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Abstract


UK housing policy since the 1990s has focused on the establishment of mixed income neighbourhoods with the stated aim of building sustainable communities. This paper examines the assumptions underlying the discourses of neighbourhood mix and social sustainability, seen as the ‘Holy Grail’ of housing policy; providing objectives which have underpinned post-war UK housing policy. It offers an analysis of the central discourses of ‘social mix’ and ‘sustainability’, providing some historical context to the discussion and a conceptual basis for the subsequent empirical analysis, analysing how ideas about integration, social cohesion and the maintenance of ‘wellbeing’ have been interpreted by social landlords. In considering evidence from a range of case studies in the south of England, the paper primarily draws on interview material from stakeholders charged with pursuing an agenda of delivering sustainable mixed-income new communities. The paper argues that the policy contains inherent problems: first, that the objectives are unrealistic; second that policy may encourage discriminatory outcomes and third that it is unsustainable in the current economic environment. The conclusion maintains that ultimately, like the search for the Holy Grail, this may be a policy that is doomed to failure.

Key Words: Actor-network theory, social embeddedness, interaction, sustainability, mixed communities
For more than 30 years this country lost its way. All governments failed to meet housing need. We built housing in a way that failed to put the needs of communities first. We did not invest for the long-term (John Prescott, ‘Foreword’ in ODPM, 2003, p.3).
Stable families and strong, cohesive communities are important for children, young people and adults. They are the essential foundation within which individual potential is realised, quality of life maximised and our social and economic wellbeing secured (Tony Blair, ‘Foreword in Home Office, 2006, p.1)

Introduction

Principles of social mix and balanced communities have underpinned housing policies in the UK since the late 1990s; these principles have tended to be subsumed under the umbrella term ‘sustainability’. Described as the ‘holy grail of urban policy in recent times’ (Power and Houghton, 2007, p.194) the objective of mixed communities has been developed through both housing and planning systems; primarily through the development of ‘section 106’ arrangements which rely on private sector agencies to deliver social housing through planning obligations or ‘planning gain’. Despite representing a ‘new professional orthodoxy’ (Bailey, 2005) in housing policy, these approaches have come under considerable stress given economic problems in the finance sector post 2008. The purpose of this paper is to: consider how discourses of social mix and sustainability have developed over time and understand the practical impact of these policies. Set within the context of ‘actor-network theory’ (ANT) the paper considers the implication of this discursive shift towards sustainability within housing and urban policy by focusing on three main concepts – integration, social cohesion and wellbeing. The main argument of the paper is that the objectives have been unrealistic, that they lead to potentially discriminatory outcomes and that they are fundamentally unsustainable in the current economic climate.
Context: Discourses of social mix and sustainability 

Discourses of social mix were premised on a desire to achieve ‘sustainable’ policy solutions, providing the dominant discourse in regeneration both in the UK and elsewhere (Imrie et. al., 2009, p.10). The concept of sustainability emanated from an essentially environmental discourse, reflecting anxieties about carbon emissions and global warming. These global issues have in turn influenced local policies (through the establishment of Local Agenda 21 strategies). The core principles of sustainable development can be outlined in the following ways (Barton, 2000, p.7):

· Public trust: there is a duty on the state to hold resources in trust for the benefit of the public;

· Precautionary principle: measures to prevent serious or irreversible damage should not be postponed due to lack of scientific certainty;

· Inter-generational equity: future generations should not be adversely affected by decisions made in the present; 

· Subsidiarity: decisions should be made at the lowest appropriate level;

· The Polluter Pays: the costs of environmental damage should be borne by those responsible

Whilst the Brundtland definition of ‘development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’ (WCED, 1987, para 2.III.27) is the most commonly used definition of sustainability, it can be seen as an elastic and ever-moving concept. This flexibility is both its strength and weakness; making it highly attractive to policy-makers, indicating broad aims, but not committing agencies to a particular course of action. Some have argued that abstract and academic language is used deliberately in order to avoid the hard work of communicating the concept (Tuxworth, 2001; Rydin, 2003).
An added measure of complexity to the concept is that sustainability operates at different spatial levels (Kearns and Turok, 2004). These levels relate to environmental, economic and social initiatives as Table 1 (below) indicates. 
Table 1: Dimensions of Sustainability

	Scale
	Main concern
	Desired outcome

	Global
	Resource depletion
	Avoiding environmental damage

	City
	Efficient interactions
	Meet increasing economic/welfare needs within available resources

	Neighbourhood
	Liveability
	Sustained demand to live in area


Source: Kearns and Turok, 2004, p.10

The social dimension to sustainability has become increasingly prominent and is reflected in UK government policies. From the UK government’s perspective the concept of sustainability has been implemented through a Sustainable Development Strategy, initially developed in the early 1990s and updated subsequently to reflect wider social concerns (HM Government, 1994; 2005). This broad sustainable development strategy has been adapted by government to incorporate the notion of ‘sustainable communities’, thus more fully incorporating a social dimension to the discourse; the government established the Sustainable Communities Plan (ODPM, 2003) which established a vision for new-build settlements in the South East of England and the regeneration of urban centres across the UK, establishing a programme of Housing Market Renewal (in areas of low demand, mainly in the North of England) and growth areas in the South East. This agenda raises quality of life or ‘liveability’ issues more centrally within the discourse. The government’s overall model has been to consider holistic approaches which combine a variety of policy initiatives relating to resident participation, social cohesion and partnership. These principles are implemented within areas of service delivery such as housing, health, education and transport policy to provide a coherent approach to neighbourhood wellbeing. 

At the neighbourhood level, sustainability has been implemented through strategies to create mixed tenure neighbourhoods; the main purpose is to avoid the residualisation and ghettoisation associated with concentrated deprivation and segregation of the social rented sector. Although representing a departure in housing policy, wider discourses of social mix represent nothing new in housing policy; they can be traced back to developments in the nineteenth century and are famously linked to the influence of the Housing Minister Nye Bevan in the 1945 Labour government. However, policies were accelerated in the late 1990s, as a consequence of concerns about social exclusion and the strong correlation between social housing and multiple deprivation. As the government perceived the problem:

People living in deprived neighbourhoods are less likely to work, more likely to be poor and have lower life expectancy, more likely to live in poorer housing in unattractive local environments with high levels of antisocial behaviour and lawlessness and more likely to receive poorer education and health services. Living in a deprived area adversely affects individuals’ life chances over and above what would be predicted by their personal circumstances and characteristics (ODPM, 2005, p. 6)
This ‘neighbourhood effects’ argument has been extensively discussed (for example, Atkinson and Kintrea, 2002) and despite a lack of firm evidence, government policy has been guided by this principle, attempting to establish an ‘Urban Renaissance’ agenda (Imrie and Raco, 2003) designed to tackle problems of multiple deprivation, social polarization and social exclusion. Influenced by reports from the Urban Task Force (Urban Task Force, 1999) which emphasised the importance of design, public spaces, density and community involvement, the distinctive feature of the urban renaissance agenda was to see urban areas as potential solutions rather than specific problems (Gordon, 2004, p.374). The new urban agenda incorporated four main themes, namely:

· the construction of a new urbanity;

· the concept of social mix as an engine of cohesion; 

· strong local communities and 

· dialectics of urban design, civility and citizenship (Colomb, 2007, p.6).

In addition to the urban design focus of the Urban Task Force, the work of the Social Exclusion Unit (established in 1997) provided a centrally based government response (based in the Cabinet Office) which has attempted to provide ‘joined-up solutions to joined up problems’ in areas such as teenage pregnancy, homelessness, housing management; the work of the Unit established a number of Policy Action Teams to tackle these persistent, intractable or ‘wicked’ problems in urban policy. The New Deal for Communities (established in 1998) targeted 39 of the worst neighbourhoods and implemented a programme based on resident participation and partnership working. In addition, the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (established in 2001) was premised on a need to address problems in the 88 worst estates and to develop strategies in the fields of health, housing, education and employment through Local Strategic Partnerships (including public, private and voluntary agencies) aimed at tackling problems of multiple deprivation. 
These approaches have resulted in the establishment of a new paradigm in urban policy, what Gordon and Buck (2005) term a ‘New Conventional Wisdom’; maintaining that socioeconomic balance and diversity can provide communities with vibrancy and in-built entrepreneurialism, enabling them to become more dynamic, creative and able to cope with the challenges of a global economy.  This ‘wisdom’ incorporates three main elements: competitiveness, cohesion and (responsive) urban governance. This model saw regeneration as most effectively provided through the land-use planning process; enabling local authorities to facilitate the development of sustainable neighbourhoods to ‘balance and integrate the social, economic and environmental components of their community’ (DEFRA, 2005, p.184).

Policies reflected wider government attempts to hasten the modernization of local government: instituting new, pluralistic models of local governance (Stoker, 2003); establishing partnership approaches to regeneration (Goss, 2001) and a ‘turn to the community’ (Imrie and Raco, 2003) in urban policy based around a strong commitment to resident participation and empowerment strategies (Taylor, 2003). The sustainable communities agenda saw the application of such concepts through the development of an urban renaissance, implemented through strategies of community balance and involving a strong commitment to tackling crime and anti-social behaviour within deprived communities. 
Theoretical framework: social embeddedness, actor-network theory and activation
What does this discourse tell us about the direction of urban (and housing) policy and how can it be understood in theoretical terms? The nature of sustainable development is both complex and dynamic (Jarvis et. al., 2001, p.129) – incorporating social cultural, economic, community features. The interdependency between physical and social sustainability demonstrates a duality of structure (Giddens, 1986) wherein the ‘environment, development and people should not be seen as discrete entities, as a dualism. Rather, they represent an interdependent whole, a duality of people’s livelihoods and their environments’ (Jarvis et. al., 2001, p.130). As the boundaries between natural and built environments become increasingly blurred ‘unsustainability’ issues are seen as essentially social problems – created by, and eventually impacting on people themselves (Beck, 1992, p.81). As a consequence: ‘In order to address the interconnections between environment and development, it is necessary to draw out role of human mediation, in particular the intrinsic links between individual action and social structures’ (Jarvis et. al., 2001, p.133). Hence

Social sustainability… is mainly concerned with the relationships between individual actions and the created environment, or the interconnections between individual life-chances and institutional structures…This is an issue which has been largely neglected in mainstream sustainability debates (Jarvis et. al., 2001, p.127).

For writers such as Beck (1992) this interdependence represents an end to the antithesis between nature and society – ‘nature can no longer be understood outside of society, or society outside of nature’ (p.80). In this way we can see what we may term the ‘social embeddedness’ (Granovetter, 1985) of sustainable development; social actors exist within certain relational and cultural constraints and cannot be seen as atomized decision-makers. Within this context, social networks and in particular ‘weak ties’ are essential in developing linkages between diverse groups. As Granovetter comments:

the more local bridges in a community and the greater their degree, the more cohesive the community and the more capable of acting in concert. Study of the origins and nature (strength, and content, for example) of such bridging ties would then offer unusual insight into the social dynamics of the community (Granovetter, 1973, p.1376).

On this basis the concept of sustainability can be seen as an embedded or integrated issue ‘concerning the interdependence of people’s livelihood and their environments (Jarvis et. al., 2001, p.146). A useful way of conceptualizing this view is through the lens of ‘actor network theory’ (ANT); representing the notion that human and non-human elements cannot be separated (Latour, 2005). ANT theorists consider how technological developments reconstitute the ways in which interaction takes place and therefore radically reconceive the notion of human agency. Instead of being the primary agent, the human agent is just one amongst many including technological artefacts. ‘Actors are networks rather than human beings and these networks are relentlessly heterogeneous’ (Murdoch 1997: 332). Hence:

Actor-network theory does not simply place the categories ‘society’ and ‘technology’ as equal ‘actors’ or equivalent ‘determiners’, but reconceives the world as an assemblage of heterogeneous ‘objects’ that cannot, a priori, be categorised as technological or social. This conceptualisation privileges terms such as ‘network’ (or assemblage), ‘collective’, ‘symmetry’ and ‘heterogeneity’ (Jacobs et. al., 2007, p.613)

Interactions take place within the realm of human agency, social structure, nature, the environment and with technology. Urban policy analysis is therefore concerned to ‘follow the actor networks as they stretch through space and time, localising and globalising along the way’ (Murdoch 1997: 334), documenting non-human technologies and taking account of non-human activity (Lees, 2009; Jacobs et. al., 2007). Technologies can achieve ‘black box’ status, wherein stability or success is not simply about accuracy or effectiveness; rather it is about ‘relevant social groups coming to see that the technology has no problems or doubt attached to it, that there are not “dissenters” able to modify it’ (Jacobs et. al., 2007, p.616). This black box status is achieved when technological debates become so complex that discourses focus merely on inputs and outputs rather than details of contents; debates about ‘sustainability’ in urban policy can be said to have attained a black box status of ubiquity and consensus in housing discourse.
These insights into the interaction between the human and non-human carry important implication for the design of social policies; in particular policies can be seen within a realm of ‘activation’; a realm of governance that operates where policies seek ‘to construct a politics combining moral responsibilisation with the drive to economic competitiveness’ (Everingham, 2003; Cochrane, 2007, p.66). These ‘active’ social policies are evident in the stress on social responsibility in housing policy; wherein resident behaviour is directed towards inculcating moral responsibility; for example the previous Prime Minister, Tony Blair talked of a ‘society of respect and responsibility’; ‘a community where the decent law-abiding majority are in charge; where those that play by the rules do well; and those that don't, get punished’ (Blair, 2004). Policy examples can be given in the central government ‘Respect’ agenda (Home Office, 2006) and social landlords have developed initiatives (such as the Irwell Valley Gold Standard scheme) offering incentives (such as rent reductions, improved repair services, vouchers, priority transfers and ‘goodbye payments’) as well as sanctions (such as introductory, demoted tenancies and loss of tenancy rights) for poor behaviour (see Lupton et. al., 2003; Foster, 2007). Such approaches play an important role in the management of new mixed income neighbourhoods as will be shown.
Methods

This paper is based on research initially undertaken for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation; the initial research was followed by a later studies aimed at examining the wider implications of the mixed community agenda and considering the costs and benefits of development and management strategies adopted in different geographical, social and economic contexts. The research involved three main case studies in the South of England: 

The first case study (in inner London) involved a formerly local authority estate, notorious for a multiplicity of problems; it has undergone extensive regeneration and now incorporates a housing association consortium arrangement, with around 30% owner occupation. The scheme has around 800 units and is widely regarded as having been successful in countering the negative reputation of the area. 

The second case study (in Outer London) was another local authority estate, again characterised by extensive social problems. Seen as a highly unpopular estate containing substantial disadvantage it is located in an isolated part of the borough. The regeneration process was at a very early stage: a successful ballot had been held to form a new stock transfer organisation and work had been completed in adjoining (private and RSL sector) properties, although not part of the local authority estate itself. The masterplan envisages the creation of around 5,000 homes, including approximately 33% social housing. 

The third case study (in the South East of England) involved a new-build programme wherein a formerly Ministry of Defence site was developed as an ‘urban village’, with high quality landscaping. The scheme has around 360 units and was undertaken by a private developer with a 27.5% affordable housing component. 
Using mainly qualitative data, the research incorporated a range of interviews with key stakeholders: including local authority members and officers, housing association managers, architects, private developers, residents and (in one of the case studies) a local Member of Parliament. Additional stakeholder interviews were held with representatives from the Housing Corporation and the National Housing Federation to provide an overview on policy relating to mixed community developments. Interviews were designed to explore in detail the main principles behind developing mixed income communities and to gain an awareness of the key constraints and specific management issues relating to mixed income communities. The research interviews and case study analysis were carried out between 2005 and 2007. In total fifteen in-depth interviews were conducted.
Current policies: Cohesion, integration and wellbeing
The sustainability agenda was evident in much of the discourse used by practitioners. Whilst there was a measure of scepticism about what the policy might achieve, there was a clear acknowledgement that these holistic approaches were necessary, both in order to access funding opportunities and to produce wider beneficial neighbourhood outcomes. The regeneration agenda was embedded in estate renewal initiatives; organisations came to view social aspects such as training, education and employment as integral to regeneration projects. These notions, originally described as ‘Housing Plus’ initiatives have come to be seen as the key orthodoxy within housing practice (now subsumed under a sustainability agenda). In terms of the beneficial outcomes, three main processes were evident: community integration, social cohesion, and neighbourhood well-being. 
Community integration 

As the government have outlined (ODPM, 2005), one of the main determinants of a successful, sustainable, mixed income community was the opportunities for interaction between different social groups (mixed in terms of class, ethnicity, economic activity and income profile). Whilst these features were extremely difficult to engineer, the mixed income agenda was premised on attempting to ensure that different types of residents lived side-by-side in ‘tenure-blind’ development. A regeneration discourse was seen as an essential precondition for sustainable development. As one RSL manager commented: ‘we needed to use that cliché ‘more than bricks and mortar’. So efforts were made to have regeneration on site’ (Interview, 9/2/07). Additionally ‘social housing’ was redefined to incorporate ‘key workers’ and intermediate renting groups, flexible tenure types as well as traditional statutory homeless households, who hitherto had comprised a majority of social lettings in recent years (see for example Hills, 2007). 
However, the question of neighbourhood integration encountered a considerable conflict between the demands of local authorities to reduce their waiting lists (and meet housing need) on the one hand and the management priorities to create sustainable long-term management strategies on the part of RSL landlords. Hence for local authorities: ‘Their priority is getting people housed and there is friction between the responsibility of the local authority in terms of housing people and the long-term sustainability of the estates’ (Interview, 3/2/05).
Tensions between the existing residents and newer residents were apparent. Respondents emphasised the problems of integrating new arrivals (from any tenancy) who were thought to lack the ‘ownership’ (Interview, 20/4/07) of older residents. Hence 

When [new] people come in it helps the local businesses and the shops, but there is a lot of resistance, as people still see them as having no loyalty to the area (Interview, 16/2/05)
Respondents also expressed the view that clear distinctions were evident between tenure groups in terms of their interests and willingness to become involved in decision-making processes. As the government laid particular emphasis on the importance of participation in the regeneration process, respondents felt that middle-class households would often dominate the resident involvement process:

the stalwarts really are leaseholders and whilst the people with the best deal are the tenants, it is trying to get those people to sit around the table in sufficient numbers, the estate management board and all that bit. Leaseholders will have a very active role in that (Interview, 3/2/05).
Moreover, reflecting criticisms of writers such as Atkinson (2003) the urban renaissance agenda of civility, importing middle class lifestyles was seen as relatively alien to the experiential basis of many social housing residents. As one London RSL manager explained:

you are confronted with these utopian visions; for example a board showing young professionals drinking cups of coffee in cafe bars; it doesn’t square with the experience of some of our tenants (Interview, 3/2/05) 

This statement lent support to the thesis of ‘gentrification by cappuccino’ (Atkinson, 2003); wherein the sustainability discourse serves to exclude as much as to incorporate different groups. This strategy of ‘balance through exclusion’ (Cole and Goodchild, 2001) was also reflected in allocation policies that prevented access to those with a history of anti-social behaviour, with a criminal record and basically providing new ‘flagship’ schemes only for the benefit of groups deemed to be deserving of the prize of a new social tenancy (again reflecting much recent policy debate about activation, represented in the emphasis on conditionality and rewards and sanctions for certain forms of acceptable and unacceptable behaviour). The clear distinction between affordable, social housing and other properties was also clearly evident in the resident profile. Hence on one scheme:

90% of the children are in the affordable properties. That a huge problem. Although we try and socially engineer what the place looks like and  the idea is that everyone could benefit from one another and try and understand how they are living, with such a huge majority of kids on the affordable side they basically dominate the site (Interview, 13/6/05)
The relationship between housing design, special configuration and integration has been an important feature of the mixed communities discourse. Debates about the influence of technology on social relationships have a long and somewhat controversial history: for example in debates about the influence of design upon criminal behaviour (see Coleman, 1985). Nevertheless, a renewed attention to design issues (Urban Task Force, 1999; CABE,  2005a and b) illustrates that ideas about the interaction between design forms, spatial relationships and social interaction continue to play an important role in housing development strategies (see Roberts, 2007). The case studies indicated that despite ‘tenure-blind’ approaches, design and development strategies often served to prevent integration. As one London RSL manager commented:

We don’t get problems with the private sector because effectively [the social housing] is a different part of the site with a different entrance; it’s like a Berlin wall slap down the middle (Interview, 3/2/05).

This comment illustrated the importance of considering technological (design) issues in conjunction with questions about social relationships. Moreover the emergence of governance through active citizenship witnessed in the emphasis on communitarian solutions to neighbourhood problems has been influential in generating a discourse of responsibility. This discourse has significantly affected approaches to governance, which are reliant on strategies of resident involvement as well as focusing on community responsibilities to tackle anti-social behaviour.  

Social cohesion

An underlying assumption underpinning the mixed communities’ thesis is that the mixing of tenures promotes stable, cohesive communities and generates social capital (Hall, 1999; PIU, 2002). The agenda of social cohesion has played an important role in shaping the sustainability discourse. This debate has gained considerable momentum following concerns about Muslim identities and fears of terrorism post the disturbances in Bradford, Burnley and Oldham in 2001 and the London bombings of 2005. The ‘parallel lives’ agenda (Home Office, 2001) has been linked to the sustainable communities agenda but often forms a separate part to the discussion of ethnicity and religious identity as opposed to the more income-based discussions about mixed communities (although see Camina and Wood, 2009). 
The concept of a cohesive community represented a clear objective, both within the sustainable communities plan (ODPM, 2003) and within planning policies to create mixed communities in order to avoid residential segregation. In the case of the inner London estate, there was a belief that at one level the community was relatively cohesive. Hence 

I think it did have quite good bonding capital – you know united in adversity – as an estate in the 1990s. But the bridging capital didn’t seem to be there in building the different communities that were there. So the levels of crime, the breakdown in self-policing and the lack of defensible space…. (Interview, local authority member, 10/10/07).

From a local authority perspective the issue of social cohesion was acknowledged as a necessary condition for the success of community and neighbourhood strategies. As a council leader explained, the problems of the outer London local authority estate were diagnosed in the following terms: 

The Council poured money into the area (£30m) over the years without much success, because they haven’t handled the fundamental poverty and disadvantage. The problems are partly due to the design and partly due to the mix of income and poverty. For us it’s a virtuous circle; yes we need the money, but we do need the tenure mix and we have got to be very responsible about that. It is an issue about cohesion (Interview, 26/ 05/05).

However, this question of creating a cohesive community was generally viewed as problematic and not susceptible to simplistic consensual ‘win-win’ scenarios. In particular the interests of different income groups were seen to conflict, highlighting the political conflict endemic in the question of developing sustainable communities (see for example Marcuse, 1998).  Creating cohesive communities was seen as highly problematic: ‘At the moment there are communities of interest all over the place rather than geographical communities’ (Interview, RSL manager, 26/ 05/05). Furthermore:

you get some people in the private homes mixing with some people in the affordable homes and vice versa but they don’t all come together like a one big happy family. So to what level they mix, I don’t know. We deliberately got people cheek by jowl in £450,000 housing living next to someone in a two bed affordable home. For most part they don’t have any option other than to talk to their neighbour because they’re right next door to him (Interview, RSL manager, 13/6/05).
Private developers emphasised the problems encountered in attempting to engineer different communities, side by side as a cohesive neighbourhood. In particular they expressed anxieties about the detrimental impact of social housing on house prices: 

People who are buying homes next to affordable homes won’t pay as much as they would if the affordable homes were private. That’s common sense really… anybody tells you that doesn’t happen is lying because that’s the way of the world…the price of this house is determined by what is next to it. Even though people don’t know, people make inquiries, the purchasers are very aware of affordable housing, because every private site you go into you are going to have affordable housing. So the first question people ask is: “Is there affordable housing here; if so where is it?” (Interview, developer, 13/6/05)
Whilst evidence has indicated that relations between private developers and local authorities have improved (Rowlands et. al, 2006) the case studies indicated considerable tenure prejudice on the part of private developers; these attitudes were problematic where development was largely in the hands of private sector institutions. RSL development teams were highly critical of the attitude of developers towards their residents, with assumptions about resident behaviour strongly evident. For example: 
I think there has been a reluctance on other enterprises that have entered that area whilst they see it as potentially a dumping ground for local authority families that haven’t got choice (Interview, RSL manager, 16/2/05).
One solution has been the introduction of choice based allocation systems and policies of ‘local’ or sensitive lettings that privilege categories other than priority need. Nevertheless, many RSL managers still complained that RSLs residents were at best tolerated under pressure and the design of schemes often reflected a reluctance to become involved with social housing: 

it’s not clear that our residents are getting good value. There is a heavy subsidy from the RSL tenants and their presence is tolerated to a certain extent; it is not a mixed community (Interview, RSL manager, 3/2/05).

Marketing strategies adopted by private developers would try and avoid mention of social housing. In the case of one developer the RSL manager commented that ‘I don’t think for a minute that [they] would want anyone to even be aware that there is social housing on that development’ (Interview, 3/2/05). Similarly, expectations were viewed as highly divergent. Private developers were described as ‘unrealistic about the level of service charges; we are not able to provide a daily cleaning service. We are relying on fortnightly or monthly inspections from housing officers’ (Interview, 3/2/05).

Such comments illustrated how despite considerable progress, the policy of creating socially cohesive mixed communities continued to encounter considerable barriers, particularly in situations where development priorities and marketing strategies were left to reluctant private developers. 
Wellbeing

The final aspect of sustainability considered relates to the notion of wellbeing. This has featured in considerable debate (such as Hothi et. al., 2008; Layard, 2005); it is a concept introduced in the Local Government Act 2000 which included a new power of wellbeing (Steuer and Marks, 2007); however this aim remains largely implicit within the mixed community agenda. Nevertheless, ways in which this satisfaction was to be achieved was firstly through reducing the fear of crime and anti-social behaviour, Strategies were therefore devised to minimise resident contact with younger groups (hence contradicting the objective of integration and cohesion). For example in one development in the south east, residents agreed to pay a substantial service charge for 24 hour security guard provision, despite the fact that levels of crime and anti-social behaviour were exceptionally low. As residents mentioned this meant that the guard had very little to do all day long. Hence: 
kids nowadays don’t do much more than just hang around; they just spend an inordinate amount of time just hanging around, doing nothing. And that drives residents completely round the bend that these kids are just hanging around in groups. So they want security guards to go up and tell them to move on, but you can’t tell them to move on, can you, because they’re not doing anything wrong, they have rights...We never had an incident on this estate of any consequence whatsoever, we’ve never had any burglary, nothing (Interview, 29/05).
The objective was to improve expectations and aspirations within neighbourhoods. However, there was an acceptance that this required far more than simply improving social housing or producing income mix. As a council leader explained ‘the key is to introduce economic livelihood’ (Interview, 26/ 05/05). However, a particular barrier to the concept of well-being was the way in which social housing had been demonised (both within an academic, practitioner and more popular representations). Debates about the ‘failure’ of social housing have served to undermine the benefits of local authorities in particular as landlords and by implication the RSL sector (Dwelly and Cowans, 2006). The consequence was that some expressed surprise at the quality of accommodation. As the leader of the local authority commented on the outer London estate:

Actually some of the flats are quite nice. Once you get behind the flat door some of them take enormous pride and they are lovely homes. But you see the corridors they have to go through and you wouldn’t want to live there. (Interview, 26/ 05/05)

A further barrier to neighbourhood well-being was the way that properties were used; the assumption that increasing owner-occupation would result in higher levels of economic activity was seen as problematic as one RSL manager commented on an estate with surprisingly high levels of properties bought under the Right to Buy initiative:

Despite the high percentage of home ownership, it does not mean owner-occupation as quite a lot or people have bought to rent. A lot of the people are quite poor, so home ownership does not mean the same thing here as other places (Interview, 26/5/05). 

A considerable anxiety amongst respondents was that the emergence of a ‘buy-to-let’ market and slow property sales would see similar problems emerging in a short period of time. As the leader of the local authority warned: ‘the one thing we don’t want is to recreate [the old estate] on a bigger scale, because that would be disastrous’ (Interview, 26/5/05).

Nevertheless, the objective of creating well-being was viewed as a positive aspiration for developers, landlords and local authorities to achieve. For example, an architect on one of the schemes commented: ‘We used the term ‘healing the neighbourhood’. Residents wanted to be felt ordinary, as they put it: “we don’t want to be experimented on again”’ (Interview, 20/4/07).
A particular problem was that many contemporary schemes had been left in the hands of private agencies; there was consequently considerable conflict between the objectives of social housing organisations and to private sector organisations. As one resident representative commented on relations with the developer:

we’ve now fallen out rather badly because I think I know better than they do how to build communities and that always causes the conflict because my interest is actually on the well being of the community and not the quick fix. The developers are only ever interested really in a quick fix (Interview, 2/6/05).

The reliance on private developers as agents of public policy resulted in. considerable frustration that social housing agencies were constrained in the decisions they could make, for fear of upsetting developers - particularly as schemes were reliant on both private finance and private delivery vehicles. Hence, ‘in some areas now, it is the developers who have control of the sites and they have their preferred housing associations (Interview, 3/2/05). 
Significantly it is probable that this relationship is likely to become more balanced in favour of public sector agencies, given problems associated with the current economic downturn and the proposals expected that central government will allow local authorities to play a more active role in housing delivery (rather than simply relying on a private sector led section 106 approach). What appeared to be clear was the importance of retaining a strong role for public sector agencies and avoiding leaving the field clear for the private sector. Asked about the main lessons learned from the scheme as a whole one council member commented:
The learning point has been around getting the sustainability of those arrangements in early on and the council cannot walk away; the council has to be at the table…you’ve got to get some community anchors. It has to be physical as well as social (Interview, 10/10/07).
These responses demonstrated an increasing awareness of the importance of public agencies as well as resident groups in housing policy to promote a’ place-shaping’ agenda and in promoting well-being as a result of cohesive and integrated mixed income neighbourhoods.
Conclusion

It is clear that the issue of sustainability in general and the mixed communities policy has been under-theorised. There has been considerable discussion of: how mixed communities operate; how to promote sustainable objectives and how to develop community balance (for example, Bailey et. al., 2006; Fordham and Cole, 2009). However, much of this work is primarily empirical and concerned with good practice. The application of actor-network theory represents one way in which these changes can be explained more clearly; the embeddedness of the concept of sustainability has become evident in the way that communities are developed, designed and managed. In particular, the networks of relationships and the interaction of individuals and groups have integrated both human and non-human aspects. The application of more active forms of social policy intervention has had a significant impact in the way that social landlords have operated with their own resident, with potential applicants and their interaction with private developers. Moreover a number of clear trends can be identified in the way that mixed income policies have been applied. 
First, policy operates primarily at a rhetorical level; representing vague and ambiguous goals. The discourse of sustainability and community mix has been highly influential in urban policy, representing a form of ‘black box’ technology; such black box solutions require questioning and a measure of scepticism, acknowledging the endemic political conflict in attempting to reconcile the interests of different groups; sustainable development and the generation, management and development of mixed communities cannot be a consensual, value free process. The objectives of sustainability and mixed income policies can be highly contradictory; the emphasis on social integration cohesion and well being will be interpreted differentially according to priorities. Consequently the objectives are often unrealistic; expectations may therefore need to be managed more effectively to consider both costs and disadvantages of mixed income communities (as expressed in the work of Cheshire, 2007).

Second, as argued elsewhere (Cole and Goodchild, 2001; Lees, 2008) the policy may lead to discriminatory outcomes and an exclusion of vulnerable groups; reform of allocation processes can exacerbate such outcomes. Resident preferences may be expressed in terms of safety and security, but this can mean a different set of processes and outcomes for different income groups; for example some preferences may discriminate against young people (for example by preventing people congregating in particular areas). There is a clear distinction between housing policies based on the principle of need and those that prioritise effective management. Such policies need public sector agencies to arbitrate in cases of dispute and to provide suitable accommodation for lower income as well as higher income groups. 

The emphasis upon effective management (whilst important) may lead to a reluctance of consider certain groups on the basis that they are seen as ‘problem families rather than families with problems (Power and Lupton, 2007). The demonisation of council housing as a tenure almost in its entirety is deeply problematic for the role of the social housing sector. Rather than considering causal issues, it has been easier to remedy symptoms and to provide ‘sticking plaster’ solutions.
Finally a policy that has been so reliant on private sector institutions is likely to be unsustainable in the current economic climate. This means that both the direction and the operation of housing and planning policies need to be fundamentally reconsidered, both in the immediate and long-term futures to find ways in which sustainable communities and mixed income developments can be conceptualised and implemented with attention to principles of social justice as well as management effectiveness. 
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