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INTRODUCTIONS 

Dallas Rogers  
 
•  Research Fellow at the University of Western 

Sydney 
•  Research: Urban planning and democracy 
•  Related research projects:  

 
•  5 year longitudinal study of the Bonnyrigg 

Living Communities Project  
 
•  Residents’ Voices Project with partners in 

Chicago and Adelaide  
•  (http://residentsvoices.net) 
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HOW DO WE DEFINE & MEASURE 
COMMUNITY BUILDING?  

In pairs, write two contracts.  
 

1.  The first will guide and monitor a private sector company 
or a non-government organisation contract to design and 
build 30 new dwellings where 15 public housing dwellings 
are now located.  

 

2.  The second will guide and monitor a private sector 
company or a non-government organisation contract to 
‘build community’ (or you can use other terms like ‘social 
inclusion’ or ‘social capital’). 

 
You can use the language of ‘the market’ and ‘the law’ if you 
like to write your contracts. You might use terms like ‘key 
performance indicators’ (KPI) and ‘milestones’.  



WHY IS THE TERM ‘COMMUNITY’  
SO POPULAR?  

 
1980s  (1)‘Roll-back’ of Keynesian welfare-state institutions.  
 

 (2) Promotion of market-driven agenda. 
 

 

1990s  (1) Economic and social consequences of market-
driven policy became clear in the UK and US. 

 

 (2) The political project is reconstituted to intervene in 
social policy – leading to The Third Way. 

 

2000s  (1) The ‘community’ is positioned as a site for the 
‘greater democratic participation of citizens’.  

 

 (2) Third Way policies are no longer solely concerned 
with the market or market logic, but also social issues. 

 



WHY IS THE TERM ‘COMMUNITY’  
SO POPULAR?  

The Third Way  
 
Third Way policies in the UK and US re-conceptualised 
‘community’ and the role of the individual in public affairs.  
 
The individual is seen as part of a “consensus-based community 
strategy” focused inward, seeking to address social concerns 
from the inside (Individualism).  
 
This approach pays little attention to external factors such as the 
structural divers of poverty (capitalism/market discrimination). 



WHY IS THE TERM ‘COMMUNITY’  
SO POPULAR?  

‘Community’ as a political project: 
 
1.  ‘Community’ is viewed as an alternative to the welfare state; 

2.  The ‘market’ and the ‘community’ are positioned as both the 
site and the vehicle for addressing social problems. 

 
… the rediscovery of the ideal of ‘community’, calling for the 

rebuilding of ‘social capital’ as a means of recreating civil 
society. Under this ideological shift towards neoliberal urban 

governance, the market is viewed as the appropriate vehicle 
for social service provision, with service needs increasingly met 

by public–private partnerships and the not-for-profit sector. 
(Rogers 2010: 4) 



DEFINING ‘COMMUNITY’  
THROUGH URBAN POLICY?  

Market-driven approaches to social reform delineate and draw 
borders around specific social or physical sites for intervention.  
 
In the case of social housing, this often means the delineation of 
social housing tenants by tenure type. 
 
 
The ‘Community’ is defined as: 
 

1.  A  geographic location (the public housing estate)   
 

2.  A social group (social/private housing tenure)  



WHY IS SOCIAL HOUSING  
TENURE IMPORTANT? 

The emphasis on social housing tenure as a problem;              
allows policy to focus on social mix as a solution. 
 

What is social mix? 

•  A mix of housing tenures: how much social housing, private 
rental, homeownership within an area? 

•  Or socioeconomic variance of residents within a 
neighbourhood  i.e. income levels, employment, 
unemployment? 

•  Or a mix of age groups: e.g. youth, aged, families with young 
children? 

•  Or a mix of people from different ethnic backgrounds? 

 



SOCIAL MIX & SCALE 

 

In regeneration of social housing estates social mix is talked 
about interchangeably with: 

•  Housing tenure mix (social mix = housing tenure mix) 

 

The justification for a particular geographic scale is important:  

•  Is it about a block of flats, a street, a community, or a 
city? 

•  Why is one scale – the ‘community’ – more important 
than others? 

 



SOCIAL MIX & MOBILITY 

A Snapshot: The movement of social housing tenants in NSW 

 

 

 

 

 
 

When is movement a ‘freedom’; and when is a ‘burden’? 

(Rogers: 2012) 

 

 

 

                                                
i Retaining 42% is the ‘best-case’ scenario for Housing NSW. This would require that the current residents of the 630 
social housing dwellings be retained in the same dwellings over the course of the redevelopment. Based on other 
projects such as the Bonnyrigg redevelopment and the infrastructure and construction considerations as well as the 
rehousing policies, this seems unlikely.  
 
 

Estate Public housing 
dwellings at estate 
redevelopment 
announcement  

Housing NSW’s 
target private to 
public tenure ratio 

Reduction in public 
housing dwellings 
onsite through the 
redevelopment 

Tenants to be 
rehoused through 
the redevelopment 

Bonnyrigg 833 70/30 0  > 95% 

Redfern/Waterloo 4500 70/30 0 - 700  Undisclosed 

Airds/Bradbury 1470 70/30 839 60%i - 95% 

Dubbo 300 100/0 300 100% 

Minto 1000 70/30 850 > 95% 

Retaining 42% is the ‘best-case’ scenario for Housing NSW. This would require that the current residents of the 630 social housing dwellings be retained in the same dwellings over the term of 
the redevelopment. Based on other projects such as the Bonnyrigg redevelopment, and the infrastructure and construction considerations, as well as the rehousing policies, this seems 
unlikely.  



QUESTIONS OF  
SCALE AND TYPE 

 
Measurements of social mix change in relation to: 
 
1.  Scale  

•  Local (household, community, neighbourhood), 
state (city), federal (nation state).  

2.  Type 
•  Social group, cultural group, socio-economic group, 

religious group, age, sex, occupation …  



TENSIONS OVER  
‘SOCIAL MIX’ 

 
Lewicka (2011) argues that people often report they value 
diversity at scales higher than their own neighbourhood. Such as 
the city or nation state.  
 
Contestation remains at the local level about questions of 
cultural, tenure and socio-economic diversity. 
 
The rise of local resistance to: 
 

1.  Affordable housing (tenure mix); 
2.  Cultural diversity (difference). 



COMMUNITY BUILDING &  
SOCIAL MIX 

When local ‘community building’ strategies intersect with ‘social 
mix’ policies: 
 

•  The scale is fixed on a geographic community defined by 
housing tenure (i.e. public and private housing tenure); 

 

•  ‘Community building’ is framed within a policy framework to 
diversify housing tenure (i.e. disperse social housing); 

 

•  ‘Community building’ is individualised (not collective!) - the 
focus in on the individual’s move into private/social housing, 
employment, volunteering … (the withdraw of welfare); 

 

•  Non-government organisations and the private sector are 
recruited to implement these ‘community building’ and ‘social 
mix’ policies (the privatisation of social service provision).   



CONCLUSION 

1.  Non-government organisations and the private sector are 
now central to implementing these ‘community building’ 
and ‘social mix’ policies.  

 
2.  The state retains the ability to set the scale and scope of 

these social interventions; 
 
3.  But citizens and organisations should also be involved in the 

decisions to set the scale and scope of these social 
interventions; and  

 
4.  This includes questions about the privatisation of social 

service provision. 
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