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Abstract

Recent local government and public service refanm&ngland have been
orientated towards devolving public service delvand decision-making
to the neighbourhood level. These reforms have degen by political,

social and managerial agendas that aim to makellgocwernment more
accountable and responsive to local communitiedyuidd social capital

and to enhance the cost-effectiveness of locaicsesv This paper, with
reference to the current policy framework in Englaaims to identify and
review the possibilities and challenges for locavgrnment officials and
partner agencies in moving towards decentralisellipiservice provision

and governance. The paper initially identifies #ey aspects of reform
brought in by the central government DepartmentCoimmunities and
Local Government that seek to extend neighbourhidldience and

governance structures. The discussion then twowaitds considering the
challenges in ensuring effective citizen participat— namely responding
to multiple policy objectives; devising appropriateeighbourhood

governance structures; re-thinking the role of logavernment; identifying
and managing trade-offs; building community and alogovernment

capabilities for wide-ranging participation; and ®uming effective

partnership working at all levels of local governmhe In conclusion the
important steps towards tackling these challengas England are

recognised although a number of concerns remain.

! The author wishes to thank two anonymous refethegournal editor and Liz
Richardson of the University of Manchester for thieoughtful and constructive
comments on earlier versions of this paper.
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Introduction

Moves to establish devolved and participative foiwhgjovernance have
been witnessed across many countries in recens y&aoker, 2006). In
England local government and public service refohege been orientated
towards extending neighbourhood level devolutiod participation, with
claims of a ‘new era of shifting power to our conmities’ (Kelly 2006)
and new neighbourhood governance structures thit “ferge more
influence, control and ownership by local people lo€al services”
(Department of Communities and Local Government [BT 2008:1).
The emphasis on decentralisation is further appavéhin public service
reform proposals set out by all three of the maotitical parties in
England, and is likely to be a prominent issuehie next general election,
cast as a fundamental conflict between ‘outdatetliaeffective old ways
of governing’ and the necessity for new ways ofegaing; that is between
top-down hierarchical forms of governance and lottp, participatory,
inclusive decision-making (Blears, 2008).

However, local authorities (LAs) and public serviengencies face a huge
task in responding to these agendas and realisenpdsitive outcomes that
effective citizen participation can engender. Téper, with reference to
the development of neighbourhood participative goaece in England,

aims to identify and review the possibilities ankaltenges for local

government officials and partner agencies in movowgards decentralised
public service provision and governance. The paggins with a review

of the legislative framework for neighbourhood gmance in England

before examining the rationales, opportunities,llehges and options
informing local developments on the ground.

Bringing devolution to the doorstep: recent local government
and public service reform in England

Since coming to office in 1997 New Labour has padsan agenda of
modernising public services and revitalising deraticrstructures. Local
government has been criticised for being unrespensd local needs,
unrepresentative of local communities and patestialitowards service
users (Blair 1998). In response, a series of nefohave emphasised “a
shift away from representative democracy towardstnpaship and
participatory decision-making” (Daly and Davis 20®7). In the 1998
White PapeiModern local government: In touch with pegaiew Labour
set out the need for decisions about local puldiwvises to be based on
local needs and concerns rather than “what suésctuncil as a service
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provider” (DETR 1998: i). The introduction of Begalue duties for LAs,
following the 1999 Local Government Act, emphasispdrtnership
working and citizen involvement in public servicentracts. LAs have
been encouraged to generate new opportunities ificerc participation
through the use of citizen consultation, citizemeds, service user groups
and e-government initiatives (Daly and Davis 2002Reforms within
housing, social care, education, health and crireggmtion have involved
institutional reform towards establishing multi-agg partnerships as the
vehicle through which local service priorities aet and professionals
work together to better coordinate and integrateices.

For example, from 1999 the Sure Start initiative, early intervention
program aimed at families with younger children neighbourhoods
classed as multiply deprived, has involved the bdistament of local
partnerships whereby professionals delivering sesvito these families
work together to provide an integrated packageenfises within a specific
locality. Sure Start Partnerships from the ouwtsste to work with parents
and communities in ‘new ways being involving, trnaa®ent, non-
stigmatising and inclusive’ (Williams and Church2D06). Reforms in
housing have involved an emphasis on tenant paaticin with the
establishment of local housing tenants’ managenherstrds (Daly and
Davies 2002). Crime prevention and health pronmoiitiatives have also
led to local partnerships, which seek to includemewnity representatives
and local citizens in order to be responsive tallconcerns.

Alongside the expansion of local service delivergd aconsultative

partnerships that seek to involve communities dt agea range of service
providers and interest groups, local governmerdrnefprogressed towards
establishing strategic partnerships at a more éxeclevel with the aim of

improving overall strategic planning and coordioati The 2000 Local

Government Act called for LAs to produce a Commyikitan and detail a
comprehensive, coordinated plan for social, econcgmnid environmental

wellbeing across areas and communities. Many LtARia point set up a
council-wide Local Strategic Partnership (LSP), madp of senior

representatives of local service providers, asotverall strategic body to
produce and oversee the implementation of the CamtynRlan.

In 2006, the White Papestrong and Prosperous Communitiaought a
new chapter to local government reform in Englab@l(G 2006) and led
to the 2007 Local Government and Public Involvenieriiealth Act. The
White Paper sought to further re-fashion the lestdpr role of local
government, to strengthen strategic and outwarkithgo partnership

2 The Best Value system was introduced in 1998ramnaframework to guide service
contract and delivery decisions for local governhsamvices. It aims to improve the quality
of local public services via an inspection and aggstem that assesses the cost-
effectiveness and performance of service providgesnst locally agreed objectives.
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working and, crucially for this paper, further detalise local decision-
making and service delivery/management. With concéor local

democracy and accountability, the White Paper putwvdrd radical
proposals to allow LAs to choose between threestygeexecutive models
— to have a directly elected mayor, a directly telécexecutive or an
indirectly elected executive.

In line with previous reforms, the White Paper duutp strengthen the
shift from an input-based approach to public servieform towards an
outcome-based approach whereby LAs and partnecigesre given more
scope and responsibility to set local prioritiescide on how to best to
meet local needs, and improve local services widtimagreed framework
of service outcomes. The White Paper also upHadview that multi-

agency partnerships were the key mechanism by wbaa priorities were

set and decisions about funding allocations werder{&lendinning et al
2002). However, the White Paper claimed there waseed to clarify
central-local accountability by strengthening teéadership role of LAs and
simplifying the system of central-local performanoanagement. From
late 2007, LSPs are to produce and agree withaegiwvernment a Local
Area Agreement (LAA) whereby 25-35 outcome-basegets would be set
out covering four thematic areas of service prowist children and young
people, healthier communities and older peoplen@cic development
and the environment, and safer and stronger comiasini

Two other local frameworks will be significant itesring the work of the
LSP and contributing to the LAA — the Sustainabtemhunities Strategy
and the Local Development FramewdrlA strong leadership role is
envisaged for LAs with senior statutory represéveatexpected to play a
major role in LSPs. The White Paper additionalgcpd a duty on partner
agencies to cooperate with the LA, collaborate staldishing local

priorities and work towards meeting the target®adrin the LAA.

The White Paper was also concerned with estabfishéw neighbourhood

governance structures for citizens to ‘shape pesicservices and places’.

More effective community involvement was viewed @sportant in
ensuring that services are designed around thesneéditizens and
communities and “not processes and structures dividual agencies”
(Blears 2008:1). Several measures aimed to enhappertunities for
community engagement while other aspects of refaimed to strengthen
accountability to citizens. LAs were encouragedntore extensively

% The executive is the ‘cabinet’ of senior councgithat oversee day-to-day decision-
making and management. A directly elected exeeutivolves political parties and
individuals standing for senior positions in opeadl elections and holding office for a
fixed term. An indirectly elected executive isesgbd from amongst the councillors.

* The Sustainable Communities Strategy and the Lbeaklopment Framework are
strategic plans setting out the local ‘place visemd local objectives for economic and
social development in line with central governmgutance.
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establish neighbourhood governance structures sscfiown or Parish
Councils. Funds were announced for community-tedas enterprise and
asset management schemes such as community ovnefsimused local

buildings. Local councillors have seen their n@edefined as ‘democratic
champions’ with a small budget provided to councdl for citizen-led

community development. The influence of neighboods is to be further
enhanced by more use of tools such as Local Chaaed Community

Calls for Action. Local Charters, perhaps deviggdTown and Parish
Councils, are envisaged as a way of setting outicgerstandards, local
priorities and the relative responsibilities of LAagencies and local
communities through a process of dialogue and eeliibpn. Community

Calls for Action were described in the White Papsra new mechanism
whereby local councillors can call for action frone LA, and to which the
LA executive are expected to respond within a gitnereframe. The Best
Value regime has also been reformed so that aeggreaus is placed on
LAs and service providers to ‘inform, consult arelalve to local citizens
and communities’ as part of their public serviceeagents.

Two further recent developments will contribute tlte expansion of
neighbourhood and participatory governance in ErmlaFirstly, in 2008
Hazel Blears, the Secretary for Communities andaldBovernment,
announced an imminent White Paper on Community Evepment.
Blears stated that the White Paper will seek “teegbeople a real say in
public services” and “put communities in controBléars, 2008:1). The
White Paper will build on proposals set out in ti@mmunity
Empowerment Action Plan, published in October 200i.this plan the
Department of Communities and Local Governmentciagid support for
more community management and participatory budghemes greater
use of local petitions in calling for local authgrand government action,
an active role for Parish Councils, and more trarspcy and openness
among service providers.

Secondly, a further significant legislative devetgmt has been the
Sustainable Communities Act 2007. This Act begaa arivate members’
bill brought forward by campaigners who felt theD80_ocal Government

White Paper did not go far enough in radically raitg the balance of

power between the state and citizens. As a coeseglihe Act has placed
a legal duty on LAs to establish citizen panelgresentative bodies of
local citizens, which are to have the role of cifmiting to setting out local

priorities and scrutinising local policies. LAsvesa duty to take action on
the suggestions put forward by the citizens’ panels

® These schemes involve local community membergtaiinectly involved in the planning,
management and delivery of local community servisesh as community collectives
bidding to refurbish a vacant local building ane tise refurbished building for community
groups and events.
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Devolution and decentralisation: rationales and opportunities

The legislative changes set out above significaettgnd neighbourhood
and participatory governance structures and relshiips in England; and
are driven by three overarching rationales whidateeto democratic/civic,
social and managerial concerns and objectives (RQO8; DFES 2004;
SEU 2004; NRU 2002; ODPM 2005; Home Office 2003).

Democratic and civic rationales

Evidence of declining voter turn-out at electionsxtremist party
recruitment and dwindling party membership raisedamental concerns
about the democratic legitimacy of the policy psseOther changes, such
as the shift towards multi-actor and multi-levevgmance processes and
the recognition of the multi-faceted complexity adntemporary social
problems that stretch beyond national boundariescamtrally organised
departments, also have implications for the heaftdemocracy as policy
processes become increasingly complex and exteyohbteparty politics
and civil servant departments (Bovaird and Lofl@@02; Pollitt and
Bouckaert 2004; Pollitt and Talbot 2004). Citizéemands, issue-based
campaigns, internet-facilitated political partidipa and diversified media
coverage generate and sustain an awareness ovetis@icial problems,
high expectations and political activity beyond th&rty political arena
(Stoker 2006).

Enhancing opportunities for community involvemenmttiie policy process
has become a critical step towards strengthenitigenigovernment
relations in this context. The forms of participatcan vary considerably
from simply receiving up-to-date information ab@avernment activities,
to consultation, active participation and even camity-led service
delivery, such as in the case of a community owaed facility (Bingham
et al 2005). Involvement can be short-lived, focus& a specific local
initiative, or involve input to debates on comp#®cial problems affecting
a range of service providers and community memifeocsvndes and
Sullivan 2006). Encouraging effective and respamsicommunity
involvement activities can strengthen democratmcpsses in a variety of
ways:

= (Citizens and government begin to engage more iersopal and
meaningful way which can generate a two-way le@rmpnocess
towards a more aware and active citizenship, anbrbmformed
and more responsive government actors (Corry et2G)4;
Lowndes and Sullivan 2006);

= Citizens become better equipped and more able kvitwledge,
awareness and real life contact with officialshtdd governments
to account (Stoker 2006);
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= Citizens feel they have a stake in governance wjbortunities to
express their views and affect policy decisionsrifeet al 2002);

= A more informed and involved citizenship within aoma
responsive local governance system is more likelygénerate
consensus, shared ownership and compliance voilyrftar policy
decisions (OECD 2001; Corry et al 2004);

= Hence community participation can enhance accollityabebuild
trust, regenerate democratic legitimacy and enggurasponsive

policy-making — supplementing and strengthening the
representative democratic system (Lowndes and v&nlli2006;
Stoker 2006).

Social rationales

The more social arguments for community particqgrafiocus on the close
connections between community involvement, sociabital, social

regeneration, human wellbeing and self-worth. ‘&/Bibcial networks and
identities stretch beyond those operating withinatigly defined

neighbourhoods, community involvement in and oklftscan lead to

personal and community development outcomes:

= Community relations can be strengthened, collectdentities
formed, reciprocal friendships made, and divisiobstween
social/family groups lessened (Beattie et al 2004);

= Being involved in shaping and caring about your oamity can
of itself boost social inclusion, a sense of belnggand self-
worth/purpose (Almedom 2005);

= In areas where such community activity and relatjos are
already well furnished, local agencies can offerrenooncrete
opportunities for sharing and utilising resourcesl a&xpertise,
widening the net for recruiting neighbourhood leadend further
creating opportunities for social bonding withinogps and
bridging across groups (OECD 2001; DfES 2004).

Managerial rationales

Research recently conducted concluded that whéeetis a high level of
community support for public services in the UKppke were critical of
local councils for not providing enough informaticend a lack of
transparency and honesty in decision-making, as agebeing concerned
about the quality of some services (Audit Commiss2003). Community
involvement, if done wellcan help regain lost trust and has also been
closely tied to service efficiency and effectivenggins. While centrally
designed and standardised services are approfoiateme functions such
as welfare benefit distribution, others such asdiesery of police, health
or education services need to be appropriate tal Ipcoblems and
conditions (Corry et al 2004). Here, the inputlafal citizens as well as
other stakeholders is crucial in order to fit ingrtions with local problems
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and needs — in effect minimising costly policy diad (Lowndes and
Sullivan 2006; Perri 6 et al 2002). Citizen papation, therefore, can be
about better policy making:

= (Citizens add a unique role and resource to thecygirocess as
experts on their own problems, needs and expesentheir input
can lead to a more holistic and grounded view oisane or set of
needs, and hence a better knowledge base for pwolédsing and
review, minimising the risks of policy failure (Ggret al 2004;
OECD 2001);

= (Citizens can have input across the spectrum opttiey process
ranging from debating social problems to policynpliaag, drafting,
implementation and evaluation (OECD 2001).

Hence the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review ileBddHM
Treasury 2007) included expectations for efficiegains to be realised
through the implementation of the reforms to paghig working and the
Best Value regime as set out in the 2006 White Pape

These rationales, however, are far from contestetl aae contingent on
effective, fair and representative neighbourhoodiegoance activities.

Rather than renew citizens’ confidence in governnvstitutions and build

community cohesion, citizen participation initiss/ can have negative
outcomes if participation is tokenistic, unduly qaex, duplicates

workloads, mystifies accountability, or is co-optbgt the most vocal,

organised and ‘networked’ local individuals andup®. It is individuals

and groups with higher levels of social, cultunatl@conomic capital that
engage in more formal types of community engageraedthence, there is
much concern that New Labour’s ‘decentralised Britan practice means

‘big remote centralised empires’ are broken up intanicipal based little

empires’ (Corry et al 2004). Such developments pmund rather than
reduce social exclusion, democratic deficits anehiralities. Generating
support for community involvement initiatives rexpd a pro-active

approach to tackling such inequities. The requémrinfior Citizen Panels to
be representative of the local population and $agiaups is a step in the
right direction — but much will need to be done doable people to
participate and generate local confidence in tloegss.

Furthermore, it is not necessarily the case thatnsonity engagement in
decision-making will make for more efficient decisimaking. Effectively
devolving decision-making and scrutiny functionstbe neighbourhood
level will require the active investment of finaalcand human resources,
with high transaction costs in the short-term -e#lwith the potential of
significant savings in the long-run if decision-rmak reduces ineffective
and contested policy designs (OECD 2001). Thencl#hat citizen
participation will enhance the responsiveness afvises is equally
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contentious. There is little recognition in thdi@él policy documents
reviewed above that a responsive service could raeariety of things to
different service users, and that neighbourhooddarfrom homogenous
entities. While there is considerable consens&s seme issues, such as
the deserving claims of children to social protattieducation, health and
welfare, other issues can raise considerable obnfis in the case of
criminal justice policies. Recent research has glsestioned the degree to
which individuals taking part in community partiafpn activities can be
said to represent community interests, or whethey terely pursue their
own self interests (Daly and Davies 2002). Likewisesearch has
highlighted the anxiety among community membersmwasked to ‘speak
for their neighbourhood’ or make important seryicrity decisions (Daly
and Davies 2002; Skidmore et al 2006).

A recent review of people’s experiences in devohdetision-making
indicated the need to focus on appropriate issees.example, decisions
about local recycling services were perceived asniare suitable for
devolution and likely to be enhanced by neighboachanvolvement,
whereas being asked to make decisions about edogcdiealth or social
care services caused anxiety as people felt thee wationing services
without adequate knowledge of needs (Ipsos/MORI720(Research into
Citizens Panels undertaken by Ipsos and MORI cldithere were two
rationales for limiting decentralised decision-nmgkiwhen it comes to
education, health and social care services. Firdllgre appears to be a
strong consensus in support of the primary rolepodfessionals in
allocating and administering quality local servicesSecondly, some
community members held discriminatory attitudes amg marginalized
groups (Ipsos/MORI 2007). Further, the more delibee and
participatory neighbourhood governance initiativescome, a (healthy)
increase in debate and disagreement is likely wuroe but who is to
broker the situation? Will a consensus be requinadidse interests will
prevail?

In England a strong leadership role for statutogermies has been
emphasised but it is exactly these agencies thaghlbeurhoods and
communities will be seeking to influence, hold tw@unt and make more
responsive. Recent community consultation ac#isitundertaken by
government officials which involved presenting zgis with ‘the
evidence’ for and against a decision were heauvilijcised for bias and
providing misleading information (Ipsos/MORI2007)leanwhile, the role
of ward councillors has been re-fashioned as orewimunity leadership,
but this has raised issues around the difficultiesecruiting councillors
and the unrepresentativeness of ward councillorstemms of their
background — they tend to be drawn from groups idensd the ‘local
elite’ or individuals with higher levels of eduaati It is unclear how
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councillors will respond to this new leadershiper@ind whether a wider
cross section of the population can be recruited.

Developing effective citizen participation

The evidence suggests that ineffective, symbolicd atokenistic

neighbourhood participation in decision-making dsn as dangerous to
democracy as the often unrepresentative and cisetastatus quo. The
remainder of this paper seeks to contribute todéheslopment of effective
citizen participation initiatives by reviewing tlopportunities, challenges,
options and issues for local officials seeking tengrate meaningful
participation. In responding to the current legfisle framework and
concerns about effective implementation, the dsicmsbelow considers
six key issues for local officials:

= Defining good neighbourhood governance

= Choosing neighbourhood governance institutionaregements ‘fit
for purpose’

= Defining the role and responsibilities of local govment within
the new neighbourhood governance arrangements

= |nvesting in capacity building

= Encouraging joined-up partnership working

= Managing trade-offs.

Notions of good neighbourhood governance

Local authorities are well placed to engender andehprinciples of good
neighbourhood governance. Corry et al (2004) sétsix key principles
that need to equally inform neighbourhood goverpairgtiatives and
structures. These are:

= Effectiveness: ‘The ability to get things done’

= Accountability: ‘Providing clear accountability’

= Participation: ‘Promoting participation and invotrent’

= Equity: ‘Being capable of delivering equity’

= Diversity: ‘Recognising and underpinning diversity’

= |nnovation: ‘Encouraging innovation and the evaluatiof services
in line with citizen desires’.

Lowndes et al (2006) devised a framework for effect citizen
participation based on their research into citizeagperiences and
perspectives. They argue that participation istrafiective where citizens:

Can do - they have the resources and knowledge to peatiei
Liketo — they have a sense of attachment furnishingqaation
Enabled to — are provided with opportunities and support for
participation
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Asked to - they are asked to participate by official bodiesl local
agencies

Responded to — they see evidence that their views have been
considered.

The search for appropriate intitutional arrangements

There is evidence that different types of neighbood institutions are
suited to different objectives. A range of chatjes therefore face local
agencies in developing institutions and tools fantigipation that are suited
to specific political, social or managerial objges. Lowndes and Sullivan

(2006) have provided a useful

typology of four idegpes of

neighbourhood governance institutions linked tdedént rationales and
objectives: neighbourhood empowerment, partnersigyernment and
management.

Table 1: Thefour ideal t

pes of neighbour gover nanceingtitutions

Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood
Empowerment Partnership Government Management
Primary Civic Social Political Managerial/Economic
Rationale
Active citizens Citizen Responsive and .
Key d cohesi lIbei d bl More effective local
Objective and conesive wetibeing an accountable service delivery
communities regeneration decision-making
DemO(_:ratlc Participatory Stakeholder Representative Market democracy
Device democracy democracy democracy
C;;uozlgn Citizen: voice Partner: loyalty Elector: vote Consumer: choice
Leadership . Councillor, Entrepreneur,
Role Amateur, enable Broker, chair mayor director
o Forums, co- Service bogrd/ ‘
Institutional . partnership, Town councils, Contracts and
production of - .
Forms services local service area committees charters
agreements

Source: Lowndes and Sullivan 2006

Neighbourhood empowerment models seek to maximise citizen
opportunities and capacities for effective partitipn in decision-
making and/or service delivery. A crucial aspefcthis objective
is that there needs to be real and concrete shiffsower from
government and managers to citizens, so that ogireally have a
say in policy decisions. Government has to giveenplusive
control over policy content and dialogue — althoute final
decision clearly remains with it (Diamond 2004; iReaet al 2004).
Local authorities have a clear role to empowerzeits — to
mobilise, facilitate, support and respond to citizearticipation
through capacity building, participation opporties; and
transparency and responsiveness.

Neighbourhood partnership aims to gain a holistic view of
citizens’ needs in relation to service developmemartnerships
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have been central to the development of complexicgerareas,
such as health promotion, crime prevention, farsigport or child
poverty, that require all stakeholders to be ingdlin a process of
collective decision-making in order to enhance aféeness.
Partners represent different organisations or conities, with

different mandates, historical involvement and dctrtel power
positions. Interests are brought together by drénprship chair.

Neighbourhood government is about extending openness and
representation to and from the neighbourhood lavelrder to re-
establish democratic accountability. The idea décted
neighbourhood representatives is key. These reptas/es may
have functions within a particular service areangd-up service
delivery or across the neighbourhood as a wholde @&lected
individual represents the community to the localthatity,
scrutinising the work of the LA as an advocatehef tommunity,
rather than representing a committee or party éallgovernment.
The aim is to extend and supplement current fornis o
representation to connect existing structures amitges to the
local level (Corry et al 2004).

Neighbourhood management seeks to empower local service
managers to deliver services in line with citizem&eds and
preferences. The aim is to enhance manager-citizen
communication and citizen choice so that servicas n more
efficiently and effectively at the local level. @ns can include
devolving budgets, re-locating service operatia@snmissioning
local market research and devolving many aspectsenfice
decision-making down to the neighbourhood level.
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Principles for neighbourhood arrangements

The UK government discussion pap@itizen Engagement and Public
Services: Why Neighbourhoods Mat{€@®DPM and Home Office 2005)
talks about a ‘framework for neighbourhoods’ as thandation for a
neighbourhood charter. The framework would consikta national
framework statement setting out the principles foeighbourhood
arrangements, together with an undertaking by gowent, local
authorities and others to adopt measures to resa@umd build capacity for
neighbourhood engagement. The five key princifddse applied are that:

= councils and service providers provide opportusitied support
for neighbourhood engagement;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be capable of makimeal
difference to citizens’ everyday lives;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be appropriate owal |
circumstances, flexible to changing circumstanges @esponsive
to local needs and the diversity of the communityd ats
organisations;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be consistent \\ttal
representative democracy;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be balanced wittdéimands
for efficiency and proportionality.

These principles give plenty of scope to estaldishngements appropriate
to local needs. Hilder (2005) suggests that witthia broad range of
institutional structures and arrangements that beghosen for different
localities, there are some key elements that “needvork together if
neighbourhood arrangements are to deliver practeaabrds and improve
quality of life.” These are shown in Figure 1daland include:

= |egitimacy— political authority grounded in a clear mandaten
electors

= |dentification— the extent to which people feel a sense of lgyéhgn
and common challenges, identifying with the areéindd as a
neighbourhood and concerned about its issues

= Effectiveness- mechanisms for improving public services and the
local public realm

= Partnership — the practical process by which a variety of
authorities, organisations and individuals workgetber to make a
difference.
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Local government tiers of decision-making

T
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Figure 1: Dynamics for neighbourhood arrangements (Hilde05)

In the same paper by the Young Foundation (Hild¥52, there are also
some headline recommendations:

= The policy design needs to combine rights and psweith
neighbourhood capacity building and public autlyorghange
agendas.

= Neighbourhoods should have the opportunity for m@rable
power in a limited range of core areas dictatedsblisidiarity,
focused where there are likely to be few negatigeraalities.

= Neighbourhoods should have some budget power, dmed t
flexibility to win further powers in time.

= Where there is clear demand for a formal neighbmadhstructure,
it should be easy for citizens to establish it sedtablishment
should be equally easy provided there is broadaupp

= A variety of arrangements should be available deéeen on
context — processes and outcomes matter most.

= Ward councillors should have the chance to leatinbtia general
right to block (meaning that they should be empedeo play a
leading role in neighbourhoods, but not given adiveto over all
neighbourhood initiatives or arrangements).

= Public authorities need to tackle administrativeribes that may
frustrate neighbourhood working, from constrainteuad Local
Area Agreements to the paucity of neighbourhooa;das well as
decide on whether improvements in services arerbesby needs-
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based authority wide interventions or neighbourholmyel
planning.

These suggestions indicate the need to considemtiliéple ways that
neighbourhoods can be more involved in local deoishaking and to
establish stronger mechanisms by which neighbow$hamn hold local
agencies to account.

The re-orientation of local authority roles

The decentralisation of collective decision-makargl/or service delivery
involves a strong role for LAs as enablers of comityu'voice and choice’
as: brokers of interests; overseers of the priesipnd standards for good
governance; and, coordinators of a multi-actor emdti-level system of
governance. The earlier points raised in relattondeveloping the
principles of good governance are relevant herd,va@ will now further
examine the tasks of managing trade-offs and tassimetween good
governance principles, capacity building and jajniap services. The
paper then concludes by identifying a strategic @ayvard for local
leaders.

Managing trade-offs

The wider literature in this area discusses a nurabeommon tensions in
developing neighbourhood governance in line with pblitical, social and
economic rationales above. These can be chasadess: consultation
versus influence; access versus competence; cohesisus pluralism; and
choice versus equity.

Consultation and influence: Citizen participation can be
described in terms of a spectrum of participatianging from
being consulted (having a say about your serviegsi@r public
service preferences) to meaningful influence andigiyaation
(having a significant influence in decision-makiagthe strategic
level). Cynical views about citizen participatican arise when
consultation leads to very little change at theelesof strategic
decision-making or front-line public service deliye However,
both consultation and more meaningful participatan be highly
valued and different types of participation are rappate for
different types of decisions. Evidence suggess ¢hizens highly
value being heard, listened to, consulted and otsgefor their
contribution to the policy process, and are capablgrasping the
bigger picture of governmental resource allocatiand
prioritisation (MORI/Audit Commission 2003). Ciéns have
emphasised that being consulted and having yowvsviespected
and taken into consideration are important to thesnwell as
having an influence in the decision-making procegsitizens say
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they want leaders that are honest, trustworthy,nconicative and
competent, who treat people well, are interesteithéir views and
keep their promises (MORI/Audit Commission 2003Ethnic
minorities and young people are examples of grdbps tend to
feel they are not treated with respect or fairlwiews that can
change following positive experiences of ‘being rdéaeven if
services are not altered radically (MORI/Audit Coission 2003;
Curtis et al 2004).

A vital task here is for local agencies to be cleand

communicative about the objectives of involvemeamd ¢he scope
of citizen influence and decision-making capacitylherefore
blends of neighbourhood empowerment with neighbooth
partnership and management are useful — a mixtéireivic

education, involvement, consultation, redress aadigypation.
Clear responsibilities and appropriate institutioaarangements
will need to be applied to specific areas of serdelivery or more
generic coordination, consultation or guidance fioms across
services (OECD 2001). In the English case, thedhiction of a
Community Call for Action and the strengthening tbe ward
councillor's right to call for action will be vitaimechanisms
through which communities could hold governmentnages and
service providers to account.

Access and competence: This is a tension between the need for
inclusive and representative participation and theed for
competent, respectful and responsible citizen wemlkent.
Whereas some neighbourhoods and individuals hawsrang
tradition of neighbourhood involvement, others wiit. Broader
citizen involvement means moving beyond the engagenof
well- organised individuals. Here it is importaatoffer a range of
participation options, build people’s capacitiesd aengage in
creative forms of community consultation and maniesearch to
find out citizens' interests, to harness the commaitt of
community minded people, and to find ways of resimg and
expanding capacity building activities. Mechanidioissustaining
community involvement can include ensuring any hieaurhood
representative involved in local service or stratgoartnerships
only stands for a limited period; and that repréaiives are sought
from a range of local community groups and popofeti Again it
is about harnessing the competences and capabitiesitizens can
contribute and joining these up with existing maevad, political
and professional expertise.

Cohesion and pluralism: This tension involves a concern that
small neighbourhood units for governance can ekater
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boundaries and divisions that feed into exclusigner elitist
community relations. ‘Strong communities’ can als® insular
ones, unwelcoming of change and diversity, as they be
founded on close-knit family bonds or social netwgobased on
similar backgrounds or identities. Not only areaier community
units more likely to be less diverse, but group aiyits can
become dominated by particular individuals, and gersonal
nature of relationships can reinforce boundaridsvéen cliques,
favourites, friends and outsiders.

Thus neighbourhood units can be poor at estabfisHinks
between communities and across distinct persoriatiaeships
(Lowndes and Sullivan 2006). Here a clear rolestexfor LAs to
open up more tightly-knit areas and encourage acomghg
approach to newcomers or outsiders. The managerokent
community relationships may involve training on pest for
diverse lifestyles or resources for encouragingisanformation
and experiences across communities and neighbodshobhe LA
will need to develop mechanisms for non-discrinomatpractice
using awareness training, modelling and rewardirgpod’
behaviour, advocating for minority groups and adsirgg incidents
of discrimination.

Choice and equity: This tension expresses a concern that
devolution of public services leads to differengasforms of
delivery — and more worryingly in the standards dedels of
services. At worst we could have a ‘postcode’ eligtt of
differential standards in services depending onrethgu live
(Lowndes and Sullivan 2006). Central and localegnmnents have

a key role to play in ensuring this is not the caise that poorer or
disadvantaged neighbourhoods do not become gheftgsoor
provision because of a lack of voice, capacity boice for
community governance.

Capacity building

Capacity building relates to a number of issues: ¢hpacities of local
officials and departments, as well as the capacifecitizens to engage in
neighbourhood governance. Local agencies neeadititéte conditions
that furnish effective neighbourhood governancengd@ng developments
now include citizenship education, community pdpation training, user
perspective training and identifying barriers tatiggation on both sides.
New competencies, ethics and attitudes need tafiarad, harnessed and
modelled. Training for local officials in managingommunity
relationships, user perspective awareness and caityndevelopment
approaches has proved useful in some councils (ORE0S).
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Joining-Up

Concerns often aired about decentralised decisiaking and service
delivery relate to the generation of complex, cygping and competitive
service domains. Joining-up service activities aleelopments both
across sectors and between the various tiers o&nwational and
governmental hierarchies has therefore been adtargling issue. Central
and local governments have a vital role in deteimginwhich service areas
require a joined-up approach and providing the raeidms and incentives
for vertical and horizontal integration. Vertidaltegration refers to the
different functional departments in an organisatigth shared objectives,
resources and outputs, whereas horizontal integragfers to individuals
and organisations across services sectors or togrsties. Extending
neighbourhood governance involves thinking throwghere sectors and
organisations depend on one another and requikcgnadifup approach.
Encouraging common perspectives around shared oe&;ca clear line of
accountability to the LA, an ethos of public seeviappropriate rewards
and obligations, and transparent decision-makindgl wail contribute
towards joined-up working (Corry et al, 2004)

Conclusion

This paper has reflected on the opportunities &ratlenges associated with
devolved and decentralised decision-making in i@lato public services
and neighbourhood renewal with reference to repelity developments
in England. The paper has identified a serieshaflenges that face local
agencies in ensuring that the moves towards neighbod involvement in
reforming public services really does ‘forge mondluence, control and
ownership by local people’. These challenges oheiu
= working across the political, social and managexg@ndas driving
devolution initiatives;
= establishing the appropriate neighbourhood levedtitutional
structures;
» investing in engaging all sectors of local commiesit
» ensuring public services offer choice, responsiss@ad equity;
» devising a range of citizen participation opporti@si; and,
= providing local neighbourhoods with meaningful ughce and
accountability mechanisms.

Where LAs and partner local agencies are motivedeghgage and involve
neighbourhoods and communities to a significanterxt recent local
government reforms in England provide opportunities important
structural changes. For example, the move towardie directly elected
local leaders and executive members all offer maatipe for strengthening
local democracy and neighbourhood influence, irolgid

*= more opportunities for neighbourhood involvemerioical priority

setting and service planning;
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* embedding service user perspectives into the syst@m
performance monitoring and service provider contedlocation;
and

» a strengthening of the powers and role of localncolors as
representatives of local neighbourhoods

However, with efficiency savings expected as pérthese reforms, and
limited powers for neighbourhoods to influence thighest levels of
strategic decision-making in LAs, there appears b® insufficient
recognition from central government of the needirteest hugely in
building a representative and inclusive programineitizen involvement;
protecting marginalized or vulnerable service udeosn discriminatory
attitudes; ensuring local equity of service prasisialongside local
responsiveness; and significantly reforming the ckheand balances
ensuring LAs and public service providers are diyemccountable to local
citizens and services users.
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