upon functional delivery operations at the
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expense of ‘social exclusion’, ‘poverty’, ‘deprivation’ or ‘disadvantage’. These are
notions which are relatively absent from what the LSPs do. Area-based initiatives
and programmes that explicitly address social exclusion represent a separate field of
activity to that encompassed by the LSPs. | therefore refer to the diminution of social

exclusion as a governmental object.

The policy effects | identify raise questions about the ability of the institutional design
of LSPs to meet its stated intentions. | discuss this at the beginning of section 4 and
show how the policy effects diverge from the institutional design. In part 4.2 | build
on the account of policy effects and discuss conceptualizations of LSPs based on the
policy effects that have been identified. The policy ordering and strategy-making
function can be seen to have emerged as a result of the way LSP actors use the LSP
framework to respond to problems of coordination they face. In terms of both the
institutional design of LSPs and practices of institutional enactment LSPs can be
understood as part of problem-solving activity in the context of imperatives for
interorganizational and interpersonal coordination. | suggest this illustrates the
importance of processes of ‘metagovernance’. In particular, in the instance of
institutional enactment LSPs can be understood as an emergent process of
‘metaorganization’. The evidence from the case study LSPs challenges a
conceptualization of them as a ‘governance network’. LSPs do not operate as a
network and indeed as an institutional design LSPs could not be expected to
instigate network type relations. The nature of LSPs as a problem-solving activity in
respect to issues of coordination becomes inherently problematic when their role in
addressing social exclusion is considered. The diminution of social exclusion as a
governmental object which emerges in the instance of institutional enactment
demonstrates a central paradox in the institutional design of LSPs. This is that as
LSPs are intended to work as a problem-solving activity in respect to coordination
they are simultaneously expected to address social exclusion by virtue of this same
process. The paradoxical nature of the institutional design of LSPs becomes
manifest in the instance of institutional enactment. The paradoxes inherent to the
institutional design help to account for the policy effects produced through the case
study LSPs. The institutional design of LSPs shapes the policy effects produced in
important ways. However, policy effects produced through the LSPs are not directly
determined by the institutional design and the intentions imbued within it. This is
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clearly evident from the way the effects diverge from these intentions. The nature of
the design has acted to problematize the policy effects arising through it. This poses
important questions about why the institutional design of LSPs as a way of
addressing social exclusion has taken the form it has. | address such questions in
part 4.3. | suggest here that LSPs can be understood as a part of a ‘crisis of crisis
management’ (Offe, 1984).

Chapter 6 therefore establishes the key policy effects of the LSPs and develops a
theoretical account of how these effects are produced. This forms the basis of the
discussion in chapters 7 and 8 which elaborate on these ideas. In both of these
chapters, however, | attend more closely to issues of institutional enactment. It is
suggested that while emergent (unintended) policy effects are partly implicated in the
institutional design, at the same time there are elements of institutional enactment
which are relatively independent of institutional design. In chapter 7 | introduce the
notion of the ‘organizational and procedural setting’ of LSP meeting events. The
nature of this setting plays an important role in the way that policy effects are
generated. This setting has emerged relatively independently of the institutional
design. The way that the setting has been constructed is in some ways a product of
the policy ordering and strategy-making function but it also works to actively produce

this function.

Chapter 8 goes onto to discuss ‘community sector’ involvement in the LSPs. The
conduct of community sector involvement is significantly shaped by a combination of
the policy ordering and strategy-making function and the organizational and
procedural setting. The way in which individuals from the ‘community sector
participate within meeting events of the LSPs is therefore partly related to issues of
institutional design. The tensions and paradoxes inherent in the design again can be
seen to become manifest in the process of institutional enactment. However, some
aspects of the enactment of community sector involvement are relatively unrelated to
issues of institutional design. | focus on two aspects. The ideas and expectations of
individual community sector representatives and the level of motivation to participate
in spaces of community sector involvement and to influence policy making activities.
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4. The districts of Chester-le-Street and Derwentside

The study of LSPs centres on two case study LSPs in the districts Chester-le-Street
and Derwentside. | here provide some brief background information on these areas.
Chester-le-Street and Derwentside are two of seven lower-tier local authorities within
the upper-tier authority of County Durham’. The two districts lie adjacent to each
other in the North of the County with Sundertand Metropolitan District to the east and
Gateshead Metropolitan District to the North (see map 1). The populations in 2001
were 53,692 (7.94 people per hectare) for Chester-le-Street and 85,074 (3.14 people
per hectare) for Derwentside (ONS, website, 2007a). The total population of County
Durham in 2001 was 493,470 (ONS, website, 2007a). The district of Chester-le-
Street is composed of the town of Chester-le-Street, with a population of 23,946
(Durham County Council, 2006a), and its surrounding villages. The most populated
villages (with a count of over 2000) are Bournmoor, Great Lumley, Ouston, Pelton,
Sacriston (the largest village with a population of just over 5,000), and Urpeth
(Durham County Council, 2006a) (see map 2). The two towns in Derwentside are
Stanley in the East, with a population of 16,306 (Durham County Council, 2006c¢),
and Consett further to the West, with a population of 27,394 (Durham County
Council, 2006b). In the same way as Chester-le-Street the other settlements in
Derwentside are outlying villages (see map 3). The largest villages are Annfield
Plain, Burnopfield, Lanchester, Langley Park (the largest village with a population of
a little over 4,000), and Tanfield Lea (Durham County Council, 2006b; 2006c¢).
Chester-le-Street contains 16 different wards and Derwentside contains 222 (see
maps 4 and 5).

' It was announced early in 2008 that as part of the government’s latest Local Government Review
County Durham would become a unitary authority. The proposal for a unitary authority was submitted
to the government by Durham County Council and was based on consultation findings. The proposal
entails plans for local decision-making and consultation to take place around 12 to 14 'natural
communities' based on main settlements and rural areas. Each of these would be represented and
supported by an ‘area action partnership’, in turn supported by an area coordination team of council
staff (Durham County Council; webpage, 2008). Previous plans for local government restructuring in
County Durham were associated with the referendum on a North East Regional Assembly in late
2004. The outcome was for an assembly to not go ahead and the restructuring of County Durham
was also halted. When | began my fieldwork in early 2004 relations between the District local
authorities and the County Council were soured as a result of tensions wrought by the planned
restructuring. The County Council advocated one county wide authority and the seven Districts
together advocated the division of the county into 3 separate new authorities.

2 The current ward boundaries came into full effect in 2003, although they were employed for the
purposes of the census in 2001. There were some considerable changes from the prior boundaries
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According to the local authority area classification system used by the government®,
Derwentside is designated as falling within the most rural category (DEFRA,
webpage, 2007b). This means that at least 80 per cent of the population live in rural
settlements and larger market towns (DEFRA, webpage, 2007a). Indeed, all districts
in County Durham apart from Chester-le-Street are either in this category or the
‘rural-50' category where there is between 50 and 80 per cent of people living in rural
settlements and larger market towns (DEFRA, webpage, 2007a; 2007b). Chester-le-
Street is defined as a ‘major urban’ local authority area, with fifty per cent of its
population in urban areas with a population of more than 750,000 (DEFRA,
webpage, 2007a; 2007b). This is because it is seen as part of the Tyne and Wear
conurbation. However, the analysis of ‘super output areas’ shows a different picture.
It can be seen that both districts have a mix of rural and urban type areas according
to this classification. *

which came into effect in 1991. There were previously 17 wards in Chester-le-Street and 23 in
Derwentside.

* The local authority classification introduced in 2004 was developed by the Rural Evidence Research
Centre on behalf of the Countryside Agency, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs,
the Office for National Statistics, and the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister. There are six
classifications for local authorities: major urban, large urban, other urban, significant rural, rural-50,
rural-80 (DEFRA, webpage, 2007a).

* Output areas are classified by ‘morphology’; as urban (over 10,000 inhabitants), town, village, or
dispersed (hamlets and isolated dwellings). They are also further classified by ‘context’ with each of
the previous categories identified either as ‘sparse’ or ‘less sparse’. There are therefore a total of 8
classifications (DEFRA, webpage, 2007a).
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Chapter 2

Area-Based Initiatives, Neighbourhood
Renewal, and Local Strategic

Partnerships

Introduction

This chapter discusses the nature of socio-spatial inequality which is at issue in the
thesis, and how a certain governmental approach has developed to address such
problems. This approach is characterized by area-based initiatives combined with
ideas of partnership. It is this context within which the emergence of LSPs can be
understood. | aim to describe what LSPs are and demonstrate the context within
which they are positioned. In the first section | discuss ideas of ‘social exclusion’ as
a way of conceptualizing a dimension of socio-spatial inequality. | also describe the
emergence of the ‘social exclusion’ policy agenda in the UK. Having dealt with the
problem at issue, in sections 2, 3 and 4 | turn attention to the governmental
responses that have been instigated to address them. This involves a discussion of
the evolution of area-based initiatives and also ideas of local ‘partnership’. These
are key elements within wider responses that have been employed to tackle
problems of social exclusion. | situate these governmental responses in relation to
changes in local government and ‘local governance’. | then go onto to discuss LSPs
as a specific response. LSPs and the associated Neighbourhood Renewal
programme are emblematic of the area-based and partnership approach. | outline
how they are intended to address problems of ‘multiple deprivation’ and the policy

context within which they have emerged.
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1. ‘Social exclusion’ and inequality: concepts and policy agendas
As Mingione (1995) argues industrialist capitalist societies are characterized by both
heightened forms of social mobility and persistent social inequalities. Socially and
spatially uneven development has become manifest in the intensification of
differentiation and inequality and new forms of exclusion and marginality of social
groups and places (Hadjimichalis and Sadler, 1995; Mingione, 1995). Byrne (2005)
employs the concept of ‘social exclusion’ to refer to a process of ‘underdevelopment’
in the context of ‘post-industrial’ societies and flexible labour markets. Byrne (2005)
in particular emphasizes the emergence of ‘poor work’ marked by low wages,
insecure employment and dependence on means-tested benefit supplements. He
also points to the unequal distribution of income which it is suggested takes the form
of an 'hour-glass’. For Byrne (1995) the crucial issue is the change in the kind of
inequality as opposed to the degree and this is related to social structure.
Madanipour et al. (1998) interpret social exclusion as a ‘social process’ rather than a
way of categorising individuals and groups. New forms of exclusion and marginality
must be seen as an inevitable constitutive element within the capitalist system of
production and dynamics of economic, social and political restructuring
(Hadjimichalis and Sadler, 1995). Byrne (2005) refers to a categorical transformation
in the nature of the capitalist social order. New forms of marginality are the product
of changes occurring in employment systems, structural decline in manufacturing
jobs, and expansion of differentiated and polarized employment in services
(Mingione, 1995). It is also related to the changing systems of welfare and modes of
state intervention (Mingione, 1995; Sadler, 1995). New and heightened forms of
inequality tend to persist in regions of Western Europe such as the North East of
England where massive job losses have occurred (Sadler, 1995).

How to conceptualize conditions of exclusion and inequality for analytical purposes is
the subject of much academic debate. Many authors employ the concept of ‘social
exclusion’ as distinct from issues of poverty but as Levitas (2006) notes,
disentangling poverty and social exclusion is conceptually very difficult. Social
exclusion is a problematic concept, but is generally used to refer to a situation of
combined and mutually reinforcing severe disadvantage in terms of personal

capacities and conditions, ‘social ills’ and economic deprivation (Amin et al., 2002;
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Geddes, 2000). Geddes (2000) suggests that there has been ‘...a shift in both policy
and academic discourse from a dominant conception of poverty to a focus on social
exclusion, signifying a significant redirection of emphasis from material deprivation of
the poor towards their inability to fully exercise their social, economic political rights
as citizens (Leibfried, 1993)." (Geddes, 2000: 782-783). Amin et al. (2002) argue a
similar point, that with the disintegration of the welfare state and a move to the
selective reproduction of labour, social exclusion is viewed by the government as a
separated realm from wider society (Amin et al., 2002). Social exclusion has
developed as a way of conceptualizing the emergence of new forms of poverty and
marginalization that have occurred since the end of the 1970s and have been
produced through economic changes and the changing nature of work (Atkinson,
1999; Madanipour et al., 1998). It is a wider concept than poverty, highlighting how a
variety of ‘deprivations’ impact on each other, and it entails a dynamic analysis of
processes rather than being a static concept (Atkinson, 1999; Geddes, 1999;
Parkinson, 1998). Whereas the concept of poverty focuses attention upon low
income and material want, social exclusion points to the way some people and
places are shut out from social, economic and political life (Parkinson, 1998). It
therefore denotes a more specific condition than does the analysis of inequality
(Burchardt et al., 2002a). It attempfs to capture the multi-faceted nature of the
problems that affect people and places. Social exclusion can take many different
forms such as unemployment and insecure employment, homelessness, inadequate
housing and high levels of debt and arrears, low educational attainment, lack of
mobility, limited access to essential services, poor health and lack of citizenship
rights (Parkinson, 1998).

Burchardt et al. (2002b) identify two empirical approaches to the issue of social
exclusion, one that looks at extreme problems of deprivation and polarization and
one that looks at a lack of participation in key aspects of society, or ‘social isolation’.
Burchardt et al. (2002b) focus on the latter and propose a working definition of social
exclusion as follows: ‘(a)n individual is socially excluded if he or she does not
participate in key activities of the society in which he or she lives.’ (30). These key
activities are specified as consumption, production, political engagement and social
interaction (Burchardt et al., 2002b). Levitas (2006) emphasizes exclusion from
social relations and patterns of sociability as a distinctive dimension of social
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exclusion, along with impoverishment, labour market exclusion and exclusion from
services. This approach is employed in the Poverty and Social Exclusion Survey
(Pantazis et al., 2006). Here exclusion from social relations is said to encompass the
aspects of common social activities, social networks and social isolation, social
support and civic participation, and confinement of mobility. Levitas (2006) argues
that indicators previously used in studies have stressed too much the issue of paid
work and income as aspects of social exclusion. Pantazis et al. (2006) stress the
need to disentangle and examine the relationships between poverty, paid work and
social relations. Levitas (2006) demonstrates that poverty has a profound effect on
some but not all aspects of participation in social relations and that participation in
paid work may inhibit rather than facilitate inclusion in social relations. The Poverty
and Social Exclusion Survey also takes an approach to poverty which is based on
people's perception of minimum need and analyses this in combination with income
levels (Pantazis et al., 2006). The Poverty and Social Exclusion finds that in the year
2000 in Britain more people in absolute terms were living in or at the margins of
povérty than ever before. Twenty five per cent of people in the UK were living in
households with less than half than the average household income. It is also noted
that increases in poverty have been part of wider increases in inequality (Pantazis et
al., 2006). Parkinson (1998) also notes that social exclusion is growing problem in
Western Europe and that there is an abundance of evidence to show increases in
inequality and deprivation across aspects of income and expenditure, employment
and unemployment, housing, health, and education.

Poverty and social exclusion are also spatially constituted. It becomes manifest in
spatial segregation and exclusion (Madanipour, 1998). Madanipour (1998) points to
an emerging mosaic of segregated socio-spatial neighbourhoods. Parkinson (1998)
too highlights the problems of inner city areas and peripheral housing estates.
Growths in the spatial concentration of poverty are associated with concentrations of
work poor households, concentrations of low income households in social housing,
and dependence upon benefit (Parkinson, 1998). There is also the likelihood of
‘area effects’ (Atkinson, 1999).

In Europe in the 1980s and 1990s the concept of social exclusion became
increasingly central to discussions of social policy and politics (Pantazis et al., 2006).

30



Social exclusion has become the subject of growing political significance, although
there remains uncertainty about what it is and how it should be addressed
(Parkinson, 1998). The term ‘social exclusion’ first emerged in France in the 1980s
to refer to those who were not included in the system of social insurance and more
generally were disconnected from mainstream society in ways that went beyond
poverty (Atkinson, 1999; Davies, 2005a). As a policy notion social exclusion gained
momentum through the policies of the European Union and was brought into the
language of the Conservative government in the 1990s as a result of the denial by
them of the existence of ‘poverty’ (Atkinson, 2000; Burchardt et al., 2002a). It came
to full prominence in the United Kingdom with the setting up of the Social Exclusion
Unit (SEU) in 1997 (Levitas, 2005). The aim of the SEU was to coordinate central
government departments and other national statutory agencies and to produce
‘joined-up’ solutions. The SEU in particular focuses on problem housing estates,
particularly public sector housing. As with ‘poverty’ (Gordon, 2006) the government
has consistently failed to define what social exclusion is (Levitas, 2006). Levitas
(2006) notes that the SEU's definition of ‘a shorthand label for what can happen
when individuals or areas suffer from a combination of linked problems such as
unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime environments, bad
health, and family breakdown’ fails to say what it is that actually happens. The work
of the SEU has focused on a number of specific problems including truancy and
school exclusions, rough sleeping, teenage pregnancy, 16-18 year olds not in
education employment or training, reducing reoffending, young runaways, looked
after children, enterprise, access to financial services, mental health, and ex-
prisoners. As will be discussed later the Neighbourhood Renewal element in

particular has formed a major part of its early programme (Wallace, 2001).

In an analysis of the discursive formations of social exclusion Levitas (2005)
iluminates the different meanings of the term, its perceived causes and policy
responses. Levitas (2005) argues that in Europe social exclusion has operated
according to a discourse of ‘social integration’ which emphasizes lack of paid work.
This discourse has also been dominant in aspects of New Labour's policies, but
Levitas (2005) suggests that this has been combined with a ‘moral underclass’
discourse in which people and groups are seen as the cause of problems due to their
behavioural or moral deficiencies. Levitas (2005) argues that this is a departure from
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a discourse of redistribution which has been previously dominant in the UK. Byrne
(2005) sees this as a shift from democratic socialist ideas to those of ‘possessive
individualism’. Byrne (2005) is highly critical of New Labour’s ‘weak’ formulation of
the idea of social exclusion and stresses the discourse of the moral underclass which
it encapsulates. He suggests that this is part of an ideological project making neo-
liberalism appear inevitable. For Geddes (2000) the policy literature’s emphasis on
the multi-dimensional nature of disadvantage is typically coupled with a neopluralist
politics. Social exclusion is associated with a crisis of social order rather than with
crisis of fiscal distribution, and that this is linked to ‘problem areas’ (Geddes, 2000).
An emphasis on social exclusion as a policy object in the UK has coincided with the
proliferation of area-based approaches as way of addressing it. These are
associated with efforts toward the physical, social and economic ‘regeneration’ of
geographical areas of decline and disadvantage. | chart the emergence of area-
based initiatives in the next section.

2. The emergence of area-based initiatives in the UK

The search for the ‘integration’ of excluded people and places has seen the growth
of area-based initiatives (Parkinson, 1998). A government concern for ‘social
exclusion’ has led to a renewed emphasis on area-based programmes (Foley and
Martin, 2000). In the United Kingdom there has been a significant increase in the
number of area-based initiatives over the past twenty years (Rhodes et al., 2005).
While support for them has fluctuated during this time according to different political
views and commitments, area-based initiatives have featured strongly in the policies
of the New Labour government (Parkinson, 1998). In the United Kingdom and other
Western European countries such area approaches have attempted to promote
innovation in the preparation, packaging and delivery of services to groups
concentrated in geographical areas (Parkinson, 1998). Parkinson (1998) notes the
key aims of area-based initiatives has been to integrate policy-making across
multiple scales, to promote horizontal integration of policies across different policy
sectors, to link mainstream policies with social exclusion measures, and to develop
new cross-sectoral institutional arrangements for the delivery of programmes which

widen the range of actors involved.
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Cameron and Davoudi (1998) identify four phases in area-based approaches to
regeneration and social exclusion in the UK. Explicit area-based policies began in
the late 1960s and reflected a concern by the government of the time for problems of
inner cities. This first phase involved ideas of a ‘cycle of deprivation’ and ‘culture of
poverty’ which were prominent in the United States (Cameron and Davoudi, 1998).
The problem was perceived as one of ‘multiple deprivation’ existing in small pockets
within cities and this paid attention to a range of mutually reinforcing social problems
(Cameron and Davoudi, 1998). In phase two, from the mid-to-late 70s, the focus
was on local economic development to tackle unemployment problems which were
associated with deindustrialization. In the same way as in the 1960s local
government played an important role in area initiatives (Johnson and Osborne,
2003). In attempting to promote local economic development,' local government
policies centred on the provision of industrial land and buildings, environmental
improvements and loans and grants to firms (Cameron and Davoudi, 1998;
Haughton, 1999). In the 1980s, which Cameron and Davoudi (1998) refer to as
phase three, the role of local government reduced as the Thatcher government relied
on the private sector to provide property-led regeneration of areas (Johnson and
Osborne, 2003). Public Private Partnerships, Urban Development Corporations and
Enterprise Zones are emblematic of this approach. The policy focus shifted from
combating deindustrialization to physical renewal and local competitiveness
(Haughton, 1999). Problems of deprivation and poverty were marginalized as
concerns for economic development grew (Haughton, 1999; Rhodes et al., 2005).
The 1990s saw a new phase of area-based initiatives which were allegedly more
people-centred, focusing on the needs of disadvantaged people and groups at the
local level (Cameron and Davoudi, 1998; Rhodes et al., 2005). This was clearly
marked with the City Challenge programme in England. City Challenge aimed to
address the problems 6f people in deprived areas more directly and also to integrate
physical, economic and social aspects (Cameron and Davoudi, 1998; Rhodes et al.,
2005). It marked a rediscovery of planned approaches to regeneration (Foley and
Martin, 2000). Cameron and Davoudi (1998) argue that City Challenge was
underpinned by the idea of social exclusion in the sense that it sought to integrate
the excluded into economic development. Parkinson (1998) notes that the
government's evaluation of City Challenge commended the programme for its
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strategic and targeted approach, and also its involvement of a range of actors and

interests at the local level.

The City Challenge programme was followed by the Single Regeneration Budget
(SRB) programme which employed largely similar principles. Part of the rationale of
SRB was that multi-faceted problems of disadvantaged areas needed a holistic and
strategic approach encompassing attention to physical, economic and social
dimensions (Parkinson, 1998). Diamond (2004) argues that in the period since the
early 1990s with the introduction of City Challenge, area-based regeneration has
become characterized by a number of shared assumptions. This ‘model’ of
regeneration stresses the need for the coordination of service delivery within
localities for effective and efficient provision, greater flexibility in local management
and delivery of services at the local level, the lessening of bureaucratic and
professional barriers to such flexibility, the establishment of partnership working at
the local level which draws together relevant agencies and the voluntary and
community sectors, and the development of succession strategies for the post-
funding period (Diamond, 2004). Morgan (2002) similarly identifies a ‘new
regeneration narrative’ which has pervaded the policy community. He describes the
features of this as bottom-up and not top-down, joined up policy, partnership
working, and local solutions forlocal problems. Morgan argues that this is attractive
as ‘...it implies the need for policies which are socially inclusive and politically
empowering, policies which respect and reward local knowledge, policies which are
designed with rather then for deprived communities.' (191). These ideas about
tackling deprivation, social exclusion and degeneration of areas have continued up to
the current period and as will be seen later are reflected in LSPs and the
Neighbourhood Renewal programme.

Foley and Martin (2000) stress an increased concern for ‘community-based’
approaches that began with City Challenge and SRB. Area-based initiatives to
tackle social exclusion have involved the increased centrality of ‘community
development’ and ‘third-sector’ approaches (Amin et al., 2002; Cameron and
Davoudi, 1998; Diamond, 2004; Haughton, 1999). In respect to regeneration and
tackling social exclusion community development involves non-market and informal

sector activities, with the aim of meeting basic needs and building social capital
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(Haughton, 1999). It may also involve self-employment, small businesses, and
community enterprises and co-operatives (Haughton, 1999). Haughton (1999)
suggests that community development '...is best seen as a far-reaching change to
the processes of economic development, which place active community engagement
at the heart of the regeneration process in all its stages...’ (20). Amin et al. (2002)
point to the increased importance of the role of the third sector in the ‘social
economy’. The social economy involves non-profit activities which produce socially
useful goods which are not provided by the public or private sectors (Amin et al.,
2002). Policy discourse promotes this third sector activity as a way of engaging the
socially excluded in the provision of goods and services for the socially excluded,
thereby meeting welfare needs at the same time as stimulating work and social

engagement (Amin et al., 2002).

The proliferation of area-based initiatives in England and the UK has created
considerable complexity (Lawless, 2004). During the 1990s the policy framework
within which area-based initiatives operated became more diffuse and complex
(Lawless, 2004). They became larger in number and also covered a wider range of
outcome areas, including key service delivery areas such as health and education
(Lawless, 2004). A report of the Performance and Innovation Unit (2000) recognised
this complexity and as a response the Regional Coordination Unit (RCU) was
established. The role of the RCU is to ensure that area-based initiatives are made
as effective as possible through linking up individual initiatives and simplifying
management structures. However, a review of area-based initiatives conducted in
2002 by the RCU (RCU, 2002) raised concerns about the overload of organizational
arrangements and the lack of integration between area-based initiatives (Lawless,
2004). LSPs have been charged with coordinating and rationalizing the plethora of
area-based initiatives at the local level.

3. Partnership and local governance

The current phase of local area approaches since the early 1990s has seen a
particular importance placed upon the principle of partnership working (Geddes,
2000; Rhodes et al., 2005; Southern, 2002). However, the idea of partnership in
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area-based initiatives is not new. Local level collaboration between organizations
within and across sectors is long standing and in the UK and has its roots in the late
60s with poverty reduction initiatives such as the Urban Programme, Education
Priority Areas, and Community Development Projects (Balloch and Taylor, 2001;
Geddes, 2000; Southern, 2002). These involved the coordination of governmental
agencies on an area-basis. While local level collaboration between organizations
within and across sectors is long-standing, current local partnerships do represent a
contemporary modulation of such relationships in the sense that they are occurring
within a significantly different local political context, from both statist or corporatist
models, and from the neo-liberalism of the 1980s (Geddes, 2000). Local
partnerships in the current period are also distinctive for their inclusion of multiple
sectors, including those of the public, private, voluntary, and community (Southern,
2002).

The local multi-sectoral partnership is the dominant model in the UK and is
particularly pronounced in the policy fields of regeneration, poverty reduction and
tackling social exclusion (Geddes, 1999; Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). Itis an
approach particularly associated with area-based initiatives (Lawless, 2004). Local
multi-sectoral partnerships consist of formalized relationships that are given
expression in an organizational structure often taking shape in a partnership board or
forum (Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). In this way they have an organizational
identity which is distinct from the individual participants (Wilson and Charlton, 1997).
According to Geddes (2000) this type of partnership emerged in the early 1990s and
now represents a new orthodoxy in the policy landscape. There are a number of
different types of local multi-sectoral regeneration partnership depending on the type
of interests involved (Geddes, 1999) and the particular remit, funding base and area
coverage (Southern, 2002). Southern (2002) identifies six types: the umbrella or
strategic (such as LSPs); the European Union programme (such as URBAN 2);
central government multi-purpose (such as SRB); central government single purpose
(area-based initiative partnership bodies such as for employment zones etc.);

development trusts; and locally instigated single purpose®.

3 Detailed information on different area-based initiatives is given in chapter 5, section 4.
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Multi-sectoral partnership approaches reflect an identification of the multi-
dimensional and spatially concentrated nature of problems of social exclusion, and
the subsequent need to involve a range of actors in addressing such problems
(Geddes, 1999). Diamond (2004) similarly suggests that partnerships have been
seen as a panacea for regeneration given the apparent route they offer to tackle the
cross-cutting nature of the issues involved. Area regeneration, disadvantage, and
social exclusion are often referred to by commentators as ‘wicked issues’ to suggest
that they have proved intractable, persistent and not amenable to simple solutions
(Leach and Percy-Smith, 2001). Such wicked or cross-cutting problems are
multifaceted, necessitate the involvement of multiple levels of government and
multiple agencies, and do not fit within the traditional departmental structures of
government (Leach and Percy-Smith, 2001). Leach and Percy-Smith (2001) suggest
that there is growing consensus that addressing cross-cutting problems requires a
‘joined-up’ and ‘holistic' approach whereby the characteristics of the problem
determines the response rather than the particular responsibilities and functions of
delivery organizations. Policy-makers have often cited lack of coordination and
integration as a key reason for the perceived failure of their initiatives (Leach and
Percy-Smith, 2001). There has been a recognition therefore of the need to develop
holistic policy approaches (Leach and Percy-Smith, 2001). This is demonstrated by
the introduction of bodies such as Government Offices for the Regions and the SEU.
Indeed area-based initiatives such as SRB can also be seen to be partly the result of
this recognition. Holistic approaches were explicitly promoted in New Labour's 1999
‘Modernising Government’ White Paper (Leach and Percy-Smith, 2001). Local
partnerships and LSPs are part of a broader shift towards the promotion of holistic
policy approaches. Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) cite the complexity and
intransigence of ‘wicked-issues’ as a key factor explaining the emergence of local

partnerships.

‘Partnership working’ more generally is an increasingly central feature of all public
services (Balloch and Taylor, 2001). Much recent policy and public management
thinking emphasizes the importance of collaborative, multi-organizational
approaches for the achievement of public policy goals, and there has been a recent
and sustained growth in the number and types of partnerships created to realise
these goals (Ambrose, 2001; Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). This and the
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proliferation 6f area-based initiatives have meant that there has been an exponential
growth in the overall number of partnerships in existence at the local level (Bailey,
2003). The growth in the number of partnerships is also due to the search by pubic
bodies for integration within an increasingly fragmented and complex organizational
landscape that has developed since the early 1980s (Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998;
Lowndes, 2001). This fragmentation and complexity is associated with changes in
the institutional framework through which the process of governance at the local level
occurs (Lowndes, 2001). Some authors have described the emergent institutional
framework in the UK as ‘local governance’ to demarcate it from a previous period of
‘local government’ (e.g. Leach and Percy-Smith, 2001; Rhodes, 1988; Stoker, 1996).
This conceptual distinction attempts to capture the wide range of organizations
undertaking governing activities at the local level. This includes unelected public
agencies, voluntary organisations, and private firms. Such governing activity is not
the sole domain of formal bodies of the state such as elected local authorities. The
formation and implementation of public policy at the local level encompasses other
organizational actors. The term governance is also sometimes employed to refer to
changed process of governing and in particular to a ‘network’ mode of governance. |
discuss these ideas in chapter 3. For the moment my focus is limited to local
governance as denoting an organizational landscape and institutional structure. In
contrast to local government as the local authority, local governance points to a
greater degree of organizational fragmentation and complexity. This is important as
local partnership organizations have emerged within this context.

One of the key characteristics of local governance then is the number and breadth of
organizations involved in the formation and implementation of public policy and
service delivery programmes. This has occurred partly through the emergence of
‘quasi-markets’ in which service delivery functions have been contracted-out to
private firms and voluntary organizations (Cochrane, 1993). Cochrane (1993)
suggests that this signals a blurring of the distinction between public and private in
service delivery. This has been accompanied by a similar blurring in terms of policy
responsibility (Cochrane, 1993). Private interests have become increasingly involved
in arenas of policy-making such as through various boards and forums and in
particular through roles in bodies such as Urban Development Corporations and
Training and Enterprise Councils (Cochrane, 1993).
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Some authors such as Rhodes (2000) have associated changes in service delivery
and policy-making with the ‘new public management’, which he says has signalled
the introduction of private sector management methods to the public sector through
performance measures, managing by results, value for money, and closeness to the
customer, and also instigated its marketization through contracting-out, quasi-
markets, and consumer choice. Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) similarly highlight the
transformation of local government from a large, centralised public bureaucracy. Key
changes involve the fragmentation of the local authorities into a ‘federation of
different units’ comprising purchasers and providers, devolved budget centres, and
localized service outlets (Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). Balloch and Taylor (2001)
suggest that the case for partnership working has been developed, at least in part,
within the context of strategies to further reduce producer and professional power,
and to encourage further progress away from large-scale, bureaucratic and
patemalistic public service organizations for the delivery of programmes (Lowndes
and Skelcher, 1998). Cochrane (2004) points to a broader and more pervasive ‘new
managerialism’ which is an issue of ideological and cultural change within local
government and other public sector bodies. This has been a key element in the
dismantling of the bureaucratic-professionalism which characterized local

government previously (Cochrane, 1993).

The landscape of local governance also involves the introduction of a number of
para-state bodies, non-statutory agencies, and decentralised national agencies (such
as Primary Care Trusts). This also includes the growth of a series of locally-based
national programmes (Cochrane, 2004). Cochrane (1993) suggests that overall the
public sector at the local level has expanded as more organizations are accorded
with public status. This together with the involvement of private firms means that
local authorities occupy a position as only one of a number of bodies shaping and
delivering policy and undertaking welfare and service functions (Wilson, 2004).
Some commentators such as Skelcher (1998) and Stoker (2004) have drawn critical
attention to the increase in the number of non-elected ‘quasi autonomous non-
governmental organizations’ (QUANGOS) and the implications this poses for

accountability and legitimacy in local politics. Skelcher (1998) refers to the
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emergence of a ‘local quangocracy’. The number of local QUANGOS has not
reduced under New Labour (Stoker, 2004).

The alleged shift from local government to local governance is not ciear-cut and has
been the subject of considerable debate. Imrie and Raco (1999) and Lowndes
(2001) have cast doubt on an alleged movement to local governance and argue that
the changes are more complex and varied than this term suggests. It is not
appropriate | would suggest to simply claim that local governance has brought about
a lessening of local government (e.g. Stoker, 1996), although it is clear that the
position of local government has changed significantly (Cochrane, 1993). The extent
to which the role of local authorities has been transformed to one of ‘enabling’ as
opposed to being the dominant body at the local level is the subject of some debate
(see Imrie and Raco, 1999). The idea of the enabling local authority implies that they
undertake a role in ‘strategic decision-making’ and monitoring of services and are
partners with other organizations (Cochrane, 1993). However, this may not be the
case as local authorities may not have the ability to exert influence over other
organizations involved with policy and service delivery (Cochrane, 1993). Imrie and
Raco (1999) argue that the idea of an enabling local authority is undermined by the
continued existence of, and in some cases strengthening, some local authority

functions and responsibilities.

The important point is that a series of changes in the organizational structure, role
and management of local government has taken place and such changes are related
to the emergence and growth of local multi-sectoral partnerships. Local multi-
sectoral partnerships have emerged, Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) suggest, as a
way of integrating the fragmented and complex organizational landscape that local
governance represents. Balloch and Taylor (2001) also argue that partnerships
make éense as a rational response to such divisions in responsibilities and functions
and the fragmentation of services. However, partnership arrangements may also be
understood as a constitutive element within local governance structures and a further
symptom of fragmentation and complexity (Stoker, 2004). The proliferation of multi-
sectoral partnership arrangements is associated with the growth of area-based

initiatives and public service structures.
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Partnership approaches at the local level have been long in the making and their
growth is associated with broader shifts in local governance. However, the more
recent development of local partnership approaches must be viewed in particular
within the context of the New Labour government’s ‘modernization’ of local
government programme. The programme has placed an increased emphasis upon
multi-agency and cross-sectoral working (Cochrane, 2004). New Labour’s reforms of
local government also comprise a number of other aspects which together have had
wide-reaching and pervasive affects. Reforms to political management systems and
service delivery regimes have been key components of New Labour's programme
(Brooks, 2000). The legislation implemented by New Labour has had profound
implications for the role and function of local government. Downe and Martin (2006)
note that the period since 1997 has witnessed unprecedented attempts by a UK
central government to transform the politics and performance of English local

government.

The first phase of reforms were brought about through the 1998 White Paper,
Modern Local Government: In Touch with the People (DETR, 1998), and the 1999
Local Government Act. Key here was the introduction of the Best Value regime
(Downe and Martin, 2006). In a second phase, the Local Government Act 2000
moved from a concern with mainly service improvement issues to encompass issues
of political management and democratic accountability (Downe and Martin, 2006).
Through this Act local authorities acquired a new power to ‘promote economic and
social well-being' in their areas. The legislation marks out a renewed central
government commitment to local government, promising new powers and
responsibilities (Brooks, 2000). The Act placed a duty on principal local authorities in
England and Wales to produce a ‘community strategy’ to promote wellbeing. The
Local Government Act 2000 was important as it promoted the role of local authorities
as ‘community leaders’. Sullivan (2001) suggests that, ‘(t)he meaning of community
leadership is most clearly articulated via the objective of ‘economic, social, and
environmental well-being’ contained within the 2000 Local Government Act and the
associated power of Community Strategy afforded to local authorities to achieve this
objective.’ (3). Importantly, we see in this legislation that the core task of local

government is not necessarily assumed to be the direct management and delivery of
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services (Cochrane, 2004). The separation of service delivery from elected local
government is taken as the norm in this legislation (Cochrane, 2004). The changing
role of local government under the New Labour government has led some
commentators to refer to an emerging ‘community governance’ framework. The idea
of community governance marks out an inherently normative conceptualization of
local government. Sullivan (2001) notes that whereas some commentators advocate
the fundamentality of elected local government others suggest that it should not be
privileged against other local actors. Another perspective emphasizes the
importance of enhancing the powers of citizens in the face of elected local
government (Sullivan, 2001).

In 2001, the White Paper, Strong Local Leadership, Quality Public Services heralded
a third phase of local government modernization (Downe and Martin, 2006), in that it
introduced Comprehensive Performance Assessments as a new form of auditing and
assessing local authorities by central government. Downe and Martin (2006) cite the
introduction of LSPs (DETR, 2001) as fourth key phase in the local government
modernization programme, although they did not explicitly feature in Acts or White
Papers prior to 2001. While LSPs did not explicitly feature in the Local Government
Act 2000 they can be seen as a consolidation and further reflection of the community
role local authorities were being exhorted to take (Downe and Martin, 2006).

Local government modernization plays a pivotal role in the broader programme of
modernization of the public sector and improvement in public services (Balloch and
Taylor, 2001). The government'’s reform of public services in particular places
emphasis upon a customer focus, standards and accountability, devolution and
delegation, flexibility and choice for customers (Office of Public Services Reform,
2002). According to Benington (2000) ‘...the government has mobilised a far-
reaching programme of change and innovation in the organisational forms and
cultures of the state, and in particular its relationships with citizens, users and civil
society ...the proposed changes in the structures of government, and in the
processes of policy-making and the forms of service delivery are potentially very
fundamental indeed.’ (3). Key elements of the modemization and improvement
programme include setting goals, such as through use of Public Service Agreements
(PSAs), and also establishing the tools for implementing improvement such as user
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involvement mechanisms, consumer choice, new forms of competition in service
provision (e.g. Best Value) and promoting innovation (such as the ‘action zone’
initiatives in health and education) (Benington, 2000). The horizontal integration and
joining up of initiatives, policy formation and service delivery at the local level is seen
as essential for the achievement of a ‘citizen-centred governance’ (Benington, 2000).
This means that policy-making and service delivery should start from the cross-

cutting problems and issues facing citizens and communities (Benington, 2000).

In addition to national PSAs which central government departments and other
statutory bodies are required to meet, Local Public Service Agreements (LPSAs)
have also been developed in some upper tier local authorities. LPSAs are
agreements between the government and an individual local authority entered into
on a voluntary basis. In the event of successfully achieving targets a local authority
is rewarded with certain ‘freedoms and flexibilities’ and also resources by central
government the substance of which are set out by prior arrangement as part of the
agreement. Following an initial pilot phase round 1 LPSAs came into effect in April
2002. Durham County Council, in collaboration with district local authorities and
other statutory bodies at the local level, was one of the upper tier local authorities
which entered into a LPSA (Durham County Council, 2002). The targets are set out
in appendix 3. Many of the targets replicate national PSAs. The ‘second generation’
of LPSAs began in April 2005. The process of drawing up a new agreement began
in County Durham as the round one agreement was drawing to an end in March
2005. However, the second round LPSA process underwent upheaval as County
Durham was one of the local authorities entering into the new Local Area Agreement
scheme of central government. LPSAs were overtaken by Local Area Agreements
(see appendix 1)

Local government reforms have been closely related to attempts toward ‘local
democratic renewal’. At the heart of the modernization agenda has been efforts to
enhance public participation, and this has occurred alongside the introduction of new
political management arrangements designed to produce efficient, transparent and
accountable local decision-making, the introduction of new duties to consult and to
encourage and facilitate stakeholder and public engagement, and also the

introduction of electoral reform in order to increase voter turnout (Ashworth et al.,
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2004; Lowndes et al., 2001). According to Raco et al. (2006), modernization reforms
have been underpinned by a philosophy that promotes a shift away from a
representative mode of local democratic engagement to new participatory-based
systems labelled ‘community governance’. This is part of attempts to restructure
relations between state institutions and citizens (Raco et al., 2006). Raco et al.
(2006) argue that in respect to local governance, community strategies and LSPs are
a cornerstone to this new agenda.

Public participation has co-evolved with partnership as a key instrument in New
Labour's modernization and democratic renewal programmes (Lowndes and
Sullivan, 2004). Lowndes and Sullivan (2004) suggest that ‘(t)here is a common
assumption among policy-makers that partnership working is fundamentally more
inclusive than traditional bureaucratic structures, or market alternatives.’ (51).
Participation and inclusion is an especially dominant theme in the discourse of local
partnership (Geddes, 2000) and they are seen as key institutional mechanisms
through which community involvement will be mediated (Raco and Flint, 2001).
Area-based partnership approaches all stress a ‘turn to the community’ (Foley and
Martin, 2000). While programmes of democratic enhancement and public
participation have been a feature within the history of local government (Lowndes et
al., 2001), the current system of local governance and the array of partnership
arrangements offer a more structured and comprehensive approach (Bailey, 2003).
Indeed, Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) argue that the growth in local partnerships
can be directly attributed to efforts toward enhancing public participation and opening
up local decision-making processes. Whereas public participation was promoted in
relation to service use during the 1990s, New Labour has promoted a broader
interpretation of participation and its role in local government and governance
(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004).
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4. Local Strategic Partnerships and ‘Neighbourhood Renewal’

4.1. What are Local Strategic Partnerships?

Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) are bodies made up of a formalized membership
consisting of a range of organizations operating at the local level, including those
from the public, private and voluntary sectors. Representatives from ‘the community’
are also members. LSPs are a ‘partnership’ organization built on a sectoral interest-
representation model and operate on a lower-tier local authority basis. Introduced by
the New Labour government in 2000, they are a non-executive, non-statutory
organizational framework existing in local authority areas across England.

Through their role in ‘neighbourhood renewal’ LSPs are an area-based approach to
regeneration and tackling social exclusion. They are an element within New
Labour’s social exclusion agenda and in particular seek to address problems
identified by the government's Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) (see chapter 5,
section 2).

LSPs in many ways represent a continuation of the area-based initiatives that were
set in motion with City Challenge and SRB. They reflect the assumptions and
narratives that | have already noted (see section 2 in this chapter) Diamond (2004)
and Morgan (2002) argue have pervaded regeneration policy, and are a major recent
innovation in the pattern of local governance in England (Geddes, 2006). Geddes
(2006) suggests that LSPs are proving to have major implications for local
authorities, other local public sector bodies, and voluntary and community
organizations, as well as for local party politics and representative democracy. For
Raco et al. (2006) LSPs and particularly the introduction of community strategies
may signal the latest phase in the évolution of local governance and the
displacement of local government. They may mean that the role of local government
becomes concentrated on the facilitation of service-delivery networks and
partnerships, and that structures of representative local democracy become
depoliticised, with broader questions of social welfare and local economic
development marginalized from the remit of formal local politics (Raco et al., 2006).
However, as the legislation around LSPs expresses, community strategies and LSPs
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could conversely represent new opportunities to institutionalize, restructure and

reinvigorate the leadership of local government (Raco et al., 2006).

The idea of partnership is clearly central to LSPs. They are built on the sectoral
interest-representation model in the same way as previous and other area
partnerships. They are an extension of local ‘corporatist’ modes of mediation
involving functional representation (Cochrane, 1993). Geddes (2006) argues that the
success of LSPs as a partnership largely depend upon cross-sectoral collaboration
and also their ability to coordinate organizational change in the public sector at the
local level, and to coordinate multiple levels of policy-making. They are intended as
a means of rationalizing the large number of other partnerships and area-based
initiatives at the local level (Bailey, 2003). Whereas previous governments placed
emphasis on partnerships as a tool for area regeneration, LSPs are emblematic of
New Labour's emphasis on the role of partnership in service delivery more generally
(Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002). Furthermore, while New Labour has built on the
legacy of the Conservative government in respect to promoting partnership
approaches for the purpose of bidding for regeneration funds, the approach has also
sought to offer an alternative to contractualized relationships amongst service
providers (Stoker, 2004). The implications for the role of local government in area
regeneration are not clear (Johnson and Osborne, 2003). This is problematized
somewhat by RDAs and their regeneration and economic development functions
(Johnson and Osborne, 2003).

The development of LSPs can be located within the wider programme of local
government reforms, which were described above in section 3. LSPs and
community strategies were introduced as a result of the Local Government Act 2000
which sought to promote the role of local government as a ‘community leader’ (see
also DETR [1998]; DTLR, 2001). In addition, the inception of LSPs in 2000 was also
brought about through two other pieces of legislation, the Annual Spending Review
in 2000 (HM Treasury, 2000), and the New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal
(SEU, 2001). Importantly, the 2000 Spending Review introduced ‘floor targets’ which
set out the minimum standards for public services in deprived neighbourhoods.
Floor targets are among a larger number of national government Public Service
Agreements (PSAs). Appendix 2 lists the floor targets introduced in 2000 and the
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subsequent revised targets which were established as a result of the Spending
Reviews in 2002 and 2004. The floor targets mean that government departments,
local authorities and other statutory and para-state agencies are evaluated where
performances are worse. The floor targets reflect the view put forward by the SEU
that mainstream services on average perform worse in deprived areas (Wallace,
2003) and that they therefore needed to become a key agent in tackling deprivation
(Bailey, 2003). As Johnson and Osborne (2003) point out, the system of targets
introduced by central government, which also includes those related to ‘Best Value’
and service-specific targets, is one of the key mechanisms by which the government
has developed LSPs. This applies to all LSPs nationally.

The system of central government targets is one mechanism by which LSPs have
been instigated. As will be seen further later, the two other mechanisms by which
LSPs have been developed apply only to a smaller number of LSPs in the most
deprived local authority district areas. These mechanisms are the allocation of
funding, principally the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund, and the related accreditation
process for LSPs so that they are able to benefit from this funding (Johnson and
Osborne, 2003). Accreditation is a proscriptive sanction rather than a positive
inducement (Johnson and Osbomne, 2003). Aside from these central government
mechanisms the development of LSPs has been the subject of guidance and advice
from central government and other national bodies (e.g. DETR, 2001).

Government guidance on LSPs issued in March 2001 prior to the introduction of the
first LSPs sets out the rationale, roles, and ways of operating of LSPs and presents
guidance on their key organizational and procedural features (DETR, 2001). It
describes that the new bodies will ‘bring together at a local level the different parts of
the public sector as well as the private, business, community and voluntary sectors
so that different initiatives and services support each other and work together.’
(DETR, 2001: 4). Acting as a forum to bring together mainstream service agencies,
such as local authorities, police, health services, education services, and the
business, community and voluntary sectors, is their key raison d'étre (DETR, 2001;
Johnson and Osbome, 2003). In a key statement the guidance sets out further part
of the general rationale as follows: ‘Tackling the biggest challenges, such as social
exclusion and the renewal of our most deprived neighbourhoods, demands
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concerted and coordinated effort across all sectors. The government wants to work
with other organisations and with local people to establish ‘local strategic
partnerships’ that can achieve this. These partnerships will bring the key
organisations together to identify communities’ top priorities and needs and to work
with local people to address them.’ (DETR, 2001: 4). The ‘partnership working’ that
is to occur in LSPs is said to link to four key tasks and functions: to rationalize and
coordinate the many current separate, partnerships, plans and initiatives, to prepare
and implement a ‘community strategy’ for the area, to play a part in local authorities
establishing and delivering LPSAs, and to deliver the government’s Neighbourhood
Renewal policy (DETR, 2001).

Each of these relates to their central role, and the major driver for their
establishment, which centres upon the development and coordination of mainstream
services (Johnson and Osborne, 2003). It is envisaged that through this role LSPs
are a body which can help to deliver improved public services which better meet
local needs. Increased coordination between central agencies is seen to reduce
duplication and unnecessary bureaucracy and enable integrative, cross-cutting
approaches to be taken to service provision. LSPs provide a means to: ‘act
strategically to deliver decisions and actions which join-up partners’ activities across
a range of issues, enabling each of them to meet their own targets and goals and

tackle cross-cutting issues more effectively.’ (DETR, 2001: 11).

This strategic coordination role of LSPs is seen as a crucial means by which local
authorities can undertake their statutory duty to agree priorities and actions to deliver
on PSAs. Likewise, the preparation and implementation of a community strategy to
promote economic, social and environmental well-being, while a statutory duty on
local authorities alone (DETR, 2001), is a core task allocated to LSPs given their
capacity to promote joint-working. The strategic coordination role in the development
and delivery of public services is coupled with an aim to develop services, plans and
strategies from the local level rather then top-down from central government. Their
geographical operation over the local authority area is therefore said to be ‘a level/
which enables strategic decisions to be taken and is close enough to individual
neighbourhoods to allow actions to be determined at community level’ (DETR, 2001:
4). The LSP guidance suggests that involving ‘local people and communities’ is vital
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for the tasks of producing strategies and establishing targets, and ultimately
achieving improved public services. The partnership working forum includes space
so that local people can participate to influence decisions, and also that the ‘wealth
of resources and activity within communities” (DETR, 2001: p13) can be tapped;
individuals, groups and communities are said to provide a presently untapped “poo/
of ideas, knowledge, skills, experience, energy and enthusiasm. (DETR, 2001: 13).

4.2. The role of Local Strategic Partnerships in Neighbourhood Renewal

LSPs are the key vehicle for implementing and leading Neighbourhood Renewal at
the local level (DETR, 2001; SEU, 2001). Initially a separate development to the
government's Neighbourhood Renewal policy, LSPs have become increasingly
linked to it (Johnson and Osborne, 2003) and feature as a central plank in the
delivery of A New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal: National Strategy Action
Plan (SEU, 2001). The ideas and principles for LSPs built on the Local Government
Association’s ‘New Commitment to Regeneration’ which ran from 1998 to 2000 in 22
pilot local authorities (Russell, 2001). Neighbourhood Renewal policy emerged in
parallel through the government's SEU, set up in 1997 to coordinate government
policy towards the most deprived neighbourhoods, individuals and groups. Whilé the
work of SEU ranged over a number of different policy issues the Neighbourhood
Renewal element in particular formed a major part of its early programme (Wallace,
2001). The work of the SEU and its associated ‘Policy Action Teams’ on
Neighbourhood Renewal culminated in the cross-cutting review of intervention in
deprived areas that was a component of the government's spending review in 2000,
and this established deprived neighbourhoods as a key issue on the policy agenda
(Wallace, 2001). The Neighbourhood Renewal strategy sets out to narrow the gap
between the most deprived neighbourhoods and the rest of the county. It outlines
the vision that ‘...within 10 to 20 years no-one should be seriously disadvantaged by
where they live. People on low incomes should not have to suffer conditions and
services that are failing, and so different from what the rest of the country receives.’
(SEU, 2001: 8).
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An important aspect of the Neighbourhood Renewal approach, and why it may be
considered “...a new era within regeneration policy.”, as is suggested by Johnson
and Osborne (2003: 147), is its attempt to combine improving mainstream service
programmes with developing more joined-up local solutions (Wallace, 2001). While
these two elements may represent diverse objectives (Johnson and Osborne, 2003),
the policy documents posit strongly that they go hand-in-hand in the context of LSPs.
The strategy states that ‘National programmes are part of the answer but not the
whole of it. Action needs to be joined up locally, in a way that is accountable to
communities and encourages them to take the lead. A central part of the Strategy is
the creation of LSPs ... . ...LSPs will be the key to developing and implementing
local strategies. Their job will be to identify which neighbourhoods should be
prioritised, find the root causes of neighbourhood decline, develop ideas on how
organisations and individuals can improve things, and implement agreed actions.’
(SEU, 2001: 28)

The position of LSPs as the key vehicle for implementing Neighbourhood Renewal
derives from their the role they can perform in strategically coordinating at the local
level mainstream services and rationalising and fusing the profuse area-based
initiatives and funding streams that have been instigated at local, regional, national
and locai levels (Bailey, 2003; Johnson and Osborne, 2003; Liddle, 2001).
Importantly, this service level coordination is coupled with the notion of services and
resources being ‘bent’ and targeted towards the needs of regeneration (Bailey, 2003;
Johnson and Osbome, 2003). Such ‘programme bending’ potentially offers a means
by which existing resources can be used more effectively in order to address
problems of deprivation in an area. LSPs are identified as the key vehicle for
achieving this, and for generating solutions which are locally driven and based on
approaches developed by local communities given their ‘joined-up’ needs (Johnson
and Osborne, 2003). The strategic delivery of regeneration at the local level based
on particular local conditions is seen to provide the necessary cross-cutting approach
which addressing the complex and interrelated problems of deprivation requires. In
order to ensure that local needs and priorities are met and that local control over
regeneration can be exercised both the guidance on LSPs and the National Strategy
on Neighbourhood Renewal heavily emphasize the notion of community

involvement. This is demonstrated by the following passage in the National Strategy:
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‘Effective engagement with the community is one of the most important aspects of
LSPs work and they will have failed if they do not deliver this. ... Itis a core job of
many public services and special initiatives to consult with the communities they are
there to serve, and the LSP should see it as a high priority to harness such efforts
and add to them in a sustained and logical way. There is an expectation on LSPs
not only to welcome involvement from these organisations and individuals, but
actively seek it out.' (SEU, 2001: 51)

Neighbourhood Renewal consists of four the individual policy programmes of
Neighbourhood Management Pathfinders, Neighbourhood Wardens, New Deal for
Communities, and Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF). Each of these is underlain
by the principles and rationales described above and they are each related to LSPs.
However, the first three each comprise their own distinct organizational
arrangements and distinct partnership bodies. NRF on the other hand is a
programme which is intrinsic to the role and function of LSPs. The key tenet
contained in the National Strategy on Neighbourhood Renewal that resources in
mainstream programmes should be reallocated and targeted towards the needs of
deprivation is one which applies to all LSPs and their partners. However, those local
authority areas with the worst conditions of deprivation have since April 2001 been
provided with NRF as a supplementary special grant. The National Strategy on
Neighbourhood Renewal states that ‘(t)he purpose of these additional non-ring
fenced resources will be to help local authorities in the most deprived areas focus
their main programme expenditures in order to deliver better outcomes for their most
deprived communities.' (SEU, 2001: 83). NRF is intended as a time-limited fund to
facilitate the more effective, long-term targeting of mainstream resources (RCU,
webpage, 2007). Through a bidding process NRF is transferred to service delivery
organizations as a way of redirecting mainstream priorities to deprivation; it should
operate as a catalyst to remove the barriers that prevent improvement of services
(Johnson and Osborne, 2003). The national floor targets (see appendix 2) are a key
imperative in the way that LSPs spend NRF. Spending of NRF must demonstrate a

contribution to achieving the floor targets.

Between 2001/02 and 2005/06 a total of £1.875 billion of NRF was distributed, and
after the government’s 2004 spending review a further £1.05 billion was provided for
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the period 2006/07 to 2007/08 and extra residual funding was provided for 2004/05
and 2005/06. The allocation of NRF between 2001 and 2006 was to the 88 most
deprived local authority areas as measured using the 2000 IMD. Following the
spending review and the employment of the new 2004 IMD, which uses data at a
sub-ward level rather than the previous ward-level data, the subsequent allocation
from April 2006 was to 86 local authority areas. Fourteen districts in the North East
region and four districts in County Durham have been allocated NRF (Derwentside,
Easington, Sedgefield, and Wear Valley)®.

NRF is issued to iocal authorities who are the responsible body for its administration.
However, the policy documentation sets out a key role for LSPs in the use of NRF.
The grant conditions include the requirements that local authorities must be part of
and working with an LSP, must produce an annual statement of use for the fund and
agree it with the LSP, and must have agreed with the LSP a Local Neighbourhood
Renewal Strategy (LNRS) (DETR, 2001). There are also further conditions on local
authority recipients in respect to PSAs and the outcomes of their Best Vale
Performance Plan. In order to be eligible for NRF, LSPs also had to be formally
accredited after the first year of their inception. This is decided by respective
Government Office for the Region who undertakes an evaluation of LSPs based
upon government prescribed criteria. By March 2002 all but one NRF area LSPs
were successfully accredited. The conditions and requirements upon LSPs in areas
in receipt of NRF along with the added tasks they have in respect to this (principally
to prepare a LNRS) mean that they constitute a distinct mode of LSP (Johnson and
Osborne, 2003). They differ markedly with LSPs not in receipt of NRF, although their
underlying purpose as a general mechanism for tHe improvement and coordination of
mainstream services and the production of community strategies is the same for both
(Johnson and Osborne, 2003).

Local authority areas in receipt of NRF were also provided with a Community
Empowerment Fund (CEF), Community Chests, and Community Learning Chests in
the period 2001/02 to 2003/04. Grants from these funding streams were allocated

6 It is a key point of difference between the case study LSPs that Derwentside receives NRF whereas
Chester-le-Street does not.

52



on the basis of bids submitted by community and voluntary groups. The overall aim
of these funds has been to help groups and individuals to develop the networks and
skills to participate in regeneration activity. CEF in particular was expressly intended
to support involvement in the LSP. Around £400,000 was made available in the
three year period in each of the NRF areas (NRU, 2003). CEF can be used to
promote involvement in the LSP, help to develop inputs (surveys, meetings), putting
in place procedures for selecting representatives, and to train and support people to
build capacity in the community (NRU, 2003). The CEF was administered by an
appointed accountable body. In the case of Derwentside this was the Derwentside
Council for Voluntary Service (CVS) and subsequently the County Durham
Foundation. CEF grants have been made through the Community Empowerment
Network (CEN) organization. It is a condition of CEF being received from central
government that CENs are in place to carry out this function. CENSs are also
designed to function as a way for groups to develop input and communicate with
their respective LSPs and to select representatives to become members in LSPs
(NRU, 2003). From 2004 the three community participation funding programmes
were amalgamated into the Single Community Programme. This works in much the
same way as the previous CEF and has similar goals, but is intended to develop a
more strategic, coherent and flexible approach in the delivery of programme
objectives and to link more to community development activities (NRU, webpage,
2007a). £38 million of Single Community Programme funding was made available
by government in the year 2005/06 and in this year it came to form part of the new

Safer Stronger Communities Fund (see appendix 1).

From April 2006 local authority areas in receipt of NRF were also eligible for funds
from the Local Enterprise Growth Initiative (LEGI), although grants are given on the
basis of individual local bids and will therefore not be forthcoming to all NRF areas.
The overall aim of the programme is ‘To release the productivity and economic
potential of our most deprived local areas and their inhabitants through enterprise
and investment — thereby boosting local incomes and employment opportunities.’
(HM Treasury, ODPM, SBS, 2005: 4). All NRF areas were given between £80,000
and £120,000 each to help develop proposals. Derwentside district submitted a joint
proposal in Round 1 of LEGI with the other NRF districts in County Durham (NRU,
webpage, 2007b). This was one of ten successful bids nationally and £10.2 million
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was issued from government for the County Durham proposal (NRU, webpage,
2007b).

Derwentside district has also benefited from the Neighbourhood Management
component of the government’s Neighbourhood Renewal policy. Neighbourhood
Management schemes are designed to improve quality of life though involving local
residents in decision-making about local services and in the development of
solutions to problems around the local environment, community safety, housing,
health, and employment opportunities (GONE, webpage, 2007b, NRU, webpage,
2007c). Money has initially been available to fund specific projects and service
measures but the intention is that improvements will subsequently be achieved
through mainstreaming and that new interventions should not be developed (NRU,
webpage, 2007d). The Stanley Green Corridor was one of three Neighbourhood
Management Pathfinders in the North East established as part of Round One of the
programme in 2002. A total of 35 pathfinders were set up in 2002 and 2003 with
total funding of £107 million over a seven year period (RCU, webpage, 2007). The
Stanley Green Corridor comprises the wards of Craghead, South Stanley and South
Moor and it has a total budget of just over £3.5 million over a seven year period
(Stanley Green Corridor, no date). £2.1 million of this is ‘leverage funding’ which is
funds distributed to agencies to undertake specific projects and service measures.
The remainder is set aside for management and administration related costs.
However, actual leverage expenditure has been under budget with £167,500 spent in
2002/03 and £609,200 in 2003/04 for example (Neighbourhood Management
Pathfinder Programme National Evaluation Team, 2003; 2004). A much larger
number of neighbourhood management initiatives have been established
independently by local authorities or through NRF funding (RCU, webpage, 2007).
Funding for the pathfinder initiatives is now provided through the Safer Stronger
Communities Fund, or the Safer Stronger Communities block of Local Area

Agreements where these are in place (see appendix 1).

Complementing the four principal components of the core Neighbourhood Renewal
programme are the direct policy initiatives of central government departments and
agencies. As the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy makes clear, many departments
and agencies have a direct role to play in delivering Neighbourhood Renewal and
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attempting to reduce the gap between the most disadvantaged areas and the rest of
the country. The national strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal draws together the
elements of the 2000 Spending Review and the work of the SEU, focusing on the
five core service areas of work and enterprise, crime, education and skills, health,
and housing and physical environment (SEU, 2001). Many area-based initiatives are
the product of the responsibility to tackle deprivation. Through the introduction of the
floor targets the Spending Review in 2000 was integral in instigating the funding
arrangements and targets which departments and agencies work to in addressing
Neighbourhood Renewal. Area-based initiatives instigated by individual central
government departments and agencies are discussed further in section 3 of chapter
5.

Conclusion

This chapter has sought to do three main things. To trace the broader governmental
context within which LSPs have emerged, to discuss concepts of social exclusion,
area-based approaches, and partnership, and to describe central government’s
institutional design for LSPs. Institutional design is pérticularly important and the
information provided here provides a foundation for discussion in the rest of the
thesis. A detailed account of the LSPs in the two case-study districts is given in
section 4 of chapter 5.
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Chapter 3

Governance, the State, and

Governmental Practices

Introduction

In the previous chapter | described the government’s institutional design of LSPs,
the context within which they have emerged and the role they play in addressing
social exclusion and ‘multiple deprivation’. | discussed the broader emergence of
area-based initiatives and local partnership organizations, and the changing
institutional and political landscape of local governance. The purpose of this chapter
is to examine theoretical and conceptual frameworks for understanding the
emergence of LSPs as a component of changing institutions and processes of
governance in the UK. In doing so | seek to explore what these understandings
suggest for the production of policy effects through LSPs. The chapter deals with
three interrelated but relatively distinct perspectives. As | outline and critically
explore first of all ideas of ‘governance networks’, then the state and ‘crisis
management’, and finally ideas about governmentality and the state as a setof a
practices, | aim to build an argument which raises some theoretical dilemmas and
culminates with the assertion that in order to understand how policy effects are
produced it is important to 'consider practices of institutional enactment. Sections 1
and 2, which deal with ‘governance networks’, and section 3, which deals with ‘the
state’ and ‘crisis management’, are concemed primarily with issues of institutional
design. | argue that these frameworks contain shortcomings in respect to
understanding policy effects. Section 4 on governmentality, practice and the state is
concerned with issues of institutional enactment. The key argument is that practices
of institutional enactment are an important point of analysis for understanding policy
effects. Chapter 3 therefore demonstrates the underpinnings of my analysis of

LSPs. In doing so it also draws out the central conceptual issue to be discussed as
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the empirical findings are presented in chapters 6, 7 and 8. This concerns the
interplay between institutional design and institutional enactment in the production of

policy effects.

I begin in section 1 with an outline of the idea of governance networks as a mode of
governance. Commentators claim that governance change is taking place as actors
attempt to design institutions that can secure the ostensible benefits of networks and
accomplish more effective governance processes. This explanation of the
emergence of local partnership organizations is problematic in some ways. It
neglects the role of ‘metagovernance’ in institutional design. It also relies on the
interorganizational and interpersonal relations within partnership organizations being
conducted according to a theoretical representation of networks and therefore
delivering benefits of collaborative advantage and policy effectiveness. | discuss
such relations in section 2 and point here to some of the limits to partnerships
delivering the benefits that are claimed for them. Where a ‘governance networks’
perspective is taken a primary concern is how the design of institutions impacts
upon the ‘effectiveness’ of governance in developing policy solutions. In section 3,
which draws on accounts of the 'state as a social relation’ and crisis-theoretic
approaches to the state, | take issue with notions of governance effectiveness.
Relational and crisis theories of the state are useful as they demonstrate how
institutional change emerges through strategic contexts and is part of wider
reorganizations of the state apparatus. This means that certain policy effects are
actively produced through the design of institutions and not simply as a resuit of the
best policy solutions being found to pre-existing problems. The crucial point made is
that the institutions and processes of governance co-constitute the objects which
come to be governed in and through these same processes. This informs my
conception of policy effects, which attends to the construction of policy objects as
governmental problems. However, the framework discussed in section 3 primarily
provides an account of why it is that certain institutional designs have been
instigated. A key shortcoming of relational state theory is that issues of the
production of policy are too much entwined with issues of institutional design.
Questions regarding the production of policy are addressed with reference to the

systemic limitations and structural relations of power through which an institutional

57



design has emerged. The danger is that policy effects are too much read-off from

such strategic contexts.

| build on this argument in section 4. It is asserted here that policy effects may not
be the product of the intentions which imbue institutional designs. It is here that |
wish to raise the question of institutional enactment. | use the idea of institutional
enactment to suggest that policy effects may emerge in unintended ways and
indeed may emerge through an absence of intentionality. It attends to the ways that
an institutional design must be enacted through its constituent actors and
organizational settings. It is the practices of institutional enactment which
problematize attempts to theorize policy effects on the basis of the conditions of an
institutional design. Similarly, the processes of institutional enactment also
problematize attempts by state planners to accomplish certain goals through the act
of institutional design. The importance of the practices of institutional enactment is
emphasized by two broad bodies of work which | deal with in tum in sections 4.1
and 4.2. First, a post-Foucauldian governmentality perspective suggests that acts of
power become effective through the conducts of subjects themselves in their
everyday practices. Sebond, conceiving of the state as a set of practices shows
more fully how what is accomplished by the ‘state’ is dependent upon the exercise
of agency through the everyday procedural and bureaucratic practices of
institutional subjects. In the final part of section 4 | tum attention more specifically to
the problematic idea of ‘policy’ and elaborate further on the notion of policy effects. |
conceptualize policy as working as a political technology rather than as an objective,
technical, Iegél-rational, neutral, action-orientated instrument; an instrument which
can be employed deterministically to solve problems and effect change. What it is
that constitutes ‘policy’ is open to question. The practices of institutional enactment
arguably play a role in the making of policy. This may involve the generation of
certain policy problems and it may also involve other kinds of ‘policy effects’. An
analysis of policy effects attends to the range of governmental objects which may
emerge through practices of institutional enactment.
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1. Governance, governance networks and local partnerships

The term ‘governance’ represents an ‘organising analytical framework’ (Stoker,
1998) dealing with questions of how societies are governed (Peters, 2000).
Governance refers to ‘...any form of coordination of interdependent social
relations. ..’ (Jessop, 2002:; 62). It is the process by which interdependent social
agencies are coordinated in the context of problems of collective goal attainment
and the realization of collective purposes (Jessop, 1995). In this broad sense the
term ‘governance’ also becomes employed as a ‘metaphor’ to denote a multiplicity
of actors involved in governing (Borzel, 1998), problematizing *...the idea of a
sovereign state that governs society top-down through laws, rules and detailed
regulations ..." (Sorensen and Torfing, 2005: 195). It refers to the relations and
interconnections between institutions and actors across the spheres of the state, the
market and civil society, the boundaries of which are said to have become
increasingly blurred and permeable (Stoker, 1998). It highlights the plethora of
formal and informal institutions, mechanisms and processes through which political
decisfon making takes place (Sorensen and Torfing, 2005), and through which
resources are authoritatively allocated and control exercised (Rhodes, 1997). The
process of governance occurs through specific institutional frameworks and acts of
‘governing’. ‘Governing’ refers to “...all those activities of social, political and
administrative actors that can be seen as purposeful efforts to guide, steer, control
or manage (sectors or facets of) societies.’ (Kooiman, 1993: 2). Governance as an
‘instituted process’ is created by governing acts and also serves to guide and
constrain these acts (Lowndes, 2001). | first of all wish to discuss arguments that
modes of governance, or modes of social coordination, have undergone change. |
focus on the idea of ‘networks’ as a mode of governance. The remainder of this
section and section 2 are limited to a discussion of ideas of governance networks.
The literature on governance overall is much wider than this suggests. However, |
focus on governance network conceptions as this represents a key way in which
some commentators have understood the emergence and performance of local
partnership organizations. | wish to critically explore this understanding before
moving on to discuss understandings offered by ‘relétional’ and ‘crisis-theoretic

approaches’ to state theory.
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There are a huge variety of ‘network’ concepts and applications in the literature and
the term has become a fashionable catch-word (Borzel, 1998). Within public policy
studies a common understanding can be defined as ‘...a set of relatively stable
relationships which are of non-hierarchical and interdependent nature linking a
variety of actors, who share common interests with regard to a policy and who
exchange resources to pursue these shared interests acknowledging that
cooperation is the best way to achieve common goals.’ (Borzel, 1998: 254).
Sorensen and Torfing (2005) similarly define what they refer to as ‘governance
networks’ as ‘a relatively stable horizontal articulation of interdependent, but
operationally autonomous actors.’ (p197). Borzel distinguishes two key approaches
within the governance networks literature. First, networks as an ‘analytical concept’
is concerned with the specific dynamics, interactions and interrelations between
separate but interdependent organizational actors within a particular functional area
of public policy or problem area. This it is argued provides a way of accounting for
the behaviour of organizations and the results of interaction (Borzel, 1998). The
second approach is concerned with the overall pattern of social interactions and
interrelations which constitute specific interorganizational networks (Borzel, 1998).
Here networks are seen to constitute a distinct mode of social coordination or mode
of governance alongside other modes of market exchange and hierarchy (imperative
coordination by the state [Jessop, 2002]) (Borzel, 1998). | focus first on the idea of
networks as a mode of governance and then in section 2 discuss interorganizational
and interpersonal relations within networks more specifically.

Modes of social coordination through hierarchical and market mechanisms have
become problematized as a result of the growing complexity, diversity and
dynamism of societies which is associated with increased functional and institutional
differentiation and reciprocal interdependences (Jessop, 2003; Kooiman, 1993;
2000; Mayntz, 1993; Rhodes 2000). As Scharpf notes, societies are
‘...characterized by increasingly dense, extended, and rapidly changing patterns of
reciprocal interdependence, and by increasingly frequent, but ephemeral,
interactions across all types of pre-established boundaries, intra-and

interorganizational, intra-and intersectoral, intra-and international.’ (Scharpf, 1994:
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37). Jessop (1997a), commenting on the ontological dimension of complexity’,
identifies three forms of complexity: interpersonal, interorganizational, and
intersystemic. Given such complexity, attempts toward social coordination, and so
to the reduction or structuring of complexity (Jessop, 1997a), increasingly rely upon
networks. In discussing an emergent mode of governance related to complexity,
Kooiman (1993) refers to ‘social-political forms’ of governing which involve ‘new
patterns of interaction between government and society’ and which are taking shape
in arrangements of ‘co-steering, co-managing, co-producing and co-allocating’.
Jessop refers to heterarchical governance. ‘Heterarchy’ involves ‘...the reflexive
self-organization of independent actors involved in complex relations of reciprocal
interdependence, with such self-organization being based on continuing dialogue
and resource sharing to develop mutually beneficial joint projects and to manage the
contradictions and dilemmas inevitably involved in such situations.’ (Jessop, 2002:
52). Jessop (1997a) identifies three forms of heterarchic governance which are
associated with different kinds of complexity. These are interpersonal networking,
interorganizational networking (coordinating to produce joint outcomes which are
deemed mutually beneficial), and mutual understanding and co-evolution between

different functional systems.

Sorensen and Torfing (2005) suggest that hierarchical governance is '...being
replaced by new ideas about a decentred governance based on interdependence,
negotiation and trust.’ (196). This presupposes that the capacities of hierarchical
political/administrative forms of coordination have either crossed the threshold of
diminishing returns or are close to this point (Kooiman, 1993), and that the self-
organizing, self-coordinating capacities of social actors therefore have become a
necessity (Peters, 2000). It is argued that governance networks are necessary
because no single actor within the spheres of the state, business or civil society has
sufficient knowledge, resources and capacities to govern effectively (Kooiman,
1993). Governments ‘...have become increasingly dependent upon the co-
operation and joint resource mobilisation of policy actors outside of their hierarchical

7 Jessop's (1997a) understanding of complexity is informed by critical realist ontology and the idea of
‘contingent necessity’. Jessop states: ‘(c)ontingent necessity, as it concerns real world phenomenon
and events, indicates their de facto causal determination (necessity) and their ex ante indeterminability
(contingency).’ (Jessop, 1997a: 99).
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control.’ (Borzel, 1998: 260). Borzel (1998), quoting Hanf and O'Toole (1992: 166),
states that ‘(m)odern governance is characterised by decision systems in which
territorial and functional differentiation disaggregate effective problem-solving
capacity into a collection of sub-systems of actors with specialized tasks and limited
competence and resources.’ (Borzel, 1998: 260). Sorensen and Torfing (2005)
suggest that networks are able to provide enhanced governance capacity and
effectiveness in the following four key ways. First, governance networks can help
actors to identify policy problems and new opportunities at an early stage and
produce flexible responses. Second, they are an instrument for gathering
information and knowledge to feed into political decisions. Third, governance
networks establish a framework for consensus building. Finally, through the
generation of a sense of joint responsibility and ownership of decisions, the risk of
implementation resistance is reduced. The idea of the network mode of governance
holds a great deal of attractiveness to state planners and policy-practitioners
(Jessop, 2003). In the case of the UK, Bevir and Rhodes (2003) argue that in New
Labour’s ‘narrative of governance’ the state has been transformed into *...an
enabling partner by promoting the idea of networks of institutions and individuals
acting in partnership and held together by relations of trust.’ (Bevir & Rhodes, 2003:
55).

In this way a governance networks perspective suggests that partnership
organizations and processes of partnership working can be conceptualized as
emblematic of the increased importance of networks as a mode of governance.
They can be understood as an expression of attempts to enhance public policy
making and implementation. Sorensen and Torfing (2005) argue that public policy
making is ‘... incongruent with the formal political institutions of parliament and
public administration. The formulation and implementation of policy increasingly
takes place in and through interactive forms of governance such as user boards,
quasi-non-governmental agencies, interorganizational networks, public-private
partnerships and quasi networks.’ (Sorensen and Torfing, 2005: 195). Given that
hierarchical and bureaucratic forms of govefning on their own are therefore seen to
be inadequate for accomplishing social coordination, a governance networks
perspective suggests that the role of state actors in public policy is more one of
instigating and ‘steering’ networks of actors. Networks therefore represent
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something that is to be utilised as a public policy instrument, and a key means by
which the state can realise its intentions and impose its will. As Stoker argues,
‘...European governments have attempted to actively steer processes of
coordination and colle_ctive action across public, private, and voluntary boundaries
using a wide range of tools. ... Steering ... recognises that government cannot
impose its policy but must rather negotiate both policy and implementation with
partners .... Steering involves government learning a different ‘operating code’
which rests less on its authority to make decisions and instead builds on its capacity
to create the conditions for positive-sum partnerships and setting or changing the
rules of the game to encourage what are perceived as beneficial outcomes.’ (Stoker,
2000: p98).

According to Stoker (2000), a key issue is for actors to develop ‘strategies of
coordination’ which can pfovide the ‘capacity to act’. From a governance networks
perspective local partnership organizations such as Local Strategic Partnerships,
involving inter-agency working and cross-sectoral collaboration, may hold the
capability to operate as networks, enabling a capacity to act and for public policy to
better achieve its goals. They can be seen to represent an instrument by which
policy capacity and the institutional capabilities of the state can be increased, and
policy goals attained. Bailey (2003) argues that the ideas and claims of the
governance networks perspective reflect many of the hallmarks of the system which
is represented by Local Strategic Partnerships. This is because ‘(t)hey are
collaborative arrangements between different agencies and sectors which can only
achieve their objectives through game-like interactions between network members.
They are relatively autonomous from the state and are specifically charged with
developing a strategic approach to meeting locally defined needs.’ (Bailey, 2003:
445). He goes on to suggest that ‘L SPs represent an attempt at the formalisation of
informal alliances and loose, collaborative arrangements between sectors and other
local interests which already exist in many areas. From this perspective, central
government is merely providing ground rules for the further development of existing

networks engaged in local development and regeneration.’ (455).

Following a governance networks line of argument as has been outlined in this
section, LSPs could be conceptualized as a emerging as part of changing processes

63



of governance characterized by the increased importance of the network mode of
governance in comparison to hierarchy and market. Bailey (2003) quite clearly
adopts such a conceptualization. However, given that LSPs are a purposeful
institutional design of central government, understanding LSPs as emblematic of the
increased importance of governance networks may be problematic. In this sense
LSPs could be seen more particularly as a ‘strategy of coordination’ and attempt by
state actors to steer networks of governmental actors, thereby harnessing the
assumed potential of governance networks as a mode of governance (Stoker,
2000). Stoker (2000) attends more closely to the role of state actors in creating a
partnership organization as a network. By contrast, Bailey (2003), emphasizes the
minimal role of state actors in furthering ‘existing networks’. | would suggest that
any conceptualization of LSPs as a governance network would have to take account
of the way in which governmental actors have established the conditions for their
development. Furthermore, | would also suggest that it remains questionable
whether LSPs can be understood as a governance network in any case. The idea
of a network would imply that LSPs are characterized by ‘a relatively stable
horizontal articulation of interdependent, but operationally autonomous actors’
(Sorensen and Torfing, 2005: 197), or the '...the reflexive self-organization of
independent actors involved in complex relations of reciprocal interdependence...’

(Jessop, 2002: 52). This may not be the case.

Conceptualizing LSPs, and indeed other formalized partnership organizations, as a
form of governance network is further problematized through critiques which posit
that this mode of governance may not have become increasingly necessary and
prevalent relative to market and hierarchy. Jessop challenges the view of
governance theorists who claim that societal complexity has meant that governance
through market exchange and hierarchy has become redundant. He states that
"...network and/or partnership forms of governance are not always procedurally
more efficient than markets or states in solving problems of economic and/or
political coordination...’ (Jessop, 2002: 240). Governance perspectives, Jessop
(1995) argues, focus on the coordination problems of subjects, especially in relation
to interorganizational coordination and negotiation. As such ‘...theories of
governance imply that the macro-level is marked by an ungoverned (and probably
inherently ungovernable), blindly evolving hybridity of governance si/stems.'
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(Jessop, 1995: 319). This neglects the role of ‘metagovernance’. Metagovernance
"...Involves managing the complexity, plurality and tangled hierarchies found in
prevailing modes of coordination. It is the organization of the conditions for
governance and involves the judicious mixing of market, hierarchy and networks to
achieve the best possible outcomes from the viewpoint of those engaged in
metagovernance.' (Jessop, 2002: 242). This draws attention to the self-reflexive,
self-diagnosing and self-modifying capacities of governing agents in response to the
challenges of governance (Jessop, 1997a). Metagovernance is composed of
‘metaheterarchy’ and ‘metaorganization’. Metaheterarchy involves ‘...the
organization of the conditions of self-organization by redefining the framework for
heterarchy or reflexive self-organization.’ (Jessop, 2002: 241), and
‘metaorganization’ ‘...the reflexive redesign of organizations, the creation of
intermediating organizations, the reordering of inter-organizational relations, and the
management of organizational ecologies.’ (Jessop, 2002: 241). Jessop's idea of
metagovernance challenges an understanding of LSPs as simply a form of
governance network. In the same way as the idea of ‘steering’ it points to the role of
governmental actors in creating networks. However, metagovernance also

problematizes the counterposing of markets, hierarchies, and networks.

2. Interorganizational relations and the effectiveness of partnership
In this section | wish to pursue the discussion of governance networks by focusing
on the specific dynamics, interactions and interrelations between separate but
interdependent organizational actors involved within networks. This is an issue of
networks as an ‘analytical concept’ in Borzel's (1998) terms and one of
interorganizational and interpersonal complexity in Jessop’s terms discussed above.
| critically discuss literature on local partnership organizations which suggests the
potential of partnerships to increase governance and policy effectiveness. The
literature suggests that the extent to which this is the case depends on the way in
which interorganizational and interpersonal relations take shape and the extent to
which they meet certain pre-conditions. Claims for the potential of partnerships to
enhance governance are underpinned by a governance networks approach. As
Sorenson and Torfing (2005) point out, the governance networks literature

65



emphasizes the potential of networks to lead to improved public policy through
interorganizational relations operating on the basis of cooperation, negotiation, trust
and mutuality. | examine the pre-conditions and seek to explicate the key claims
regarding the potential value and benefit of interorganizational relations in
partnership organizations. | then turn attention to the issue of community

involvement in partnerships and the role of this in governance effectiveness.

2.1. Collaborative advantage and policy solutions

| first of all outline the key benefits which it is asserted partnerships can deliver and
which can contribute to effectiveness. Central here is the notion of ‘collaborative
advantage’. Collaboration refers to working across organizational boundaries, and
local partnership organizations are one manifestation of this (Huxham and Vangen,
2005). Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) argue that local partnerships ‘...are an
expression of the desire for, and utility of, collaboration.’ (317). Collaborative
relationships between actors are ‘...characterised by a notion of synergistic gain and
programme enhancement from sharing resources, risks and rewards...’ (Lowndes
and Skelcher, 1998: 317). ‘Collaborative advantage’ becomes manifest through
gains related to resource. Partnership can provide for better access to resources,
including financial, expertise, knowledge, and connections (Huxley and Vangen,
2005). In particular, financial resources may be levered-in from external sources
and also pooled amongst partnership participants (Balloch and Taylor, 2001;
Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). Resource efficiency
may also arise from improved cost-effectiveness (Ambrose, 2001). Collaborative
advantage is also manifest in the coordination of organizations and policies (Huxley
and Vangen, 2005). This is particularly important given the increasingly fragmented
organizational landscape of service-delivery and public policy at the local level
(Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). However, coordination is dependent upon the level
of common concerns and interests which exist amongst the participants (Balloch
and Taylor, 2001). Coordination could simply mean that shared objectives and
common purposes are specified, rather than the more meaningful pooling of

resources in a common and integrated project (Geddes, 2000).
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Coordination is particularly important idea in the context of action toward area
regeneration and tackling socio-spatial inequalities. As Geddes (2000) states,
claims that local partnership can ‘...tackle problems of poverty and social exclusion
more effectively rests, first, on the extent to which they do actually incorporate and
orchestrate key interests, both local and supralocal (Geddes, 2000: 787). The
involvement and coordination of organizations and objectives in the policy process is
the essence of the approach of the local regeneration partnership (Geddes, 1999).
Carley (2000) similarly emphasizes the importance of enhanced coordination that
can be achieved through the involvement of a range of actors. This may include
integration of different kinds of development and policy agendas, short-term
operational activities and long-term strategy, and activities at national, regional, local
and neighbourhood levels. Coordination it is argued is at the heart of regeneration
(Carley, 2000) and this is because of the complex, multi-dimensional causes and
inter-related nature of these issues (Geddes, 1999; Young, 2000). Indeed, as
pointed out in section 3 of chapter 2, Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) cite the
complexity and intransigence of such ‘wicked issues’ as one of the key motivating

factors for the growth of local partnerships.

In a critical exposition Geddes (2000) argues that subsequent to coordination and
the pooling of resources the literature on partnerships suggests that policy
innovation and creativity may emerge in the sense of developing new ways of
thinking and new approaches to issues such as social exclusion and area-based
inequality. In this way partnership processes are seen as central for addressing a
‘crisis of local governance’ (Geddeé, 2000) or lack of sufficient institutional capacity
within governance (Gibbs et al., 2001; Healey et al., 2002) in relation to degenerated
and deprived areas. For Healey et al. (2002) institutional capacity is an important
goal in itself because through engaging and mobilising a'ctors and through the
dynamics of interest representation the capacity to act collectively towards common
objectives is enhanced. Institutional capacity could become manifest therefore in
the articulation of a coherent policy agenda around addressing inequalities and
social exclusion. Le Gales (1995) similarly discusses local governance on the one
hand as the capacity to integrate and give form to local interests, organizations and
social groups, and on the other to represent them externally beyond the locality.
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Local partnerships can play a part in this as forms of structured cooperation and

helping to build coalitions focused on a policy agenda (Le Gales, 1995).

Having outlined the key benefits of interorganizational processes within partnership |
now briefly highlight claims about the necessary nature and character of
interrelations in order that these benefits can be realised. An important factor here,
Balloch and Taylor (2001) suggest, is that there exists balanced dynamics of power
amongst partnership members. It is in this sense that Balloch and Taylor (2001)
refer to the desirability and possibility of ‘genuine partnership’. Interrelations must
also consist of a degree of cooperation so that flows of information and mutual
learning can be facilitated and ultimately the development of shared understandings
(Balloch and Taylor, 2001; Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). Overall, a key ingredient
posited as necessary for effective partnership working is trust between participants
(Southern, 2002; Young, 2000). Trust is essential, Vansina (1999) argues, because
it helps to reduce uncertainty, enables controls to be exercised internally rather than
externally, and it helps to engender reciprocal interactions and mutuality. Drawing
on the work of Sydow, Southern (2002) outlines six factors which promote trust: the
frequency and openness of communications, a variegated set of exchanges, an
open-ended relationship, a balanced relation between autonomy and dependence,
similarities between organisations, and a narrow and bounded partnership. Young
(2000) stresses that developing relationships based on trust and confidence
requires an investment of energy and resources, and also training and capacity-

building for all partners.

Studies of partnership also point to the limits and barriers to the accomplishment of
equality, shared understandings, and trust. The ‘reality’ of partnership (Balloch and
Taylor, 2001) may well be that dynamics of membership are marked by asymmetry -
and conflict (Mayo and Taylor, 2001; Young, 2000). This is mainly due to
differentials in resources and individual organizational capabilities (Balloch and
Taylor, 2001). In discussing the problem of ‘inequalities’ studies typically refer to the
differences between the constituent ‘sectors’ within partnership bodies. Thus we

see analyses of the differentials in the distribution of power that exist between the
public sector, employers/businesses, the voluntary and community sector, and
community organizations and interests (e.g. Balloch and Taylor, 2001; Southern,
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2002; Worthington et al., 2003). Balanced membership dynamics may also be
undermined by differing styles of working, expectations and motivations amongst
participants as they enter into partnership bodies (Hastings et al., 1996; Young,
2000). The partnership endeavour, for example, may only be at the margins of
some organizations’ concern (Balloch and Taylor, 2001). This is a criticism
frequently levelled at public sector agencies, where a ‘cultural’ barrier to partnership
is said to prevail (Balloch and Taylor, 2001). Balloch and Taylor (2001) argue
therefore that appropriate incentive structures and the right people are needed to
make partnership work: *...spreading rather than protecting knowledge, working
creatively with diversity and conflict, learning to handle risk.’ (9). For Young (2000),
however, public agencies and local authority departments have become increasingly
‘partnership orientated’. Differing expectations and motivations may be the
consequence of the technical and managerial challenges that partnership
procedures and systems pose (Balloch and Taylor, 2001). Partnership approaches,
it is suggested, therefore need to be based on clarity and continuous learning about
participant roles, expectations, values and powers (Balloch and Taylor, 2001;
Young, 2000).

Overall, such imbalances mean that there tends to be a limited presence of key
actors and/or a limited depth of involvement, and that the capacity of local
partnerships to secure the effective commitment of actors is uncertain (Bassett,
1996; Hastings et al., 1996). This has implications for the extent to which a shared
understanding between actors can actually be reached. Geddes (2000) claims that
in many partnerships a common understanding about policy problems is reached
only to a limited extent. Limitations in the development of shared understandings
poses problems because such a common framework may be regarded as the
necessary currency for the emergence of trust between partners (Geddes, 2000).
Given inequalities between partners trust may develop selectively amongst a sub-
set of participants. It is for this reason that Geddes (2000) argues that
‘(p)artnerships, in fact, often function as arenas in which distrust can be managed |
and contained, rather than forums constituted by, and constitutive of, trust.’ (790).
Or more than this, given limited time frames, structural demands and the complexity
of partnership working, the partnership process may actually hinder the
development of trust (Southern, 2002).
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The analysis of partnership discussed above engages with issues of both
interorganizational and interpersonal relations. Local partnerships, which in the
case of LSPs and many other types of partnership organization are made up of
individual organizational representatives engaging in face-to-face meetings, must
necessarily involve the latter. Indeed the development of trust and shared
understandings which can help to achieve collaborative advantage depends on
interpersonal relations. Overall, the discussion above raises uncertainties regarding
the extent to which the dynamics, interactions and interrelations between
organizations and individuals within partnerships are of a nature which can result in
the benefits of collaborative advantage and innovation and creativity of policy.
Geddes (2000) is circumspect about the potential to achieve even coordination and
shared objectives and concludes that the extent to which local partnerships are
likely to be capable of concerting all the key actors in mounting a comprehensive,
cross-sectoral assault on multi-dimensional facets and causes of social exclusion is
open to doubt. Indeed, there may be a tension between accomplishing both
coordination and policy creativity as attempts to develop shared aims and objectives
may hinder flexibility and the formation of new ideas and approaches (Davies,
2004). Such ‘consensus politics’ may result in ‘policy loss’ (Geddes, 2000).

2.2. Community involvement

Pearson (2001) asserts that there is a general consensus both in the academic and
policy literature that in order for problems of degeneration and social exclusion to be
addressed, and to be *appropriate to local needs and sustainable’, structures must
be developed to facilitate community participation in policy development and
implementation. Wood (2000) similarly states that community involvement has
become a necessary condition for addressing such issues. Haughton (1999)
stresses the importance of ‘active community engagement’, involving the
incorporation of community knowledge, expertise, experience and resources, and
asserts that this is at the heart of the regeneration process at all stages. Ideas
about how community involvement can perform a role in regeneration and tackling
area-based inequalities rest on a view of the community providing knowledge and
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expertise, and also expressions of preference. Thus, Mayo and Taylor (2001) argue
that ‘local communities have a great deal of tacit knowledge to bring to the
partnership table: knowledge of what local residents see as priorities and how
problems are experienced,; knowledge of what is likely to work and what is not; ideas
about new ways of tackling problems and using local assets.’ (50). Community
involvement in area partnerships have been valued by policy-makers for its tacit
local knowledge (Foley and Martin, 2000). Local partnership organisations, as a
way of establishing new relations between local people and service providers, are
an important means.of securing community involvement (Young, 2000). Local
partnerships are seen as institutional mechanisms through which community
involvement can be mediated (Raco, 2000). Notions of community involvement and
also empowerment are dominant elements in the broader discourse of local
partnership (Atkinson, 1999; Geddes, 2000)

The effective role of community involvement partly depends on the basis of the
interactions with other partnership participants and the balance of the power
dynamics between them (Mayo and Taylor, 2001; Young, 2000). Mayo and Taylor
(2001) stress the importance of community participants having an equality of status.
However, studies have generally been critical of the extent to which this has
occurred (Hastings et al., 1996; Geddes, 2000). Equality of participation may be
inhibited by the organizational framework of partnership and the associated style
and format of working (Robinson and Shaw, 2002; Young, 2000). This may include
practical reasons such as accessibility, timings, or more fundamentally a
prdfessionalized and bureaucratized conduct in which community members are not
adept (Mayo and Taylor, 2001). It may also be due to a lack of knowledge about the
policy-making system (Mayo and Taylor, 2001). It is therefore important for
community members to ‘learn the rules of the game’ (Mayo and Taylor, 2001). The
attitudes and values of other participants, such as public sector organizations and
the prevalence of a public sector organizational culture, may mean that the role of
community members are not attributed with sufficient worth (Wood, 2000). The type
of experiential knowledge that community members possess is likely to be less
valued by other partners than codified expert knowledge (Geddes, 2000).
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Another issue affecting the power dynamics within partnerships is the degree to
which the community is actively present in partnerships. This is a question of both
the balance of membership allocations between sectors and the links between
individual community representatives and a wider constituency (Purdue et al., 2000).
Geddes (2000) has identified a marginalization of community presence in many
cases given the inadequate procedures through which the individuals consult with
and act of behalf of their constituencies (Geddes, 2000). Community
representatives tend to be appointed or nominated rather than elected to their
positions (Southern, 2002), and this occurs through partnership managers drawing
on immediately known and visible ‘activists’ and networks (Geddes, 2000; Young,
2000). These are referred to as ‘community stars’, and are likely to be ‘... those
whose demands can be relatively easily accommodated and who learn to speak
same language as power holders.’ (Mayo and Taylor, 2001), and those who claim to
able to offer the ‘community view’ (Mayo and Taylor, 2001). This undermines the
inherent problem of attempting to represent heterogeneous and divided
communities (Burns, 2000; Mayo and Taylor, 2001). Overall, many studies suggest
that community involvement does not tend to be adequately reflected within
strategic priorities, in making key decisions, establishing objectives and policy
agendas (Geddes, 2000; Mayo and Taylor, 2001; Pearson, 2001; Young; 2000). .

In view of the problems and difficulties with securing ‘effective’ community
involvement many authors highlight the importance of community ‘capacity-building’
(Mayo and Taylor, 2001; Wood, 2000). Wood (2000) defines this as the ... process
of developing the abilities of local people to organise themselves so that they have
more influence over the process and involvement in the outcomes.’ (13). He
suggests that this stems from a recognition that regeneration initiatives can contrive
to exclude local input. Capacity-building principally involves fostering community-
based organizations. This relates to particular meanings of community involvement
as participation in voluntary and community organizations and patrticipation in
informal social mechanisms (Goodlad et al., 2005). Policy discourses stress the
part community involvement can play in remedying an alleged reduction in ‘social
capital’ (Goodlad et al., 2005). Community involvement is therefore seen as a
remedy for both social exclusion and an alleged reduction in social capital. These
may be linked in the sense that social capital promotes involvement and also is a

72



goal in itself as part of attempts to address area degeneration and social exclusion
(Kearns, 2003). Haughton (1999) argues that ‘community economic development’
and ‘sustainable regeneration’ requires a ‘turn to the local community’ in the sense
of community capacity building, institutional capacity for engaging with policy actors
and also social capital. Marginalized groups it is claimed can then subsequently be
empowered to recognize, develop and make the most of their talents (Haughton,
1999).

Participation in voluntary and community organizations and informal social
mechanisms can be analytically distinguished from participation in local governance
(Goodlad et al., 2005). Community involvement in local partnership organizations
such as LSPs, in which policy makers and service providers come into contact with
community representatives and decision-making occurs, can be conceptualized in
this latter sense. Participation in structures of local governance, such as through
local partnerships engaged with regeneration and public services, must also be
considered in relation to participatory democracy. In addition to being seen as a
remedy for social exclusion and an alleged reduction in social capital, mechanisms
of ‘direct democracy’ are also seen as a remedy for a mooted crisis of democratic
governance (Goodlad et al., 2005). Local partnerships in particular are viewed as
an appropriate space for deliberative practice (Southern, 2002). Thisis a
particularly pertinent issue considering the democratic deficiencies of governance
networks (Sorenson and Torfing, 2005). Conversely, it could be argued against this
that governance opens up space for more citizen control through participation in
networks as users and governors (Rhodes, 1997).

However, participation in local governance may exist in tension with attempts
towards participatory approaches to local democratic renewal (Burns, 2000). Burns
(2000) argues that ‘civil society’ may be primarily valued for its contribution to
governance through the provision of expertise and tacit knowledge rather than for its
participation in itself. Complexities arise as to the basis upon which relationships
with policy makers are constituted. There are ambiguities about whether the role of
participants is one of customers, consumers or citizens (Burns, 2000). Kearns
(1995) similarly points to ‘citizen-orientated’ and ‘service orientated’ strategies

towards civil society. More broadly it is also important to recognize that issues of
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participation in respect to regeneration, public services, and enhanced local
democratic governance are encompassed within a ‘reform from above’ (Cochrane,
1986). This can be contrasted with democratic ‘challenges from below’ (Cochrane,
1986) or ‘civil society’ centred approaches to democratic transformation (Fung and
Wright, 2001; Little, 2000; Wainwright, 2003; Walzer, 1992). Goodlad et al. (2005)
argue that investigations of community involvement and the extent to which it ‘works’
or is ‘effective’ have failed to sufficiently engage with the particular rationalities of
involvement and to consider the different types of related impacts. Studies have
focused very much on process issues including the methods, resources and balance
of representation involved and have neglected to analyse the substantive impact of

on policy strategies and programmes (Goodlad et al., 2005).

In respect to participation within partnership organizations, Lowndes and Sullivan
(2004) outline three ways in which a potential synergy between partnership and
participation can be conceptualized. Partnership can be a ‘means of consulting' in
order to acquire views on policy and éervice issues. Participation can be an
‘ingredient of partnership working’ where ‘the community’ becomes constituted as a
partner in formal partnership organizations and takes part in decision-making. For
Lowndes and Sullivan (2004) this type of participation is fundamental to the
partnership idea, and they assert that ‘(b)y sharing information and building
consensus, it is intended that better decisions will be made, leading to the better use
of local resources, the smoother implementation of policies or service
developments, and a greater sense of shared ownership among all stakeholders —
including local people.’ (58). Finally, participation can be a goal of partnership in the
sense that it can help build community capacity. However, Lowndes and Sullivan
(2004) question the extent to which local partnerships can achieve enhanced public
participation. They argue that local partnerships are not necessarily adept at
performing this role. This would require a process of ‘active institution-building’
whereby public participation is ‘designed-in’ rather than ‘assumed-in’ (Lowndes and
Sullivan, 2004). In the absence of this, potential synergies may not be achieved as
partnership can come to resemble a new form of corporatism, which it is argued is
associated with problems of representiveness and accountability, the
marginalization of certain interest groups, and unequal power balances (Lowndes

and Sullivan, 2004). There are also dangers that local partnerships operate as a
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kind of ‘delegate democracy’ at the expense of providing more direct forms of
participation, and that the presence of local people may not lead to outcomes in
terms of final decision-making (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004). However, Lowndes
and Sullivan (2004) argue that partnerships have the potential to develop new forms
of more flexible and responsive decision-making and therefore that policy actors

should be better placed to respond to public concerns.

| now wish to conclude the discussion of interorganizational and interpersonal
relations in partnerships by raising some key problems encountered in
conceptualizing partnerships as a form of governance network. Such problems
challenge the idea that partnerships can provide a means of enhancing governance
capacity and policy effectiveness. A fundamental issue is that interorganizational
and interpersonal relations may not perform in accordance with the theoretical
representation of networks. As has been made clear above this would depend on
upon relations being characterized by prerequisite cooperation, mutuality, trust and
deliberation. This is problematic because ideas about how governance networks
operate and also the governance networks model of partnership are largely
normative. Much of the literature discussed in this section draws attention to the
problems of partnership but the analysis is informed by a notion of the potential of
partnerships to operate on the basis of cooperation, mutuality, trust and deliberation.

Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) do not question the governance networks model itself
but question the extent to which partnerships are composed of governance networks
or of market or hierarchy. They warn against analytically conflating the network
mode of governance with partnership as a particular organizational framework
(Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998). They argue that, ‘(t)he creation of a partnership
board does not imply that relations between actors are conducted on the basis of
mutual benefit, trust and reciprocity — the characteristics of the network mode of
governance. Rather, partnerships are associated with a variety of forms of social
coordination — including network, market and hierarchy.’ (Lowndes and Skel_cher,
1998: 314).

Ideas about the potential value of partnerships for creating particular relations
between organizations and individual actors are informed by a new institutionalist
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framework. As Davies (2004) and Geddes (2006) make clear, claims for the
potential of partnership organizations to deliver increased effectiveness of
governance are informed by this conceptual framework. The new institutionalist
framework highlights the informal conventions and rules, and the embodied values
which exist between and within organizations, or the ‘strong-weak ties’, and the role
of these in structuring or constraining political action (Lowndes, 2001). Drawing on
the work of Granovetter, Lowndes (2001) stresses the ‘institutional glue’ which can
arise from the ‘strength of weak ties’. Such ties are composed of tacit
understandings about appropriate behaviour and the terms of exchange between
parties. This problematizes the nature of constraint, which in traditional
institutionalist accounts is seen as constituted through formal rules, orgs and
structures (Lowndes, 2001). Strong-weak ties serve to create bridges between
actors, generating a potential for collective action. Lowndes (2001) argues that in
the context of new arrangements of local governance characterized by an
increasingly fragmented and differentiated organizational landscape, the role of this
form of institutional constraint has grown in importance, and the institutionalization of
weak ties constitutes the key challenge for governance. Lowndes (2001) states that
‘(ilntegrated bureaucratic hierarchies, while still very important, are no longer the
defining institutions of local governance. Market and network institutions — with their
distinctive roles and norms, rules and incentives — are of growing importance in
shaping and constraining local political behaviour.’ (1961). From a new
institutionalist perspective institutional designs backed up by both incentives and
sanctions should change the behaviour of actors by embedding new forms of
behaviour (Geddes, 2006). Performance of partnerships depends on the relations

between actors and the extent to which they are constituted by strong-weak ties.

Drawing on evidence from local regeneration partnerships in the UK, Davies (2004)
argues that the necessary strong-weak ties that are alleged to lead to governance
capacity are not in evidence and instead structures of command and control prevail
as the key institutional constraint. He suggests that partnership working has failed
to become sufficiently institutionalized, and finds that ‘the dominant patterns in
partnership relations are agonistic, not coordinating, hierarchical, not path-
dependent and weak-weak, not strong-weak ties' (582). Geddes (2006) also finds
that local partnership governance in the UK looks more like a case of the weakness
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of weak ties and the enduring robustness of the strong ties within organizational
arrangements. Lowndes (2001) would agree that partnership working does not
always deliver new relationships of trust and mutuality. However, she stresses the
value of partnerships for providing the institutional resources out of which a new

‘governing code’ could be fashioned.

3. ‘The state’ and crisis management

The perspective outlined above draws an account of partnership organizations as
emblematic of the increased importance of governance networks as a mode of
governance and suggests that the interorganizational interrelations, interactions and
dynamics which constitute partnerships can contribute to enhanced governance
capacity. | have raised a number of problematic issues regarding this type of
account. | now turn to discussion of a different account of governance and the
emergence of local partnership organizations. | focus on relational and crisis-
theoretic approaches to state theory, and the ways in which crises inherent in the
form of the state relate to functional, institutional, and territorial reorganizations of
the state apparatus and its capacities. This offers a fundamental critique of the
governance networks perspective in two key ways. First, as is argued by Jessop
(1995), governance theories tend to remain at the ‘pre-theoretical stage of critique’.
The scope of concern is largely limited to issues of interorganizational coordination
and negotiation, and to specific collective decision-making or goal-attainment issues
in relation to specific problems (Jessop, 1995). Thus the focus of analysis is with
problems of institutional design (often in an instrumentalist sense), and also with the
rules of the game which organizations themselves create (Jessop, 1995). A
governance perspective does therefore not sufficiently explain why forms of
governance have emerged. Second, the governance networks perspective implies
that ‘problems’ are remediable by virtue of the effectiveness and efficiency of
governing activity. The assumption is that problems and objects of governance are
pre-existing and independent of attempts to address them. By contrast, the state
theory discussed here demonstrates how forms of governance are related to the
reorganization of the state apparatus, and how the production of policies is related
to the strategic contexts within which governance takes place and to the macro-
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configuration of policy. The problems and solutions of public policy therefore reflect
configurations of the social relations of power articulated through the state

apparatus.

3.1. The state as a social relation and the reorganization of the state apparatus

A theorization of the state as a social relation sees the state not as an intrinsic entity
but rather “...a relationship of forces, or more precisely the material condensation of
such a relationship among classes and class fractions, such as this is expressed
within the State in a necessarily specific form.’ (Poulantzas, 2000 [1980]: 128-129).
Drawing on the work of Poulantzas and also that of Gramsci, Jessop (2002) defines
the state as ‘...an ensemble of socially embedded, socially regularized and
strategically selective institutions, organizations, social forces and activities
organized around (or at least actively involved in) making collectively binding
decisions for an imagined political community.’ (6). Power is constituted through
social relations and is mediated in.and through the state as an institutional
ensemble. Itis not exercised by the state as subject nor does is it originate entirely
within the state, although it should be stressed that given the strategic selectivity of
the institutional apparatus of the state it is constitutive of social relations (Jessop,
2002). As a differentiated institutional apparatus an abstract concept of the state
should not be reified (Harvey, 1976). The spheres of state, market, and civil society
cannot be treated as separate, and a clear state/society distinction cannot be
substantiated (Painter, 2005). Jessop (2002) therefore employs the concept of the
‘integral state’ which analyses the expanded social processes and relations in and
through which state effects are reproduced. The processes which reproduce state

effects only encompass certain parts of the ‘life world'.

Thinking of the state as a social relation emphasizes the relational and processual
nature of state formation (Painter, 2006). Since power is constituted through social
relations the form of the state is capitalist in type. Referring to a ‘capitalist type of
state’ (Jessop, 2002) is not to suggest that its forms and its functions are always
necessarily determined by the social relations of capitalist production, as is argued

in ‘state-derivation’ approaches. It is to suggest that the form of a state as capitalist
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emerges because its resource and power base is necessarily dependent upon the
reproduction of the social relations of capitalism and the continuation of the
accumulation process (Hudson, 2001). The state acts to secure the conditions
under which capitalist accumulation is made possibie and this function is constitutive
of the organization of the state apparatus (Hudson, 2001). Jessop's (2002) concept
of ‘societalization’ is informative for thinking about how the state apparatus has
become capitalist in type. Societalization refers to the process whereby a dominant
principle of societal organization comes to pervade a particular institutional order.
Jessop (2002) argues that the form of societalization of the state apparatus is
constituted through the social relations of capitalist production. The expanded
reproduction of the state apparatus in this way is secured through a structural
coupling with an institutional order of the capitalist economy. Structural coupling
evolves through contingent necessity and is therefore is not akin to economic
determinism. The form of the state as capitalist in type does not therefore result in
necessary functions of it. There is not a deterministic one to one relationship
between the form of the state and its function, but it does mean that function occurs
within ‘deterministic limits’ (Hudson, 2001). Some structures and functions of the
state are organic to capitalism and others are conjunctural meaning that the state
apparatus is relatively operationally and functionally autonomous (Harvey, 1976;
Jessop, 2002). However, the form of the state does inherently problematize

function.

For Offe (1984) the state, as a set of heterogeneous political and administrative
institutions, must perform muitiple and contradictory functions. This derives from its
conflict ridden systemic integration and structural coupling with the economy and the
structures of socialization, and the contradictory demands these social sub-systems
entail. The institutional separation and operational autonomy of the state apparatus
is a necessary and defining feature of capitalist societies and the state must
necessarily engage in permanent and continual intervention in its flanking sub-
systems (Jessop, 2002; Offe, 1984). The state is dependent on processes of
commodity production and exchange and must preserve private interests and the
scope of these commodification processes (Offe, 1984). It is therefore required to
be a self-limiting state (Offe, 1984). Given the capitalist economy's self-crippling
and cyclical dynamics it must also intervene through decommodified means and
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promote the investment of capital and saleability of labour (Offe, 1984). The state
must attempt to balance and reconcile these demands, and manage the crisis
ridden interactions between these sub-systems (Offe, 1984). As O’'Neill states ‘...the
state’s dilemma is the maintenance of the accumulation process (which ideally
seeks minimal state intervention) while successfully pursuing legitimisation goals
(which ideally require maximum state intervention). In other words, the state has to
engage simultaneously in commodification and decommodification.’ (O’Neill, 1997:
299). Offe argues that the crisis management role leads to the internalization of
contradictions within the state’s organizational structures and modes of operation
(O'Neill, 1997). Offe (1975) states that ‘(e)very time a state deals with a problem in
its environment, it deals with a problem of itself, that is, its internal mode of
operation.’ (135). As this occurs the boundaries between public and private are
redrawn (Hudson, 2001). The internal articulation of the state apparatus is crucial in
that it constitutes the key vehicle for state functioning, the means through which the
production and implementation of polices emerge and the means by which the state
influences other social groups (O’Neill, 1997, after Cerny, 1990). It should be
emphasized that this is an issue of the form of intervention rather than the extent
and level of intervention (Hudson, 2001; O’Neill, 1997).

Offe (1984) adopts a systems-theoretical approach whereby the concept of crisis is
analysed in respect to the processes through which the structure of a social system
is called into question. This occurs when the identity and coherence of a system is
undermined by events that lie outside the system. Analysis is therefore of the
interactions between social systems. Offe (1984) rejects crisis theories derived from
Marxian political economy perspectives which posit that contradictions are inherent
to the capitalist mode of production and that there is an inevitable tendency towards
crisis. Offe (1984) prefers to emphasize the crisis tendency of the crisis
management role performed by the state, which is a result of the systemic
incompatibilities discussed above and the contradictory functions the state must
perform. ‘The crisis of crisis management’' becomes manifest in the limits of policy-
making capacity and regulatory strategies and leads to policy failures, political
conflict and social resistance. It can take three different forms: fiscal crisis; crisis of

legitimate policy-making; rationality crisis.
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The work of Jessop (2002) is informed by a systems-theoretical account similar to
that of Offe, but Jessop's concept of crisis and crisis tendencies draws on a
regulation approach. Here specific forms of capitalism are interpreted as a
combination of an accumulation regime and a mode of social regulation (Jessop,
2002). As Jessop states, ‘(t)his comprises an ensemble of socially embedded,
socially regularized and strategically selective institutions, organizations, social
forces and actions organized around (or at least involved in) the expanded
reproduction of capital as a social relation.’ (Jessop, 2002: 5). This is a kind of
institutionalism which analyses the assemblage of fixtures that regulate and guide
economic behaviour and economic evolution (Amin, 2002). It is concerned with how
an array of recurrent practices and institutionalized norms regulate the economy
(Amin, 2002). Regulationist approaches posit the key roles played by social,
political, cultural, and institutional structures in the reproduction of capitalism,
despite its inherent crisis tendencies (Jones and Ward, 2002). The uncoupling of
the dynamic interrelationship between Fordist accumulation and the Keynesian
welfare state®, which constituted a particular form of structural coupling between a
regime of accumulation and mode of social regulation, has meant that the social and
spatio-temporal fixes that abated the crisis-tendencies of capitalism have been
ruptured. This is due to changes in the accumulation regime which have been
characterized by a flexible labour production process, a flexible and permanently
"innovative pattern of accumulation, and supply-side innovation in the social mode of
economic regulation generally. The regulation approach has been subject to
criticism for its weakness in dealing with the role of the state in relation to crisis
(Jones and Ward, 2002). Some formulations have privileged economic explanations
at the expense of taking sufficient account of the extra-economic mediating
mechanisms of capitalism (Jones and Ward, 2002). | would argue that Jessop’s
regulationist informed ‘strategic-relational’ approach to the state and concept of
contingent necessity of the societalization of institutional orders helps to overcome
these problems.

8 According to Jessop (1997b) there were four forces behind the transition, each partly rooted in
capitalism’s crisis tendencies: 1) the rise of new core technologies; 2) growing internationalization,
transnationalization and globalization; 3) the shift from a Fordist to a post-Fordist paradigm of
industrial (and service) organization; 4) the rise of regional and local economies as key sites in pursuit
of international systemic competitiveness.
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In Jessop’s account changes in the Fordist accumulation regime have engendered a
series of structural transformations related to the state apparatus as new social and
spatio-temporal fixes are searched for which are abie to contain and stabilise crisis
tendencies and reproduce a specific form of capitalism (Jessop, 1994). Jessop
(1994) identifies 3 ways in which the state has had to adapt: 1) it must take action to
encourage the development of new core technologies; 2) it can no longer act as if
national economies were closed and must manage the process of
internationalization; 3) as the primary economic functions of states are redefined it
must focus on the supply side problem of international competitiveness and to

attempt to subordinate welfare policy to the demands of flexibility.

The resultant structural transformation has comprised a ‘destatization of the political
system’, which has involved a shift from the primacy of hierarchy to network forms of
governance, as political capacities are seen to depend on the effective coordination
of interdependent systems and actors (Jessop, 1997a). The state no longer plays a
central role in securing state-sponsored economic and social projects and the
capacity to project state power depends on the mobilization of knowledge and power
resources from para-governmental and non-governmental organizations (Jessop,
1997b). Jessop therefore locates the emergence of the network mode of
governance as part of broader processes of restructuring related to a crisis of state
form. A further dimension of structural transformation is the tendential ‘hollowing
out’ or ‘denationalization of the state’ (Jessop, 1997b). This has seen the
deterritorialization and reterritorialization of state capacities, and the relativization of
scale whereby there is an absence of any primary scale on which structured
coherence of capital accumulation and social reproduction can currently be secured
(Jessop, 2002). A ‘post-national’ order is emerging that is multi-scalar and multi-
centric (Jessop, 2002). As Peck (2001) notes, state territoriality operates as a

polymorphic institutional mosaic composed of multiple, partially overlapping levels.

The growth of local scale institutions which are part of rescaling are not an
explanatory factor for an alleged decline of the nation-state (Macleod and Goodwin,
1999a; 1999b). The denationalization of the state as an empirical trend must be
seen in relation to the structural transformation of the state in relation to wider
political and social forces (MacLeod and Goodwin, 1999b). As Macleod and
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Goodwin (1999b) argue, a process-based perspective on scale is required which
attends to the becoming and structuration of local institutional ensembles.
Swyngedouw (1997) explains how scale is both materially and metaphorically
central in structuring social processes, and in this way scale embodies and
expresses power relationships. Continuous reshuffling and reorganization of spatial
scales are an integral part of social strategies and struggles for control and
empowerment (Swyngedouw, 1997). When scalar narratives are used to provide
metaphors for the construction of ‘explanatory’ discourses, such as those associated
with the ‘new localism’ and ‘globalization’, it must be appreciated that these define
and suggest different ideological and political positions and indicate different causal
moments and power geometries (Swyngedouw, 1997). As Squgedouw (2000)
makes clear, ‘globalization’ constitutes a political strategy and the discourse of
globalization is part of an intensifying ideological, political, socio-economic, and
cultural struggle over the organization of society and the position of the citizen
therein. Brenner (1998) similarly conceptualizes the territorial state ‘not only as a
site within which geographical scales are produce'd but as an important institutional
precondition, agent, mediator, and outcome of this highly conflictual process.’ (468).
This institutional and territorial reorganization of the state apparatus does not mean
that state decline has occurred as some have argued. The state apparatus remains
a key arena of social struggle and it must necessarily engage in continual and
permanent intervention. As discussed above, reorganization therefore points to a
changed mode and form of intervention (Martin and Sunley, 1997; O'Neill, 1997)

The reorganization of the state has profound implications for the forms of
intervention of the state and modes of policy implementation. As discussed above
social relations of power are mediated in and through the state apparatus, and the
form of the state is determined by specific forms of capitalist production (Jessop,
2002). The state apparatus as a ‘strategic context’ is crucial for the way that social
struggles play out. It is constituted by ‘structurally inscribed strategic selectivities’ in
the sense of ‘...the ways in which the state as a social ensemble has a specific,
differential impact on the ability of various political forces to pursue particular
interests and strategies in specific spatio-teﬁvporal contexts through their access to
and/or control over given state capacities — capacities that always depend for their
effectiveness on links to forces and powers that exist and operate beyond the state’s
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formal boundaries.’ (Jessop, 2002: 40). The functional, territorial and institutional
organization of the state is active in producing certain identifications and diagnoses
of policy problems and necessarily has unequal distributional consequences
(Hudson, 2001).

The internal articulation of the state apparatus is crucial in that it constitutes the key
vehicle for state functioning. In this key way the state-theoretical approach is in
marked contrast to the governance networks perspective discussed in the previous
section. This assumes that the objects of governance pre-exist their coordination in
and through specific governance mechanisms (Jessop, 1997a). As Jessop (1997a)
asserts, ‘...the very processes of governance co-constitute the objects which come
to be governed in and through these same processes.’ (105). The creation of
governed objects occurs in the process of attempts to accomplish social
coordination and to bring about reductions in societal complexity. Theorizations of
the state as a social relation show how changing structures and processes of
governance are related to reorganizations of the state apparatus which in turn are
related to the systemic limitations and contradictions within which the state
apparatus is implicated. The particular strategic context inherent to state institutions
and institutions of governance means that governing is conditioned and constrained
and the identification of the objects of governance is an implicitly political act.
Furthermore, the process of governing through particular strategic contexts activély
constitutes governing agents, identities, and interests. Public policy must therefore
be understood in relation to its discursive and structural conditions (Peck, 2001).
The processes of state restructuring and policy formation are outcomes of the same
process of ideologically infused political decision-making that cannot be separated
from the inherent contradictions of capital accumulation (Jones and Ward, 2002).
This avoids a view of policy-making being determined by its ability to affect
independent and pre-existing problems, and instead critically examines the macro-

configuration and codification of policy problems (Peck, 2001).
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3.2. Crisis and ‘institutional searching’

The discussion in the section above shows how processes of reorganization in the
state apparatus are a product of crisis tendencies inherent to the capitalist type of
state. The work of Offe (1984) points to crises emerging as a resuit of the continual
conflictual functions the state must perform. Regulation approaches highlight crises
in the stable regulation of particular regimes of accumulation. | now explore ideas
about how partnership as a component of institutional change may be related to
crisis tendencies of the state, and also what the implications of this may be for the
production of policy and creation of objects of governance. For Peck and Tickell
(2002) institutional change in the state apparatus is understood as deeply entwined
with a process of neoliberalization as a political-economic project. It is argued that
neoliberalization, involving a commitment to the extension of markets and logics of
competitiveness, has become a dominant ideological rationality for state reform
corhposed of aggressive forms of state downsizing, austerity financing and public
service reform (Peck and Tickell, 2002). Neoliberalization has the capacity to
constrain, condition, and constitute political change and institutional reform (Peck
and Tickell, 2002). Peck and Tickell (2002) point to the purposeful creation of state
forms, modes of governance, and institutional and regulatory restructuring which are

ingrained within processes of neoliberalization.

Peck and Tickell's (2002) analysis traces the emergence and evolution of processes
of neoliberalization that have taken shape in advanced industrial economies,
particularly the United States and the United Kingdom. Neoliberalization came into
ascendancy in the 1970s. In the context of macro-economic crisis conditions of this
decade the project of neoliberalism came to prominence in the 1980s as state power
was mobilized behind marketization and deregulation (Peck and Tickell, 2002).
Peck and Tickell (2002) suggest that this pattern of deregulation and state
dismantlement dominant in the 1980s was impelled through contradictions and
tensions ‘external’ to the neoliberal project. Peck and Tickell (2002) characterize
this changing form of state intervention as a process of ‘roll-back’ neoliberalization.
Importantly, while roll-back neoliberalization worked through a discourse of state
withdrawal from the sphere of the market, this was a process which required the
active political construction of markets.

85



Peck and Tickell (2002) identify a qualitative transformation in the process of
neoliberalization fist occurring in the early 1990s. What is termed ‘roll-out’
neoliberalization has entailed an emergent phase of active state building and
regulatory reform. Peck and Tickell (2002) posit that, ‘...the agenda has gradually
moved from one preoccupied with the active destruction and discreditation of
Keynesian-welfarist and social-collectivist institutions (broadly defined) to one
focused on the purposeful construction and consolidation of neoliberalized state
forms, modes of governance, and regulatory relations.’ (384). This is a shift which is
said to have been triggered by contradictions and tensions ‘internal’ to the project of
neoliberalism. Itis a response to previous state, market, and governance failures
partly invoked by neoliberalism itself (Peck and Tickell, 2002). The political and
institutional limits of the neoliberalism of the 1980s was increasingly difficult to
uphold politically as ‘perverse economic consequences’ and ‘pronounced social
externalities’ became apparent (Peck and Tickell, 2002). This has led to a
reconfiguration of the process of neoliberalization with more socially interventionist
and ameliorative forms of intervention. New forms of institution building and
governmental intervention have therefore been licensed within the neoliberal project
(Peck and Tickell, 2002). This is occurring in the context of technocratic and
depoliticized economic management which has become normalized through
processes of roll-back neoliberalization.

Ideas of roll-back and roll-out neoliberalization provide an informative account for
understanding local partnerships as mechanisms of governance and how they may
be related to certain policy goals. This is because institutional change is posited has
being closely associated with a particular interventionist agenda. Importantly, Peck
and Tickell (2002) argue that neoliberalized economic management has emerged in
combination with invasive social policies and authoritarian state reforms. In
particular, the political construction of markets is said to have been ‘...coupled with
the deliberate extension of competitive logics and privatized management into
hitherto relatively socialized spheres.’ (Peck and Tickell, 2002: 395). Swyngedouw
(2000) would also point to the emergence of more authoritarian political regimes
which have been achieved though ideologically and politically hegemonic

legitimization of institutional reform.
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According to Peck and Tickell (2002) ‘roll out’ neoliberalization in particular has
entailed the deliberate stretching of the neoliberal repertoire beyond deregulation
and marketization to encompass ‘... the selective appropriation of “community” and
non-market metrics, the establishment of social-capital discourses and techniques,
the incorporation (and underwriting) of local-governance and partnership-based
modes of policy development and program delivery in areas like urban regeneration
and social welfare, the mobilisation of ... voluntary and faith-based associations...,
and the evolution of invasive, neopaternalist modes of intervention (along with
justifications for increased public expenditure) in areas like penal and workfare
policy.’ (Peck and Tickell, 2002: 390). As neoliberal polices come to encompass
both ‘financialization’ in the realm of economic policy and ‘activation’ in the field of
social policy (involving recriminalization of poverty, normalization of contingent work,
workfare programming and active employment policies) an interventionist agenda is
emerging around issues such as crime, immigration, policing, welfare reform, urban
order and surveillance, and community regeneration (Peck and Tickell, 2002).
According to Peck and Tickell (2002) this interventionist agenda explains the
development of new technologies of government, new discourses of reform, new

institutions and modes of delivery, and new social subjectivities.

In a similar vein, Jessop (2002; 1994) suggests that structural transformations of the
state apparatus are closely related to strategic reorientations of the state which have
comprised a tendential shift from the Keynesian welfare state to a Schumpeterian
workfare regime which is aligned with an emergent 'Post-Fordist’ regime of
accumulation. The objectives of the Schumpeterian workfare regime in economic
and social reproduction are ‘...to promote product, process, organisational and
market innovation in open economies in order to strengthen as far as possible the
structural competitiveness of the national economy by intervening on the supply
side; and to subordinate social policy to needs of labour market flexibility and/or the
constraints of international competition.’ (Jessop, 1994: 263).

Processes of institutional change characteristic of the neoliberalizing project take
shape in a contested, trial and error search for an ‘institutional fix' (Brenner and
Theodore, 2002a; Peck and Tickell, 2002). Structured coherence of conflictual
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social relations can be endowed through institutional embeddedness within relatively
stabilized, routinized and sustainable spatio-temporal frameworks (Brenner and
Theodore, 2002a; Jessop, 2002; Peck and Tickell, 2002). Institutional searching is
a key crisis displacement strategy and this takes place through particular scalar
processes and territorializations (Peck and Tickell, 2002). Peck (2001) argues that
processes of neoliberal state restructuring processes '...are deeply implicated in —
and indeed partly achieved through — complex rescalings of the state apparatus,
governance systems, and regulatory regimes...' (450). Deterritorialization and
reterritorialization constitute strategies for de-regulation, marketization and
privatization (Peck, 2001; Swyngedouw, 2000). The local scale may therefore work
as a ‘spatial fix' (Jones, 2001; Macleod and Goodwin, 1999a; 1999b). For example,
Jones (2001), discussing the regional scale in England and Regional Developments
Agencies in particular, argues that regions are political spaces in and through which
crisis management is being practiced. Crisis tendencies are displaced into politically
mediated institutional and scalar projects to protect states legitimation for managing
the economy. New policies and forms of representation are then sought to unify this
process, which is scaled according to political strategy (Jones, 2001). Jones and
Ward (2002) similarly assert that in the context of British Urban Policy, ‘...under
neoliberalism cities are being presented as both the sites of, and the solutions to,

various forms of crisis.’ (475).

For Brenner and Theodore (2002b), in the context of crises inherent to current
processes of neoliberalization, ‘...local (and regional) spaces are now increasingly
being viewed as key institutional arenas for a wide range of policy experiments and
political strategies. These include new entrepreneurial approaches to local
economic development as well as diverse programs of institutional restructuring
intended to enhance labor market flexibility, territorial competitiveness, and place-
specific locational assets.’ (Brenner and Theodore, 2002b: 341). Brenner and
Theodore (2002b) go on to say '.../ocalities are increasingly being viewed as the
only remaining institutional arenas in which a negotiated form of capitalist regulation
might be forged.’ (341), reconciling apparent opposites of community and enterprise,
efficiency and welfare, and economic means and local ends. There are deep
ambiguities in this, however, as the local scale is seen as the source of

empowerment, new institutional capacities and improved local social conditions,
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whilst simultaneously experiencing institutional deregulation, regulatory downloading
and greater economic vulnerability due to intensifying zero-sum interspatial
competition (Brenner and Theodore, 2002b). Swyngedouw (2000) similarly argues
that rescaling of institutional forms leads to a more autocratic, undemocratic, and

authoritarian (quasi) state apparatus.

Ideas of neoliberalization as a regulatory project suggest that processes of
institutional change are inherently interlinked with particular objects of governance
and policy programmes. Within this theoretical framework local partnerships such
as LSPs, as an institutional design and governing arrangement, could be
understood as part of institutional searching and characteristic of a neoliberal policy
repertoire. This type of account has been subject to challenges for an overly
functionalist view of economic factors impacting on institutional change and for
suggesting an overly coherent and totalising analysis of institutional change
coalescing in a project. O’Neill points to a lack of attention to the ‘... muiltitude of
unrelated economic events, in different cycles of growth and prosperity, under
different forms of governance. There is no allowance for incremental, strategic,
state-driven economic restructuring and transition... and there is an underlying
denial that conflict and tension in the operations of state apparatuses may be normal
events.’ (O'Neill, 1997: 293). Martin and Suniey (1997) would argue that alleged
shifts in forms of regulation are far more problematic and piecemeal than has been
claimed. They highlight the resilience of the welfare state in the face of international
economic conditions. They argue that welfare states and labour market flexibility
are not incompatible alternatives (Martin and Sunley, 1997). Jessop (1995) would
also caution against attempting to explain some aspects of institutional change
through a regulatory crisis. In particular, a regulationist explanation may not be
sufficient to account for the reorganization of the local state and the changing
processes of governing (Jessop, 1995; Painter and Goodwin, 2000). Jessop (1995)
argues that the strategic context within which structural transformations of the state
have taken place cannot necessarily be used to account for the particular strategic
actions which have produced institutional change. Ward (2000) also criticises the
coherent logic which pervades the theoretical assertions of neoliberalization as

regulatory project.
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I would agree with Jones and Ward (2002) that the work of Offe (1975; 1984) on the
notion of political crisis may provide a useful framework for extending and rethinking
regulationist approaches, although there is a danger that state-led policy
developments are too much analytically divorced from the shifts in the economy in
this framework (Jones and Ward, 2002). The notion of political crisis focuses more
specifically than a regulationist approach on a conceptualization of the state, and the
state is placed within its economic/accumulation context. Jones and Ward (2002),
for example, use ideas of political crisis to ‘...focus more explicitly on the regulatory
mechanisms and policy frameworks in and through which crisis tendencies are
internalized ...as an exercise of state power and political practice.’ (478). | have
already explained in part 3.1 above that according to Offe contradictions of
intervention are internalized within the state’s organizational structures and modes
of operation (O’Neill, 1997). This occurs through processes of ‘crisis management’.
Crises are displaced onto the political realm of the state and are transformed into
crises of political management or rationality within new modes.of governance (Jones
and Ward, 2002). Crisis management involves state responses through modes of
political rationality (Offe, 1984). Such responses may be ‘conjunctural’, occurring
through the existing political-administrative system and institutional practices, or
‘structural’, involving the structural transformation of the state apparatus. |
described in 3.1 the ‘destatization’ and ‘denationalization’ of the state apparatus that

Jessop (1997) that identifies as structural transformations in this sense.

Importantly, Offe (1984) suggests that in ‘late capitalism’ crisis management
primarily involves a response to crises in the rationality and legitimacy of state
intervention. The response is characterized by sporadic shifts in the modes of policy
making and implementation as state actors attempt to negotiate the systemic
limitations within which actions are conditioned. Modes of policy making and
implementation are continually revised and recycled as ‘problem-solving activity’
takes place in respect to the internal articulation of the state apparatus. In the event
that the multiple contradictions of state intervention are not resolved, state actors
must continually ‘muddle through' (Offe, 1984). Offe (1984) refers to this as the
crisis-of-crisis management’. In these circumstances the goals and intentions of

state actors are frequently not met and intervention may well lead to a series of
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unintended effects. The crisis of crisis management may become manifest in a

crisis of administrative rationality or governance failure (Jones and Ward, 2002).

Offe’s ideas are echoed in Peck and Tickell's (2002) and Brenner and Theodore's
(2002a) ideas of (roll-out) neoliberalization in which institutional searching is a key
strategy of crisis displacement in the context of contradictions internal to a
regulatory project. Peck and Tickell (2002) point to the purposeful creation of state
forms, modes of governance, and institutional and regulatory restructuring which
have been ingrained within processes of neoliberalization from the 1990s. They
highlight an ongoing dynamic of discursive adjustment, policy learning and
institutional reflexivity which is occurring as state actors attempt to address crises
internal to neoliberalism. The search for institutional fixes which Peck and Tickell
(2002) identify is similar to what Offe understands as ongoing problem-solving
activity in respect to the internal organization and procedure of the state apparatus
(Offe, 1975). In resonance with Peck and Tickell, Offe locates processes of
institutional searching in the context of the increasing complexity and overloading of
state functions which have emerged as social policy imperatives have become
foregrounded. However, Offe’s (1984) concept of crisis management can be -
usefully contrasted with a regulationist perspective on the search for an institutional
fix as a crisis displacement strategy of neoliberalization. Crucially, in Offe’s
formulation institutional searching is not necessarily implicated in a coherent
regulatory project such as that of neoliberalization. This means that institutional
searching is not necessarily tied to an interventionist agenda. There are resonances
too between the idea of crisis management and a governance networks perspective
in the sense that the latter sees institutional developments such as partnerships as
an expression of attempts to increase the effectiveness of public policy. However,
there is a key difference in that in Offe’'s account the state does not simply solve
problems in its external environment. As it does this ‘...it adopts for itself a certain
organizational procedure from which the production and implementation of policies
emerges.’ (Offe, 1975: 135). Offe (1975) goes onto to say that the operational
procedures of the state are not instrumental, but themselves determine what political
goals are and what policy problems become identified and what solutions are

proposed for them.
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The differences and possible convergences between regulationist and crisis
management perspectives is usefully dealt with by Jessop (1995). Jessop (1995)
argues that it is necessary to draw a distinction between problems of governance
and governability on the one hand, which is an issue of social coordination and
collective action, and problems of regulatory order on the other, which is an issue of
capitalist accumulation. Problems of social exclusion and socio-spatial inequality
relate to the former Jessop suggests and may be contradictory to accumulation
goals. Jessop's view of governance here reflects Offe’s concept of crisis
management in the sense that it involves problem solving behaviour in relation to
intersystemic coordination. Jessop (1995) argues that changes in the institutions
and processes of governance are not necessarily explained by the role they play in
a regulatory project or social mode of regulation. Jessop (1995) states that,
‘Whether a solution for governance problems can be linked to new modes of
regulation depends on how far (integral) economic concerns can find expression in
the discursive construction of the problem of governance and secure a social basis
among the political actors involved in resolving this problem. Likewise, whether an
emerging mode of governance is subsequently linked to a new mode of regulation
will also depend on the nature of the structural coupling between political and
economic processes, i.e., on the appropriateness of the mode of governance to

integral economic as well as governability problems.’ (322).

The theoretical ideas discussed in section 3 provide perspectives on explaining
institutional change in the state apparatus. It can be seen that institutional change is
implicitly related to the production of policy and the creation of objects of
governance. The state theoretical accounts discussed here contain claims about
the way in which institutional change may imply certain policy effects. However,
these ideas do not sufficiently provide an understanding of the policy effects
produced as a result of change and of the emergence of partnership organizations
such as LSPs in particular. Relational and crisis-theoretic approaches to state
theory primarily provide an account of why it is that certain institutional designs have
been instigated, but a key shortcoming is that issues of the production of policy are
too much entwined with issues of institutional design. Questions regarding the
production of policy are addressed with reference to the systemic limitations and
structural relations of power through which an institutional design has emerged. The
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danger is that policy effects are too much read-off from such strategic contexts. In
order to ascertain the policy effects produced through LSPs it is important | would
argue to take account of the practices occurring through institutional settings. In
order to investigate the way in which LSPs address problems of social exclusion it is
necessary to attend to the practices of institutional enactment which can contribute
to the generation of policy effects. This is the argument | develop in the following

section.

4. Governmentality, practice, and ‘the state’

Practices of institutional enactment may be important for understanding the
production of policy effects through LSPs. | argue that it is important to take account
of such practices as part of an analysis of policy effects. Policy effects may not be
the product of the intentions which imbue institutional designs. | use the idea of
institutional enactment to suggest that policy effects may emerge in unintended
ways and indeed may emerge through an absence of intentionality. It attends to the
ways that an institutional design must be enacted through its constituent actors and
organizational settings. The practices of institutional enactment problematize
attempts to theorize policy effects on the basis of the conditions of an institutional
design. Similarly, the processes of institutional enactment also problematize
attempts by state planners to accomplish certain goals through the act of
institutional design. | discuss here a set of ideas which emphasize the importance
of considering how the effects of an institution maybe the product of the ways in
which it is enacted. The idea of governance and a theorization of the state as a
social relation challenge a representation of the state as a bounded, distinct and
homogenous entity or sphere. However, Painter (2006) argues that there remains
at least an implicit reliance upon such reified understandings in which the state is a
more or less unified doing, thinking and intentioned subjective entity. Painter (2006)
also critiques a relational theory of the state for its theorization of the social relations
of the state as relatively systematised and coherent, and power relations as
structurally derived and circumscribed (Painter, 2006). | discuss perspectives which
offer a more thoroughgoing challenge to the category of the state and the exercise

of power through it than is offered by relational theories of the state.
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4.1. Governmentality and the practices of power and government

A ‘post-Foucauldian governmentality’ (Steinmetz, 1999) perspective points to the
effectivity of discourse and practice in the construction of governmental objects and
subjects. It suggests that acts of power become effectual through the conducts of
subjects themselves in their everyday practices. The exercise of government,
thought of as the ‘conduct of conduct’, provides the basis for a wholesale critique of
concepts of the state for their underestimation of the decentralized and molecular
nature of power (Steinmetz, 1999). Murdoch (2000) draws similarities between a
governmentality perspective and a governance perspective, claiming that both are an
attempt to position politics on the boundary between ‘state’ and ‘civil society’ and
both are concerned with the networks which span ‘political’ and ‘non-political
domains’. However, in my judgement governmentality should be seen as a distinct

perspective on issues of governing and power.

The notion of governmentality is underpinned by a Foucauldian analytics of power
which is employed to rethink conceptions of how ‘societies’ are governed, how rule is
secured, and the category of the ‘state’ in this. For Foucault power is inseparable
from its actual effects upon the conduct of individuals and groups, and in this sense
is referred to as an immanent force. Foucault's analytics of power is concerned with
the myriad techniques and technologies of power which represent the exercise of
power and through which effects are produced. Importantly, power not only works on
subjects but also through them, and in doing so works to secure particular forms of
self-conduct through acts of subjectification. A notion of government as the ‘conduct
of conduct’ therefore refers to any calculated and rational activity designed to shape,
direct and guide the conduct of the self or others for particular ends (Gordon, 1991).
This provides the basis for a wholesale critique of concepts of the state for their
underestimation of the decentralised and molecular nature of power (Steinmetz,
1999). For Rose and Miller (1992) the state represents ‘...a complex and mobile
resultant of the discourses and techniques of rule.’ (178); ...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 ‘non-political spheres’ to
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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.’ (176-177). In contrast to relational state theory this suggests that
the state apparatus should not be conceived as a coherent site of power. The state
is seen to represent only ‘one element ...in multiple circuits of power, connecting a
diversity of authorities and forces, within a whole variety of complex assemblages.’
(Rose, 1999: 5).

Practices of government comprise specific ways of acting, intervening and directing,
made up of particular types of practical rationality (expertise and know-how), and
relying upon definite mechanisms, techniques and technologies (Dean, 1999).
These precipitate characteristic ways of forming subjects, selves, persons, actors or
agents (Dean, 1999). Importantly, practices of government exist within a milieu of
immersive ‘collective mentalities’ (Dean, 1999) or ‘political rationalities’ (Rose,
1999), which act to problematize rule in certain ways. Rose defines political
rationalities as ‘...discursive fields characterized by a shared vocabulary within
which disputes can be organized, by ethical principles that can communicate with
one another, by mutually intelligible explanatory logics, by commonly accepted facts,
by significant agreement on key political problemns.’ (Rose, 1999: 28). These
represent forms of truth and knowledge which act to render reality thinkable in a way
so as to be amenable to the exercise of government (Rose, 1999). They are
composed of characteristic forms of visibility (ways of seeing and perceiving), and
distinctive ways of thinking and questioning, relying on definite vocabularies and
procedures for the production of truth (Dean, 1999). Political rationalities only
become governmental when they become effective through practices, but practices
of government are not reducible to the milieu of political rationalities within which
they exist (Dean, 1999; Rose, 1999). Dean argues that a ‘regime of practices’ may
be identified, whereby a relatively stable field of correlation exists between the three
elements of political rationality, types of practical rationality and mechanisms,
techniques and technologies, and also subject formation. Crucially, however,
regimes of practices must be understood as assemblages and not totalities; they
comprise heterogeneous elements, polymorphous relations, and multiple problems
and issues (Dean, 1999). Barry et al. (1996) also argue that there is no necessary

unity or functionality amongst practices.
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It can be seen that the political rationalities of rule and practices of government
serve to configure, actively generate and take effect upon certain sets of
governmental objects. ‘Post-Foucauldian’ writers, in identifying ‘advanced
liberalism’ as a shift in focus within the liberal rationality of rule, have analysed the
changing nature and character of governmental objects and the power relations
through which they are have been generated (see Dean, 1999; Hindness, 1996;
Rose, 1999). Liberalism, as the principle and method for the rationalization of
governmental practices, creates a ‘non-political sphere’ of ‘society’ which is
construed as a quasi-autonomous and naturalistic reality (Burchell, 1996). Under
liberalism governmental rule was exercised through a nexus of collective solidarities
and social obligations. As members of ‘society’, subjects conducted themselves as
prudential, disciplined and responsible citizens. ‘Advanced liberalism’ signals a shift
to the autonomization of society and to individual obligation (Burchell, 1996).
Advanced liberalism therefore refers to a new kind of relationship between
subjectivities and subjection. A key governmental object is to secure self-governing
capacities of subjects. In this sense Dean (1999) refers to ‘reflexive government’, in
which the objectives of government are folded back upon its means. This requires
‘techniques of self-regulation’ or technologies of agency (Cruikshank, 1999) which
secure ‘responsible autonomy' in self-conduct and the undertaking of responsible
choices (Cruikshank, 1999; Dean, 1999; Rose, 1999). Cruikshank (1999)
specifically highlights the ‘techniques of empowerment’ which she argues transform
subjects’ status to active citizens through engagement in programmes of ethical
reconstruction. Rose (1999) argues that this has been achieved by integrating
subjects into a moral nexus of identities and allegiances in the very processes in
which they appear to act out their personal choices. It is here that the notion of
community has become important. Rose (1999) asserts that reflexive government

comprises ‘community’ simultaneously as an object and subject of policy.

Raco and Imrie (2000), use these ideas in their analysis of the Single Regeneration
Budget (SRB). Raco and Imrie (2000) argue that discourses of public and private
abandonment in deprived areas that are associated with SRB place ‘communities’
as being responsible for developing their own capacities and services. Communities
are therefore defined, mobilized and institutionalized in and through policy
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discourses which are justified and legitimized through appeals to ‘local’ knowledge
and experience, bottom up participation, and policy effectiveness (Raco and Imrie,
2000). Community representatives shape, predict, and make calculable the
thoughts, aspirations and requirements of local communities. This can occur
through their engagement with particular forms of codified, expert knowledge such
as quantitative impact assessments, risk distribution and financial and strategic
management (Raco and Imrie, 2000). Mackinnon (2000; 2002) similarly argues that
the mediation and translation of community views and interests in a form compliant
with the modes of language and calculation used by local state agencies is a
product of ‘managerial technologies’ such as targets, auditing, local consultations
and community appraisals which render local communities visible, knowable and
calculable as objects of government, and which facilitates and legitimates forms of
intervention directed towards the delivery and implementation of identified needs

and priorities.

In my judgement there are some important problematic issues within the post-
Foucauldian governmentality perspective discussed above. One is how political
rationalities as discursive fields come to take a distinctive form in order that certain
coherent ends of ‘government’ can be accomplished. The formulations of authors
such as Barry et al. (1996), Cruickshank (1999), Dean (1999), and Rose (1999)
imply that the practices of ‘government’, which exist within a milieu of immersive
‘political rationalities’, take shape in accordance with certain intentioned, strategic
actions. Dean (1999) and Rose (1996) would point to the existence of ‘political
programmes’, which can be defined as ‘...deliberate and relatively systemic forms of
thought that endeavour to transform ...practices (Dean, 1999: 22). Dean (1999)
argues that political programmes are distinct from political rationalities but derive
their intelligibility from them. For Rose (1996), political programming is made
amenable through the forms in which reality is rendered thinkable. In respect to
claims for the emergence of ‘advanced liberalism’ and the creation of ‘self-
governing’ subjects or ‘active citizens’ as governmental objects, political
programmes can therefore be seen to be responsible for the development of certain
techniques and technologies which it is argued can accomplish these governmental
ends. | would argue that in focusing on the question of political rationalities and the
practices which emerge from them, a post-Foucauldian governmentality perspective
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does not pay sufficient attention to why and how certain political programmes,
imbued with certain intentions and undertaking certain strategic actions, come to be
formed. It is in this respect that the framework of relational state theory discussed in
section 3 may provide useful explanatory tools. Relational state theory attempts to
show how the formation of political programmes is resultant from relations between

social forces and the way in which these become institutionalized.

Another important issue related to this is that the post-Foucauldian governmentality
perspective | have discussed lacks sufficient attention to the mediative relations
through which political rationalities and political programmes come to take effect on
self-conduct (Allen, 2003). While the analytical framework stresses the importance
of the effectual practices through which conduct is shaped and directed, these
practices are viewed as being too much entwined with the political rationalities
through which they emerge (Allen, 2003). A disciplining effect is registered in
advance by virtue of the identification of political rationalities as an authoritative
discourse (Allen, 2003). As Allen (2003) states, technologies and techniques of
power are identified as existing everywhere and in everything, and are consequently
reduced to being conveyors of an authoritative discourse (p 99-101. Authors such
as Barry et al. (1996), Cruickshank (1999), Dean (1999), and Rose (1999) who
identify the emergence of ‘active citizens’ or ‘the community’ as governmental
objects fail to fully recognize the myriad modes, guises and spatialities and also the
institutional settings which are the mediative relations for the exercise of power and
through which multiple, variegated and unintended effects are created (Allen, 2003).
While such governmental ideas and objects may exist discursively it is not certain
that the self-conduct of subjects becomes affected accordingly. In view of this
criticism a closer focus upon the mediative relations of power and the practices
through which it becomes effective is a useful complement to the ideas | have dealt
with in this section. 1turn to this issue in the next section. | discuss ideas of the
‘state’ as a set of practices. .A conceptualization of the state as a set of practices
attends to the processes of its formation through myriad materialities, organizational
configurations, socio-cultural constructs, and institutional subjects. This is a useful
addition to an understanding of the state as *...a complex and mobile resultant of the
discourses and techniqueé of rule.’ (Rose and Miller, 1992: 178) as it more fully

considers the institutional and embodied existence of a state apparatus.
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4.2. The state as a set of practices

Conceiving of the state as a set of practices shows more fully how what is
accomplished by the ‘state’ is dependent upon the exercise of agency through the
everyday procedural and bureaucratic practices of institutional subjects. This
understands the state as ‘...a set of practices enacted through relationships between
people, places, and institutions.’ (Desbiens et al., 2004: 242). This provides the
basis for thinking about what the state is and how it acts, and gives ‘...full weight to
the heterogeneity, complexity and contradictoriness of state institutions.’ (Painter,
2006: 764). Thinking of the state as a set of practices contrasts with relational state
theory in that it stresses the unsystematic, the indeterminate, and the unintended
(Painter, 2006). Relational state theory is primarily concerned with issues of action
and agency in relation to structurally articulated power, and relies on the intentionality
of state practices (Painter, 2006). Ideas of state practices are a useful addition to the
governmentality perspective discussed above. However, while there is a
convergence with the governmentality perspective in a focus on everyday practices
and the productive nature of discourse, the key difference is that discourses are not
seen to be wholly disciplinary (Painter, 2006). Painter (2006) argues for the
importance of ‘...the openness, porosity, heterogeneity, fallibility, unevenness and
creativity of state practices.’ (770), the outcomes of which are always uncertain and
fallible. As Corbridge et al. (2005) suggest, the ways in which technologies of rule
‘are made flesh’ depends on how they are put into play by institutional subjects; how
they are seized upon, understood, reworked and possibility contested. The state as
practice attends to issues of agency and action, and emphasizes the importance of

the affective, the non-rational, the non-cognitive and the practical (Painter, 2006).

Thinking of the state as a set of practices avoids the analytical problems in
attempting to identify which institutions, actors and functions are part of the state
and which are not (Mitchell, 1991). What constitutes the state can be
conceptualized in respect to the creation of ‘state effects’ (Mitchell, 1991). Mitchell
(1991) seeks to examine the continued socio-cultural salience of the idea of the

state, and to take account of the institutional realities. It is the inherent ‘elusive,
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porous, and mobile’ nature of the boundary between society and the state and the
persistent difficulties of defining what the state is both empirically and analytically,
which leads Mitchell to propose an alternative approach that takes account of these
very features as constitutive of what the state is. He argues that the purported
boundary marking out a sphere of the state does not delineate a real exterior but is
‘...a line drawn internally within the network of institutional mechanisms through
which a certain social and political order is maintained (78); ...producing and
maintaining the distinction between state and sociely is itself a mechanism that
generates resources of power.’ (Mitchell, 1991: 90). This is not to suggest that the
state is not ‘real’, is merely an illusion, or that it is not an analytical object; it is to
posit the symbolic and cultural constitution of the state (Mitchell, 1991). It is this
which produces ‘the effect’ of a structure; an intrinsic object existing apart from
society. The state can therefore be understood as an ‘imagined collective actor’, an
actor which is imagined as the ‘source of central political authority’ (Painter, 2006).
The ‘very real’ practices, mechanisms and institutions do not belong to a pre-defined
organizational reality of the state, but rather work as a symbolic resource through
which effects are produced (Painter, 2006).

In order to explain how ‘state effects’ are produced Mitchell (1991) uses Foucault's
notion of power as dispersed, immanent and disciplinary. Power is understood not
as an exterior constraint but as working internally at the level of the individual to
produce subjectivity. IMitcheII suggests that the ‘microphysical methods of order’
and the technologies and techniques of power which become internalised, at the
same time produce ‘external’ structures, such as the state. He states that ‘...the
very notion of an institution, as an abstract framework separate from the particular
practices it frames, can be seen as the product of these techniques.’ (Mitchell, 1991:
94). Painter in particular stresses the ‘...mundane practices through which
something which we label ‘the state’ becomes present in everyday life.’ (2006: 753).
Routine everyday socio-cultural and material practices and arrangements are the
means by which the state is symbolically represented and by which state effects are
produced (Gupta, 