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Localism, governmentality and failing technologies:the caseof neighbourhoodplanning in
England

Territory, Politics, Governance

Abstract

This paperseekdo analysehelocalismagendgursuedn the UK since2010
throughthelensof governmentalityThis examinesow the statehasdeployed
spatiallybasedechnologie®f governmenpredicatedn particularpolitical
rationalities of localismthatseekto orchestratehe gonductof conduct{ The paper
attemptgo combattwo oversightswithin the governmentalityliterature:first, the
tendencyto focuson the abstractneglectingthe messinessf actualattemptgo
govern;andsecondthe paucity of empiricalstudiesof technologieshatfall shortof
realigningsubjects figencytowardsgovernmentatjoals- despitea long-standing
recognitionof theincompleteandoftencontradictorynatureof governmental
rationalities Throughanempiricalexplorationof local D F WeRkpéNeficesf
NeighbourhoodPlanning- acommunityled, land-useplanninginitiative - this paper
seekgo addressheseshortcomingdy demonstratingnow fundamental
misconceptionsontainedwithin contemporarypolitical rationalitieshave
undermineceffortsto realigncommunityagencytowardhousingdelivery.In
concluding,it is arguedthatthetensionsandfault-linesfoundwithin these
rationalitiesgo someway to explainingtheemergencef uL Q W Hspadasi VR PHDT
for genuinecommunityagencywithin the confinesof graduallytightening
governmentalities.

Keywords: neighbourhoogblanning;localism;governmentalityrationalities;technologies
governance

Introduction

Localismis now awell establishegbolicy discousein mostWesterrniberal democraciesyot least
in the United Kingdomwhereit hasbecomea mainstayof public policy for overtwo decades.
Proponentgirawdiscursivedinks betweenocalismandcitizenempowerment;ommunitycontrol,
responsivgovernane, anddeepenedemocracyMore recentstrand=of localistdiscoursealso
speakto aclassicallyliberal rejectionof interventionist, 4 E lgdernmentseekingto juxtaposea
distant,elite-dominateccentrewith knowableandresponsivdocalitiespopulatedoy communities
of responsibleitizens(Glasman2010;Norman,2010).Specificarticulationsof localism

thereforecall uponadisparatesetof political rationalities, allowing overlappingandfrequently



contradictoryinterpretation®f p W® R kRdbé&mjobilisedacrosghe political spectrum(for a

discussiorof the contestedisesandmeaningof localismseeClarkeandCochrane2013:10-11).

Oneunifying assumptiommadeby succesive UK administrationdiasbeenthatpowercansimply
be putin the K D Qdslvchl people(Blair, 1997;Cameron2011).This ideahaslong been
problematisedvithin the academiditerature,not leastby theoristsadoptinga governmentality
perspectiveredicatedon Foucault$ (1990:93) synapticconceptiorof powerthat comesfrom
HY H U\ Z kperatihdhroughsocialactorsandtheir relations(Racoandimrie, 2000;Raco,
2003;Swyngedouw2005; Taylor, 2007;Haughtoretal., 2013;DavoudiandMadanipair, 2013).
Fromthis perspectiveattemptgo devolvepowertowardsthelocal areneverstraightforwardnor
necessarilyempoweringput rathera reconfiguratiorof authoritywith actorsexposedo new
discursivepracticeghatseekto constitutegovernabé subjectsandinstitutegovernmental

technologiegCruikshank,1999;Dean,2010).

This papercontributego this literaturethroughananalysisof thelocalismagendadoptedn
Englandsince2010 throughthelensof governmentalitydrawingprincipally on the work of
Nikolas Rose(Miller andRose,1990,2008;Rose,1996,2017;Roseetal., 2006).Employingan
empiricalanalysisof NeighbourhoodPlanning- acommunityled, land-useplanninginitiative
introducedviathe 8 . 12011 LocalismAct - thepaperexploreshow pU HV S Ropizéhda® H I
calledup andmobilisedtowardsparticulargovernmentakénds.This traceshe emergencef
localismunderNew Labourbeforethe emergencef presentattemptdo link Jocalismandthe
needfor J U R Z(Btahier,2014:1) via spatiallybasedechnologiepredicatedn conceptof

communitycontrol,competitionandfinancialincentives.

The governmentalityfliteraturedisplaysa tendencyto focuson the abstractpverlookingthe

messinessf actualattemptgo govern,andthe extentto which political rationalitiesarecontested

! Localismhasdevelopedifferently in the constituentountriesof the UK. Localistinitiatives play out
within particularstatesocietyrelations creatingsignificantdifferentiationin institutionalgovernance
arrangementandassociate@xecutive Jegislative andfinancial powers(seePemberton2017).This paper
focusesspecificallyon Englandasthe only partof the UK whereNeighbourhoodPlanningis availableto
communities.



ratherthanall-powerful (Li, 2007).The paperseekgo addressheseoversightsy exploringhow
governmentalechnologieglay outin practice,andin particularwhereattemptgo subjectify
popuationsandrealign V X E Magéngytg\fardgovernmentahimsfall shortof their stated
ambitions.To do so,therationalities of post2010localismarequestionedin particular:how
selectivespatialimaginarieshavebeenmobilised;therole of conflictin planningandpolitics; the
framing of statesocietyrelations;andtherelativepositionsof expertandlocal knowledgesn
participatorysettingsln concluding,t is arguedthatthefault-linesandmisrepresentatiorfeund
within theserationalitiesgo someway to explainingthe emergencef 3interstitialspaceof KRS H”

for genuineexpressionsf communityagencywithin the confines 2 J U D G fightéhing

JRY HU QP H QMBS eta 1. 20147°2805).

Localism as Governmentality

Throughhis analysis of governmentalitfgouvernmentalitg Foucault(1991)soughtto explore
how poweroperatesn modernsocietieghroughthe creationof discoursessubjectsand
institutions.This exploredhow governmentandothersshapethe conductof conductfmanaging
increasinglydisparatgopulationsy deployingparticularforms of knowledgeandcreating
subjectivitieghroughwhich governmenstrategieandprogrammeganbeimplementedSuch

formsof knowledgeareshapedy political rationalities, or:

« practicedor theformulationandjustification of idealizedschematdior
representingeality, analysingt andrectifying it - asakind of intellectualmachinery
or apparatugor renderingreality thinkablein suchaway thatit is amenabldo
politica programming Rose,1996:42)

Localismcanbeunderstoodisonesuchrationality - alensthroughwhich to representassesand
intervenen particularlyspatialform of governanceRose(2017)argueghatpolitical rationalities
havethreecentralcharateristics which we canapplyhereto localism(seealsoMiller andRose,
2008).First,theyhavea moralform, 3 eliefin the properendsof thegovernmenbf conduct «

andin the properdistributionof powersanddutiesbetweerauthoritiesin thatentH U S RogeH ~



2017:311).Theturnto localismwitnessedn the UK sincethe 1990scanbereadasa uPRUD O
responseo perceivedalienationof local communitiegprecipitatedoy a globalisedworld
increasinglydefinedby marketisatiorandpresidedverby centralisedgstategHickson,2013).
Successivadministrationdavethereforesoughtto inculcatea senseof renewedocal identity by
recastingraditionalcommunitiesassitesof socialandpolitical actionwherecitizensmightregain

controlovertheir ownlives:

The governmentvantsto put powerbackin the handsof local residentsemployees
andbusinessgouncilsandcivic leaders thosewho know bestthe needof theirlocal
areas« Noonehasto doit, if theydonfwantto. But we think thatlots of people
will wantto takethe opportunity,to influencethe future of the placewheretheylive
orwork. (DCLG, 2012a:3)

The u S U Rd&titlifionof poweris madeexplicit throughoutocalistdiscoursevhere 3G LVW D Q W
governmentR | | L F [(dd@&fvatie Party,2009:2) areupbraidedn favourof local peoplewho

3N Q FEH \DRLG, 2012a:3). Since2010,choiceandopportunityhavebeencentralto the

morality of localism,wheretheright to havea sayin local governances elidedwith the

responsibilty to 3 W DAINRHQ WCQoms&vativeParty,2010:73).

Secondrationalities haveanepistemologicatharactertheyare 3 E D \dida@articularconception
of thedomainto be governed« andof the personoverwhomgovernments to beexercised« a
resourceo beexploited,elementof apopulationto be P D Q D JRb&2017:311).The
inherentlyspatialnatureof localismprovidesfertile groundfor governmentseekingto evoke
particularimagesandideasthatrenderreality knowableandtherebygovernableln this vein, Tait
andinch (2016:178-181) haveexplored 3 W tdidanticideaof thevillage F R P P X taldre
spatialimaginay deployedoy post2010localism invoking deepseatedvithin Conservative
political thought,drawingoninter alia Burke $ little platoonsandde Tocqueville$§ civil
associationsSuchlanguages ambivalentowardstwo decade®f researclon placeand
community preferringto conjureup a nationof autonomousndinternallyhomogeneoukcalities

(ClarkeandCochrane2013:14).



Presentingu W® R Ra&f@effrom the political conflictsfoundat otherspatialscaleds centralto

O R F D (obiv, wHidh leadsto thethird characteristiof political rationalities namelythatthey
arearticulatedn adistinctiveidiom - alanguagethatis morethanrhetoric, 3 D &paratusfor
renderingreality thinkablein suchaway thatit is amenablédo political GHO LE HwbReMdt RQ V'~
irrationalandincoherensuchlanguagemaybe (Rose 2017:311). Perhapshe defining featureof

O R F D @llom Bifficg2010liesin its antagonismoward the stateanda corresponding

valorisationof middle-classvoluntarismandsocialresponsibility(Featherstonetal., 2012).This

is mostnoticeabldn thejuxtapositionbetweenpy E U R Y H U QaRdth@BAgBocietythatagain

adoptsthe languageof opportunity:

Governmenhasfailed to adaptto this newworld of powerandopportunityfor
peopleandcommunities« all too oftendecisionswvhich affectlocal communitiesare
takenby remoteofficials in Whitehalldepartmentandunelectedquangosandthen
simply implementedyvith limited powersof variation,by officials in town halls.
(ConservativdParty,2009:4)

In additionto contrastindocal controlwith distantbureaucracypost2010localismhastried to

createthe conditionsfor theexerciseof choicein pU HV S Rv@yshyEappddlingo LQGLYLGXDOV
rationalself-interest Localistinitiativeshavebeenlacedwith financialinstrumentginchetal.,
2020)andcouchedn termsassociatedvith marketbasediberalism(DavoudiandMadanipour,

2013).This canbe seenthroughthe useof the fundingregimeshatanticipatebothlocal

governmentandlocal communitiegespondingdo financialincentivegseediscussiorof the
CommunitylnfrastructureLevy below)thatnudgelocalitiestowardmeetinggovernment

objectives Bundling up opportunitiedor local controlwith funding programmesn this way

equateempowermentvith participationin the market,invoking the neoliberalproject$ attempts

2 A key conceptin Foucaultswriting from the mid-1970sonwards dispositif(commonlytranslatechs
apparatu$-denotesathoroughlyheterogeneousnsembleonsistingof discoursesinstitutions,
architecturaforms, regulatorydecisionsjaws, administrativemeasuresscientific statementsphilosophical,
moralandphilanthropicpropositions in short,the saidasmuchasthe unsaid.Sucharethe elementof the
apparatusTheapparatugself is the systemof relationsthatcanbe establishedetweertheseelements
(Foucault,1977:194).1t is arguablewhetherthetranslationu D S S D sufficléitly daptureslispositifasa
particularkind of (normalising)forcethatpermeatesur 3 F X V WhB#3Mvaysof actingand WK LQNLQJ”
(Foucault 1991 93), nonethelessn light of the empirical component®f the paperthe discussiorhere

follows 5 R V fdugon how in orderto becomegovernmentalrationalities (or 3V W bOW W R X dhgsw ~
becometechnicalthatis, belinked to governmentatechnologis (seeMiller andRose, 1990 Ros, 2017).



to conflatesocialandeconomiaealms(seelLemke,2019).Conceptsuchassocialinclusion,
solidarityandequalityareconspicuousy their absencén thelanguageof post2010localism(see
discussiorof New / D E R Xewl\dcalismbelow). Instead socialactionis subsumeadvithin a
¥esponsibility D J H QGobservativeParty,2009)thatordersthe messinessf socialrelations
throughlegalandtechnicalprogrammeshatemphasisénancialincentivesandmaterialrewards.
As suchpthesocial 16 reconfiguredas % seriesndividualswho operatewithin aframeworkof
guasi-marketsto provideservicesand H [ S H U(DakdudiandMadanipour2013:559).1n this

way localismis 3 U H Q G HIGQL. EOD D7) andtherebyconsideredjovernmental:

« to becomegovernmentalsuchthought « [has]to becomeechnicalto link itself
to governmentatechnologiesthe complexof mundangrogrammesgalculations,
techniquesapparatusesiocumentandprocedureshroughwhich authoritiesseekto
embodyandgive effectto governmentaambitions. Political thoughtbecomes
governmentalvhenit canlink itself to atechnologythatseemgo providea meansof
realization(Rose 2017:314)

Governmentatechnologiesmmadepossibleby the particularconfigurationof ORFDOLV PV
rationalities, referto the 3V W U Dtathhiguévidprocedureshroughwhich differentauthorities
seekto enactprogramme®f governmentn relationto the materialsandforcesto handandthe
resistanceandoppositionsanticipatecor enF R X Q WRbEE1 996:43). The nextsection
providesanaccountof the shift from thetechnologieemployedunderthe auspice®f New
Labour$ pu1 H/IZR F D O(L99PZD10)to thoseemployedby the Conservativded administrations

since2010.

Technologiesof Government: From Managerial to Austerity Localism

In orderto understandhe localismagendgursuedn Englandsince2010,it is necessaryo
exploreits antecedentwitnessedinderthe New Labourpremiership®f Tony Blair (19972007)
andGordonBrown (20072010).This seekgo showthetrajectoryof areabasednitiatives (ABISs)

implementedthe disparateaimsto which localismcanbe put,andhow prevailingrationalities



andhow we think aboutgoverningaidsin the productionof technologieshroughwhich we are

governedandwe governourselvegDavoudiandMadanipour2013).

Whenthe Conservative_iberal DemocratCoalitioncameto powerin 2010,it soughtto continue
the positiveconnotationgoncernindocal actionfosteredoy New Labour$ pNew Localismby
introducingits own localismagendahatprioritisedeconomiogrowthandunderscorethe notion
of autonomy(Conservativdarty,2010a;Lupton,2013).The New Localismhadforegrounded
accountabilityandlegitimacythroughsustainableresilient andempowerecommunitieDCLG,
2008),andwhilst theserhetoricalaspirationgdid not fundamentallychangen 2010,the meansof
deliverywereradically altered.Thefundingscheme®f the New Labourperiodwerediscontinued
(notablythe National Straegyfor NeighbourhoodRenewal New Dealfor Communities,
NeighbourhoodRenewalFund,Local AreaAgreementandHousingMarketRenewal) and
replacedwith araft of localistinitiativesfocusedon stimulatingeconomiagrowththroughthe
rescalingandrefom of the planningsystemthe RegionalGrowth Fund,andDevolutionDeals.
Thelastof thesefeatureda menu $f powersto beindividually negotiatecbetweerdevolvedareas
andthe UK Treasurythis moveto bespokegeals fnarkeda significantdeparturdrom New

Labour$§ promiseto eradicatepostcoddotteriesfthroughtargetedntervention.

Followingits electionin 1997,New Labourhadsoughtto rekindlethetraditionof 3P XW XDOLV P
localismand G HY R OBMIrLR@)providingcommunitiesvith 3 F K Rdng Y R L évdrlocal
servicesDemocratiacenewalwasto be achievedhroughformsof networkedcommunity
governancereatingnew partnershipdetweerthe state the Third Sectorandthe privatesector.
Thesepartnershipsvereparcelledupin aseriesof ABls suchasthe SingleRegeneratioBudget,

New Dealfor CommunitiesandLocal StrategicPartnershipshatvariouslysoughtto intervenen a
rangeof wickedproblems fh themostdeprivedneighbourhoodprimarily underthe bannerof
regeneratiorfLowndesandSullivan,2008).Technique®f reflexiverisk calculation,
guantificationandbenchmarkindecamecommonplace,allowing localistprogrammeso be
assessedgainstcentrallydefinedparameter¢éDean,2010).DavoudiandMadanipour(2013:555)

classe this proliferationof techniquesstechnologie®f performanceencapsulatingtrategies



thatseekto subsumehe professionaéxpertisedevelopedinderthe welfarestateinto newformal

calculative andthereforegovernableregimes.

The plethoraof ABIs introducedwenthandin handwith New /D E R YUWPRVG H U Qdg¥daV LR Q
(Newman,2001),which soughtto restructurepublic servicesn line with New PublicManagement
principlesof efficiency,competitionandthe citizencustomerThis wasto be achievedhrough
auditingpracticestargetsettingandperformancendicatorsthroughwhich the centralstatecould
monitorandcontrolthelocal apparatusgevolvinglimited powersto Local Authoritiesthroughthe
principleof pH D WDQXHACR Q@ ewarflinggoodperformanceandimposingpenaltiesfor missed
targetsOvertime, greatemprominencavasgivento economicoutcomesparticularlyunder

Gordon % U R ZegMmMrshipFollowing a Treasuryreviewin 2007, 4 Q H L J K E RMXHJKHRASRD
effectivelysubsumeadvithin a newRegeneratiofrrameworkhatfocusedonimprovingeconomic
performancecombatingworklessnessandcreatingsustainablglaceswherebusinessewantto

invest(DCLG, 2009;Lupton,2013).

ForsomeNew /D E R ¥tihfiiMeof u G R XEHYR O->hftingrpQwWerfirst to local
governmenandsubsequentlyo communitieshemselves wasdeemedo haveintroduceda new
democraticculturethat could both stimulateandlegitimisenewformsof local actionandusherin
anewformulationof centrelocal relations(Barnesetal., 2007).For others,includingearly
proponentsuchasStoker(2011),thetop-down culturedominatedoy centralguidanceand
extensiveauditingrequirementfiadconstrainedocal ownershipandresultedn a highly
managerialistorm of localism- ultimately precludinganagendahathadany political bite. For
governmentalitytheorists the democratiacharacteof the political spherehadbeenincreasingly
erodedby the encroachingmpositionof marketforcesthatsetthe p U XoDthegaP H §uchthat
thesocialinclusionethosof the early New Labourperiodcameto be precludedoy economic

considerationgn line with thea predominantlyneoliberaleconomicorder(Swyngedouw2005).



Followingthe 2010GeneralElection, p W® R FE@h@nfiedo be promotedasa key site of social
andpolitical actionwith decentralisatioasakey pillar of & R D O LBAjISBaztyatendd As
numerousommentariebavemadeclear,the Big Societywaswidely regardedcasanideological
smokescreefor the neoliberalpriorities of retrenchmenandmarketisatiorthatwereinstituted
alongsidea shallowform of communitarianisnthatembrace the progressivenarrativesof
participation,communityandpartnershigFeatherstonetal., 2012; AllmendingerandHaughton,
2012;LowndesandPratchett2012;Tait andinch, 2016).Thedecentralisatiomgendanvolved
repackaginghe New Localismthrough a combinationof libertarianpaternalisndrawnfrom One
Nation Conservatismlong-standingraditionsof voluntarismandsocialaction,andthe growth
imperative(Lupton,2013).In turn, theseweremediatedoy the Liberal Democrat jiberalismcum-
community fradition (LowndesandPratchett2012);however,of moreconsequencéor this new
articulationof localismwasthe coincidentausterityagendawhich wasparticularlykeenlyfelt at
thelocallevel. Thevoluntarysectorcommunitiesandthe privatesectorwereexpectedo fill the
spacevacatedoy aretrenchedocalstate creatingtheir own governanceetworksandpromoting

growthwithin afunctionaleconomicspacedefinedby the market.

This shift sawcommunitiesmovefrom integralto p W X UBQULRIX¥&BHurhoodsyiith

concentratedocialills (SEU,1998),to sitesof aspirationaluLQ QR¥IMBWQWQHSUHQHXUVKLST
ableto controllocal servicesandrespondo financialincentives(notablythe Community

Infrastructure_evy - seebelow)designedo persuadeommunitiedo actasdriversof progress
(ConservativeParty,2010b).This juncturewasmarkedby a policy paperthatestablishedmenu

of activitiesthatlocalitiescoulddrawon, replacingNew / D E R Xay®tedapproachwith afirst

come first servedmodel(DCLG, 2011).Concurrently the agreedrameworkof national

minimumstandards previouslyconsideredrucialto preventingocalismfrom reinforcingof
placebasednequalitiegCorry andStoker,2002; Stoker,2004)- wasabandoneasvarious

auditingregimes wereabolished notablyComprehensivérea Assessmentd,ocal Area

3 Decentralisationwasoneof threestrandgo the Big Societyagenda alongsidencreasedocialactionand
apeningup public serviceslt wasalsothe mostdurableandled to the2011LocalismAct whilst the Big
Societywasslowly droppedfrom the political lexicon.



Agreementsthe Standard8oardfor England the NationallndicatorSet,andthe Audit
Commission)This madeit difficult, if notimpossiblefor localitiesto be benchmarkear
comparedallowing communitiedo be consideredn isolationandavoidingengagemenwith the

markedinequalitiesthatexistwithin andbetweerplaces(LowndesandPratchett2012).

At thesametime, the planningsystenwasbeingfundamentallyreformedthroughtherevocation
of the RegionalSpatialStrategiegRSS)thathadbeenin placesince2004.Regionalplannirg had
fallenfoul of the 3V H H P linak@blestrugglebetweenrstrongstrategigplanning( the greater
goodY andvocal (political andcommunity)interestswithin local G H P R F (M2GuUihnessand
Mawson,2017:299).In theirplace,a p' X Y8 \& R R S Hdgtv&®redjoiningplanningauthorities
wasintroduced Evidencesuggestshatthe RSShasfailedtofill the strategicplaming void
(McGuinnessaandMawson,2017),whilst the shift from regionalto local planningcanbe seenas
thelatestin along line of attemptgo secureaninstitutionalor spatialfix for subnational
governancegnethatis inevitably caughtup in afield of tensionsconstitutedoy dualitiesof
local/strategigriorities,top down/bottomup control,andcompetingexpert/locaknowledges
(Wargentetal., 2020b).The newlocalistapproachntroduceda rangeof governance&xperiments
suchasLocal EnterprisePartnershipandCity andDevolutionDeals,a suiteof Community

Rights,aswell asandtheformalrecognitionof planningattheneighbourhoodcale.

Many of thesenewpowerssoughtto bypasdocal governmenby empoweringcommunitieso
takepublic assetsnto local ownership bid for local servicesandhavea greatersayoverland-use
planning.Thisreflecteda shift towardstechnologie®f agency or techniqueshatseekto liberate
individual freedomsandredeploycommunityeffortsin waysthatmeetgovernmentabbjectives
(Dean,2010).Despitethe abolition of nationalindicatorsandaudittrails in line with the neoliberal
desirefor a smallerstate the technologie®f performanceprevalenduringNew / D E R Xeduré&/
werenot entirelyabandonedyut ratherbecamdessvisible. In short,thetransitionwitnessedrom
2010hasseena 3V Kaf EWiiphasigrom governmentechnologie®f performancedo technologies
of agencywithoutabandoninghe | R U P(B&V¥oudiandMadanipour2013:559). Theresultis an

anti-statistarticulationof p D X V VORE D\@#&ather§tonetal., 2012)with local governmen$

10



purposerecastasremovingbarriersto local actionandaligningincentiveswith the promotionof

economiogrowth atthe expensef addressingpatialinequalities.

Post2010localismcanthereforebe understoocgscombinationof technologieshatseekto
summonup andharnesgommunitycapacity whilst continuingto regulatethis agencythroughthe
useof targetsandfinancialincentivesIn this schemacommunitiesarenot seenaspre-determined
legal,socialor political entities,rathertheyareconstantly(re-)constituted(re-)definedand(re-
)categorisedvithin givenconstructeddentitiesoften predicatecbn alack of a particular
characteristisuchasfor exampleworklessnesor homelessned€ruikshank 1999).Subjectified
populationsarethendeployedtowardgovernmentaéndsWhereasNew / D E R Joddfisfagenda
identified a deficit of socialparticipationandforegroundedocialexclusion(SEU,2001),since
2010communitieshavebeenframedasbereftof opportunity,lackingincentivesfor local action,

andwithout 3 U Hdoabd H P R F U(DdnsérvativeParty,2009:3).

Methods

Theremainderof this paperexploredocal D F Wedepton®f NeighbourhoodPlanning across
England Primarydatawerecolleciedbetweer?015and2018via semistructurednterviews
conductedvith localresidentgn=51),Local PlanningAuthority (LPA) officersinvolvedin
supportingNeighbourhoodPlanning(n=16) andplanningconsultantgn=3) all of whomhad
helpeddelivermultiple plans.Participantsvereselectedusinginformationorientedselection,
usingcontextuainformationknownto theresearchefrom a previousstudy(Parkeret al., 2014).
Participantsepresentingu W \ S fidighlfdurhoogblanswereselectedavoidingcommunitieghat
hadeitherexperience@éxceptionalevelsof conflict (to the extentthatthe processwas

jeopardisedpr who hadoutsourcedaignificantpartsof their planto consultantsConsequentlyall

4 NeighbourhoodPlanningencapsulatetleighbourhoodevelopmenflans Neighbourhoodevelopment
OrdersandCommunityRightto Build Orders.Thefocushereis onthe NeighbourhoodevelopmenPlans
(or simply NeighbourhoodPlans)asthe mostcomprehensivey far the mostpopulartool available.

11



community participantgepresenteduccessfulthoughnot necessarilyyompletedNeighbourhood
Plans Furtherresearclis requiredinto stalledandabandoneglans.The samplewassplit between
parishedn=30)andunparisheqn=21)neighbourhoodsin thelatter casea Neighbourhood

Forumcanbeformedby aminimumof 21 residents.

Local Perspectivesof Neighbourhood Planning

With over2,600participatingcommunitieghroughoutEngland NeighbourhoodPlanningis the
flagshippolicy of post2010localismagendaThe policy grantscommunitiegheright to produce
a statutory Jand-useplanwhich canguidedevelopmenin their neighbourhoodtypically for a
periodof 15 years Plansmustpasscertainlight-touch pasicconditions fndmusthaveregardto
nationalplanningpoliciesandconformto local strategigpoliciesto the satisfactiorof an
independengexaminer Crucially this meanghat Planscannotpromotelessdevelopmenthanset
out by highertier policies.Plansmustalsoreceivethe supportof aleast50% of the communityat
areferendumCommunitiesareableto accesgjovernmengrantsadministeredria Locality, a
socialenterprisg¢hatoperateslongsideAECOM to deliverthegovernment'Neighbourhood
PlanningsupportpackageAs of 2018,the basicgrant standsat £9,000,althoughthis canriseto
£17,000n certaininstancessuchas:whereneighbourhoodbavea populationover25,000people;
wherePlansincludedesigncodes;or wherePlansareproducedoy eithera groupof councilsor by

local businesssratherresidentgasof late 2019,lessthan1% of Planswerebusinesded).

Additional fundingis alsoavailableto communitiesvho seekto allocatingsitesfor housing.This
recogniseshatallocatingsitescanbe anonerougaskfor local communitiegwho may not possess
planningexpertise)lt alsoseekgo nudgecommunitiesowardsacceptingnewdevelopment,
disclosingNeighbourhood3 O D Q Qarépdifpseto increaseandspeedup thedelivery of
housing(seeFigurel). Thepolicy is predicatedn the beliefthatresidentaunderstandheir
communitiedetterthanremoteofficials, andwhengivengreatercontrolwill belesslikely to

opposenewdevelopmen{Sturzaker2011).

12



Figure 1: ' & / * § Weighbourhood Planning Policy Model

INSERTHERE

Source:Stanier(2014:13).

Anti-statistspatialimaginaries

Fromtheintroductionof thefirst 1) U R Q W Rlah§n(Eddifibe2010by thethenDepartment
for CommunitiesandLocal Governmen{DCLG)®°, NeighbourhoodPlanninghasbeencentralto
reformsdesignedo shift a vholly negativeand D G Y H U planhingBy&témtowardsone ¥ooted
in civic engagemerdndcollaborative G H P R F (CorisgfvativeParty,2010a:1). Unlike New

/ D E R )ABI§ tiatsoughtto addressocialexclusionby targetingdeprivedcommunities,
NeighbourhoodPlanningallowedself-selectingcommunitiesghe opportunityto claim 3 sharein
local J U R Zaiagirst come first servedbasis(Conservativérarty,2009:9). Thelanguageof
opportunityandcommunitycontrolhasbeencentralto post2010 O R F D @ilow fhijitWiavesat
uncomfortablyalongsidethe desireto promotea 3 F R O O D BEGRHUFDRAF LBeBAMmediscourses
havingbeenlacedwith morecombative anti-statistimagery thatframeslocal peopleasat odds

with local government:

« by makinglocal governmentnoreaccountablendbringing peoplecloserto the
leversof powerwe canstartto restorethetrustthat§ beenlostin our political system.
If voterswantto seesomehing donein their areathey{l beableto forceit onto the
agenda(Forewordby David CameronConservativérarty,2009:1)

A raft of ConservativdPartypolicy papergeleasedn run up to the2010GeneraElectionframed
local communitiesasbeingdeniedtheincentivesandopportunityto pursueocal action.The

blamefor suchpowerlessneswsaslaid atthefeetof 3 G L V BWDIQHAD XEoddevatdarty,

5 DCLG wasrenamedhe Ministry of Housing,CommunitiesandLocal Governmen{MHCLG) in January
2018by thenPrimeMinister TheresaMay to reflectarenewedoolitical emphasi®n housing.
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2010b:75) and3sprawling « distantand U H P Roinid 6f regionalandlocal government
(Conservéve Party,2009:28). Disenfranchisedommunitiesvithout 3 U HlO&DGHPRFUDF\”’
(ConservativeParty,2009:3) werejuxtaposedvith normativeidealsof citizenshipwith

3L Q G L vdn@atrlliestaking U HV S R Q YQoEse®@dtivParty2010a:12). In the caseof
NeighbourhoodPlanning,communitiesvereencouragedo definetheir own neighbourhoodo
reflectfunctionalgeographiesindalocal senseof place(althoughthe majority of communitiesn
parishedareashaveadheredo existingadministrativeboundaries) Fromits inceptiontherefore
post2010localismhasbeenexpressedh anidiom thatis embraceself-determinatioratthe

expensef therole of local state.

Antipathytowardsstate pgendasfiasbeenlong beenrecognisedisa key rationalefor the passing
of regulatorycompetencefom public bodiesto pesponsiblefind pational fhdividuals(Lemke,
2001).Distrustof local governmenhasbeenreflectedin manyNeighbourhoodPlanning
communitiesvherethe prospecbf local controlwascontrastedvith unsatisfactoryrior
experiencesf engagingwith their Local Authority (LA), resultingin scepticisntowardgreater

partnershipvorking:

| donfthink | i wantsomeondrom the councilto helpus « because donftrust
thattheywouldn fhaveanotheragenda« which maynot squarewith theway our
communityworks « althoughtheysaytheysupportwhatwe do, theydon factually
supportin action(Communitylnterview 14)

The councilwill alwayshavetheir own agendawhich might notbe abadagendabut

it will beanagenda« They fie maybenot consciouf doingit, they fe trying to
steerusinto things « | donfthink they fie beingdeliberatelyunhelpful,but WK H\{ Y H
causedissomeseriousextrawork « theyplayedit very closeto their che$ andit
hascausedisafew problemgCommunityInterview 12)

This contrastsharplywith New Labour$ advocacyof partnershifpetweerthe stateandthe Third
Sectorthroughdoubledevolution.This contrasthighlights aninherenttensioninvolvedin
integating 1 F R P P X@Q IH@li§y within thelegalandregulatoryframeworksnecessarily
structuredoy the (local) state.Indeedthe ConservativeParty § earlyvision for areformedplanning
systemsawa closerrelationshipbetweerplanningauthoritiesandcommunities. A GreenPaper

publishedn February2010entitledOpenSourcePlanningarguedfor a systemof plansdeveloped
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from thegroundup, with a centralrole for planningauthoritiesn helpingcommunitiesdevelop

theirvisions:

« we will expectto seeataminimum:theevolutionof the planstartingat ground
level Th neighbourhoodwith everysingleresidentof the neighbourhoo@pproached
to takepart « [and]arole for the planningauthorityitself in helpingneighbourhoods
to developtheir visionsandin brokeringarationalandcoherenplanfor theareaasa
whole,onthe basisof negotiationwith eachof the neighbourhoodandwith all the
relevantpublic agenciesesponsibldor infrastructureandthe environment.
(ConservativeParty,2010a:8)

Thisis evocativeof the municipalneighbourhoogblanningmodeltypically adoptedn the US
wherecitizensdeveloptheir own neighbourhoogblansin conjunctionwith local planning
department$Rohe,2009:222-225). At thetime OpenSourcewaspublishedhowever,the UK was
still reelingin the wakeof the Global FinancialCrisis,anda moredominantpolitical messagavas
beingpromulgatednamelythe disempoweringffectsof a profligate pig governmenf[The
deleteriouseffectsof bureaucratiairigismewere easilycontrastedvith 3 W tdidanticideaof the
village F R P P X @TaidandInch,2016:176-181).As a consequencéhe modelof
NeighbourhoodPlanningthatresultedsawthe LA role strippedbackto anamorphousp ' X W& \

6 X S S eblmmuftiitiesThis estblisheda zerosumunderstandingf statesocietyrelationswhere
communitiescould simply stepup anddeliver effective planningin thewakeof anenfeebledocal
governmentAs we haveseenthe spatialimaginariesnvokednot only overlookedtherole of the

statebut wereopenlyantagonistido it, introducingatensionthatwasreflectedin local views:

« it pitsthecommunityagainsthe LA, it § almostanaggressivesystem« LWV
saying W K Hnd pbfhttrying to reconcilethe LA with theirlocal communitiesin the
planningcontext,solet § pit themagainsteachother,let § saythatthe community
canstrip out a decisionof the councilandcomeup with their own planningpolicies.
(Communitylnterview 1)

Yet despitesuchantagonismresearcthasshownthe benefitsof co-productionbetweerocal

governmenandcommunitiegParkeretal., 2017f. Suchcontradictionseflectthecreative

6 Co-productionis a contestedermthatcontinueso generate wealthof researcHiteratureincludinga
consistentritique of whether genuine eo-productionis possiblegiveninherentasymmetrie®f power.It is
broadlydefinedhereasa procesdy which differentactorsutilise eachothersresourceso createa mutually
desiredoutputinvolving processesf reciprocallearningandunderstandingParkeretal., 2017:453).Fora
moredetaileddiscussiorseeWatson(2014).
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tensiongdescribedn thewider NeighbourhoodPlanningliterature(Brownill andBradley,2017),
but alsochalleng the belief thatthe usualconflictsassociatedvith planninganddevelopmentan
be circumventedsimply by reformingthe mannerof decisionmaking(Gallentetal., 2013).As one
participantreflected: 3 Ltherewasa major conflict, the NeighbourhoodPlan doesrfireally allow

for arevolutiondoes L WCOmmunitylnterview 32).

Bracketingout conflict

Someparticipantsventfurtherandarguedhattheinability to exploreconflict within new
participatoryspaces suchasbeingunableto contesthousingallocations- as 3 S R O atité mBsy
F R Q W UR@Murtylnterview?). Suchtensionsontradictheneedfor SUHG XFH G
SR OLWL Stavier W1LR1Q). Thelack of engagemenwith theinherentlypolitical and
contestedhatureof planninghasprovenproblematicjn someinstanceshe inability of
communitiego explorecontentiousssuesandcounteracstrategicgpolicieshasled groupsto leave
the processThe primacyof affordedto housinggrowthhasresultedn aregulatoryframework
thatseekdo bracketout the constitutiveandproductiverole thatconflict playsin democratic
practice(Mouffe, 2005).Thisis despitetheliteral andfigurative boundarywork doneby
NeighbourhoodPlanningthat producesiemocraticspaceshatarehighly conduciveto forming
political identitiesthroughattachment$o place:following thework of Mouffe, it hasbeenargued
thatthecreationof such3Z H W Kiehtitiesbetweerconflicting perspectivess the mostrealistic
way to productivelyharnessheinherentlyconflictualnatureof planning(Bradley,2015;Parkeret

al.,2017).

Early rhetoricsetout adesirefor local people 2 Wsgecifywhatkind of developmenanduseof
landtheywantto seein their D U khBbUgha planningsystembasednthe dvaluesof transparency
andfree D F F HGbKservativeParty,2010a:1-2) andfacilitatedby a dight W R Xapptdacho
regulation(DCLG, 2012b:6). Yet asNeighbourhoodPlanningdevelopedthe policy that

materialisedsia the 2011LocalismAct wasfar moreconstraind. NeighbourhoodPlanswere
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ultimatelyrequiredto bein conformitywith nationalplanningpolicy andthe strategicvision for
thewider areasetby the LPA (principally the Local Plan).This hasmeantthatcommunities
cannotacceptessdevelopmenthanis alreadysetout by their LPA. Theneedfor such

M F R Q| R hbBdongisgentlyremaineda corecomplaintof participants:

- H T usiNIMBYs andnot anti-developmentbut whatpowerhavetheygivenusif,
fundamentallywe F D QefMehow manynewhousesare goingto bebuilt?
(Communitylnterview42)

Despiteclaimsaboutfar-reachingocal powers,NeighbourhoodPlanningultimately devolves

managerialratherthanpolitical, power(i.e. howto meettargetsnot whattargetsshouldbe met).
This hasleft post2010localismopento critiquethatit denieseventhe preconditiondor politics
by replacingits content- debatingcontestingcompromisingandsoon - with markets financial

incentivesandmechanismsf directdemocracyClarkeandCochrane2013:16-17).

Thelimited role for local governmenhaspushedheresponsibilityto interpretthe regulations
downto communitiegshemselvesCentralto this hasbeenthe scopeof permissibleaction
availableto communitiesandtheissueof conformitywith higher tier policiesis not alwaysclear
cut, notleastwhereLocal andNeighbourhoodPlansarebeingproducedsimultaneouslyBrownill,
2017).Whatcanandcannotbe pursuedhrougha Neighbourhoodlanhasproveda flashpoint for
confrontationwithin commuiities, whereconsultatiorexercise®ften 3 R S Higedanof ZRUP V'’
(Communitylnterview,40) by highlighting concerndghatarebeyondthe scopeof Neighbourhood
Planningto addressWith respecto housingthis hasled to the majority of Plansacceptinghe
bareminimumof housingallocationsrequired(Lichfields, 2018),whilst concentratingpn other
aspirationsuchasprotectinggreenspacesestablishingcommunityprojectsanddeveloping

affordablehousingschemes.

The procesf developinga NeighbouhoodPlancanalsostir up existing,oftenlong-held,local
grievances andin anumberof caseghis hasled to procesdeingsuspendethdefinitely. Such

tensionanustbe navigatedoy communitieshemselves:
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« thereis potentialfor conflict, the Chairmanaged verywell | think butyou know
you havepeoplewho taketheir stanceandpeoplehavestrongfeelings « | haveto
sayof theway peopleact , § Burprisedanythingevergetsdone.You haveto focus
on somethinghatyou cando, becauséf youtry to do everythingthatyou possible
couldfor thecommunitytherewould be no endto it. (Communitylnterview3)

Thatlocalitiesareplural andcontesteds by no meansanewdiscovery yetasTait andinch
(2016)andothershaveexplored,post2010localisP fidiom evokesanimageof fW®B R ED O
homogenous;onflict-free,andtypically rural. IndeedNeighbourhoodPlanningcanbe seerasan
extensiorof moreexplicitly rural (non-statutory)initiatives suchasParishPlansandVillage
DesignStatement$DEFRA, 2013).Little attentionhasbeenpaidto the heterogeneityf
communitiedikely to be attractedo the newstatutorypowers:this hasprovedproblematicfor

urbancommunitiesvherearangeof diversitiesaremorecommon:

| e workedin communitydewelopmentor 20 yearsandl cantell you oneof thefirst
thingsDCLG needto do is rewritetheir guidancean away thatinner city
communitiescanunderstandWe havetransientpopulationsandnot everyonehereis
aretiredbarrister(Communitylnterview 18)

« thesameregulationsapplyto underpopulatedsuburbanmiddle classcommunities
andinnercity, deprived,completelyoppositetype communities« there$ a needfor
abit of differentiationto made Definitely | think the problemsarevery different...
theprocessasnf beenthoughtthroughin away thatallows communitiedike ours,
you know thatarequite deprived to participatein the sameway. Thekeythingis
how it § expressed)CLG wantmoreareadike oursinvolved,thentheyneedto
addres someof thephrasing.. it §avery complexandjargonisticprocessit §
opaqueandbureaucratic.. There$ alsoa needto recognisednentirely differentset
of socialcircumstancef somecommunitiesWhentheyweretalking aboutthe Big
Societyagenda | thoughtpreciselywhich communitieshaveyou everbeenin?
(Communitylnterview 2)

In urbanareasparticularproblemshavearisenwherecommunitieshavestruggledo reach
consensusverneighbourhoodboundarieandthe compositionof the NeightourhoodForum,
stirring existingtensionsandcreatingnewdividing lines (Colomb,2017).Overlookingthese
barriersandconstruingcommunitiesashomogeneouis centralto the epistemologicatharacteof
post2010 O R F D @atianBlifyMpresenting paticular ideaof thedomainandsubjectdo be
governedRose 2017:311).In thisinstance,p W® R Rabd@h&responsiblecapableandwilling
residentdoundtherearedefinedconstruedasfree from the political conflictsfoundat other

spatialscalesandthereforewell placedto wield newthesenewpowers.By denycommunities
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their radicalplurality andignoring contestegolitical claimshascontradictedhe desirefor a
reinvigorationof local politics by hemmingin its participantgWilliams etal., 2014;Parkeretal.,

2017).

How subjectsarecreatedn particularplacesat particulartimesis centralto the governmentality
approachprovidinginsightsinto how stateggovern.Giventheidealisedvision of communities
invoked,it is perhapshot sumprisingthatparticipatingNeighbourhoodPlanningcommunitiesare
disproportionatelyural, parishedandaffluent(Parkerand Salter,2016).Suchcommunities
typically retain(or canprocure)the professionaskills requiredto createa NeighbourhoodPlan,
whereasn moredeprivedcommunitieghe needfor professionaexpertises a significantbarrier

to participation:
| fin not suregiving communitiegheright to maketheir own planswithoutinput from
the Council otherthanto saywhetheris legal or not, is necessarilfhe way forward
andl think it doeseithermeanthatplacesarerelying on havingpeoplethathave
extensiveknowledgeof the planningsystemfrom their own professionabackground

or failing thatprivateplanningconsultancies andthatopensup the wholeissueof
inequality(Communitylnterview 1)

Thesehigh barriershaveresultedn a distinctly skilled, middle-classpopulationbeing galledup
to engagewith the planningsystemAs Lemke(2001:213- emphasifdded)explains positing

thatdesiredsocialrealitiesalreadyexistis a centralstraegyof neoliberalism:

« thetheoreticaktrengthof the conceptof governmentalityconsistof thefact thatit
construesecliberalismnot just asideologicalrhetoricor asa political-economic
reality, but aboveall asa political projectthatendeavots to createa socialreality
thatit suggestalreadyexists Nec-liberalismis a political rationality thattriesto
renderthe socialdomaineconomicandto link areductionin (welfare)stateservices
andsecuritysystemso theincreasingcall for personalresponsibility nd gelf
caref

Theselectivespatialimaginaryenvisagedor NeighbourhoodPlanningdescribedaboveis
simultaneoushanattemptto p F DX@@&8chcommunitiesandcreatea viablelocal governance
structuresableto delivergrowth. As the policy modeldemonstratef-igure 1), it wasassumedhat
suchcommunitiesvould consento developmentiueto analignmentof financialincentivessuch

asthe Communityinfrastructure_evy (CIL). TheCIL is achargedeviedby LAs on new
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developmerit neighbourhoodthatproducePlansreceivea greatemproportionthesereceipts(25%
ratherthanthe basdevel of 15%).Despitethis inducementthereis limited evidencethat
participatingcommunitiesaremoreacceptingf local developmenandagreeimy to morehousing.
Communityinterviewsdescribeahe CIL uplift asa 3 E X @émmunityinterview32)or SEULEH "
(Communitylnterview7), andonly onerespondentited additionalmoniesasa motivatingfactor-
aForumin Londonthatstoodto gainasignificantsumgiventhelevel of slateddevelopmenin
their neighbourhoodindeedevidencecommissionedy MHCLG suggestshatfinancial

inducementsreunlikely to shift local attitudestowardhousingdevelopmentinch etal., 2020).

This begsthe questionwhethersuccessfullyp F D OXC&s#illeld communitieshasresultedn
NeighbourhoodPlanningdeliveringon its growthambitions.To datetherehavebeentwo attempts
madeto quantifythe housinggrowthdelivered.Thefirst wasbasedon a sampleof 39 plans,
indicateda 10%increasen the housingnumbergproducedoy NeighbourhoodPlanscomparedo
therelevantLocal Plan(DCLG, 2016).Calculatingnetadditionalityis extremelydifficult since
manysitescomeforward asboth NeighbourhoodndLocal Plansareemerging ' & / * § ¥dopted
methodologyhasbeenquestionedincludingin a High Courtjudgementksincethe sample
includedsitesthathadalreadybeengrantedplanningpermissionA subsequerdnalysisof 330
plansby Lichfields (2018)only consideredu Q Haldtationsandestablishe 0.8%increasen

housingnumberscomparedo the Local Planprocess.

Theevidenceof this studysuggestshatwherecommunitiessngagén housingissuestheyseekto
it tailor incomingdevelopmento local needspy breakingup largersites,changingdensities
patternsandcreatingaffordablehomespolicies.Researchoy Parkeretal. (2017)suggestshat

manycommunitiesareadoptinganticipatoryconservativédbehaviours limiting the scopeof their

"TheCIL rateis setby eachchargingauthority,allowing LAs to raisefundsto help deliverinfrastructureto
supportthedevelopmenbf thearea.CIL receiptsarepassedstraightto Parishand Town Councilswhere
developmenhastakenplace,howeverin the caseof Neighbourhood-orumsthe CIL is retainedby the
chargingauthorityandspentin consultatiorwith the Forum.By settingcompetitiveratesL As canattract
newdevelopmentd-urtherinducementsnadeto LAs to delivergrowthincludethe New HomesBonus
(wherecentralgovernmat matchesounciltax receiptsraisedfrom newhomesfor a periodof six years)
andreformsdesignedo allow LAs to retain100%o0f Busines®Ratescollectedlocally.
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plansandshyingawayfrom innovativepoliciesthatmight be struckout duringindependent
examinationSuchinstrumentahttitudesamongstommunitieskeento simply getit GRQH”
(Communitylnterview 30) havebeendrivenby the highly burdensomeatureof the processwith
communtieshavingto jump throughregulatoryhoopsandpenetratehe legattechnicallanguage
of the planningsystem The statutoryfooting of NeighbourhoodPlansis at oncebotha significant
attractionfor local communitiesput alsoa barrierasit requirescommunityaspirationgo be
translatednto thetechnicallanguageof planningpolicy andberobustenoughto withstandlegal
challenggoftenbroughtby housingdevelopers)This beliesa furthertensioninherentto the
planningprocessin seekingo care outa spaceor communityactionwithin theformal planning
systemNeighbourhoodPlanshaveprovidedlegalweightto communityviews,the demandof
which havecreateda technical ritualisedandboundedorocesghathasunderminedhe early

rhetoricof communitycontrol.

Local andexpertknowledges

The considerableéechnicalburdendnvolvedin creatingplanningpolicieshavedriventhe majority
communitiesnto the handsof consultantsApproximately7 in 10 communitieshaveemployed
consultantsn varying capacitiesfrom advisoryroles,conductingconsultatiorevents producing
evidenceandin somecasesindertakinghe processentirely (WargentandParker,2018).The
majority view of communityparticipantsvasthatconsultantsverea necessaryesaircefor
communitiesvho wereinexperiencedn theworkingsof the planningsystemyequiredto

3 W U D Qovh@ihiyaspirationsnto planning V S H @bdmmunityinterview 22). Despite
representingnecessargourceof knowledgefor communitiessomepartidpantsnotedtheir
concernghat F R Q V X @ddde&gtaud §urtailinnovationandcommunityambitionasmuchas
facilitate communityownershipoverthe processOneconsultantnow a specialisin

NeighbourhoodPlanningexplainedherelationshipbetween himselfandthe community:
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« oneof the steeringgroupcommitteesaidl fn really disappointedve fie not saying
anythingabouttraffic in this plan,andl said: 3 Z idansaythat, but do you know how
areyou goingto dothis?How doesthattransposénto a planningpolicy? Will we get
it throughexaminatiof? " He said: 3 know butwe hadsuchgood L G H /§hada
really gooddiscussiorbut atthe endof theday| hadto sayl donfthink | cangetthat
throughanexaminationandassoonasl saythattheyhaveto backoff. My jobisto
getthis bloodything throughexamination) can{ promisetheworld andthenhaveit
fail, theneverybody$ wastedtheir money(Consultantnterview1)

Althoughlittle is knownabout F R Q V X ethitBlanhpsfssionacodesof conducttheir
practicespr theirimpacton local outcomesvia the planningsystem(Wargentetal., 2020a),
within the contextof NeighbourhoodPlanning,consultant®ftenappeato moderatecommunity

aspirationdy providing 4 R E M H Fagalsetonttbfisultantdescribed:

« [onecommunity]justwantsomeonevith our skills to write it upin away thatwill
getthroughindependenéxaminatiorandthat § feasible| amgoingto bea afilter
betweernwhattheywantmeto write andwhat!| actuallywrite, | will filter out
anythingthatwon fgetoutthe examination« | would stronglyadvisethatat some
pointthatexternal professionaltechnicaladvicebe usedeitherto filter or justto
write up, or to moderatepr whatevemword you wantto use- with thatexternalperson
there§ morechancehatwhatyou fe goingto getis moreof anobjectiveview than
giving it to thelocal person(Consultaninterview 3)

This revealgherelative positionsof local andexpertknowledgeswith the formerrequring
moderatioror rescriptingto fit the expectationsf thelatter. Therelianceon professionagxpertise
alsobeliesthe assumptiorthatcommunitiescansimply bypasdocal governmenand 3W D N H

F R Q WfubRalassetscompetencieandservicedraditionally providedby the state(DCLG,
2013:4). In additionto translatingcommunityviews, consultanthaveplayedakey rolein
providingthe evidencebaserequiredfor NeighbourhoodPlans.Local Authority interviewees
guestionedhe ability of communities to identify thetypesof evidencerequired,andcommunities
themselvesrguedthelevelsof evidencewvere 2 R Y H U Z K HComm@nityInterview11) and

3 Di@possibilitywithout expertsguiding X {Communitylnterview21).

Thetechnocratidemand®f NeighbourhoodPlanningraisequestionsaroundadvocacywhois
representingommunitiesandhow, alongsidequestionf equity giventhe high costof using
consultantsThe considerabléime andeffort requiredto projectmanagea NeighbourhoodPlan

hasfed into instrumentabehavioursvith manycommunitiesattemptingto gettheir PRQH\{V
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Z R U WdtrimunityInterview 33) from consultants¢reatinga needto expeditecrucial
component®f political actionsuchasdebatediscovery contestatiorandcompromiseAs one

consultantescribedsuppressingonfrontatiorwaskey to engagingwith the wider community:

Thefirst sensewve getat eacheventis confrontation « eacheventstartsoutangry
andsowe tendto havethefirst 10 or 15 minutesdedicatedo ventingthatanger « it
tendsto bethe LA thatresidentsold asthe mainculpritin whatever§ happeningSo
it §justaquicktime « to putacrosgheir grievancesboutthedevelopmentandfor
the councilto say peswe understandfut outlinethe backgroundssto why
[developments] happeningit §from a nationallevelit § gotto bedone.And then
we makequite clearthatthe eventswe run arenotintendedo stopdevelopment.
(Consultantnterview 2)

As seermabove the pro-growth orientationof Neighbourhod Planninghasproveda flashpoint
within communitiesMany participantdandicatedthattheywereoversoldthe plenipotentiary
powerson offer, finding the process?® Y Heunpoweringuntil it § Q R(Gommunitylnterview 16)

reflectingthe factthatmanyco P P X Q L &gpindtMifiggo beyondtraditionalland-useplanning:

« you G R @&lempoweredo say 3 RKell Z H $tOgEhatdevelopmenfrom

K D S S H-Qur@elghbouringvardweretrying to stopsomethingrom happening,

now W K H h§dthis terrible shockbecausehey F D x 11 Wink communitieshave
beenoversoldwhattheycando if youwantmy honestopinion.| think peoplelove

theideaof the communitytaking controlbecaus¢heywantto do somethinghatthe
powersthatbe G R @dnhtthemto do « sotheprincipleis brilliant, L Viu§t¥« GRHV QW
seento alwayswork outin practice(Communitylnterview4)

| think [centralgovernmenthavebeenmisguidedn statingthatNeighbourhood
Planningwill allow local peopleto controltheir areaswithout making it clearthatthe
realaimis to increasehousingnot preventit - andthatit only relatesto planning
policy, notall thethingsthatareof reallocal concerno people(LPA Interview9).

Thelimited andepisodicnatureof empowermenéxperiencedby participantindicatesthat
NeighbourhoodPlanninghasfailed to empowercommunitieson their ownterms.Theearly

rhetoricof communitycontrolraisedexpectations;esultingin disillusionmentateron:

, 1 Yoetomevery fatalisticaboutthe wholething. | wasata planningmeeting
recentlytalking aboutthe ) R U X RdrkAvhenl wasvery abruptlytold to stopby the

local councillorthatwasin charge- it wasvery much: 3\ R X fhadyour say,now L W TV
time for usto makethe G H F L (C&rihwriityinterview9)

This hasprecipitatedpr in somecasesonfirmed,a scepticisnof stateled participation.In theory,

suchviews puy-in fo the powerful antistatespatialimaginarythatdrawson long-held
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Conservativéeliefsin personatesponsibility voluntarismandcivic associationgFeatherstonet
al., 2012),yetthezeraesumunderstandingf statesocietyrelationsandthe belief thatarestricted
role for local governmentvould galvanisdocal collectiveactionappearso be misplacedsince
NeighbourhoodPlans appeato fare bestwhenco-producedetweercommunitiesandlocal

governmenplannergParkeretal., 2015).

Space®f communityagency

Theassumptiorthatcommunitiescould or would moveinto the spacevacateda retrenchedocal
stateto deliversigrificant housinggrowththereforeappeardo havebeenmisplacedRatherthan
deliveradditionalhousinggrowth,the majority of participantdn this studysoughtto finesse
housingdeliverythroughthelocationof sites creatingmoredetailedaffordablehousingpolicies
andstitchingdevelopmeninto the existingbuilt environmenthroughdesignpolicies.These
represensignificantsuccesse®r manycommunitiesandfor the policy itself, albeitones

temperedy missedopportunities

LPAs needto useNeighbourhoodPlansto identify the sitesthatthey F D Qif &@uld
beareally bottomup processut L Widtbeengrasped« alot of plansarejust
replicatingLocal Planpolicy, butalsolots of innovationgetslost - local homes,
[communityland trusts],selfbuildsetc tsometimedecaus®f peoplelike me, but
alsobecauseW K HanhatfiWweaboutallocatingsites(Consultantinterview2).

Addedvalueis alsoachievedhroughopportunitiesor local actionbeyondthe 3L Q Y $patHE @r
paticipation (Cornwall,2008).Theinvitationto 3V K Bhg HX W XDCHG, 2013:6) of theplaces
wherepeoplelive andwork hasbeenembracedy manycommunitiesput not necessarilyn ways

in line with intendedoutcomeof NeighbourhoodPlanning:

« govermmentdon frealisewhata powerfulanimalthey Ye unleashedit § bigger
movementhantheyrealise « [the plan]will becomea powerful « maybenotin
planningtermsbutin gettinga primaryschoolor whatever- Crossrailhavenoticed
the samewith peoplegettinginvolved, L Valfoudtsecuringwhatlocal peoplewant
(Communitylnterview27).
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The conveningpowerof NeighbourhoodPlanninghasencouraged@ommunitieso mobilise,whilst
providinglinesof communicatiorwith LAs andcreatingnewdemocraticspacesOnemeansf
co-optingthesenewspacesasbeenin theform of communityengagementinking consultation
exercisedo culturaleventsfor exampleexploringissuesof representatioandlegitimacyin
participatoryplanningthroughtheatre(Cowie,2017).Bradley(2017)hassoughtto showlocal
narrativesof placeidentity canprovidetheframefor thelocation,sizeandscaleof housebuilding.
In suchexamplesNeighbourhoodPlanning 3 F Dh&seenasa re-appropriatiorof spacerom the
dominantmarketmodelwith the neighbourhoo@mergingasthe proponenof sustainabilityand
socialpurpasein KR XV H E XBradk{a@dSparling,2017:116).A muchpublicisedexample
canbeseenin St , Y Hovifcipatresidencegolicy, which preventsewly built housedrom being
usedasseconchomes Furtherexamplesncludecommunitiesadoptinga zoningapproacho
preservdocal architectureandheritage producingdesigncodes andestablishinggcommunityland
trustsandco-operativeghat providealternativedo volumehousebuildersSuchexamplegprovide
a counternarrativeto the governmen§ constructiorof pro-growthlocalismthroughan

ambivalenceo financialinducementgandprioritising socialneedsovergovernmentatargets.

A commonapproacthasbeento includerecommendationfor communityprojectswithin
NeighbourhoodPlans for exampe, by designatinguture CIL receiptsfor specificprojects:asone
participantputit: 3 W #lekelopments cominganyway,we might aswell getsomethingve wantor
needoutof L \\Communitylnterview5). Whilst falling outsidethe statutoryscopeof land-use
planningpolicy, suchrecommendationarenonethelessnderpinnedy evidenceformalisedas
partof theadoptedplan,andprovidea bargainingchip for future negotiationswith developerand
theLA. By co-optingtheinvited participatoryspaceo go beyondthe formal remit of
NeighbourhoodPlanning,somecommunitieshavebeenableto deliverwider communityaims,

still othershaveusedthe communityengagemengxerciseto launchCommunityGovernance
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Reviews or establish3 H R SAutit§ of their local council. Suchexamplesanbe seenasgenuine

expressionsf communityagencygovernancdy ratherthanthroughcommunities.

Conclusion: Neoliberalismand p) D L Oreecpddiogies

Localismcontinuegdo be anattractivestrategyfor centralgovernmentseekingo achievetheir
aimswithin complexsocieties Spatiallybasedechnologieplay anincreasinglyprominentrole in
deliveringgovernmentabutcomeswithin the 8 . § Watchworkof local governancén waysthat
arestill unfolding. This paperhassoudt to showhow post2010localismhassoughtto define,
mobiliseanddeploylocal communitiesasagentf governancdy seekingto give them fashare
in local J U R Z(@oikservativeParty,2009:2). This hasadvocatedessinterventionbut notless
governnent,ascommunitieshecomeboththe subjectandobjectof neoliberalgovernmental

agendas.

Centralto this processasbeenmakingthe spatialmorevisible in the socialby promotinga
neoliberalunderstandingf societyasanaggregatiorof (competing)ocalesand 3 U H Qh@ $btlal
domain H F R Q RIReke 2001:213 DavoudiandMadanipour2013. Theovertly pro-growth
orientationof initiatives suchasNeighbourhoodPlanning predicatedn a streamlinedstateand
LU HV S RaQrivhwBi@eltdspondingo their economicself-interestunderscorelow such

processeseekto unify socialandeconomiaealms,asLemke(2019:258) states:

Theimportanceof neoliberalism« liesin its effortsto do awaywith tensionbetween
the socialandeconomicrealms.Theformeris nolongermobilizedby (andagainst)
thelatter;insteadthetwo arejoinedtogether « Integratingeconomicconstraintinto
the socialspherecombinegyreaterefficiencywith lower costsandpromoteghe

pD XWR Q Rd?thé V\R E ROQN2§liberaism encouragemdividualsto give their
lives entrepreneuridiorm. It reactso increasedu G H P ibsE#fashioningand
autonomyby extendingan pu R | ItBlibdfvidualsandcollectives:they shouldactively
participatein solvingmattersandproblemswhich, until this point, hadbeenthe
responsibilityof specializedandappointedstateapparatused.he u S U is Fheltthey
themselvesnusttakeon responsibilityfor suchparticipation- andtheir ownfailure.

8 A processghatallowsfor the creation,grouping/degrouping,or abolitionof Town andParishCouncils.
The processnay bebroughtaboutthe principal authorityor by communitiesvia a petition.
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By assigninga distinctscaleto governmentbtechnologiesthelocal hasbecomehe centralsite
throughwhich liberal conceptsuchasfreedomandchoicearedeployed creatinga newsocial
topographymarkedby the p R | Idl pafticipationdirectedtowardachievinggovernmentaénds.
NeighbourhoodPlanninghasproducedevidenceof instrumentalityandconservatisnon behalfof
communitiedearful of howtheir planswill farein aneoliberaldevelopmenenvironment yet it
alsocreatesopportunitesto pursuewider aimsrelatingto conservationenvronmentalprotections
andsocialformsof housing(Parkeretal., 2015;2017;Field andLayard,2017;Bradleyand
Sparling,2017).As such,NeighbourhoodPlanningcanbe seenasonepartof anongoingproject
of neoliberalisationthatis ableto subsumeprogressiveeonceptsuchsustainabilityand
empowermenvia arefully F K R U H R J pabiS8patib@hatgivesthe superficialappearancef
engagemenAllimendingerandHaughton 2012:90) insofarastheydo not conflict with the

centralgoal of economiogrowth.

Onadiscursiveevel it is easyenoughto reconcilethis analysiswith moreoptimisticaccounts
(e.g.Bradley;2015,2017;BradleyandSparling,2017),sinceprogressivesocialand
environmentalmprovementsanbe promotedwithin complexneoliberallandscapeby deployirg
K | X ] koficeptghatcommandoopularsupport(suchassustainabilityor empowermentand
appealo broadlyprogressivéf nonspecificnarrativeghatblur mechanismef accountability
(AllmendingerandHaughton2012;Haughtoretal., 2013).In light of this, this paperhassought
to showthe continuingvalueof governmentalityasa theoreticaframeby demonstratingnow
political rationalitiesarealwaysincompleteandnecessarilyranslatanto moreor lesseffective

technologie®f rule thatseekto capturecertainpopulationsas Rose(2017:314)describes:

Political thoughtbecomegjovernmentalvhenit canlink itself to atechnologythat
seemdo provideameansof realization- though « onethatusuallyis gongertally
failing {thatis to sayi,it fails to live up to theambitionsof thosewhotry to construct
it.

As we haveseenNeighbourhoodPlanninghasfailed in its ambitionto increasenousinggrowth

(Lichfields, 2018) Whilst community p Z L @ueHasproteding greenspaceshapingdevelopment

to local needsandimprovingdesignshouldnot be overlookedit is clearthatNeighbourhood
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Planninghasbeencaughtbetweera seriesof irresolvabletensionghathavebesetocalismand
local planningfor decadesnot leastthe conflicting demand®f local controlversusstrategic
priorities. Its shortcomingghereforearenotunique Yet renderinggovernmen® competingand
contradictoryrationalitiesinternally consistents a neverendingprocess by rootingtheabove
analysidgn the perception®f local actors this paperhassoughtto showhow governmentality
inspiredstudiesdo not overlookthe autonomyof local actors(cf. O fHare,2018:210),but rather
showthatin practicegovernmentigendasrefar from totalising.Insteadtheyarecontinually
contesteandinfluencedby the actionsof subjectsvho respondo governmentgendasn a
variety of ways,therebyplayinganactivepartin thereprodiction of local structureshrough

challengeandcontestRaco,2003).

As such,theaim of this paperhasnot beento underminghepromiseof localism(or
NeighbourhoodPlanningmorespecifically)thathasbeenarguedor elsewheréWilliams etal.,
2014;WargentandParker,2018),butto recogniseheart of governmenasa ongenitallyfailing
R S H U OWIerRa@dRose,1990:10; Roseet al., 2006).Governmentatechnologiesiecessarily
play outwithin the contextof wider struggledor socialjusticeanddemocratidegitimacy,
renderingtheir outcomesuncertainastheyaremoreor lesslikely to p Z LRQXaydinstcompeting
localagendagNewman,2014).Putmoredramatically:;governmentaiechnologiecontainthe

3 W Ziosgibilitiesof dominationandf U H H Q& &iKshank,1999:2). Linking theinherent
contradictionsn therationalitiesthatunderpinpost2010localismto p |1 D L ©dltpddghnot
irrevocablyfailed - technologiesloesnot conflateaccountghat prioritise governancehroughor
by communities but seekgo showhow misplacedattemptsat the formermayopenup
opportunitiesor thelatter.In short,understandindnow political rationalitiesaremoreor less
visibly *onstantlyjundergoingnodificationin thefaceof somenewly identified problemor

V R O X(Rds&dDal., 2006:98) is centralexplaining Q H R O L E Habily@olfan Fofiwards

(Peck,2010).
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