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Publication of the Government’s White Paper ‘Policy for the Inner Cities' in June 1977, has once again focussed
attention on the problems of poverty and urban deprivation. Public and political interest in these questions, however,
has often proved short-lived. The Home Office Community Development Project (CDP) was a major initiative of an
earlier burst of enthusiasm for these problems at the end of the 1960s. Launched with a flourish in 1969, CDP was 1o
be ‘a radical experiment in community development invelving local and central government, voluntary agencies and the
universities in a concerted search for betler solutions Lo the problems of deprivation . . . ' 'Government Against Poverly!
(Halsey, 1974) the title of 2 paper originally written at the outset of CDP, reflects this early confidence.

But the reality has been very different, as accounts of the tangled and frustrating history of the national project have
increasingly underlined (Lees and Smith, 1975). In addition to these internal problems, COP was soon followed by a
series of similar government sponsorcd experiments, most claiming to e built on the ‘CDP experience’ — one even
claiming a similar title — the CCPs (Comprehensive Community Programmes) announced by the Home Office in 1974,

Perhaps more disturbing than the rise and fall of public interest in what after all are complex and fundamental
questions of social organisation, is the way cach new initiative fails to build on what went before, Lessons are at hest
only superficially learnt, Experiment follows experiment. Though the emphasis on industry and the economic base of
the city are welcome developments in the latest initiative, many of the ideas on education and social services in the
recent White Paper closely parallel those in the original CDP prescription nearly ten years previously. A decade of
practical experiment seems (o have made little impression.

These are major reasons for presenting 2 detailed account of the Liverpool €DP. Unlike severzl of (ke other CODP
projects, Liverpool stuck closely to the original COP objectives — of increased coordination of ocal services and Lhe
growth of community organisation. It thus represenis an important example of one approach to urban community
development, sustained over some five years.

Though the report is principally the work of two members of the résearch team and niecessarily reflects their view of
the project, it draws heavily on the work and writing of others, particularly Phil Doran, Terry Page and Tom Reti of the
action team: Keith Pulham on the history of Vauxhall, education and community work; Keith Hodgson on local
industry and the development of the Information Centre; lan Hering on the 'Scottie Press'; Tony Scoggins on the
Tichfield 5t. Community Centre; Dave Godman, Paul Mercer, Keith |ackson and Bob Ashcroft on various aspects of
education; Angela Skrimshire on Lhe census and ‘social malaise’ data; Teresa Smith an voluntary agencies, Margaret
McGlade on the Multi-Services Centre; and Connie Topping on the Epsom St playprou nd, community workers, and for
taking the major part in selecting photographs and layout for the final report.

The photographs in this report were all taken in Vauxhall and Liverpool during the CDP project.

This report is based on an earlier version, circulated to the local authority and Home Office in 1976. Thisin turn was
based on a series of longer papers produced by the research team, some of which are available from the Social Evalua-
tion Unit,

This report does not necessarily represent the views of the Home Office, local authority or university department

Further copies of this repart available from:—
Social Evaluation Unit
40 Wellington Square
OXFORD, OX1 2JE

The Home Office

50 Queen Anne's Gate (Room 1373)

LONDON SW1H 9AT (tel: 0
ISBN 0 905627 04 0 Price: £2.00 (tel: 01 213 3192)

Printed in Great Britain by Express Litho Service {Dxfurd}.
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Chapter 1: The Liverpool Community Development Project

Liverpool: City of Change and Challenge

When in fate 1969 the Liverpool CDP was launched
with the appointment af [ts first director, Liverpool had
already established a long tradition, pioneering new
forms of voluntary organisation and communily work.
The city could fairly claim to be the origin of many
voluntary movements that later spread to other parts of
the country. Recently the Liverpool local authority has
been among the first to move officially into the
comminity wark field,

In 1965 the Education Department appointed a
number of area community wardens to form links with
the community and promote local organisation; some
became closely involved with the growth of commumnity
or neighbourhood eouncils. Other departmients fallowed
this lead by appointing ‘community liaison officers’. AL
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the same time the University, through the Institute of
Extension Studies, was experimenting with community
wark as a form of adult education, and with the Council
for Social Services and the University Settlement en-
couraged grass roots work inseveral parts of the ¢ity.

By 1970 ‘community development’ had become one
of the eight major objectives of local authority policy,
and in 1973 a community development section was
opened in the Town Clerk's Department to coordinale
developments. Under the Liberals in 1974 this was
matched by a community development committee — a
standing committee of the city council, though these
developments have fared badly in the recent local
authority cut-backs.

Liverpoal has also been a major centre for the recent
wave of experiments in natiopal policy, beginning in




1968 with the three year Educational Priority Area
action-research project, and the Shelter Meighbourhood
Action Project on housing (1969-72). Since CDP,
Liverpool has played host to another Home Office
project — the Brunswick ‘Neighbourhood Scheme' — and
the Department of the Environment |nner Areas Study,
to name only the largest. Only in the recent round of
Comprehensive  Community  Programmes, originally
sponsared by the Home Office and now transferred to
the Department of the Environment has Liverpool been
left out.

In its own organisation, too, the Liverpool local
authority was one of the first 1o reorganise it internal
structure, following a McKinsey report in 1970, This
reduced the number of departments and committees,
and grouped the main spending areas into programme
departments with increased corporate planning. Many of
these changes foreshadowed those recommended to all
local authorities in the 1974 general reorsanisation
following the Bains Report on the structure of local
government.

Great Homer Street —
Photo: Pater [ asson

before redevelopment, 1570,

In part these: attempis to extend and reorganise
services reflect the very high yvet growing levels of need
in the Liverpool area. OF the major English cities outside
London, Liverpool is undoubtedly in the worst position
overall, though the Tyneside conurbation has a higher
proportion of housing with poor amenities and more
overcrowding. Basic unemplovment in the Merseyside
region has remained stubbornly high' even at times of
prosperity  elsewhere, and in recessions has reached
disastrous levels. In May 1977 the unemployment rate
for the Liverpool area was 10.7%, the highest of any UK
conurbation and higher than the overall figure for
Morthern lreland (10.5%) against a national figure of
5.5%. Industrial decline, population loss and the large-
scale clearance of sub-standard housing — though much
still ‘remains — have left their physical mark on the
central areas of Liverpool, while growth has been in the
outlying estates and surrounding new town develop-
ments. Together these changes have contributed to an
overall decline, which so far shows no sign of reversal,

despite a series of local and national policies stretching
back even before the war.




The Community Development Project: National and
Local Structure

It was thus hardly surprising that Liverpool was one
of the first four areas selected in 1969 for the pilot
phase of the Home Office COP programme. COP grew
out of an alliance of different interests within central
government, seeking to test out on a small scale jdeas
that might be the basis for future policy development.
Despite the rise in general affluence, it was argued, there
were certain pockets of disadvantage which had missed
out, not through any lack of opportunity, but because
people in them were unable to take acdvantage of what
was available. What was wanted was not 'more of the
same’, but new forms of locally developed policy. There
was unmet need; yvet also untapped resources of help —
self-help — available in such areas. The programme was
to uncover this unmet need, to find out more about
deprivation, to improve coordination of existing services,
and to develop seif-help and community organisations.

There were to be twelve local projecis in total. In
each area there would be anaction team attached Lo the
local autherity, but 75% funded by central government
through the Urban Programme with limited ‘social
action' money to promote experimental schemes, and a
research team attached to the local university or
polytechnic with 100% grant from the Home Office to
assess |local conditions, and monitor or evaluate the
action, During the pilot phase the original plan called for
an action team of  three; further workers would be
recruited by secondment from existing agencies to
improve the prospects of coordination. Though this idea
was soon abandoned and had no influence on later
projects, the first two in the field, particularly Liverpool,
began their action programme on this basis.

From the start the national structure of CDP was
complex and changing. Though action staff were
appointed to the local authority, they had regular
meetings with the central Home Office team. The central

Chart of Natimal and Iocal Structure of Liverpool COP
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tearm was itself backed by a central steering group,
including representatives of the local authorities, the
Home Office and other government departments — its
function to distil-and pass on the lessons of COP. This
arrangement guickly fell into disuse partly because at
the carly stage there were no ‘lessons' emerging from
CDP. Mo formal mechanism was pul in its place, until
under pressure from the growing number of local
projecis a Consultative Council of project and Home
Cffice representatives was set up in 1972 to coordinate
the national development of CDP. On the research side
CDOP had begun with a national research director and
later a central research team, bult in practice local
accountability took precedence over these more distant
national links, particularly as local action and research
teams began to work more closely together. By 1972 the
Home Office had officially recognised the independence
of local projects, and the national research director Wwas
redefined as 'research consultant' and finally phased out
in 1974,

As one of the pilol projects the Liverpool CDP
followed the original blueprint, though agreement to
base the research team at Liverpool University was
finally abandoned after lengthy negotiations, Some 18
months after the project had started, 3 research team
attached to Oxford University joined the action team.

Locally the project had a complex structure of
accountahility. The action team was appointed to the
Liverpool Town Clerk's Department and worked from
the Municipal Offices until the Multi-5ervices Centre
building was opened in the project area in 1972
Originally the Home Office had intended that a broadly
based local steering group should be the central coordi-
nating body for each project. This was to include
representatives of interested parties, central and local
government departments, olher professionals, the velun-
tary agencies and local people. Though such a body was
set up in Liverpool the local authority clearly felt the
need for i small sub-commitiee of 'Policy and Finance'
to, manage their 25% of project resources. Thus both
steering group and project commitiee existed side by
side throughout the project, the latter having final power
to-authorise expenditure fram project funds. Over the
five years of the project, action expenditure amounted
to about £310,000 with some £220,000 being spent on
social action projects during the main action phase. The
research team received ahf average grant of about
£15,000 per year for its four year programme.

Liverpool CDP Final Report

This account of the Liverpool CEP has been pro-
duced by members of the research team. 1L is based
partly on research carried out during the project,
involving interviews, observalion and participation, but
it also depends heavily on the work of others, parti-
cularly the action team whose written material, records
and actions are central Lo any 4ccounl, on other
profossionals associated with the project, and local
residenis. who  freely allowed researchers to attend
meetings and gave much time o inlerviews and discus-
sion of the project.

The formal adopted has been Lo publish an overall
accounl, with more detailed papers covering Lthe major

4

elements in the action programme available for more
specialist audiences. This overall accountl traces the
development of the project from its origing within the
Home Cffice, to the transfer of activities to the local
authority and the Mauxhall neighbourhood council at
the end of the project in 1975 The neighbourhood
council itself grew out of the project’s |ocal steering
group, and is;accountable by annual report and review Lo
the city council and the 'Home Office, which has
continued to grant aid the programme for a further five
years from 1975—1980. Its annual budget in 1976 was
some £70,000 — the majority going. on staff salaries;
including the locally recruited neighbourhood workers,
information. centre staff, |awvyers, adult education
organiser, and coordinator for the community develop-
ment work,

Unlike Coventry, which has produced a series of
occasional papers and reports, Liverpool CDP has so Far
published little of its experience. In their final report,
the Coventry team concentraled on their analysis and
conclusions, particularly their changing approach to
poverty and deprivation —and much less on the detils
of their actions Tn the project area. By contrast the
Liverpool team spent little time developing analysis or
theories of deprivation; but instead concentrated on the
action programme mapped out carly in the project,
modelled closely on the original ideas behind CDP.
These emphasised practical ways of improving and
coordinating local services, and developing community
groups and local organisation.

While other CDPs followed Coventry's lead away
from these original objectives, Liverpoal stuck to them
doggedly. The Liverpool project thus represents a
determined attempl to put into practice one approach 1o
community development, though an approach less and
less favoured in CDP at large. The approach concen-
trated on practical schemes that could be mounted
within a local authorily framework. not @ wider attack
an the problems of poverty and deprivation.

We have followed the same emphasis in this account
of the Liverpool project. Though we do on occasions
address the wider guestions raised by CDP and would in
no way deny their importance, our main concern has
beep to. present an overall account of Lhe Liverpool
project. In the next three chapters we trace its early
progress, describe the project area, and try to set out the
underlying siritegy that mare or less determined the
overall shape of the action programme — though in no
way controlled its detailed development. Chapters 510
cover the major actien programmes, Much has had to be
left aut, and readers in search of more detajl are referred
to the supporting papers, Inevitably this section has to
cover the separate development of each element and we
have included a serics of case siudies 1o give a flavour of
the mare day Lo day sequence ol events. It is impartant
m. remember that many of these developments were
going on al the same time, involving a limited number of
penlp]t ‘in the project Leam, local authority and the more
active in the communily.. There was Lhus [ar more
interaction, both planned and unplanned, between
different e‘Inmnnls in‘the programme than JL is possible
Lo convey in an account of this kind.

By sFiLing nul o tackle the problems of poverly dnd
inequality by aclion and research at the local level, CDP
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raises almaost every dilemma or problem linked to social
intervention. In our conclusions we have attempted to
cover this range — from how effective a local area
approach 1o paverty might be, to some of the more
details lessons from the Liverpool project's practical
experience. But no finding can be conclusive; for they
are drawn from a single area. We cannot know what the
results might be if the same ideas were attempted by
different people in different settings. Here we see no
alternative 1o the patient amassing of delailed experience
in' this way. Research, however sophisticated, cannot
immediately discern whether one approach is conclu-
sively right or wrong. Mor can political slogans or grand

TRy RS

5 el : -r
Bottom of a2 Vauxhall "Walk-Up'
Mhrota: Peter feeson

theary — thaugh they have sometimes replaced practical
argument in COP.

We have pul forward a number of conclusions, Lhat
will no doubt make clear our overall position on some of
the major guestions raised by CDP. Mot everybody in
COP, not even all on the Liverpool project, will agree
with this position. But we have taken care to present a
detailed account of the project — in no way a "white-
wash' —so that those who disagree can at least base thelr
arguments on what happensd — not merely on their
basic opposition to the reformist approach largely
followed by the Liverpoo! project,
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Chapter 2: The Origins and Early Development of Liverpool CDP.

The national CDP experiment — from its arigins in
1967 in the Whitehall committee on community deve-
lopment chaired by Derek Morrell of the Home Office
Children's Department, to its conclusion more than ten
years later as the last of the twelve local projects finally
peters out in 1977 or 1978 — has been a long drawn-out
and frequently interrupted process, with many sharp
twists and changes of direction. For most local projects,
the early phase of the national programme now has little
relevance. The long delays in establishing local projects,
the rapid turnover of personnel and the change of
objectives, all meant that this phase was over before
maost local projects were fully in action. [ts major
function subsequently has been to serve as the main
source for the social pathelogy' approach to deprivation
— blaming the individual — an approach that in CDP is
regularly taken out and ritwally slaughtered, in contrast
to the current emphasis on ‘structural’ explanations for
poverty and inequality, where the problem is seen to lie
in the wider structure of society.

However for Liverpool COP, ene of the four pilot
projects set up in 1969, this early phase is important
Perhaps more than any other CDPE, the Liverpool
programme was an attempt to experiment with many of
the ideas in the original formulation of the natienal
programme. Though other projects followed the lead of
Coventry CDP away from these objectives, Liverpool
stuck to its programme doggedly. We begin this chapter
by placing Liverpool in the national context, showing
some of the problems of translating the general ideas
behind CDP into action, the practical difficulties of
selecting an area and establishing local teams. [n one way
this is small-scale-and insignificant stuff; no multi-million
pound programmes were at stake. |ts importance lies in
the light that it throws on the relationships among
central ‘government departments, local authorities,
universities and polytechnics, voluntary agencies and
finally local people, who were all to be involved ‘ina
radical experiment in community development....ina
concerted search for better solutions to the problem of
deprivation than those we now possess’. (Home Office,
1968).

Early Mational Plans and Organisation:

Lnlike several recent ‘action-research’ projects which
when announced are backed by material little thicker
than a press release, COP was widely discussed within
government. By the time ii was publicly launched in
1969, there were already papers covering the philosophy
behind the experiment, the main lines of action and
research to be tried in local projects, and the structure of
its central and local organisation. These were hardly
detailed enough to be called 2 blueprint, but they
provided substantial guidelines. How realistic were they
when it came to translating ideas into practice?

As Mayo (1975) shows, CDP represented an alllance

of different interests within central government, not a
panic: reaction to urban crisis and racial unrest. The
thinking behind CDP combined many of the ideas
current in social policy development in the 1960s.
Despite the general spread of prosperity, there were, it
was argued, still pockets of disadvantage that had failed
to gain their share of this prowth. Merely extending
existing policies on a 'more of the same basis’ was a
course with 'no apparent limits . . . . ' {Home Office,
1968) — 'pouring maney down a bottomless pit.' There
was, too, a strong belief that 'a sense of community' was
in decline, for which the rising rate of vandalism, child
neglect, or isolation among the elderly, provided all too
frequent evidence. The Home Office paper on com-
munity development spoke of the need to develop ‘the
awareness of interdependence’ and 'the growth of
persons in community.” Yet it was also accepted that
much social need was undetected or poorly handled as a
result of the partial and ill-coordinated coverage of the
existing social and welfare services, There were strong
echoes here of a central theme in the Sechohm Report,
that existing services are specialised and vertically
organised; yet individual needs rarely fall so neatly into a
single category.

CDP was a device to test out one response to these
problems — a new form of policy initiative for disadvan-
taged areas. There were to be three main strands. First
there would be programmes to createa Breater dwareness
of interdependence both within the community and
with outside groups, and stimulate increased self-help
urgani_sai'lun. Second was an emphasis on integrating and
coordinating existing services better, and making them
more accessible to clients. This. second objective was
consciously an attempt to test gut the Seehohm Re-
port’s main recommendation for more integrated local
authority social services. When Seebohm was unexpec-
tedly implemented on a nmational scale (Hall, 1978)
before COP was in full operation, the programme was
enlarged to include services not invalved in the Seebohm
reorganisation. The third strand was the presence of
rcsearch to provide information for attion, but more
|mFOFIE|l:i“‘f to monitor and evaluate the experiment; for
‘the optimal methods of impraving the standard of life
and welfare in poor communities are by no means
completely known.' (Home Office, 1969)

As the project gathered Wiy, it naturally accumulated
other ideas and objectives, Mowhere is the way different
and conflicting interests were at times  uncritically
accommodated, shawn more clearly than in the list of
mdu:f?tors of deprivatien’ compiled by the central team.
The list was initiated by the Home Office, and each
central government department then added items, The
result was formidable and amarphous, ranging from the
:Pcldr:p-;c of imprisonment for deb, through vaccina-
tion, infant mortality and the number of junior library
ticket-holders ta marital fidelity and personal hygiene.
These were then solemnly presented to local research
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teams as the basis for assessing the impact of CDP. AL
face wvalue this seems a lupatic way of conducling
research, but this is to overlook its value in drawing in
central government departments and keeping the alliance
together — a prime concern of Morrell's early strategy.
Yet the main lines of the programme did provide an
inteflectually coherent approach, though Liverpool CDP
found that in practice the spread of objectives contained
the seeds of considerable tension and conflict within the
overall programme.

Much has subsequently been made of the underlying
‘social pathology' approach to deprivation in early CDP
literature, as a reason for rejecting all the objectives in
the original package (CDF 1974). [n part this is a fair
charge; individual characteristics are singled out, though
the idea is far less prominent than in later projects
associated with Sir Keith |oseph’s 'eycle of deprivation’,
where it becomes the principal explanation. In early
CDP papers individual characteristics are seen to be parl
cause of deprivation, bul so are peorly co-erdinated
services. Mor was the wider framework completely
ignored, though this was outside the scope of COP —a
small supplement to existing social and welfare program-
mes. ‘Largescale remedies’ the Home Office intoned,
‘belong to the steady evolution, as resources permit, of

familiar general policies.’ (Home Office, 1969). Though
projects have rightly challenged the belief that CDP areas
necessarily benefit from the onward march of these
familiar policies’, it is clearly wrong to conclude that
the original approach laid the sole blame for deprivation
on individual characteristics.

Already by 1968 the main lines of CDP organisation
had taken shape. Twelve local projects were to be based
in arcas selected on broad criteria of deprivation with
populations of 3,000-5,000 people. Each project was to
have a core action team of not more than three people;
athers would be added by secondment from. existing
local services — a way of generating commitment for an
integrated programme, though the project would be able
Lo act ‘only to the extent that the parent service was
prepared to concede.! An independent research team
wolld be provided by the local university or polytech-
nic. Local teams would be 'operationally accountable' to
a local steering group, composed of local authority
officers and members, representatives of central govern-
ment depariments, other professional and voluntary
interests; and 'private members of the local community,
if as parl of the developing strategic plan, this seemed to
be one way of securing the realistic involvement of
people living in the area’ (Home Office, 1968).



Mationally these |ocal steering groups would be
complemented by a central steering group, comprising
the interests invalved in CDP at this level. And this in
Lurn was shadowed by committees and working parties
stretching up-into the Whitehall machine. The role of the
Home Office and the local authority was exactly
analogous at these two levels. At national level CBP was
presented as an inter-departmental initiative lodged for
convenience within the Home Office, which provided for
its administration. Similarly at the local lewel, the
project’s activities might extend beyond the scope of the
local authority, though it would play a central role in
providing an administrative base. In both cases the
steering group symbolised this broad framework. All
ware Lo beinvolved.

By 1968 a timetable had been drawn up to select four
pilot arzas early in the following year, make public the
project shortly afterwards, and get the first projects into
operation in the summer when there would be a joint
training programme for new staff. Meatings with local
authority representatives before the project was official-
Iv launched produced some small changes. Projectl areas
were to be nearer 10,000; and there was concern about
selecting the pilot areas to avoid confusion with the
Seebohm reorganisation. But the main lines were un-
changed, as the project moved into the action phase.

Selecting the Pilot Areas:

From the start, Liverpoal was an obvious choice Tor
one of the three or four pilot projects. There were four
main criteria for selecting the local authorities to take
part atl thisstage; the-areas had to be distributed across
the country; one at least had to be linked with the
educational priority area [EPA) action research program-
me that had just begun (Halsey 1972) and there had' to
be potential backing from the |ocal social services and
neighbouring university or polytechnic. The arrange-
ments for selecting the actual project area once the local
authorities had been chosen were less clear cut. Againa
balanced mixture of different types of area was en-
visaged, and the need to avoid particularly difficult
districts in the pilot phase.

Only Birmingham and Liverpool of the 23 possible
local authorities considered had an EPA project, and
once Coventry had been selected as one of the pilot
areas, Liverpool was inevitably chosen to give a geogra-
phical spread. The four local authorities selected were
approached early in 1969, and the intention was to
announce the details simultaneously. Though Liverpool
and Coventry quickly agreed in principle to participate,
negotiations with the other areas, Southwark and Cardiff
dragged on: Cardiff belatedly dropped out and was
replaced by Glyncorrwg in South Wales: This stage had
taken far longer to complete than had been anticipated;
the result was to delay the announcement of the pilat
phase and the appointment of staff by several months,
though Liverpool went ahead with the selection of the
project area. One casually of the delay was the proposed
summer school for newly appointed staff. This® deve-
loped into an Anglo-American conference on the evalua-
tion of social action programmes, invelying the senior
figures in COP but nobody from local teams. Nonc had
yet been appointed.

&

Setting Lp the Liverpool Project:

Megotiations to set up the action and research teams
on the Liverpool project were conducted entirely
separately: in-a series of bifateral meetings, in part a
reflection of the divided responsibility for action and
research in the central team in what was, after all,
intended to be a collaborative ‘action research' venture,
Formal negotiations with Liverpool University only
began ance the local authority had officially agreed to
take part.

Though there was some initial confusion within: the
local authority; as the Home Office had channelled
communications both te the Town Clerk's Department
and also to the Children’s Department, reflecting the
location of the central team, the interdepartmental
nature of the project was quickly established, and formal
approval given. A committee of ‘delegates’ from lacal
authority departments was appointed 1o hold discussions
with the Home Office about the detailed arrangements.
These delegates comprised the chairman of five miajor
committess and six chief officers.

Once the formal approach was made, there was little
discussion about wheiher Liverpool should take part.
Discussion centred on two main issues; the selection of
the local area, and local organisation, particularly the
role of the steering group. Both show clearly the limits
of central direction, once negotiations began with the
local authority. What had not been fully taken into
account in the central plans of what was seen as 2 small
though significant pilot experiment, was the extent to
which this was immediately taken as 4 real resource at
the local level, both in terms of money and the prestige
attached to'a central government venture.

(i} Selection of the Area:

One major reason for selecling Liverpool in the pilot
pha_je was to fink Gp with the EPA. action-research
project, and this was explicitly stated in the Home
Office’s invitation for Liverpoal to participate in the
gchcme; it would provide an oppartunity to study the
interaction belween community action on a broad front,
and action initiated in the schools, and elsewhere, to
improve educational opporiunity for children from
deprived families.” The idea of linking EPA and CDP was
boosted by thearrival of Dr. Halsey, national director of
the EPA projects, as the national research coordinator
ﬁ:::r_CDF‘ in the autumn of 1968. The Liverpool EPA
project was by far the most active and successful at this
sLag_e. However there were two problems. First the EPA
project covered a far larger arca with a population of
aNer 'lDﬂ,.DD'D. And as a second complication or perhaps
opporiunity, the Shelter Neighbourhood Action Project
(SNAP) had just begun work in part of the EPA areain
Granby.

Both projects, however were anxious to attract the
CDP to their area, though how the two projects would
have ba?f:ln organised was never made clear. Both saw it as
an addlil_r:un o their own resources, not as an indepen-
dent project. As SNAP was already working on a ‘total
ap_pruach' to urban problems, the arrival of COP would
bring more services into the scheme, making it even
more Lotal; SNAP was the 'device of the moment'. But
both projocts were uneasy aboul the other, A joint



scheme with EPA would, in SMNAP's opinion, have
presented the city with a threatening line-up of central
government projects — though EPA was not strictly a
central government exercise. The EPA project viewed
SMAP as ‘rushing its fences' in the attempt to gain
support for its approach. In fact both projects had leapt
inte action, propelled by the pace and personal style of
their directors — a Liverpool model followed by the first
local COP director.

Despite these frictions, the Home Office, in its
all-embracing style, explicitly suggested the triple over-
lap at the first meeting with the local authority delegates
in May, 1969; ‘joint action by three projects with highly
cognate purpose, might achieve a great deal.” However
the Home Office conceded that the city might select
another area. |t was clear that the city team was opposed
to the idea of placing three projects in ane area. It was
concerned that resources were fairly distributed, that
one area was nal ‘saturated” with research — there were
already rumblings in the Education Department about
the EPA project — and also that the effects of the
different projects should not be confused. |t was agreed
to wait for the ‘social malajse' data to guide the final
selection. This exercise by the Planning Department
involved collection of 'malaise’ indicators for small areas
of the city. {See Flynn, M., Flynn, P., Mellor, M., 1972
for a list of thess indicators.)

By July, discussion between the Home Office and
Planning Department had settled the criteria for selec-
tion. Population was to be from 5,000 to a maximum of
20,000; the project was to be in the inner area of the
city in a district unlikely to be affected by large-scale
clearance;, but one with high social malaise rates. Using
these criteria the Planning Department recommended
the Vauxhall area. In the meetings that followed, it was
quickly accepted that Vauxhall had performed as badly
on the malaise indicators as the other areas considered,
particularly Granby, But this was not the case. Vauxhall
Ward fell into the lowest 25% of Liverpool wards on 19

View across Vauxhall towards the Mersey
Fhotor Ligm G illgan

of the social malaise indicators, and the lowest 10% of
wards in eight indicators. Granby, however, was in the
lowest 25% on 33 of the 36 indicators and the lowest
10% on 24 of the indicators. Several other wards were in
positions as low or lower than Vauxhall. What is also
obscured by the simple ranking of wards on each
indicator of ‘social malaise' is the pattern of results. The
profile of Vauxhall was very different from that of
Granby, suggesting a very different pattern of disadvan-
tage.

At a meeting of delegates to consider the social
malaise fgures, a compromise decision was reached to
select part of the Vauxhall Ward, part of Granby in the
SMAP project area, and the Devonshire Road area of
Princes Park Ward. These were only two physically
distinct areas, though on opposite sides of the city
centre. This decision was formally approved and sent to
the Home Office.

The compromise decision to select two or three areas
appears-to have been a tactic to get the Home Office to
drop its proposals to link CDP with the EPA and SNAP
project areas. For the Home Office was unlikely to
accept this unnecessarily complicated arrangement in the
pilot phase of the CDP programme, Enthusiasm for a
joint scheme was weakening rapidly; the EPA project
director had grown lukewarm about loosely coordinating
his wark with yet another project, when at an earlier
stage a merger or joint identity had seemed possible. In
the response to the local authority the Home Office
insisted that more than one area would over-commit the
limited resources of the project team. Vauxhall was
acceptable and there could still be 'liaison' with the EPA
and SMAP projects in the City. Wauxhall Ward was
selected at the next meeting of the delegates. It was a
physically distinct area, isolated by major road devel op-
ments, though population movements through major
slum-clearance had ceased. The decision and arguments
were rehearsed again at the first meeting of the local
steering group at the end of September, 1969,




{ii} The Local Steering Group

In the original plan the local steering group was Lo be
the first line of accountability for the project team, a
way of holding together the many different interests
likely to be invelved. The jdea was typical of the
‘cathedral building" at the early stages of COP, and the
belief that many different interests could be brought
together to work in a 'concerted search’ for solutions to
the problems of deprivation. Once constituted the local
steering group was lo appoint the project team, and act
as a channel for recommendations from the project to
the different agencies. Binding in different agencies at
the steering group stage would help ‘constitute the
guarantee of the commitment of local resources . ...
and their commitment to look seriously at any sugges.
tions regarding general procedures and organisation.’
(Home Office, 1969). Given the range of representatives
— local autherity and central government departments,
local councillors, other statutory and voluntary agencies,
local and central project teams, as well as some local
people — the steering group envisaged had Lo be of some
size.

However the local authority quickly made clear that
the committee would have to be small, A small group
was essential ‘to maintain control of the project.’
Membership would be restricted to six councillors, with
non-members for cooption restricted to four. One of
these was to be a representative of the central steering
group, and another from the Liverpool Neighbourhood
Organisations Committee (NOC), which was felt to
represent 'city voluntary interests.” This left two places
for local people or other interest groups, completely
different from the Home Office propasal.

In response the Home Office recognised ‘the council’s
desire to have a small body responsible for council
policy towards the project’, bul pointed out that some
at least of the project’s activities would be outside the
scope of local authority responsibility, for example in
work with central government agencies based locally.
For the Home Office at this stage CDP was an
experiment lodged for convenience within the local
authaority, but not wholly of it But for the local
authority, which had to employ the staff and act as a
channel fTor resources, it was clearly part of their
activities, and as such, subject (o the standard proce-
dures of control.

Again the outcome was a compromise. The Home
Office accepted the local authority's proposal for 2 small
committee, bul asked for a larger steering group to be
set up as well. There would thus Be an inner 'project
committee’, a sub-committee of local authority ‘Palicy
and Finance!, and a broader steering group with a2 wide
range of interests,

At the first meeting of what was now the ‘project
committee’, plans were made to set up a ‘working group’
to establish the constitution and membership of the
local steering group. These plans were made public when
the project was officizlly launched at the end of 1969, at
a large meeting with representatives from many volun-
tary and statutory organisations. In drawing up members
for the working group, the Home Office argued against
too strong a local authority invelvement, proposing the
directors of the EPA and 5MNAP projects, as well as
HMIs. In fact four chief officers were eventually
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nominated, and a further four representatives of other
organisations selested from the meeting to launch the
Liverpool project.

The working group met three times, and in consulta-
tion with the central Home Office team and local
voluntary and statutory agencies drew up a membership
list and constitution. This was completed by April 1970,
and the first meeting proposed for |une 15t The lerms
of reference for the steering group were advisory, rather
than executive — ‘providing cooperation’, ‘appraising
proposals’, ‘providing advice and puidance’ and 'trans-
mitting recommendations to local agencies invalved.
The proportions of members from different categories
were also fixed, but despite an attemptl to exclude
several agencies with marginal interests in Vauxhall,
many of these successfully appealed for reinstatement.
The early meetings of the steering group were thus
overweighed with such agencies, which were perhaps
more interested in links with the Home Office, the
source of Urban Aid funding, than with the day to day
activities of the: Vauxhall project. The proportion of
local residents or resident organisations was initially
fixed at 25%, although the Home Office favoured a
larger number. This restriction on ‘local’ representation
was intreduced despite the limited ‘consultative’ role of
the steering group, responsibility for the control of
expenditure being retained by the local authority Vaux-
hall project committee:

Both sequences of decision-taking over the selection
of the area, and local organisation show how rapidiy the
central plans were amended once they met opposition
from the local authority. Selection of an area free from
other projects was probably a wise step, in view of the
:omplicatj-:ms that could have arisen. However the
compromise over local organisation had long term
implications, first in the unclear relationship between
the project committee and the local steering group, and
second in the formal, professionally dominated arrange-
ments for the steering group. Al the start it was chaired
by a councillor from the project committee, with a
formal local autherity style of agenda. Professionals far
outnumbered other groups.

By the beginning of 1970 the project director and
two assistants had been recruited, and began work from
the corporation offices in the city centre, thus again
establishing that the project was very firmly part of the

lacal authority. They were as yet, however, without a
research team.,

The Research Saga:

The original CDP plan envisaged the recruitment of
the local university or polytechnic 1o provide the
research team with 100% grant from the Home Office.
This Wds an attractive proposition on almost every
count, invelving local centres of higher education in the
pl‘:tl.’.llt:&l solution of local problems, and making use of
their interest, accessibility. and local knowledge. Unfar-
tunately in almost no area was such an arrzangement
successfully struck, and when a deal was made, it
quickly came unstuck. Liverpool was no exceplion. I

At the centre, the research arrangements had initially
been the responsibility of Dr, Halsey, the coordinator of
research. Need for full time help resulted in the



appointment in 1969 of Professor Greve from South-
ampton University to act as director of research, though
initially without a central research team. Once these
arrangements had been made, official approaches could
begin to establish the local research teams.

Formal discussion with Liverpool University beganin
July 1969, once the local authority was well an the way
to reaching agreement with the Home Office. This
proved ill-fated from the start. Initially two departments
were approached, edocation and social science. Educa-
tion was involved because of the proposed link with the
EPA project. Unfortunately the initial contact in the
social science: department was seriously ill, and the
professor who took over the negotiations was unwilling
to make a joint arrangement with other departments. By
the end of 1969 with a series of meetings and corres-
pondence some of the earlier difficulties had been
resolved, particularly as there was now to be no action
link with the EPA project. But there was still concern
about the implications of aclion-research and control
over the project. Ironically the professor invelved had
recently written a prominent article in ‘The Guardian' —
‘A Smokescreen of Research' suggesting that projects
such as EPA and CDP were a delaying device to cover
inaction.

By now the action team had begun work and was
beginning to express anxiety about the lack of a research
team. Megotiations dragged on, covering grant rules, the
role of the action team and whether they would
canform to a research design, a control area, the
possibility of a second praject area, and the appointment
of staff. In March 1970 agreement secmcd to have been
reachied and appointments made, only for more prob-
lems to emerge about the grant, the right to publish; and
for the research team to have prior consultation and
probably even veto over action undertaken by the
project. Seme of these demands could not be met; for
the project organisation gave considerable freedom to
the action team, and they were accountable to the local
authority and local steering committee — not the Home
Office.. At points of conflict in COP research needs
rarely received priority.

Though almest all parties were now sceptical that
agreement could be reached, negotiations were con-
tinued, with Liverpool University, while possible alterna-
tives were explored. Once again in August 1970 agree-
ment seemed to be near, only to founder over the size of
grant demanded. By the end of the year, steps were
taken to extricate the Home Office from the negotia-
tons; the possibility of links with other departments in
the University was briefly considered, but rejected in
view of the already long and tangled history of negotia-
tions.

Oxford University had been canvassed as a possible
source of research in the second phase of the national
project; it was already involved in the EPA action-
research project in Liverpool. Though reluctant o take
on the Liverpool CDP research at this late stage, Oxford
was formally approached in February 1971, and agreed
to take part the following month. The research team in
Liverpool, however, did not start work till October
1971, in time to dovetail with the end of the three year
EPA project. Mare than two years had elapsed since the
first formal attempt 1o recruit a Liverpool research team.

Liverpool was by no means unique in this respect,
though the saga was excessively drawn-out, Universities
were genuinely reluctant to commit themselves to such
an open ended and unfamiliar exercise, though in the
case of Liverpool, the fresh difficulties and objections
that arose whenever agreement looked close, make it
hard to accept that there was ever a serious commitment
ta the project. There was apparently no appeal against
the final Home Office decision to cease negatiations.

One of the anticipated by-products of the CDP
experiment was to be the closer involvement of univer-
sities, particularly soclal science departments in the
practical solution of social problems and the generation
of more relevant research. Winning over universities to
the proposals was thus imbued with missionary zeal, and
negotiations unnecessarily extended. The result of at-
tempting 1o bring about such a fundamental redirection
of academic effort at the margins of a small praject, was
that the main purpose, providing a locally active research
team fell by the way.

Changes at the Centre:

By the time the Liverpool CDP was established in
1870, the naticnal project had begun to falter. Progress
through 1969 had been slow as a result of the sluggish
response from local authorities and universities. Maorrell,
the principal architect of the project, died at the end of
the year; there was an interregnum of several months
before the arrival of his successor. Impending govern-
ment change and the move of the Children's Department
to the DHSS in 1970, leaving CDF and the urban
programme at the Home Office further confused the
picture, when momentum might have been recovered. &
further almost complete change of central staff occurred
again al the end of 1970,

As local tears moved into action the central team
through its regular contact with project directors, was
brought increasingly into the practical problems of the
original design. Once the director and twao assistants had
been appointed in Liverpool, an important task was to
identify people in other agencies to create an 'inter-
service' team. This produced difficulties from the start.
First there were problems of recruitment; for the
Seebohm reorganisalion was imminent and new posts
were being created. Liverpool was also in process of its
own McKinsey reorganisation. Second as CDP's objec
tives were 50 broad, there was nolimit to the number of
departments where secondment of staff might be rele-
vant, but this would have created an unmanageable
team, particularly the problems of responsibility to
different masters. And third the creation of an inter-
service team placed CDP squarely into an executive role,
with the need Lo take on normal statutory work and
caseloads. This was clearly at odds with the role of
‘change agent', not to be tied down by a day to day
responsibility. The idea of a seconded team was quickly
dropped, in favour of a ‘nuclear’ team with contacts in
other departments arranged on an informal basis. And
even this arrangement was dropped by later projects
which generally recruited the staff they required direct-
Iy, However the idea of an 'inter-service' team was
central to the first phase of the Liverpool project, and it
influenced many of the later programmoes.

it
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Gradually as more local teams were appointed, and
the central team declined, the Home Office lost the
initiative in CDP. At a meeting with the Home Office in
1972 a number of changes were proposed by local
teams, and their implementation fundamentally affected
the project's development over the next few years. These
included greater autonomy for lecal projects, the crea-
tion of a central Information and Intelligence Unit to
service  local projects, the regular meetings of the
Consultative Council of project and Home Office teams,
and the promotion of inter-project work. Together these
changes opened the way for & more radical programme
in COP, and a move towards & structural explanation of
poverty. Liverpool played an active role in establishing
the Consultative Council but by then the Liverpool
action programme had already been settled. It was
hardly influenced by the change in direction adopted by
many COP projects or the development of inter-project
work, though individual team members frequently at

tempted to import some of these more radical elements
into their own areas of the programme.

The problems and delays experienced In setting up
the Liverpool project were not unigue, and far less than
in several of the other pifot areas. Far from galvanising
into action a concerted search for a solution to the
prablems of deprivation, the all-embracing structure of
CDP demanded enormous energy, organisation and luck
to move [tself laboriously forward. Once the centrally
devised plans were put to the test they were dependent
on the interpretation of other groups. Beth local
authority and university in Liverpoal had very different
perceptions of how the project should be run — the first
seeing iU as essentially local authority activity, the other
as a tightly controlied piece of research. Though the
Home Office team had different views, they lacked the
power or confidence to push ahead with the original
formulation. The resulis in Liverpool had leng term
effects on the programme,
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Chapter 3: The Project Area

Scotland Road ‘Clearance’ 1970
Bhata: Perer Leeson

One of the major assumptions underlying the CDP
programme and many other social policy initiatives of
the 1960s, was the belief that deprivation was con-
veniently concentrated in a limited number of geogra-
phical areas. If these could be identified, their problems
analysed, and additional resources applied in the form of
‘positive: discrimination’, a major step forward on pre-
vious attempts to tackle deprivation would have been
taken. Much effort was spent by both local and central
government in devising statistical indicators and using
these to identify the apparent ‘black spots’, where
deprivation was concentrated. Liverpool with its two
‘spcial malaise’ studies has been a clear leader amaong
local authorities in this field.

However this area approach to deprivation has come
under ‘attack on two main grounds. The first is an
essentially technical argument based on comparison
betwesn frdividual and erea characteristics, though it
raises important questions whether the target for pro-
grammes of positive discrimination is ‘deprived indivi-
duals® or ‘deprived areas'. A series of research studies
{Barnes, 1975, Holtermann, 1975, and Townsend, 1976)
has shown that when individual data from census or
surveys is analysed on an area basis, 'deprivation' or
‘being at risk’, as measured by a range of social
indicators is not really concentrated into a few distinct
areas. Though there is some degree of concentration, any
geographical area selected contains a mixture of the
‘deprived’ and 'non-deprived’. To concentrate on posi-
tive discrimination at an area level is likely to be an
inefficient method of reaching the 'deprived” individual.
It will benefit the 'non-deprived” who also happen ta live
there, and miss the 'deprived’ who live elsewhere.

The second line of attack has been developed by CDP
itself. This argues that to single out particular areas of
deprivation 1% to encourage the belief that the causes of
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deprivation are also to be found within the area, and to
be explained principally in terms of the characteristics of
people who live there. To single out deprived areas is to
risk separating their problems from the question of
wider inequality in the social structure, Yet such areas
are. not separate and different, inhabited by some
‘under-class’; merely working class areas which suffer in
particularly acute form the inequalities experienced by
the working class in general.

This is not the place to enter into detailed arguments
in favour of an area approach to deprivation, though it is
Imporiant to: be clear whether the ohjective is to
reach deprived individuals, or to tackle the problems
of an area. Clearly deprivation and disadvantage do not
cluster neatly into a few areas, and an area policy would
make little sense on its own. However the data recently
used to support arguments against an area approach has
be_en presented in a relatively simple form, and may for
this reason be a misleading guide to the degree of
concentration. As Webber (1975) shows in his social area
analysis of Liverpool, semi and unskilled workers are
found in all parts of the city, but for example those in
the more prosperous areas are far more likely to own
cars than their counterparts in the inner city. Location
wiEl also be important for job prospects and SECUrity — a
point clearly illustrated by comparing the position of
semi an_d unskilled workers in different regions. And
areas will vary radically in their reputations:. Several
school leavers in the Vauxhall area commented an the
reluctance of certain employers to take them on once
their origins were known.

'u'{e need to move away from the simple idea of
deprivation as a characteristic which is more or less
unevenly distributed, and only has to be measured by
some form of universal head-counting process to an
approach that maps in the vary different types of area
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that may be labelled ‘deprived’ and indeed goes beyond
this, to include all categories of area within the urban
farm, linking social and spatial analysis. This was bégun
in the EPA project which contrasted the conditions
found in the four project areas (Halsey, 1972), and has
been well developed in the Liverpool Social Area Study
(Webber, 1975) which identified five ‘Tamilies’ of areas
within the Liverpool district, each with its own pattern
of social problems. Though in some final sense all such
areas may experience the same problems, the particular
blend can be very different, calling for a very different
mix of policies at the local level.

An account of the project area is important for
several reasons. First it provides a context for the
description of project activities, a basis for judging their
relevance. Second it should help bring about a better
understanding of the different areas likely to be clas-
sified as deprived. And third, by adding a historical
perspective it can say something about the causes and
persistence of such problem areas. By providing local
detail, there is no logical reason why one should fall into
the trap of believing that the area's problems spring
solely from thie characteristics of the local population or
from local conditions. To emphasise. the particular
problems of an area is not to-deny that they can also
form part of a wider analysis. The strength of projects
such as CDP, based in a local area, s their zbility to link
an account of local conditions to a wider analysis. 1n this
they offer important advantages over the national social
survey, whose generalisations rarely touch the ground,
or, at the other extréeme, the blinkered community
study.

The process by which Vauxhall emerged as the
Liverpool CDP project area has already been described.
Once the project team began work, its precise bounda-

ries- were quickly settled, and with marginal changes,
remained fixed throughout the project Forming a long
rectangle of land alongside the Mersey just north of the
city centre, the area had well defined boundaries. To the
west it was edged by an almost solid line of industrial
and warehouse buildings on the docks, and on the north
beyond Boundary Street, marking an old city boundary,
by an area whera housing had almest completely been
demolished. The city centre to the south, and Great
Homer Street, one of the main local shopping areas, and
the higher ground towards Everton on the east, marked
the other boundaries.

Like other CDPs, the Vauxhall district — or 'Scottie
Road" as it is known locally — shares the familiar
catalogue of problems found in any rundown inner-city
area. But, like other districts, it has characteristics which
make it unique. Both sets are crucial to an understanding
of the area’s development. Yauxhall has followed a well
recognised pattern; a long established working class
community, predominanty lrish Cathelic in origin, a
product of the demand for labour as Liverpaol expanded
as a port in the nineteenth century, housed close to its
work-place, principally in docking and dock-related
industries; but now increasingly crippled by the shift in
dock waork further down river, by growing mechanisa-
tion, by the decline in Liverpool's importance as a port
and the closure of related industries; fragmented by the
dispersal of its population through clearance and redeve-
lopment programmes; and finally carved up into isolated
seciions by new motorway and tunnel developments, its
open spaces a convenient parking lot for lorries heading
for the docks, or the cars of city centre commuters.

However, the plight of Vauxhall in the 1960s cannot
be understood merely by listing its present troubles, the
indusirial decline and loss of jobs, the overcrowded and
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substandard housing, or all the other indicators of 'social
malaise’ carefully collected and analysed by city plan-
ners and statisticians.

It lacks a historical dimension. The crucial point is
that Vauxhall’s relative position has always been the
same — always one of the areas in the city with the
highest levels of overcrowding and unemployment
Though the housing has changed, and the private
landlord given way to the corporation, overcrowding
persists. Property is still in desperate need of main-
tenance and repair. Mor has the reputation of ‘'notorious
Scotland Road' changed dramatically, from ‘the man
catchers' ‘bands of prigs (juvenile thieves)', ‘poachers’
and ‘smugglers’ listed by Hume in the 1850s, to the
teenage gangs of the 1960s vandalising property and
sometimes terrifying the elderly and alone,

History

With the growth of Liverpool as a major port in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, the deve-
lopment of Vauxhall as an industrial area was inevitable.
&s the city spread northwards, building had at first been
on the higher and healthier ground away from the river
Mersey. But with the Leeds and Liverpool canal built at
the end of the eighteenth century, the construction of
new docks, and the coming of the railways, the low lying
strip of land close to the river was the natural location
for industry and its work-force. By the 1840s Vauxhall
was already industrialised — 'its character in manufactur-
ing consisting of iron foundries, soap, alkali, chemicals,
and other manufactories, and it contains a dense
population of labouring people, supported to a consi-
derable extent by employment in the ward" (Finch,
1842).

At first housing development appears to. have
matched this rapid growth of population in the early
period. Between 18471 and 1851, there was an increase
of 4000 houses in the Scotland Road area, roughly
parallel with the population growth. But more detailed
figures show that the peak years for building were
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1841 —1846: the building boom for cheap housing in
industrial areas of the city collapsed just at the point of
greatest need, as speculative builders turned to more
prosperous and secure districts {Treble, 1971). For now
the arrival of the Irish immigrants had increased dramati-
cally, following the Irish potato famine; — 'by the end of
|une (1847) not less than 300,000 Irish had landed in
Liverpool, and it is estimated that 60—80,000 had
located themselves amongst us, occupying every nook
and corner of the already overcrowded lodging houses
and forcing their way into cellars. .. " (Duncan, 1851).
These cellars had earlier been closed by law bul were
now reoccupied on a large scale, with an estimated
population of 30,000 at their peak. There was a rapid
growth, foo, in the notorious Liverpool ‘courts' —
houses built in a small square; each block almost
touching the next row, allowing little room for ventila-
tion or sanitation. By 1864 when these buildings were
officially proscribed, the ‘courts’ had a population of
more than 100,000 in the city as a whole.

Vauxhall and Scotland Road were at the centre of
these pressures. Though the population in the Vauxhall
Ward only increased slightly between 1841 and 1861,
Scotland Ward rose from 35,000 to 81,000 in the same
period. Overcrowding increased sharply, More than half
of the Vauxhall pepulation was Housed in cellas or
courts in the T840s and the two wards contajned more
than 50% of the inhabited courts in the city. The
inevitable result of these overcrowded and insanitary
conditions, was outbreaks of fever and disease, the
scotland Road area frequently recording the highest
rates in the city. In the cholera outbreak of 1849, 2000
of the 5000 recorded cholera deaths were in the
Vaughall and Scotland Wards,

This, then, was the important formative period for

the Vauxhall area — in part the result of industrial
develepment, and in part the arrival of large numbers of
immigrants forced to crowd into the nearest available
chealp housing. The remaining history can be seen as the
playing out of a complex equation of population,
housing and employment from this starting point. From
this angle the dramatic changes in Vauxhall over the past
10 years are only the latest twist ina long sequence. By
the 1860s the population in Vauxhall had reached its
peakf and has fallen regularly ever since, now down to z
fraction of its original size. In part this reflects the
natural outward movement of population as Liverpool
and oppaortunities expanded elsewhere; in part it reflects
ic dm:li_m: in local jobs, and in part the deliberate
intervention of the corporation in the local housing
market. Vauxhall provides a classic example of the
workings and progress of such intervention.
i The reoccupation of cellars and the growth of courts
in the mid 19th century was clearly a setback to
attempts through health and housing acts to control
insanitary and’ substandard conditions, Despite being
condemned and proscribed by legislition, the courts and
cellars continued in use. For these was no alternative;
and the corporation was forced to accept a gradual
programme of closure, and even then condemned cellars
tended to be reoccupied. The next stage beyond
attempts at legislative control on existing and new
building was clearly powers to demalish slum properties,
and to intervene dircctly to provide new housing.



Liverpaol had taken these powers by 1864 inan Act
described as a ‘plonesr of housing reform' [Caradog
Jones, 1934 Vauxhall was the first area to benefit with
the building of St. Martin's Cottages in 18069, the first
municipal housing in the country: However, these were
an jsolated example; not till the next century was there
further extensive public building in the area with the
construction of four large blocks of flats,

However, the pelicy of demaolition was more actively
pursued, and by 1884 the city was clearing substandard
houses at a rate of 1000 a year, though with no
equivalent building programme. Even the Housing Act of
1890 made the corporatlion only respansible for housing
508 of those wheose houses they had demolished. But in
areas like Vauxhall, dependent on casual libour on the
riverfront, workers could not easily move away from the
area. They relied on |ocal contacts for knowledge about
shipping movemenls and cargoes, and daily attendance
at the hiring "stands’ for work. Thus the well intentioned

Ashfield Gardens

Mhagto: Peler Leeshn

policy of clearing substandard housing in fact added to
the slums elsewhere, as the local stock of houses
declined. Every time a proportion of the displaced
worlkers decided to stay where they were apd cram into
available housing. The same process is apparently still at
work, with many households overcrowded through
‘doubling up' as young married couples, anxious Lo
remain in the area, were unable to find housing locally,
the result of their low priority rating under the local
authority ‘points’ system.

Since the beginning of the century, the corporation
has steadily increased the proportion of the housing
stock under its direct control — but always matched by a
decline in the population of the area — sometimes by
small, and sometimes by massive amounts. First came
four blocks of flats at the turn of the century; then in
the inter-war period, the building of a large number of
four and five storey walk-up flats which give the area
mast of its present character. They are in direct line of
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Fontenoy Gardens
Phatar Peter Leeson

descent from the earlier 'courts’. For Orwell in the
1930s, they were 'definitely fine buildings" ‘built in the
form of an immense ring five storeys high, round a
central courtyard about 60 yards across; which forms a
playground for children. Round the inner side run
balconies; and there are wide windows on each side 5o
that everyone gets some sunlight.’ (Orwell, 1936).

Yet like the earlier St. Martin's Cottages, the stan-
dards were soon surpassed. And the walk-up flats though
still structurally sound, offer extremely restricted space
by modern standards, particularly for the many large
families in the area. With massive blocks the problems of
maintenance and modernisation are formidable. Yet
many of the corporation’s more recent developments
pose even more difficult problems, particularly the high
rise blocks of the mid 19605, which only a few years
after completion were already heavily vandalised. In
several blocks the whole ground floor was uninhabitable.
The blocks were officially deemed unsuitable for
families with young children, but in a decision reminis-
eent of earlier attempts to clear substandard property, it

8

waﬁ accepted that clearance could only proceed at a
I|m3tcd rate; as there was no other accommodation
available. Much of the low rise development, maisonettes
and town houses has been far more successful, but there
was a deliberate policy of concentrating on one ar two
bedroom houses to provide a ‘balanced’ housing stock in
the area. These, of course, hardly met the need of
Wauxhall’s many large families. OFf the 370 new units of
accommodation built by the council in Vauxhall
between 1970 and 1975, 50% consisted of single
bedroom flals, a further 29% of two bedroam flats; only
17% and 4% respectively were three or four bedroom
houses,

Dockjng and dock-related industries — sugar refining,
flour milling, chemical plants, and cigarette manufac-
ture, as well a5 warehousing — were always the major
SOUFCE -u_F local employment. Women were employed in
the packing and processing of these imported materials.
A} first there was an expanding number of jobs as
Liverpool grew as a port: but there were al ways high
levels of unemployment or underemployment. For



docking depended on casual labour; and labour available
was always larger than the work in hand: 2 full working
week must have been unusual for a large part of the
work force.

After a temporary boom during the first world war,
where Liverpool’s geographical position was crucial,
trade through the port fell back far more sharply in the
19205 and 19305 than in other major English parts. By
1931 the value of trade through the port was only 415%
of what it had been in 1924, Employment was also
sharply down. Though the second world war again
brought a revival, the relative trend has continued as
Liverpool has lost ground to other ports. With the move
of the docks further down river, decreasing tonnage and
increased mechanisation, the labour force has dropped
rapidly. Over 20,000 jobs have gone since the war, and
several thousand more following the recent severance
pay agreement.

As Liverpool has declined as a port, related industries
have less and less reason to concentrate in Vauxhall, And
they themselves in many cases have faced the need to
‘rationalise’ or shift production to new plants. Vauxhall
with its industrial dereliction and restricted sites has
little to'ofter. Betwean 1967 and 1972 some 20% of the
jobs in the Vauxhall industrial strip disappeared, and the
decline has steepened since then. There are few gains,
perhaps only in warchousing and road haulage com-
panies, which provide relatively few jobs. The local
unemployment figure has remained twice the rate for
Liverpool as a whole, even though this has steadily
increased in the past few years, and is itself twice the
national rate.

Docking and dock-related industries required a large
semi or unskilled werking population living close at
hand. Once these industries decline, the population
remains, with a skill profile unlikely to attract new
industry — nor are there suitable sites. It is a problem
shared by many of the older industrial areas, particularly

sk

Workers at Tate and Lyle
Fhate: Liom Gilligan

mining districts. There are virtually ne modern industries
which could use the sites available, and employ the same
number of manual workers as the earlier labour intensive
industries.

The development of Vauxhall has created a closely
knit community. With perhaps 95% of the population of
Irish Catholic origin, the position of the church is
central. There is tlose identification with the local
parish, of which there were eight within the project area.
Most were linked to their own primary or secondary
schools, and a network of social and religious organisa-
tions. The importance of the parish structure can be seen
in the way the project sponsored resident groups tended
to spring up within parish boundaries, though several
prominent in these resident groups were not involved in
local religious organisations.

{7

This is a photogroph of young ex puplls of 5%,
Johns Fountains Road year 1919, One of the lads iz
Joe Kelly whe now lives in Sheehan Heights anyone

kmow the others.

2
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Though a massive number of families have moved out
or been cleared from the Scotland Road area, it retains
its position as the heartland of their community. Many
still have links through relatives, schools or the church,
or return to visit local clubs or pubs; some even still
register with local doctors. The local newspaper "The
Scottie Press' started by the project, for a time captured
this feeling with its picture of ‘Old Scottie’; old
photographs of club gatherings, school classes or sports
teams were the occasion for memories and recognition in
the following issues. And there were freguent letters
from outside, several from abroad, where the correspon-
dent would retrace step by step the streets of the area,
many of which no longer existed.

The Areain the 1960s and 1970s

When the project began in 1970, the area had
probably reached its lowest point — at least visually, as
unemployment rose steadily over the next few years.
Housing to be cleared had been partly demolished, sites
left emprty and derefict, or used for parking heavy
lorries. The second Mersey tunnel and its motorway
approaches were under construction. There had been a
rapid rise in vandalism; the remaining shops and pubs
were boarded up even during the day, and public
buildings grilled, barred and draped in barbed wire as if
against intruders. Even housing that was to remain
standing was heavily scarred, and courtyards full of
rubble. |t was as if the area was dup in-against assault
from official and unofficial demolition.

Conditions were worst close to the tunnel cutting
where a whole parish had been wiped off the map. One
of the walk-up blocks, Lawrence Gardens, was actually
in the middle of a huge 10 acre motorway loop, cut off
from the rest of the area, and as one resident put it after
the local pub with the one telephone had closed in 1970,
with ‘no communication with the outside world’,

Since 1966 there had been uncertainty about possible
demolition of the bleck, and families had begun to move
out. Their flats were boarded up. During the construc-

tion of the tunnel the decision was taken to demaolizh
the block, and maintenance ceased. Tenants were ready
to move cut But the decision was again reversed, and
compensation paid to temants. Conditions did not
improve, and in 1977 the council agreed to rehowse all
existing tenants until it had been decided te improve the
block or demolish it and give the land over to industry.
Mumbers had gradually dwindled, but by 1974 six flats
were still in occupation, A member of the project team
described the conditions:

'the building looks deserted at first sight, but life
manifests itselfin the form of orange curtains hanging
at a window, and a few items of laundry suspended
on & washing line in front of a first floor flat Having
made your way up the stone spiral stairs strewn with
rubble making them precarious for the elderly, you
pass an endless number of smpty, boarded up flats
until you find one that is occupied. Water is trickling
from an empty one — |ooters have removed the tank
and some of the piping. The flat is warm and cosy
inside, at least in the living room where there is a fire.
Walls show that redecoration has been due for many
years and the damp patches suggest a lack of external
maintenance. The kitehen, hidden behind a curtain, is
cold, damp, cramped and dark. The windows are
dirty with the grime of cement dust and the dirt from
the busy road outside. The noise of the traffic can be
plainly heard. The brand new settee has old blankets
protecting it from the unpleasantness of its surround-
ings, to be unveiled on the rehousing of its owners.
T:h:: settee was bought over a year ago. And the next
visit — the day after Mrs. — had been rehoused |
visited her vacated flat — windows had been broken,
old fumiture smashed, water tank removed, stone
fireplace heaved out of the chimney stack and

smashed on the floor — it looked 45 if it had been
deserted for months,'

These were ll:'!e extremes. Once the tinnel had been
compltjtﬁ‘f_d. derelict sites grassed over, and some of the
older ‘walk-ups' demalished or modernised, conditions

Table 3.1 Age Structure of the Population,
Vauxhall Ward\ 111961, 1966, and 1971, and
Liverponf CB, 1971,

Source: Census data

% of total population
Age Group Vauxhall Liverpo
: ol CB
1961 1966 (10%) 1971 1p5m
04 11.9 92 6.7 7.6
5-14 20.8 18.8 18.3 16.9
15-19 7.8 9.9 10.2 8.1
20-29 13.7 11.9 1.6 14.0
3044 17.8 17.4 159 16.1
45-59 14.5 16.5 19,5 18.4
GO—64 4.3 3.8 5.5 E‘C!
65+ 9.2 12.5 123 12,0
Taotal Population 15,684 12,170 8,287 610,115

(1) Mote: Vauxhall Ward forms the major part of the project area,

20



improved at least visually, But many of the prablems of
Lawrence Gardens were seen in other parts of the area,
though in less acute form. Clearance for the tunnel and
redevelopment had reduced the population by 37%
hetween 1961 and 1971 to about 14,000 compared with
a cilywide decline of 18% in the same period. Since
1971 numbers have risen slightly as a limited amount of
rebuilding has taken place on cleared sites — though
largely of one or two bedraom developménts,

Though the population of Vauxhall has fallen consis-
tently over the past hundred years, this is & particularly
sharp decling. Apart from the scars left by demaolished
buildings, there are less obvious effects on the popula-
tion balance as housing stock is reduced. One major
by-product is the change in the age structure; it is as if
the natural change in the population has been inter-
rupted. The result over the ten years is-an increase in
people of pensionable age, from 9% to 12% of the
population between 1961 and 1971, and an increase in
families with teenage children. Families with younger
children are in decline {see Table 3.1).

"Ower the Bridee'

Logan Towers
Meeatad L Gl igarr

Owerall this change in the population balance increased
two of the ‘at risk! groups in the case of vandalism — the
elderly and alone, and teenagers, who in some paris of
the area made up as much as 25% of the population,
against a city average of 16%. Many persioners were
often concentrated in the older blocks, due for demali-
tion or improvement.

By 1971 almost every style and period of public
housing was represented in the project arca, but to no
overall plan. Bufldings ranged from the first municipal
housing, St. Martin's Cottages, to recent 22 storey high
rise blocks, low rise flats, maisonettes and town houses
of the 1960s and 1970s, Though the walk-up flats of the
inter-war period are arranged at the centre of the area in
a network of parallel streats, other developments have
been squeezed in as space became available. This is
particularly noticeable on the fringes of the arez, One
modern development of a tower block, and low rise
developments 'Over the Bridge' occupies a site almost
totally surrounded by industry and unable to support a
population large enough to make many local shaops
viable ar fill the newly constructed school,
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Table 3.2: Number of Bedrooms in Houses or Flals, and
Number of Persons per Household, Vaushall
Project Area; 1971,

Housing Type
Houses{Maisonettes

1 25 e

Flats
Houses or Maisonettes

B30 87513798 75

132 450 59

Total
% of total Stock

820 1007 1829 134 3800

218 26.5 43,1 3.5

100%

Source: Housing Départment

Households with 1 person
% 19.6

2

222101

3 4 5 B
13.2:10.3 3.0

ik o
9.6

Source: 1971 Census

By 1971 though a few privately owned terrace houses
remained, 92% of the households in the project area were
council tenants, and the proportion has increased further
with clearance and rebuilding. Though the proportion of
houses has increased sradually, B9% of the council
dwellings in 1971 were flats, and just under half of them
were in the ‘walk-up' blecks. 17% were in new tower
blocks, the rest in low rise developments.

Most of the flats were relatively small with just under
half having three bedrooms, and a further 27% two
bedrooms. Only 4% had more than three bedrooms. Yet
in 1971 18% of the househelds consisted of six or more
persons. The result was a high level of overcrowding,
though this had declined since 1967. In 1971 nearly 10%
of households in the area were living at a density of
more than 1% persons per room, compared with 2.6%
for Liverpool as a whole, and 1.4% in England and
Wales. On this standard 28 of the 31 census enumeration
districts [EDs) which made up the project area fell into
the most overcrowded 15% of all urban EDs in Great
Britain and into the worst 10% on Marseyside.

With the high proportion of pensicners inthe area,
the worst overcrowding occurred in families with
children. In the school leavers’ study carried out by the
project research team where Interviews were conducted
with a complete age group eligible to leave schoal in the
summer of 1972, the average number of children in each
famnily was 5.4, and 23% of those interviewed were living
in overcrowded conditions in househaolds with more than
1% persons per room (Jones, Smith and Pulham 1975).

Apart from the serious overcrowding, the condition
of the housing in the area was better than in parts of the
city where accommodation was privately owned and
rented. In 1971 91% of households in the project area
had exclusive use of all amenities.

However, despite these conditions and changes, at-
tachment to the area remained high. Most had lived
there a long time — the majority of the schoo! leavers all
their lives; some were forced to leave as their housing
was cleared, and there was a minority anxious to leave
the area altogether. Surveys of particular blocks carried
out by the project to test attitudes to modernisation fill
out this picture. In one block, Portland Gardens, the
average length of residence of head of household was 15
years, with 13% resident for 30 years or more. The
majority were committed to the area, and planned to
remain where they were after the flats had been
modernised — but a minority — some 23% were anxious
Lo move out, most to newer estates on the outskirts of
Liverpool. These attitudes were not significantly affec-
ted by the prospect of modernisation: the disadvantages
of the area — the dereliction, dirt and noise from local
roads and factories, vandalism, and the inconvenience of
the walk-up blocks — were too strong; and many had
relatives who had already |eft.
~ Again these changes and the population decline had
little effect on the social composition of the area. It was
still predominantly working class, with less than 10% of
the maje workforce in non-manual jobs. The largest
proportion were in unskilled jobs (37%) with a further

Table 3.3: Household tenure and tvpe — Vauxhall Ward 1967 , 1266 and 1977

% of Households being:- 1961 1966 1971
Council tenants 81.7 85.5 923
unfurnished rented 1335 105 se
exclusive use of all amenities 569 69.5 92‘{3
1—2 persons all pensionable 14.8 17.4 131{}

Source: Census 1961, 1966 (10% sample)
and 1971.
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Table 3.4: Socio economic group of economically active
males at 1971 Census (10% sampie) Vauxhall
Froject Areg and Liverpool CB.

Group

Managerial and Professicnal
Junior non-manual

Skilled manual

Semiskilled manual

Lnskilled manual

Armed forces and unclassified

% of economically active males
Vauxholl | Liverpool

23 10.6

7.0 16.8

228 36.3

23.5 18.8

371 13.6

7.2 3.9

Source: 1971 Census

24% in semiskilled and 23% in skilled work. This last
category had declined slightly between 1361 and 1971,
perhaps an fndication that this group was more likely to
move out as conditions worsened.

Census figures Tor 1971 showed some 17% of the
cconomically active males were seeking work, compared
with 4% in England and Wales, and 9.6% in Liverpool.
Later attempts to measure unemployment locally during
the project, using the monthly counts conducted by the
Department of Employment, showed an estimated rate
of 15% for the area in |anuary 1973, against a figure of
8.2% for the Liverpool travel to waork area. At the same
time in the school leavers study, 25% of those who had
left school were unemployed, and at both interviews in
1972 and 1974 20% of the fathers were reported as
unemployed. By present standards these figures may
seem o on the low side, but if the same relationship has
been mainwined with city and national rates, the
unemployment |evels. in the area in 1976 can be
estimated, sUggesting that up to one in every four
workers is unemployed, and more than one in every
three in the school leaver age group. Low wages and high
unemployment were reflected in the low level of car
owneship in Vauxhall. In 1977 92% of households in
the COP area had no car, compared with 48% in England
and Wales, and 67% in Liverpoal.

Like many other stable working class communities,
many families in Mauxhall had been there for several
generations in the same type of work. The survey of
school leavers showed how this pattern was being
reproduced in the next generation, though the economic
and employment context was changing rapidly. The
majority of the sarmple; like their parents, left schoaol at
the minimum age. Only two out of the original sample
of 160 were still in full-time education at 17, though a
small number were taking various further education
courses. Only 3.5% gained five or more D-levels, com-
pared with 22.4% for a similar age group in the
Morthwest region. The majority — 79% — went into semi
or unskilled work with little or nodintroductory training;
only 7% oblained apprenticeships. OF those who had left
school at 15, 46% had had four or more jobs in 2% years
and 37% had experienced two or more months of
unemployment during that period.

At first sight these findings would appear to support
the cyele of deprivation theory put forward by Sir Keith
|oseph, where failures are attributed to the problems of
family background and personal inadequacy. Yet at each

stage in their lives, this group has been at a disadvantage
compared with middle class or ceven working class
youngsters from other areas — in housing, in education,
in employment and access lo other scarce resources.
Their aspirations and attempts to find work showed that
they were not by any means apathetic or lacking
motivation. Suitable jobs were not available. The
majority had strong ties Lo the local area; by the time of
the second survey only a few had left the district.

Vauxhall in the National and Merseyside Context

Data from the 197] census analysed nationally on an
enumeration district basis (Holtermann, 1975), and from
the Liverpool 'Social Malaise® studies make it possible to
place Vauxhall in the national and Merseyside conlexts.
The Wauxhall enumeration districts emerge relatively
well on the variables related to the exclusive use¢ of
household amenities (hot water, bath and w.c.) only
three of them falling into the worst 15% for Great
Britain. However, they perform oulstandingly badly on
indicators related to overcrowding, unemployment, law
socic-economic. status, the propeortion of households
lacking a car and educational achievement.

Over 70% of the 31 EDs making up the project area
fall into the worst 15% of the national distribution on
each of these indicators, and over 90% on the indicators
of overcrowding, male unemployment and no car.
Substantial proportions are in the worst 5%. The project
EDs perform nearly as badly on these last three
indicaters relative to the rest of Merseyside.

Merseyside as a whole has markedly more male
unemployment than the national average, and rather
more housholds with po car and men in unskilled
occupations. On the other indicators, Tneluding over-
crowding, Merseyside is close to the national average,
However the CDP area again stands out relative to both
the national and the Merseyside distributions, with 106
of households overcrowded, 92% with no car, 20% of
economically active males and 11% of economically
astive females unemploved or sick, 36% of economically
active or retired men in unskilled manual occupations,
and almost no one with educationzl qualifications
equivalent to ONC or A level. On the other hand only
8% of households lack exclusive use of amenities, and
only 6% of the population have moved during the past
yEar.

It is important to look at how far these indicators
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cluster together. We have computed the number and
percentage of the CDP area EDs falling inlo the worst
15% of the national and regional distributions on the
three indicators of overcrowding, male unemployment
and no car simultancously. 28 (90%) of these were in
this category for Great Britain and 25 (B1%) Ffor
Merseyside. In this respect Vauxhall Ward and Central
Ward are the worst in the city. 83% of the 18 EDs of
WVauxhall Ward, and 70% of the 20 EDs of Central Ward
fall into the worst 15% of Merseyside  EDs on all three
variables, compared with only 31% of EDs in the ‘inner
area’ wards, 1% of EDs in the ‘outer area’ wards, and
10% of EDs in the city overall.

However when lack of exclusive amenities is added to
the list of ingicators the picture not surprisingly changes.
Mow only three of the project EDs fall into the worst
15% of the national distribution on the three indicators
— pvercrowding, unemployment and exclusive use of
amenities. And only one ED falls inte the worst 15% of
the same distribution for Merseyside. These findings are
a general pointer, much more clearly demonstrated in
the Liverpool Social Area Analysis, to the way that
indicators of deprivation do nol necessarily  cluster
together, allowing a simple ranking of areas on some
general measure of deprivation.

In the preliminary analysis made of the first Liver-
pool ‘secial malaise’ study of data collected in 1966—68,
asimple ranking procedure was followed, placing each of
the city's 40 wards by their rank on each of the 36
malaise variables. Vauxhall falls into the ‘worst' ten
(258 of wards) on 19 varjables, and the 'worst' four
(108 of wards} on eight variables. Several other wards

appear much more seriously disadvantaged on these
measures, particulardy Granby, Abercromby and Central.
(Webber, 1975).

Muare detailed analysis of this *malaise’ data has set it
firmly inte the framework of the far more reliable
census data, using census rather than city ward bounda-
ries to define the areas for analysis, The first malalse
study was related to the 1966 sample census figures, and
the second ‘malaise study in 197174 to 1971 census
data. Cluster analyses were performed on this area data,
producing 25 clusters grouped into five or six broad
Tamilies’ of area.

In both analyses the bulk of the CDP area as expected
fell into the broad “family’ of inner area council estates,
and within that family into a cluster made up largely of
dockland areas. Webber (1975) shows that the inner area
council estates were distinguished in 1966 by & high
proportion of unskilled warkers, large familics, serious
overcrowding, low car ownership and high sickness and
unemployment. Since they consisted mainly of council
housing they scored above averags in the exclusive use of
amenities and no worse than average in the proportion
of shared dwellings. In 1971 a smaller, more reliable set
of 'malaise’ variables was analysed. The dockland area
was again characterised by relatively high unemploy-
ment, both long term unemployment of adults and
unemployment of youths, delinquency, and supervision
orders. There was also relatively low average reading
ability, and moderately high rates of educational sub-
narmality, free school meals, dwellings disinfested and
possession orders.

However, these analyses confirm the impression of
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the earlier ‘malaise study’ that the wype of area in which
the project is located, though in many respecis seriously
disadvantaged, has no monopely of the city's social
problems. Within the inner council estate arca the
dockland cluster was in some ways less badly off than
the 'inland" cluster — council estates on the fringes of
the inner city ‘rooming house’ area with a population
partly rehoused from this area. n the 1971—74 data this
‘inland’ cluster scores 'worse' than the dockland area-on
unemployment, truancy, and delinguency, a5 well as on
almost all the other indicators on which the latter has
high or moderately high scores. This is particularly
marked in the case of educational subnormality. Onea
again the inland cluster is singled out by high rates on all
the indices of poor social cohesion, being in particular
distinguished Trom the dockland arca by high rates of
illegitimacy, children in care, and infectious disease.

The Liverpool Social Area Analysis emphasises the
complex nature of ‘social malaise’ and deprivation. |n
terms of ‘general malaise’ based on a rag bag of
indicators the bulk of the CDP area cccupies a position
about. midway between the city average and the
apparently most severely ‘deprived’ aregas. However a
number of the indicators used in the earlier analysis of
'social malaise' are of doubtful reliability and validity,
being largely based on figures collected for administra-
tive purposes, and therefore as much a measure of
efficiency of the service and its definition of the
problem, as any underlying ‘social malaise’. Also some of
the indicators — for example the number of children in
care, have an extremely low value for any single area of
the city, and for this reason are possibly an unreliable
guide. When relatively hard data is used, the major part
of the project area falls into a recognisable type of area,
the inner arca council estates. This Lype of area, created
by social policies and pressures over many years, has'a
defined  position in the structure of the cily, and a
specific pattern of social disadvantage that is gualia-
tively different from those found in other areas.

This pattern cannol meaningfully be ordered with
others on a single quantitative seale, except in a very
broad way, bul nor can its problems be tackled in
isalation fram the rest of the structure with which it
interacts. [ts salient features include the serious over-
crowding of large families in housing with the basic
amenitics, low socio-economic status, low car ownership,
and high rates of unemployment and job instability.
Further study of the malajse data supgests thal this
combination of problems may be associated with ‘in-
come problem indicators’ and with what is officially
defined as truancy, violence and crime, bul that relativi
lo other parts of the city there is little evidence of
outstanding lamily instability and lack of social cobe-
sion. This constellation of problems is clearly related to
the social, economic and housing structure of the city
as a whole and cxceptionally difficult to translate into
individual or community pathology.

Perhaps more than any otheér CDP arca, Vauxhall
shows in acute and clear form, the negative effects of
‘structural change': change that is imposed [rom outside
the arca, the result of wider social and economic
developments, and 15 in no way attributable to the
inadeguacics of local people or institutions, though the
fact that it strikes here rather than somewhere clse may

reflect the area's weak bargaining position. In Vauxhall
it was the withdrawal and closure of local industry, the
decisions to redevelop the area znd reduce population,
ar the building of urban motorways and the second
Mersey tunnel through the area, though these were only
Lhe latest in a long line of adverse changes.

As these changes arise from ocutside the area, they
cannot be-solved merely by aclion at the local lavel.
Industrial decline in Vauxhall is in sharp form the
problem of Merseyside in general, particularly the
decline of Liverpool as a port, serving a once flourishing
industrial region. The balance has clearly shifted, sym-
bolised perhaps by the recent proposal to build a Toyota
plant on the Bristol rather than the Liverpool docks. [t
was partly at Bristol's expense that Liverpool first
developed as industrialisation gathered way in the
Morthwest. The problems of Merseyside are in acute
form the problems of industrial decline nationally.

Yet even il these trends could somehow be reversed,
there is no guaraniee that areas like Vauxhall will
benefit. They have few attractions for industry, whose
progress here resembles the 'slash and burm' methods of
primitive agriculture, where land once exhausted is
abandoned for new territory. Yet we are not entirely
powerless to bring about change at the local level. For
though Vauxhall's problems may be 'structural’, these
are not merely the working of blind economic forces,
but of groups of people taking decisions in the light of
national and |ocal policies, and the costs and bencfits to
different groups. What is striking about Vauxhall s the
extent to which many of these decisions — on the
motorway tunnel, on clearance and redevelopment
were al least theoretically within the public domain,
under the control of local or central government, and
polentially open to change., Even decisions by industria-
lists Lo close down of ‘rationalise’ away from Vauxhall
are partly shaped by public policy. In the face of inner
city decline many have argued that the only effective
solution is for the state to take on a far more directlive
role and new powers over the movemenl of investment
and industry in such arcas. Yet the example of Vauxhall
sugeests that in part the area’s problems were the direct
result of local and national policies. Rather than new
policies and ‘powers, what was lacking was the political
will and administrative follow-up to give the needs of the
inner city priority over other social and economic
objectives.
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Unemploved school leavers in Vauxhall.
Fhadoe Tertse Sl



Chapter 4: Strategy, Organisation and Programme.

Previous chapters have outlined the framework within
which the Liverpool project was to operate. First, the
ideas in the early Home Office papers formed an
apparently coherent programme, linking community
development to the improvement of local services
through the mechanism of experimental action-research
schemes, Liverpool was already familiar with this ap-
proach through the EPA and SNAP projects. Second, the
local organisation tied the project very firmly to the
local authority through the formal project committee,
and linked it closely with the well-organised city-wide
voluntary agencies, which had a powerful voice on the
local steering group. These were quickly joined by
representatives from two existing — though professional-
ly dominated — local groups. The project would have
had a hard task to break free from this pattern of regular
accountability, but it would be wrong to suggest that ft
ever challenged the structure directly — or alternatively
let it fall into disuse. In fact the project accepted the
arrangements and serviced them faithfully — while
working to redefine their purpose, gradually pushing the
local steering group to form the nucleus of a neighbour-
hood council.

The final major elément influencing project strategy
was the Vauxhall area. What emerges strikingly from the
previous chapter is the clear ‘structural' nature of
Vauxhall's problems. The project, however, preferred ta
focus on two other aspects — the dominant role of the
local authority in providing services, and the decline of
any community organisation that might have effectively
mounted pressure for improvement in these services. 115
within this framework that Liverpool developed its
strategy, project organisation and programme.

CDP Strategy:

Unlike the Cowventry project, where the overall
strategy and development was frequently the subject of
discussion and write-up, the Liverpool CDP rarely
commitied itself to an explicit account of its philosophy
and direction, either in spoken or written form. This did
not mean that it |acked an overall policy. Though there
was no explicit plan or design, its general. direction can
be derived from the action programme, and its detail
from project discussion.

Many community projects survive without an overall
strategy — indecsd make it a virtue, by claiming to
respond to local demands, and proceed by a mixture of
ad hoc reactions to (ssues as they arise, guided by some
underlying but vague notion about the appropriate
subject matter for community deveélopment. CDP, in
contrast, has always been concermed with an overal|
strategy as a way of linking its general analysis with day
to day action. This makes it possible to point to-a higher
order justification for action, and a way of testing the
significance of any further proposals. Whatever its
limitations, this approach is in sharp contrast to the
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often absent-minded incrementalism of most local
authority expansion.

However as the focus of analysis in many CDP
projects shifted from local problems to the wider
guestions of inequality, links with day to day action
have become more and more tenuous. For some pro-
jects, action set up at an earlier stage has become almost
an embarrassment, clearly an attempt to patch and
improve, where they are now claiming that no amount
of patching or improvement can be effective. The result
has; in some cases, been the creation of two almest
separate projects, one centred on research and analysis,
drawing on material from the local context, the other a
series of local action programmes.

Liverpool never reached this stage, though it has
echoes in the running battles wilh those in the team
anxious to push the project towards a more radical line.
By sticking closely to the original analysis and pro-
gramme the Liverpool project’s overall approach related
closely to what was actually done. There was much less
discussion about strategy, and it thus never developed
into a separate and self-contained debate, unrelated to
action on the ground. This does not mean that there was
necessarily consensus within the team about the overall
direction. The focus of discussion was usually on the
means or practical problems, not about basic direction,
perhaps partly because the averall strategy was never
made explicit, and because the scale of the venture
involved enormous effort merely to keep it moving
slowly forward. In practice team members concentrated
on their own area of work, not necessarily committed to
or tn some cases even fully aware of the overall picture.
The sum was thus always more than its sometimes rather
raggad parts,

Where conflict with the overall aims did arise, it was
frequently from individuals ess central to the project, or
thase who worked for other agencies with very different
views aboul community development. The most bitter
clashes were with those who worked for outside Eroups
on ?L}achmcnt o the project. Here the lack of any
explicit published strategy placed the project in a weak,
establmhrntn} position, appealing to 'an agreed pro-
gramme’ against some articulate and powerfully argued
alternatives, even though their practical implications
were less than clear. This opposition was strengthenecd
and encouraged by the peneral shift in COP away from
the original programme; and this tos had its impact on
Liverpool, where there was a move to take up issues such
a5 hf“—”“"'ﬁ and employment. Nevertheless the project
continued to libour on with its main programme.

Elir_‘furer tlffﬂiﬂg 1o an account of the action pro-
gramme, it is important to make explicit this overall
approach and its development, not least because the
lacal authority seems to have misunderstood the direc-

authority arca management
scheme for the Vauxhall district — in a sense the



Tunnel-works near Scotland Rd., 1970
Photo: Peter Leeson

keystone of the strategy. Perhaps alone of the CDPs,
Liverpool consistently followed one strategy on a grand
scale. Whether right or wrong, this means that its
programmes constitule an important feld test of one
approach to urban community development. Though no
longer an approach favoured by CDP at large, it is closer
to the likely development of local authority policy, and
deserves close attention,

Liverpool CDP Strategy:

The Liverpool strategy was a distinct advance on the
loose set of ideas behind the national programme. It
explicitly avoided the simple eguation of urban depriva-
tion with individual pathology, though there was as yet
no mention of a more ‘structural” explanation; as an
early Liverpool memorandum argued ‘it is the substan
dard services and attitudes of officials which are the
main determinants of community deprivation in Vaux-
hall." At a more sophisticated level the analysis pointed
to a breakdown between the ‘vertically organised® local
authority and other statutory services, and the 'horizon-
tally organised’ community groups; that were themselves
in disarray. The gap was widening rapidly, as services
were amalgamated into larger and more distant units,
subjecl to increasing bureaucratic and statutory control
and the local community was weakened by population
rmovements and the collapse of traditional local organisa-
tion. Thus community development involved three
sgparate activities — first to improve the performance
and coordination of services at the local level, second to
strengthen the organisation of community groups, and
finally to develop techniques and institutions that would
bind these community groups effectively together, pro-
viding a coherent structure to which the local authority
could relate.

Translating this broad prescription into 2 course of
action produces a clear cut programme. [t has three
major clements. The first {5 to stengthen local statutory
or voluntary scrvices and bring them -into a closer
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relationship with the local community and its needs.
This means greater coordination Lo prevent one service
duplicating, competing, or even undermining another’s
programme. The project's plans to create a ‘multi-
-services  centre’ which prouped local authority and
voluntary services together into a single building fafls
under this heading, as does the attempt to persuade
departments which had less need for a local base, to
work together on an interdepartmental basis through a
regular interdepartmental working party.’ This fore-
shadowed later attempts to develop a full-blown set of
area management proposals which would have taken the
ideas behind the community services centre and inter-
departmental working party to their logical conclusion,
where the various structures would have merged into a
‘mini-local authority' for the Vauxhall district. The
assumption was that this form of grouping and local base
would increase the chances of local control and accoun-
tability. Though this was the grand design, it was never
clearly presented as such. Many participants in the
community services centre were scarcely aware of their
agency's role in the centre, far less of the centre’s rolein
the overall strategy. Such a policy of 'low profile’ may
have been the only way for the project Lo gain support
al the start, but at the end many were to complain that
they had 'never been told.!

The second element in the strategy was to strengthen
community organisation; this was to be achieved by
encouraging the formation of resident groups on an area
basis or to carry oul particular activities, for example the
summer playschemes. Though there was a network of
traditional local organisations, and at least ane com-
munity group for the area, the driving of the second
Mersey wnnel through the district underlined the lack of
any effective local opposition to such destruction.
Indeed there was widespread belief that the tunnel was
driven through Vauxhall largely because 1t was an area
unlikely to mount effective protest. Creating a network
of active local groups 'was an important way of shifting
the balance of power locally.
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But egually important was the third element in the
programme. This was to create organisations to bind
such groups together and ensure a more sustained and
coherent approach. Cnly in this way would the local
authority and other services be able to relate fully to the
community through its organised groupings. One device
was the information centre staffed by local people. But
there was -some uncertainty here. [t was never clear
whether the centre's main funciion was to service
individuals or act as a resource For communily groups.
Mor was its relationship clear with other organisations
set up by the project, such as the community services
centre, particularly when towards the end of the project,
the information centre maved into the same building. In
addition to local people who staffed the information
centre, the project recruited local residents as nejghbour-
hood community workers, each concentrating on 'pari-
shes' within the area. This was a further device to
strengthen and link community groups, The community
newspaper ‘The Scottie Press® also had an important role
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in-making community arganisation and campaigns more
coherent and effestive by opening up problems for
debate, making public the local response and keeping
issues alive.

However the main focus was the local steering group.
This organisation — almost mandatory for the early
CDPs — had originally been the way of binding the
different controlling interests into the CDP experiment
and securing a measure of local participation. In Liver-
pool its role had been largely upstaged by the local
authority project committee, though it retained the
original cross-section of city-wide interests. Gradually
the balance began to shift in faveur of local Vauxhall
people as a result of pressure from residents and the
project. An alternative role began to emerge. Rather
than being the first line of accountability for the project
team; it was the major local organisation to which the
local authority could respond. Previous experience with
neighbourhoad councils in Liverpao! had convinced the
project director before joining the Vauxhall project, that
the local and central government departments would
respond Lo community groups 'once there was an
identifiable structure to relate to." (Doran, 1971) But
the pace of translating the local steering group into a
neighbourhood or community council as a reference
point for the local authority was deliberately slow — 'the
development of a representative district organisation is
the end result of the community development process,
not of an artificially structured initial meeting.” (Doran,
1971).

These, then, were the components of the ‘grand
design’; but it is not enough mercly Lo describe the
overall package. What would breathe life into these
complex structures? From where would come the
!'mlhtihf{'- force to make them work effectively? For CDF
this is the crucial question of how social change takes
place, and the project’s underlying assumptions about
change,

The CDP inter-project report (CDP, 1974) was quite
clear where Liverpool stood in relation to other projects.
It had adepted a ‘cansensus' approach, where CDP in
general was moving to a "conflict! position.

'Cunsnnsjus models of social change are based on the
assumplion thatl social problems are “malfunctions”
which can be cured by adjustments and re-arrange
ments within the existing operaling systems. The
problems are defined mainly in terms of failures ol
co-ordination and communication, and the focus of
change is thus an management and administration

“t;“f the non-participant. The central tactic is de-
dle . .

Structiiral conflict models of social change are based
on Lthe assumption that social problems arise from a
rundam_nntal conflict of interests between groups of
classes in society. The problems are defined mainly in
terms of inequalities in the distribution of power and
the focus of change is thus on the centres of
organised power (both private and public). The main

lactic is organisation and raising of levels of con-
sCiousness.”

These different strategies identified in the CDP inter-
project report and refined in Coventry CDP's final
report, mark an important first stage in attempting to



make sense of (he confused debate aboutl community
development. But it has one major weakness; it moves
too easily from the level of general analysis to the
particular tactics used. There is too neat an identifica-
tion between seeing interests as ullimately in conflict,
and the use of abrasive taclics; of seeing interests as
ultimately reconcilable, and relying on gocdwill or ‘cosy
chats.® At each stage in the long process of translating an
analysis into concrete action, there is scope for choice.
In no way does a particular analysis Ltightly determine
the tactics used, or, like holy writ, specify the correct
action. These are matters for debate, and must take
account of the empirical results of following particular
courses of action (for a:more detailed argument of this
point see Smith, Lees and Topping 1377).

Liverpool undoubtedly operated within a framework
of ‘consensus’. After all, its aim was 10 persuade two
very different groups, the local ‘authority and the
community, to moveintoa new and lighter relationship.
Their interests were reconcilable, and the local authority
was not cast, as it is in the demonology of some projects,
as a force that serves the interests of dominant groups in
society. Liverpool's approach reguired the voluptary
cooperation of both parties, and its pace therefore had
to be geared to the slowest partner, as it attempted to
make the match, overcoming reluctance here; dampening
suspicion there. But this was only the first stage. The
next was to provide the organisation for a permanent
‘docking', making it difficult for either party to break
off at will. The device here was the area management
scheme and the neighbourhood  council, which would
formalise the relationship.

The third stage focussed on how such a network of
organisations would provide better local services. This Is
where the ‘consensus’ approach began to fade away, as
the Liverpool report to the Home Office (Liverpool
CDP, 1973) made clear: ‘the principal source of change
15 counlerpressure . . . Responsiveness can, in part, be
managed provided that the scale of service operation fs
small enough, and the service personnel and policy
decision-makers are continually, sometimes painfully,
exposed to criticism and the active involvement of the
service user.' The tactic was first to persuade Services
into a regular organisation, then apply the pressure,
when they could not easily back out. Despite ils
consensus framework the Liverpool project certainly did
not rely merely on goodwill to achieve change, and there
were probably more abrasive encounters between offi-
cials and community groups — even though not always
endorscd by the project — than in many CDPs with a far
maore ageressive and radical reputation.

The assumption that organised community pressure
would produce improved services and more flexible
managament by the local authority, was itself dependent
on theories of organisational change developed in the
1960s. Two findings from rescarch were of particular
importance. The frst, derived mainly from industrial
studies, suggested that where an instilution enjoyed a
stable and predictable market for its goods there was
fikely to be hitle change over lime in il1s organisation and
mandgement procedures. These would remain hierarchi-
cal and burcaucratic, However where the market was
unpredictable and subject 1o rapid technological change,
the firm had continually to redeploy its resources to

keep pace, resulting in much more flexible yse of
manpower and changing organisation. The second abser-
vation was the impaortant contribution of 'job satisfac-
tion' to the overall efficiency of the organisation. |t was
no longer adeqguale to assume thal methodically break-
ing down work tasks into often boring routines would
provide the best results. Staff needed te exercise
responsibility cand discretion, and be clear of their
contribution to the overall programme.

The project applied both these observations directly
to the lecal authority setting. The first provided an
important argument in favour of resident participation.
The local “authority was a highly bureaucratic organisa-
tion with a relatively stable and predictable environ-
ment. Historically, local authorities had begun by
exercising anly a few functions, mainly public health
and education. Increasingly legislation had brought new
responsibilities, usually tacked on to the structure in the
form of a new depiartment. These departments were
highly self contained, servicing a committee of council-
lors, and carrying out specific functions. Under the
pressure of new legislation and the growing awarcness of
the complexitics of many social problems, local authori-
ties had taken responsibility for more and maore aspects
af social life. Yet the 'environment’ of the local authority
department remained stable and predictable, as it con-
centrated on its departmental fupction and worked to a
committée bound by the same framework, It was thus
powerfully insulated from critical pressure. As the pace
and scope of local government grew, the argument runs,
so-did resident dissatisfaction at the gaps in services and
the lack of coordination at the local level. Local
authorities were still budgeting two years in advance
using a system, incremental budgetling, which favoured
the continuation of existing services rather than the
introduction of new ones. Departments were putting
forward cily-wide policy proposals with no awareness of
their combined effect on small areas of the city. Because
of the committee system, most local councillors were
involved in only a minute fraction of the: decisions
affecting thearea they were elected' to represent.

For the project, increased participation would pro-
vide the motive force, by analogy with the market, to
praduce. more responsive services. First, local ‘govern-
ment officers would have 1o become more directly
accountable to local residents. This would challenge
many of the professional values and assumptions on

~ which they worked. To be more accountable; they had

ta be more accessible, The formal protocol of communi-
cation running from residents {o councillor, fram coun-
cillor to committeg, from commitiee to chief officer and
from chief officer to professional had to be loosened Lo
allow free access by local people tooall levels of
officialdom. This would channel a greater flow of maore
varicd information about needs and priarities into the
local autherity, making the 'environment' maore unpre-
dictable, and forcing a change in minagement pro-
cedures, New arrangements would give more discretion
to middle and junior management staff. Having to
respond to issues in ways directly defined by local
people, would increase the pressure for coordination at
Al levels, allowing greater  devolution over local
decision-making for small geographical areas. The lacal
councillor would be able to make a more coherent
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appraisal of local authority policy for his constituency
area, and many professionals would be freed fraom a diet
of routine administration, to tackle the more rewarding
task of taking the initiative in local problem solution.

It was an attractive picture — one that embodied the
central ideas in the original Home Office plan, and
turned them into a coherent programme of action. Even
some of the cumbersome structures the project had been
saddled with could be turned to advantage. The local
steering group would be the basis for the proposed
community council; the project commitice kept the
project in touch with the local ward councillors, whe, by
retaining final control over project expenditure, might
he less anxious of developments locally that threatened
to bypass much of their traditional function; the
project's base in the Town Clerk's department, soon to
become the Chief Executive as Liverpool adopted this
form of local authority organisation, ensured contact
with the centre of power in the local authority, and the
eriginal inter-service team proposal brought the nucleus
for a future district team in the area management
proposals.

To turn such a strategy into action was a long and
laborious road, demanding enormous amounts of energy,
coordination and control for a small project. Though the
motive force for change might come from the impact of
community organisation on local authority services, the
local authority had first to be persvaded to buy the
package, and not pull out at the first sign of community
aggresssion. Community groups had to be convinced of
the need for patient and sustained pressure on the local
authority when more militant tactics might appear more
attractive in the short term. The complex organisational
structure actually had to work.

Project Organisation:

The project team was the key to translating this
strategy into action; and project organisation was cru-
cial, as the bewildering array of different schemes
developed. The grander and more extensive the design,
the greater the need for coordination and control of
effort. This was particularly important, given the deli-
cate balanging act at the centre of the strategy, calling
for simultaneous development on the community and
local authority fronts. Though the strategy was intended
as a whole, it quickly broke into two obvious sections,
one concerned with the community end of the pro-
gramme, the other with the local authority. Staff roles
reflected this division, and only a few worked in bath
camps.

The first praject team, appainted in 1970, planned
for a five year project; the first period to assess needs,
the second to implement experimental programmes; and
the final phase for assessment and follow-up. By the end
of the second wear, this small team had already
developed a clear view of the community organisation
that would be left at the end of the project. In summary
the project had accepted the role of a ‘demonstration
project’, concentrating on comprehensive but realistic
reforms at the local fevel. It had accepted the geographi-
cal area focus and worked within it, content to save any
wider presentation of its ideas and action until the
results had been assessed al the end of the project.
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All might have gone well, and perhaps even been
amenable to some form of systematic evaluation, as
envisaged in the original plans for the project, butfor the
lack of any staff continujty and the absence of a
research team. OF the three staff who devised the overall
strategy in the first two years, only one remained to see
it through, as profect director. For the Seebohm
reorganisation of social services presented alternative
attractive posts elsewhere. But the Liverpool CDP
programme was already launched, and posts advertised.
When the research team finally arrrived two yvears late,
they were faced by an almost completely new action
team — two assistant directors, an education liaison
officer, a tutor organiser responsible to the WEA, a
second adult educationalist working to an independent
action-research brief attached to the University [nstitute
for Extension Studies {1ES) and an organisational expert
on a six menths consultancy looking into ‘the approp-
riate community and local authority structure to achieve
the project's goals.! Other appointments were in the
pipeline. But the main action programme was already
well under way. The project director found himself
committed to working out the existing plans through an
almost completely new set of staff, some of whom were
only tenuously linked to the project.

Project team meetings, usually held weekly, were the
main way of holding together this disparate group —
thugh discussions of overall strategy rarely featured on
Lts formal agenda, which was often taken up with project
h:}usuklcepmg' items. However in the final analysis
sgueral in the team were formally responsible to univer-
sity departments or other agencies, not to the project
director, local steering-group or projeclt committee. |n
some cases this ‘distance’ was symbolised by their base
in separate offices. As the programmes expanded the
Project team grew, with increasingly ill-defined boun-
daries, taking in community workers and professional
505[?' work or probation staff based at the community
services centre. It had begun to resemble the original
inter-service team. Various more specialist sub-groups
emerged, for example on the community work side, but
their role was trimmed if they seemed likely to threaten
the avera|l position of the team meeting.

. The complexity of the programme increased the
importance of gaining the commitment of the new staff.
Yet the strategy in a sense had to be experienced to be
understood. There was no clear statement that new-
comers could come to grips with; nor was the strategy
explicitly discussed at team meetings. Instead debate on
minor items frequently developed into an unstructured
jf:;rgnﬂfaamt strategy, to be cut short by the

o the agenda, and the need far concrete day to
day decisions. In part this was the result of the
incremental development aver the first two years — the
mer.r_nahlﬁ mix of what was desirable; and what was
feasible for the project without l:xev;ul.i':-e power. In parl
the vagueness was intentional, or else it could never have
been sold at face value to the local authority.

Flowever action programmes were by now well under
}'-"3'#“. '_dﬂd there was no chance of another gradual
mduv.:,tmn. Experience was sained by working directly in
the field. Programmes were justified as the continuation
of existing. work, or as a product of the administrative
home of the project in a local authority department.



Discussion frequently concentrated on what could not
be done because of the projecl's position, nol on the
overall strategy. The result was that the project’s central
objective of linking local authority more closely to the
community organisation, was never fully shared by
many of the project team. Some were precccupicd with
their own responsibilities, and content to operate within
a loosely agreed framework. Others repeatedly pressed
for a discussion of the wider pelicy, and for alternatives
to be considered.

These divisions were heightened by the division of
responsibility within the team. Only the director and
occasionally the two assistant directors had responsi-
bility for promoting change in the local authority.
Tactics for the development of the multi-services centre
and the inter-departmental working party were con-
tralled by the director, as was any tricky mediation
between community groups and defensive local govern-
ment officers. This mediating role was intended to put
an acceptable face on change in local government
procedures, spreading a gloss of professionalism over
developments which sprang directly from grass-roots
reaction in the community. As most of the team worked
with the community, the director often found himself
arguing for ‘restraint on the community side in order not
to frighten off the local authority’, to a team who were
largely unaware of, or unconvinced by these aims.

These tensions were faithfully reproduced in the
debates al team meetings, with the local ‘authority
element fighting to avold being overrun by the momen-
tum of community action. Frustration at these attempils
at restraint encouraged many on the community side to
join forces with those basically opposed to the project’s
strategy, though they may not have shared the increas-
ingly radical standpoint of this group. These tensions
and shifting alliances contributed to the confused and
abrasive clashes among staff during the middle phase of
the project, culminating in the final split between the
project and the linked 1ES adult education programmes,
though the same frictions quickly reemerged with new
protagonists. 1t was sometimes as if the project’s strategy
inevitably attracted powerful opposition, whether this
was within the team, from one of the associated groups,
or from other radical organisations operating in the area,
like the Scotland Road Free School.

Though some members of the feam basically disa-
greed with the overall strategy and would have preferred
a more openly radical programme, for others the
constraints imposed by the local authority were seen in
more practical and immediate terms. It was hard to

accept that the pace of community work had to be.

regulated by the demands of the local authority. For the
organisation of community work emphasised open-
ended working, fong-term commitment to groups, and
accountability to the community. For many of the staff,
work in the community was end in itself, and it was
difficult to disengage from controversial issues because
they worked for the local authority. Most were ready 1o
‘so- over the top’ if they felt the issue was important
enough.

Thus. the constraints imposed by the overall strategy
were @ key factor in the development of the community
work. For the strategy implied that the community
work — the development of skills, knowledge and

arganisation — wias not so much an end in itself, more a
mieans of providing a stable and representative organisa-
tion to influence the provision of local services. The
result was that work with resident groups unlikely to
contribute to this stable erganisation was played down.
On the educational side the importance of educational
courses promating the growth of ‘relevant' groups was
stressed, rather than offering courses with uncertain or
indirect benefits. Similarly on the local authority side,
the overall strategy had its costs. With only a handful of
praject staff working at this end, résources were minute
in comparison to the number of local authority depart-
ments or the dcale of the changes proposed. Persuasion
was almost the only weapon, but this could easily be
rendered useless by the threat of community action.

The cost of attempting to preserve the overall
balance, of holding in check the community side so that
it did not jeopardise the local authority programme, was
high in terms of effort, and the strain it placed on
internal project organmisation. On several occasions the
project came close to breaking up, preserved perhaps
only by the enormous weight of day to day business
which demanded attention. Instead individuals withdrew
or resigned, and there were splits with some of the
attached teams. Perhaps the most optimistic assumption
of the overall strategy was that community action once
set going could be channelled away from arcas where it
would jeopardise the balancing act, or could somehow
be made less threatening. As the development of the
community programme shows clearly, the project was
rarely master of events, which guickly took on i very
definite: life of their own. Similarly on the local
authority front, the project was often ‘blown off course’
by events outside s contral,

Programme:

In this section we cover the main seguence and
phasing of the action programme, before Lturning to a
more detailed account of each programme, Develop-
ments on the community and lecal authority fronts are
treated separately, though of course they went Forward
together.

(i) Community:

We begin with the community programme, including
both attempts to organise local groups, and devices o
bridge these different interest groups, as this consumed
by far the largest proportion of praject time and
resources. It was: the source, too, of the most anguished
dilemmas within the project; how far should the project
play a diréctive role in forming local groups? How far
could it identify with their actions? The development of
new roles, particularly the employment of local peaple
a5 community workers, the setling-up of new institu-
tions: such as the information centre, multi-services
centre, community centres and finally the community
council, and the attempt to build in local accountability,
all raised fresh problems and dilemmas.

The first phase wias one of assessment. In addition to
a large number of meetings and discussions about the
project and the area, there were. two small surveys,
organised in the absence of a research team. The first
assessed the leve| of dependency on welfare benefits,
particularly the level of take up. The second examined
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the sense of community and identity of the area. Mot
surprisingly this revealed a strong Scotland Road jden-
tity, and more locally still with the particular parish. The
survey was alsooa way of assessing the prospects fora
local nmewspaper.. The Scottie Press' was launched in
October 1970, These were still tentative forays into the
community, for the project staff were still working from
the council offices in the city centre. The information
centre had opened in Auvgust 1970 initially to gain
feedback — to act as a 'listening post’ — for the project
about local problems. It began with professional project
workers, did badly at its first location, and then
transferred o the more central League of Welldoers
building where business began topick up. A small group
of carly users were quickly persuaded to run the centre
themselves, at first voluntarily, and from August 1977 as
part-time paid workers. Before long it moved across Lo
The Grapes, a disused pub, where it remained until the
move to the multi-services centre in 1974,

These were the two major initiatives in the frst year.
The *Scottie Press' was intended to be representative of
the community, run by local people, 'non-political’,
‘non-sectarian’, and thus pot attempting to inject ideas
or act as a vanguard in the political sense. It was felt that
a erusading newspaper would deter many people from
being closely involved, and would in any case require a
good deal of professional support, thus losing its local
feel. The paper would encourage a sense of identity and
present a powerful portrait of local problems and
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grievances to the local authority. In contrast the
]nr’ormatmn tentre would provide the project with an
image of 'getting things done’. The centre would, of
course, remain a listening post, but would also aim to
establish the case for infarmation and advice in working
class areas. Eventually the centre would gain enough
experience La generalise about local issuss and problems,
prc::r:dmg arnmuaw_itiun for local groups to act in concert
— ‘the pump-priming mechanism’, as it came to be
known. Nene of the stated objectives of the information
centre suggested 3 casework: ar advocacy role; yet this
Was lo prove the dominant approach, reinforced by the
arrival of the community lawyer in 1973,

In" the following year there was 2 number of ‘one-off
projects; working with residents in one area to design
and construct an adventure playground, and several
5mall-:54:alc environmental improvements. fhe aim was to
establish among residents that the project could deliver
the goods while at the same time bargaining with local
authority departments 1o take & share in these and
future: developments. Work with residents concentrated
on lh_e group linked to the informatior centre and
Scottie Press’, who were also dctive in the summer
!':Iavsf.hcmc_s of 1970 and 1971, But momentum was lost
in 1971, with the resignation of early staff, the arrival of
replacements and of research antd adult cd:.lcaliuﬂ leams
at the end of the vear,

Elcfu_re there was much chance of induction lor new
staff, discussion or plans, there was he first example of
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