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Introduction

If cities, in the global age, are to address the twin tasks of urban regeneration and social inclusion they will require a renaissance in learning (EC/Fast). This challenge is to develop ‘the capabilities’ (Sen, 1985; 1990; Nussbaum and Sen, 1994) for citizens to become active participants in remaking the communities in which they live and work. While much public policy focuses upon the skills young people will need to enter and survive in the labour market, less emphasis is accorded to the significance of encouraging them to find the voice and practices of cooperative agency indispensable to flourishing within a democratic civil society.
 

This paper elaborates an argument being developed in five Education Action Zones (EAZs). The Zones are a policy initiative designed to create the new forms of governance - learning communities of partnership and voluntary participation - that can develop the capabilities citizens’ need for the task of regenerating civil society. 

Social exclusion as the denial of citizenship

Growing concern about increasing unemployment and poverty in Europe from the late 1970s into the 1990s led to the creation of a number of European anti-poverty programmes. Within these programmes a debate began about which vocabulary was appropriate to conceptualize the growing forms of poverty and disadvantage. The discussion tended to reflect different paradigms of analysis. An Anglo-Saxon tradition (Townsend, 1979; Rowntree, 1998) retains the concept of poverty as best able to capture the experience of disadvantage: inadequate material resources and income at the disposal of individuals or households and the distributional issues which underlie this lack of resources.  The related concept of deprivation focuses upon the need to judge poverty in relation to prevailing material standards (of diet, clothing and housing) and services and the need for an adequate minimum standard of living, encompassing income, services and amenities (Oppenheim, 1998).

This discourse has however, been increasingly supplemented by a French and continental discourse of social exclusion (Silver, 1994). Here the focus is primarily on relational issues: in other words, inadequate social participation, lack of social integration and lack of power (Room, 1995).  For Castells (1990) social exclusion is the process of becoming detached from the moral order of mutual rights and obligations. In an influential report, Social Exclusion and Human Dignity in Europe, social exclusion is defined as: ‘inability to participate effectively in economic, social, political and cultural life - alienation and distance from the mainstream society’ (Duffy, 1995).  The emphasis in social exclusion is, therefore, upon the processes which lead people to become isolated and marginalized from the mainstream, from what the European Commission has termed the production and distribution of social resources: the labour market, informal networks and the state.  

This concept of social exclusion has become increasingly fashionable amongst New Labour think-tanks, attracted by the search for a ‘third way’ of understanding welfare issues, less in terms of wealth distribution and more in terms of relational processes of human and social capital. A Demos special edition defined social exclusion as ‘loss of access to the most important life chances that a modern society offers’ through becoming disconnected from jobs, education, homes, leisure, civic organizations and even voting (Perri 6, 1997). In an Institute of Public Policy Research (IPPR) publication, An Inclusive Society, Mulgan (1998) recognizes that ‘the concept of exclusion is in part about power and agency: people’s capacity to control their own lives. It is a dynamic concept about prospects as well as current situations. And, more than concepts of poverty, exclusion is about particular communities and particular societies. It is in this sense historically specific’ (p. 260). The solution to these issues lies, he argues, in the reform of governance to promote interdisciplinary and multi-agency working - ‘joined up’, holistic government.

This understanding should, however, lead analysis to consider the structural as well as the processual factors that contribute to social exclusion. Geddes (1997) helpfully illuminates the significance of this distinction: ‘the notion of social exclusion (recognizes) that disadvantage is experienced by individuals within local communities, and can be either reinforced by the degeneration of community or moderated by its network of mutual support’ (p. 208). This approach has the advantage of achieving a more encompassing defining of exclusion that embraces not only the poor, but all those subject to varying forms of discrimination and segregation (for example, single women, disabled people, minority ethnic groups). 

Research thus needs to study the multidimensional aspects of both these relational and distributional characteristics of disadvantage and exclusion (Room, 1995). The processes which exclude communities and individuals are interrelated and a framework of analysis is needed to show their necessary connections. The task, Mingione (1997) proposes, is to integrate the paradigms of poverty and social exclusion by revealing the way they combine to deny the disadvantaged participation in citizenship. This strategy is taken up by some in this country. Poverty undermines citizens self-esteem, expectations, status and power which together erode their sense of well-being and capacity to participate together as members of society (Oppenheim, 1998). Poverty and exclusion are thus best interpreted as twin processes which deny the material, social and political rights of citizenship. Yet to cast the understanding of citizenship in terms of rights alone is now increasingly problematized. 

Citizenship: from rights to voice 

The debate about disadvantage points to the conclusion that to be excluded is to be denied the material and social conditions which allow members of communities to recognize each other as citizens who share a common status and equal rights.  Yet, traditional models of ‘entitlement citizenship’, which emphasize membership of the nation state and formal legal rights (Marshall, 1977; Plant, 1990) have been subjected to critical analysis because they ignore the contemporary condition of plurality (Parekh, 1988) which now gives rise to claims for participation, exercise of agency and deliberation, aspects of citizenship which informed classical traditions but have become neglected (Barber, 1984). The task has been to reconstruct a theory of citizenship which is grounded in the experience of heterogeneity and elaborates the need for different groups to enter a discourse in which they voice claims for their identities and interests to be recognized and accommodated in the public space. Theorists (Young, 1990; Phillips, 1993, 1995; Mouffe, 1992, 1993) point to the mistaken illusion of a unified polity, of homogeneous communities which form a universal citizenry and civic public, which is required to leave behind particularity and difference in the public domain. Traditional models of citizenship imposed a univocal understanding of what should count as ‘universal’ values that excluded and silenced the voices of ‘other’ traditions, whether they are gendered, ethnic or class. A conception of citizenship is needed, Yeatman (1994) argues, which acknowledges the contested nature of public purposes and enables the different voices to re-present their cultural traditions and material class interests (Coole, 1996) in the public space in conditions of unconstrained dialogue.

‘Voice’, typically, expresses the meanings and purposes on actor which are communicated in a variety of written as well as spoken forms. Voice, argues Wertsch (1991), following Bakhtin, ‘is concerned with the broader issues of a speaking subject’s perspective, conceptual horizon, intention and world view.’ Voice in this sense is encapsulated in Habermas’ (1984) ‘communicative action’ or Austin’s (1962) ‘speech acts’: the perspectives expressed in communication are constructed to construct and influence the course of social action (cf. Hirschmann, 1970).

An inclusive citizenship thus requires ‘recognition’ of different voices as well as fair distribution of resources which provide the condition for equal participation. Fraser (1995), Young (1996; 1997 a/b) and Squires (1998) argue, with different emphases, that the unjust democratic exclusions of contemporary society are both cultural (the denial of recognition) and socio-economic (the inequality of distribution). The challenge for the era is to establish an understanding of justice which by embracing recognition (voice) and redistribution (resources), creates an inclusive society (or as Stewart (1999) argues, a just, inclusive democracy). Such a society will enable its citizens to develop the capabilities to acquire resources and to express themselves in the public sphere (cf. Martin et al., 1997; Martin and Vincent, 1999).

Understanding the multi-voicedness of learning communities 
A theory of learning has been developing over the past decade which places voice and dialogue at the centre of its pedagogy (Engestrom, 1995; Engestrom et al., 1999). Institutions in their contexts are analysed as socially and historically mediated ‘activity systems’ or ‘communities of practice’, which contain a variety of different viewpoints or ‘voices’, as well as layers of historically accumulated artefacts, rules and patterns of division of labour. The multivoiced and multilayered nature of activity systems can be a source of co-operation, but also of conflict and rivalry pointing to the need, if learning is to be effective, for procedures and traditions of conversation and dialogue, translation and negotiation. Of particular importance is the management of the boundaries of learning environments to enable learners to move coherently between settings. The challenge over time for a community of learners is to develop shared understanding and agreement - a common voice - about the learning process, its purposes, beliefs and activities. This shared system of meaning will need to be negotiated to enable mutual appropriation of ideas.  

For Engestrom, the creating of a learning community takes place when its members learn to develop a third order of learning: 

· learning as imitation or acquisition of conditioned responses;  

· learning by doing, through problem solving or investigative learning to understand the deep-seated rules of a practice;

· learning to begin reflexively to question the existing community of practice and to learn howto enter into a dialogue with others in order to transform practice, and in this way begin to design their own futures.    


A number of ‘learning cities’ in Britain (Cara and Ranson, 1998; Cara et al., 1998)
 believe that the key to regeneration lies in creating the conditions for such reflexive and dialogic learning communities to emerge: characterized by new forms of partnership between sectors and ways of listening to and involving the public. To avoid potential tension between these two strands, the partnerships need to become part of a broader public dialogue, the purpose of which is to clarify the future of the city, town or region in an era of global change. Traditionally, public services have been delivered to the public with too little consultation and involvement. Democracy has been at a distance from the communities which it was created to serve. 

Now, many cities and towns are looking to find new ways of strengthening the important traditions of local democratic practice and understanding the contribution of participation to regeneration. This understanding has been learned in a number of European communities. Real learning communities will learn new kinds of engagements with their citizens to involve them in determining how their communities will be governed and changed.  This process demands citizens who have the skills to articulate their needs and aspirations which are the same skills needed for work and leisure in a society which is in a state of change.  The educational system has an important part to play in moving to such a culture of learning but other parts of the community - its democratic and cultural traditions - also have a key role to play in renewing the quality and vitality of public life.  

Finding a Voice: the core capability
It is now clear that ‘a new education’ is emerging for a new age. During the past decade key research on learning has critically re-evaluated the dominant paradigm and proposed values and practices which amount to a new culture of learning (Gardner (1983), on multiple intelligence, Engestrom et al (1999) on learning communities, and Lave and Wenger (1990) on apprenticeship). Such research, however is not divorced from practice, as the leading reform programme of Professor Brighouse (1998) illustrates, or Tom Bentley’s (1998) DEMOS study of active learning reveals, and is manifest in the work of government departments: the Scottish Office’s prospectus on new community education (1998). This work proposes that education has traditionally been shaped by too narrow a conception of purpose, of human capacity, of frameworks of learning, and of assessment. The central principles informing the new pedagogy of capability for active citizenship:

· reconnect learning to living through preparation for active citizenship, enhancing the capacity for participation and dialogue;

· understand all the needs of the learner, particularly emotional well-being;

· enrich our understanding of human capability and potential: learners are able;

· promote active learning for developing responsible as well as reflective learners.

Taking a more holistic view of the learner and learning, means recognizing the central role which the family has at the centre of learning and the vital importance of encouraging relationships within families of mutual  support for learning. Teachers have to break the tradition of keeping parents at a distance and learn to work in partnership with them.

Interviews with educators in the action zones reveal an emergent pedagogy of capability for inclusion and active citizenship. Learning, the argument proposes, depends upon motivation which grows out of a sense of purpose, of wanting to learn. This purpose is likely to be stimulated by the interests of the learner, but motivation which is likely to secure interest and to be enduring is when the learner, in wanting to do well, improve on their previous performance is self-motivated to learn more about the skills, qualities and virtues which lead to developing capability. 

This growing awareness of purpose and of striving to improve one’s capability and potential is, at the same time, a growing discovery of the self, of ‘finding oneself’, one’s understanding about who I am, what I can do and what I am good at. This progress in accomplishment generates, but also presupposes, self understanding and self-respect. It is only when the learner experiences his or her particular identity being recognized, by and with others (cf. Ranson et al., 1996) that sense of an autonomous self with an awareness of its distinctive agency can unfold. 

The challenge for educators is to make available to the learner the variety of experience which turns the stimulus of contingent interest into a deeper layer of being motivated to pursue the inner goods of capability and co-operative improvement. This understanding challenges the narrow instrumentality of much education policy about learning over the past two decades, which has neglected or subordinated the arts and cultural aspects of learning in favour of core skills which are believed to prepare young people directly for work. What is lost when these areas of learning experience are neglected are those vital dimensions of motivation for learning: the motivational conditions of acquiring the intrinsic goods of learning for the sake of capability and self-improvement:


Most importantly, developing a cultural dimension to learning takes learning away from being a purely instrumental purpose. It makes it personal learning, a development of the whole person. If learning is merely functional, you cut it off as soon as you have finished with it  - because it is a banal experience. If however, we are learning for its own sake we want to learn  it is something we enjoy, gain pleasure from and we enjoy getting better at, and want to develop ourselves because it is worthwhile. If the learning experience means something to you as a person, you will enjoy it, and take an interest in it, and continue to develop your skills because you want to improve your skills and standards of performance. You want to make yourself better, to improve.  So by getting involved in sport and the arts and acquiring this motivation to learn to excel at something, they are learning to do well, to improve standards and this will carry over to other areas of their lives, and of course learning.

At the heart of this new pedagogy for active capability is understanding of the significance of ‘finding a voice’ - regarded as a vital means in learning to develop capability but also as embodying the purpose of learning to create confident young citizens able to contribute to the remaking of their communities. To learn to talk is to learn to:

- listen as well as express and communicate beliefs, feelings and claims

- enter a conversation with others which leads to 

- develop(ing) understanding and reflection in contexts of different views 

- discriminate and form judgements

- choose and decide for oneself and with others

- imagine and create a possible future

To find a voice is to find an identity and the possibility of agency in the world. Voice, the educators of the zones imply, is the inescapability capability which young people require to enter and flourish at the turn of the century. In a complex postmodern world of difference, the defining quality of citizenship will be the capability to find a voice which both asserts one’s claims but also the need to enter a dialogue with others to reach shared understanding and agreement about how to resolve problems which are common to all in the public sphere (Nixon and Ranson, 1997; Ranson et al., 1999). 

The role of the performance arts in empowering voice 

Educators in the EAZs understand the vital significance of core capabilities for disadvantaged young people. Literacy is regarded as crucial. Yet the literacy is conceived as more than an instrumental skill, however vital that is, and as providing the core communicative capability which empowers people to express their voice as citizens in the community:


We must significantly raise skills in the core areas. Reading, writing, listening etc, but the most important are communication, linguistic skills, these are the access to everything else. Without these core skills you struggle.  The most important of the core skills is to be able to talk, to be articulate. Talk is so important (because it is the key to investigating and learning about new situations) we know when we are outside our comfort zone, when we don’t understand the rituals of a new situation, we stay quiet; we listen, we watch. Then when we become accustomed, we begin to use our communication skills to develop understanding, and our confidence grows. So without these skills we couldn’t move forward. 

The implication of this understanding for learning and teaching is an urgent need to restore to the curriculum those activities which nourish self-esteem, confidence and voice, in particular the pedagogical significance of arts and culture: 


One key challenge is to bring back into the curriculum the cultural aspects which have been neglected - music, art, sport. It is pedagogically vital because it is through culture that people understand about their life, their history and their past and therefore about their identities. They also gain pleasure from cultural activities, which also encourage talk. To understand you need a rich language. Getting involved in a specialist group - such as painting or music - will encourage language development. These interests will also provide opportunities for life-long learning. The achievements which come through participation in the arts or sport enhance a sense of success, stimulating motivation and they give pride to families who can see their youngsters achieving in activities. 

The arts was one of those activities whose importance in the formative stages of learning was emphasised by the schools themselves and the local community. Children also learn through the expressive arts, and it was felt within the city that this was being neglected given the traditional focus within the national curriculum. Recognition of this led to setting up an Arts Forum. 

The performance arts have a key role to play in developing the confidence, creative agency and motivation of learners:  


Drama, for example, is so important for learning because there is only you, the whole person, that is the only thing that drama requires. You don’t need prompts, it just needs you ...
In drama you work over a period of time and you work on trust and you work on how we are going to work together. Working with a group in drama you also establish a way of working together, how do we want to operate, how do we think we ought to behave towards each other? I do think you can negotiate with children - what do we want this room to be like? What do we want to happen here and then you get kids to say ‘we don’t want any put downs, we don’t want to be sneered at’. And from this point you can go anywhere. You can release the imagination. And if you release the imagination, talk will develop and you create things and explore things which are happening to kids. (This can be a healing process)  Kids draw on their experience and can start to make sense of it. The acting becomes a source for group discussion - talking about why she behaved like that; how else might she behave; was it inevitable that that happened? Its the questions I think that draw out of children perhaps a better understanding of what’s happening around them. I think they can perhaps make sense of what’s happening around them together, and they can internalise it and they can start to see things aren’t inevitable but there are choices. I think that’s why its empowering, because drama is created by making a series of choices.

This zone is learning from research about the connection between singing and more traditional cognitive learning. The Director continued her analysis of the significance of the performance arts for learning:


I have got a link with The Voices Foundation. There work is based on the premise that everyone can learn to sing and sing well, and that non-specialists can teach singing to a high level. So they work in primary schools.  But what their research has shown is that it has a knock on effect into intellectual development. Have you heard about assertive discipline?  The teacher asks ‘Are you listening?’ and the children reply ‘We are listening.’  This may seem very trivial to you.  But what they’ve discovered is that in cognitive abilities appear to have been enhanced through learning to sing and singing together. Because they have to listen, and listening is key to learning. Good singing is about finding the singing voice.  We all have a singing voice which is different from the speaking voice. You start this with five year olds and work upwards.  And in order to sing together well, you have to listen to others very well.

Underlying much of the discussion of learning has been the task of helping children to find a voice. Through voice children are enabled, empowered to assert their claims, express their feelings and thus contribute to conversations aiming at resolving the concerns which individuals, families and their communities confront. When young people and communities ‘find a voice’ they discover the first condition for discovering an agency that can challenge the constraint of alienating experience:


Perhaps ‘Finding a Voice’ could be our slogan. We’ve signed up to the Participation and Education Project. It is run by a lady called Viv Schwartzburg, and has just had Lottery funding. It is based on a belief that children don’t have a voice in schools, don’t have a voice in terms of what is important to them.  But schools have councils, school councils, which actually are terribly undemocratic. I think a lot of schools, I speak from experience, you set them up, but your not really into it.  It should be about empowering children to have a voice.  What PEP actually do is train young people, and train young people to train other young people to exercise their voice and so take responsibilities themselves.

Voice is important in the learning process, it is empowering, because it encourages young people in “learning to discriminate, judge, choose and so to improve their decision-making skills. Because otherwise learning is passive, and education shouldn’t be passive ...’ the empty vessel syndrome’, haven’t you?  Fill them up with somebody else’s information.” This may have appeared to work for an earlier generation but in the information age of the internet, acquiring facts is not enough. “What is going to be increasingly important is that young people need to be discerning, need to be able to make judgements about the sheer volume of information that’s going to be put in front of them.  They need to be able to make decisions and, the older I get, the more I think life is about giving children decision making skills, and actually seeing that, well if I do this, what might the consequences be.”

These capabilities of voice and reflective deliberation will only emerge, it is argued, with the support of the appropriate institutional arrangements. These are beginning to emerge in some of the education action zones. 

Dialogue with family and community

The pedagogy of new learning needs to be supported by institutional forms and patterns of governance which themselves embody the educational values and purposes of inclusion, capability and active citizenship. The schools need to become 'learning schools', involving the different voices in a dialogue to develop shared understanding about institutional purpose and policy. Within this dialogue the participation and voice of the parents and the community are regarded as central: “we don’t just articulate parental involvement as one of the six strands of policy - we see it as under-pinning all of the others as well”:

… the big thing is that schools can’t transform key skills, can’t realise educational goals in isolation from families. Because the task is to do things differently, schools have to be on board for this agenda, and with parents involved in their children’s education, with parents involved in the school. Schools need to become the base for family learning. We need to enhance family learning...

Schools are central to the development of the community. Schools need to be developed as study support centres, and as community college centres, which provide facilities six or seven days a week. Schools need to become a real resource for the community. This is important because in the past schools have closed ranks against the community. Schools have been precious, seeing education as their own preserve. But schools now need to be a community resource they are not the only educators.

The task for education is to cross the boundaries between school and the home, and the boundaries between education and other services.  As Bentley (1999: 98)) puts it;  ‘Tackling underachievement, which begins with a focus on the individual learning, their motivation and strengths, as well as their weakness and barriers to success, depends on expanding outwards to include the whole learning environment, and the full richness of resources which it has to offer’.  The more holistic view of the learner which the new education strives to achieve is reflected in the practice of focusing on the family unit to encourage and bring out the best in both parent and child through family learning and the development of positive parent child interaction (Alexander, 1997).

Some of the zones are encouraging schools to support the creation of family learning centres. Families are involved in running the centres and developing the facilities and activities which identify and support their learning needs. These centres also encourage self-help networks to grow (Bentley, 1999; Vincent and Warren, 1996).

In one rural zone, a family centre is being created in primary  and secondary schools to support family learning in isolated communities. While in an inner city centre, a Family Support Strategy (FSS) has developed to provide better support for children and families through local partnerships which encourage statutory and voluntary agencies to work together more effectively. It is intended that local strategies will meet local needs, that services will be delivered when and where they are required, and that these will be properly co-ordinated from a local base. The voice of families from the different minority communities is increasingly heard in decision-making. The FSS has involved local families and community members in an audit of local needs and created an action plan. The central issue has been how to ensure services are more accessible to local people and that they are more effectively delivered.

Involving the community
The policy initiative of EAZs has created them with a public Forum that is designed to constitute the principle of partnership and the opportunity for each of the partners to have a voice in regenerating education in the zone. “Our forum was set up in a way that expresses the broader partnerships that have been brought to bear upon education. There are still tensions actually: its a kind of platform for those interests to come into some kind of coherence or collision. Some heads find it difficult to meet with all the other interests around the table ‘I am not sure that I like discussing education with all these other characters around the table.  I am much more comfortable talking education here or within the cluster groups’.”  This Director, while depressed at this resistance, was not daunted believing it is right for the different interests, for example local businesses, to have a voice in clarifying purpose and policy within the zone.

For another zone, the challenge was more than constituting the forum as an expression of the partnership but one of constituting community governance, of the zone enabling the community to participate in the governance of the areas within which it lives and works. The perspective of this EAZ reflected their response to the perceived anger in the community but it also reflected a developing philosophy of public participation as the necessary value and purpose of a new local democracy.


The set up that we have put in place lately is the zone is very much an independent body from the LEA. We wanted to respond to the experience of community anger and so at a very early we wanted to get the community on board.  In this, I think, we were at that time quite unique in terms of the zones throughout the country. We worked with the Resident’s Association, which the housing department already had established. We also used the expertise within Youth and Community Services, again a different department of the Council, for their on-the-ground community workers. SRB, the year before, had also recognized a need for better links within the community and had employed community workers within quite a small area in terms of the overall zone.

This particular community was initially sceptical about EAZs, but wanted to be involved from the first so that they knew fully what was going on, and ‘didn’t feel that they were being spun any lines about all this money going into local areas, into the school’. They wanted to know exactly what the process was going to be. The community is well organized, through the residents and tenants associations, but while it has not been used to thinking about and getting organised around educational issues, they have taken the opportunity provided by the zone to voice their concerns about education as much as other services:


They were a valuable source of information just waiting to be asked. They were keen to express their views on educational issues without a doubt.  They’d never had the forum.  In terms of how the zone operates their voice is completely about education. They do not use that forum to raise other issues other than the work of the zone ...  They are there talking about educational issues and nothing else. You feel that they wanted to have a say, and if they had been given an opportunity in the past they would have had a say. Now they have the opportunity.

There has been a fundamental shift in terms of the way this Council interacts with the community, becoming committed to community participation, to consulting the public, and listening to the views it receives. It respects what the local population is saying at that point in time.  There has been a change in culture. A number of mechanisms have been developed, including setting up citizens panels for consultation and they are creating focus groups on specific issues:


What are the communities saying about education?  What is their voice? Basically what they are saying is that you can chuck as much money as you like at a school but if there is no regard for how well the school actually manages that money that will not necessarily ensure that every child is on level playing field and that all of the blocks of learning have been removed.  What they are saying is through no fault of individuals they cannot access the same base levels for their children to actually be able to compete, and I don’t mean that in the word to compete with others. So what they are saying is that the community is a massive resource, the parents are a massive resource who are generally not included in the way that they could be by schools. They wish to be recognised, there is a willingness to play a role supporting the learning of the their children and their community, because it isn’t just about the kids in the school, its about life long learning aspects as well.  The zone needs to be reflecting that and need to be really making sure that education is accessible to all.

Another zone in the north believes that the Authority’s Community Councils have a role to play in closing the gap between the school and the community mean by listening to the voice of the community. They need to be improved by making them more representative of the local communities. But there is a wealth of experience, of social capital, which can be drawn upon to support young people and their schools.

The zone needs to listen more to the young people, and the establishing of year group and whole school councils can encourage their voice to be expressed and heard. “There is one school where the governors set up the school council, and that was interesting because they listen to what the kids said.’

Towards democratic community governance

The developing practices, within a number of zones, of valuing the inclusion of different voices in a learning community is part of a more general emergent community governance. Designed to address traditional problems of disadvantage, social exclusion and underachievement, zones have been constituted as a new public partnership to create the social capital to transform the capabilities and achievement of communities facing entrenched disadvantage.  

Traditionally, public services have been delivered to the public with limited consultation and involvement. Democracy was at a distance from the communities which it was created to serve. Neo-liberal thinking from the 1980’s sought to fill the vacuum with a democracy of active consumers choosing public services amongst competing providers. For many localities, however this strategy was only reinforcing the problems of fragmentation and exclusion caused by the experience of global change (Gray; 1998; Luttwak, 1999). Many cities and towns have, therefore, begun to search for new ways of strengthening local democracy to make it more responsive to the changing needs of communities and to strive to involve them in the processes of economic and social regeneration. In this, a new citizenship of active participation in the governance of the community is emerging to counter and replace the traditions of client and consumer. 

The leading theorist of community governance is John Stewart (1983; 1986; 1995; Stewart and Stoker, 1988; Ranson and Stewart, 1994; Clarke and Stewart, 1998). Early conceptions emphasiszd the changing role of the local authority from service provision to a strategic role in identifying the needs of the wider community through strengthened processes of local democracy. Some of the characteristics of community governance were perceived to include:

· ‘the government of difference, both responding to differences in needs and aspirations and creating differences. One learns form difference rather than uniformity;

· a capacity for local choice, which creates the potential for innovation, and the learning made possible by that innovation;

· the diffusion of power - change is more easily made on the smaller scale, and there are limits to political capacity at the centre;

· a concern for the community beyond the mere provision of service;

· local and visible government - decisions can more easily involve when made close to the community than when made in corridors and committees of central government;

· a renewed basis for accountability in local democracy’ (in Stewart and Stoker, 1988).

Now in a period of accelerating global change in the 1990s, communities need to learn new ways of governing themselves to secure this economic and democratic renewal: tackling exclusion by recognizing the different traditions, encouraging forms of active citizenship and participation to strengthen civil society. The emergent characteristics of a new community governance are:

(a) communities of difference and identity: We live increasingly within communities of difference. The post-modern world is typically characterised by clashes of cultural traditions whose values, histories and identities are said to be chronically agonistic and thus rival and incommensurable, compounded by a poverty of recognition and mutual understanding. Traditions shape 'critical points of deep and significant difference which constitute 'what we really are', or rather - since history has intervened - 'what we have become' (Hall, 1990). 

Many institutions and neighbourhoods within the community form a microcosm of the predicament facing the post-modern polity. The challenge for the new community governance is to discover processes which can reconcile the valuing of difference with the need for shared understanding and agreement about public purpose that dissolves prejudice and discrimination.

(b) active citizenship: The motivation of members of society to acknowledge mutuality, to deliberate with others and to search for shared understanding is more likely to succeed if they regard each other as citizens with shared responsibility for collaborative making the communities in which they are to live (Ranson, 1997).  This makes the agency of citizens central to personal and social development. Our active participation in creating the projects which are to shape our selves as well as the communities in which we live provides the sense of purpose to work together with others and to secure trusting relations with them. There is no solitary development or learning: we can only create our worlds together. The unfolding agency of the self always grows out of the interaction with others. It is inescapably a social and creative making. The self can only find its identity in and through others and membership of communities. The possibility of shared understanding requires individuals not only to value others but to create the communities in which mutuality and thus the conditions for learning can flourish. 

The telos of citizenship is to learn to make the communities without which individuals and others cannot grow and develop. The presupposition of such making is openness to mutual recognition: we have to learn to be open to different perspectives, alternative life-forms and views of the world, to allow our pre-judgements to be challenged; in so doing we learn how to amend our assumptions, and develop an enriched understanding of others. The key to the transformation  of prejudice lies in what Gadamer (1975) calls 'the dialogic character of understanding': through genuine conversation the participants are led beyond their initial positions, to take account of others, and move towards a richer, more comprehensive view, a 'fusion of horizons', a shared understanding of what is true or valid. Conversation lies at the heart of learning: they learn through dialogue to take a wider, more differentiated view, and thus acquire sensitivity, subtlety and capacity for judgement.
(c) participation and voice for civil society: We can only make ourselves and our communities when empowered by a public domain which recognises the distinctively different contributions each have to give. For Habermas (1984), the processes of a discursive democracy provide the conditions for differences to be brought into the public sphere and negotiated through procedures of fair, equal and unconstrained discussion undistorted by power. Identities are respected and compromises, if not consensus, are reached between rival traditions. 

Such a view of democracy recognises an understanding, effaced by rights based models, of the duality of citizenship: that citizens are both individuals and active members of the whole, the public as a political community. For Clarke (1996), this deep ‘democratic citizenship’ requires for the recovery of collaborative participation, the establishing and strengthening of the spaces, the intermediary institutions of civil society, in which such active citizenship can be practised (Keane, 1998; Hirst, 1994; Cohen and Rogers, 1995). A domain is formed in which private meets public, providing the conditions for what Mouffe argues strong democracy needs - an articulation between the particular and the universal. A sphere which recognises and mediates, through the arts of association, a diversity of particular interests for the public good. By providing forums for participation and voice the new polity can create the conditions for public discourse and for mutual accountability so that citizens can take each other's needs and claims into account will learn to create the conditions for each others development (Dunn, 1992).  

(d) new institutional forms: Stewart (1995; 1999), in further developing his analysis of community governance has argued that if the public domain is to revitalize a citizenship for voice and dialogue, then institutional reform has to renew the institutional conditions for public life within communities leading to a new style of governing, linking the discourse of democracy and the government of collective choice. The conditions and lines of development include (Ranson and Stewart, 1994):

‘i. An infrastructure of community forums - both of place and of interest - can provide the foundation to strengthen the constitutive principles of the public domain: enabling and expressing public discourse leading to collective choice based upon public consent.

ii. Local government must be reconstituted as the community governing itself. It will have the responsibility for the development of community forums representing the diversity of communities within. As the expression of representative democracy it will set the framework for the development of participation through community forums and the means of discourse for reconciling difference and, if necessary, determining in collective choice. The upshot of such reform would be an institutional framework of community governance - with a capacity for integrating participative democracy and representative government - that can repair the vacuum of a polity the public legitimacy of which has withered. 

iii  Local government as the expression of the community governing itself, provides the systemic conditions for renewing the public domain. By establishing a framework of institutions, it enables the participation of citizens to be tied into the contribution of elected representatives in the forming of collective choice. In this way political capacity is enhanced, drawing together diversity of perspectives and values into a common process of discourse and decision, that enhances the possibility of choice acquiring the authority of consent. Community governance thus provides the conditions for reconstruction, for what is demanded is a high capacity for learning both of the nature of the problems faced and about the approaches to adopt.  The institutional arrangements of community governance enables citizens to participate and thus generate a more informed and responsive system of elected representation. It transforms representative democracy from a periodic event to a continuous process of representation.  The interdependent complex of institutions provide the capacity for effective action monitored and evaluated by the public.’   

A community, as Stewart (1999) argues, which learns to create institutional arrangements that include the variety of voices in its deliberations is likely to be a democratically just community and thus robust and capable enough to address the ‘wicked collective action problems’ which it faces at the turn of a new century.
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�  This paper draws upon data from a short pilot study for the OECD designed to explore the approach to capability formation in ten Education Action Zones. Introductory interviews were conducted typically with Zone Directors. 


�The paper builds on Martin 1996, 1999; Ranson, 1992, 1997, 1998; Ranson et al, 1999; Ranson and Stewart, 1994 


� The concept of the learning city is relatively recent. It was promoted by an OECD/CERI study in 1992. This became a major influence on the development of the UK’s Learning City Network which has grown steadily since 1996 to include more than 20 affiliated ‘cities’. It is an important forum for debate on the potential of partnerships to link lifelong learning with regeneration and local economic development. The meaning and purpose of a  ‘learning city’ remain the subject of debate (cf. Landry and Mattarasso, 1998)
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