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activities they may wish to engage in independently and, of course, alongside work,
socialising and family life. Some research participants were concerned that there
is a danger of communities being asked to participate too often simply for the sake
of participation itself, thus creating an overload of participation activities with
potentially competing objectives.

A practical example of this concern is shown when contrasting two types of public
participation in local government. The first, user participation in public services,
tends to be directly linked to the provision of services, its purpose being to help
users to shape services according to their needs. However, this is in contrast to
those seeking participation within strategic objectives. Often, this element of local
government seeks participation “in its own right” – which can take the form of
neighbourhood forums, citizens’ advisory panels, or committees within local
authorities themselves. Participants argued that the development of these different
kinds of public participation opportunities in parallel risks creating tensions about
priorities within localities. The danger of this amount of participation is that it will
cease to be seen as meaningful and lead to participation fatigue among local
residents. As one participant articulated:

Just getting loads of people coming to workshops and going
workshop-crazy or citizen forum-crazy, I don’t think is necessarily
going to lead to community cohesion – there are many other ways to
do it more effectively.

Workshop participant

Hence, as public participation gains a bigger role in local government decision
making and service delivery, it is vital to ensure that those who deliver these
activities work collaboratively both across local authority departments and
alongside voluntary and community organisations. This is to ensure that they do not
duplicate each others’ efforts, and that the activities that do take place make best
use of the time and resources of the citizens and institutions involved.

Politics over people?
Finally, several participants expressed concern that service delivery and strategic
priorities are subject to political interference and political considerations, sometimes
to the detriment of social outcomes. Participants identified the role of political
leaders within localities and the political constraints placed on their work as
influential factors. Turning first to the role of political leaders, many participants
highlighted the important role that councillors play in determining the success or
failure of any schemes to support communities. One commented:
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The Untapped Community – Bridging the Practice Gap

Often, policies live or die by convincing local councillors to back
something.

Workshop participant

Some expressed frustration with politicians’ attitudes to these agendas. One cited
the “rhetoric and bluster about participation” given by political representatives,
highlighting concerns about the difference between a stated commitment to
engaging with communities and the reality of following through the outcomes of an
engagement process:

If there is a young lad and we encourage him to participate, then he
will. But when he comes across a local politician, he can see the
superficial side [of the politician], the insincerity as he hasn’t been
around before and that he’s only doing it as a PR stunt.

Interviewee

More generally there was concern about how the outcomes of any activity
designed to work with a community often become “politicised” through people’s
political involvement in participation activities and the politicisation of the role of
participation in itself within a locality. One participant commented:

Local politicians do not have much contact with people but the local
council officers that we work with do it with a lot of sincerity. It’s sad
that it can’t bear fruit as political agendas take over the show and
then that project and that initiative drops by the wayside. And then,
again, it leaves the young person feeling frustrated that they were
encouraged to do this and then they’ve gone and dropped it.

Interviewee

For others, the nature of the democratic process in itself was seen to set
constraints on working with communities because of the need to adapt to changes
in leadership:

Appointing councillors every four years inevitably places a time
constraint and a definite cycle of events.

Workshop participant

However, participants also recognised the role that elected representatives play in
maintaining accountability and transparency, thus acting as a counterbalance to
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the less regulated ways of working with communities, such as public participation
activities and community development work. In squaring these considerations,
there was general support for the role of local councillors as representatives of the
public, and as individuals who can balance the demands of those who participate
in community activities, whether formal or informal, with a broader concern for the
needs of all residents.

The range of issues addressed in this report reflects the experience of working with
real people in real contexts to secure community cohesion. Britain is a nation
characterised by a diversity of cultures and lifestyles. This chapter has illustrated
how finding ways to support cohesion within this varied social fabric requires a
better understanding of the complexity of how everyday lives are led and the often
informal and unstructured relationships at the heart of neighbourhoods. This
chapter has also shown how effective working on community cohesion and public
participation requires broad-reaching partnership approaches that draw on the
knowledge, contacts and skills of a range of stakeholders, including local
authorities, service providers, third sector organisations and community members.
Crucially, the research shows that those working with communities need to tread
carefully and show considerable patience in order to achieve their intended
outcomes.
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6. Conclusion

The focus of this study has been on the relationship between local level public
participation and community cohesion. As the report acknowledges, this is a
contested debate. Community cohesion is driven by a range of factors, and the
capacity of public participation activities to support it will always depend on the
character of the community in question as much as the quality and purpose of the
participation activity.

Thus the overwhelming message from this report is that this is an intricate and
challenging area for local authorities to operate within. However, the research has
also made clear that when they do, the rewards can be immense to both public
agencies and the communities concerned. There are a number of reasons for
supporting public participation at the local level, from securing meaningful
interactions between different groups, to empowering and building the capacity of
particular individuals to become involved in local decision making, or making local
public services more transparent. Many of these are directly relevant to the drivers
and indicators of community cohesion, as identified by the CLG.103 In considering
the role of local authorities in supporting communities, the research team therefore
argues that there is good reason to address the two agendas together.

However, the complexity of social relationships and the diversity of Britain’s
neighbourhoods make it difficult to offer blueprints for how to work with
communities towards greater cohesion. Therefore, this report has not sought to
find a single approach or “magic bullet” that can be replicated across every council.
Rather, public agencies need to focus on how they can take the learning from
others in this field and apply both the principles and the processes used to find a
way of working that suits their locality. The examples of principles and practice
included in this report are therefore not to be seen as “best practice” or as
processes to be copied to the letter. Rather they offer a starting point to inspire
local authorities and other bodies to develop their own ways of working with local
people. Getting public participation right in a manner that can also support
community cohesion requires a detailed understanding of the community in which
the activities take place. However, it also requires a strong culture of collaboration
within the local authority, in which the value of involving the local community is
appreciated at all levels.

This report has been split into two sections to reflect this twin challenge of methods
and mindsets: of practical action and institutional culture. Thus, the practical
framework in the first part of the report offers practical guidance for those seeking
to develop a joint approach to public participation and community cohesion. In
contrast the contextual framework in the main body of the report analyses the
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existing evidence and seeks to stimulate further debate among those working in
local government about what community cohesion means to their locality and the
ways in which participative activities can support local people. Taken together,
these two sections offer the distilled practical wisdom of practitioners and policy
makers from a diverse range of backgrounds on how to turn strategy into effective
action. Running through their advice is the recognition that working effectively on
public participation and community cohesion requires a holistic approach, with
community cohesion objectives running as a cross-cutting theme through all the
work that local authorities carry out in communities. This is essential, as Ted Cantle
articulates:

Community cohesion programmes should be quickly turned into
part of the everyday way of doing things and put into the
mainstream activity of public service, private enterprise and
voluntary effort.104

This report has also identified the existing gaps in our understanding of how
communities develop and interact. In particular it has identified three areas of
knowledge which would benefit from further investigation: how to identify, foster
and work with community catalysts; how to tap into informal networks within
localities in a manner which could also support democratic best practice; and how
to ensure better partnerships between public agencies and communities at a local
level through LSPs and other ways of working. As this report has set out, these
were issues that were raised throughout the research as being critical to effective
working at a local level, but there was only anecdotal evidence about them.
Conducting investigations into these topics was beyond the remit of this short
project. The research team therefore recommends that further research is carried
out into these areas.

In the spirit of this research process, the research team welcomes comments and
contributions from all concerned regarding both the outcomes of the project and
the next steps. You can do this by logging onto www.involve.org.uk/cohesion 

Part Two: A Contextual Framework

103 CLG (2008) Predictors of community cohesion.
104 Cantle, T. (2005) Community cohesion: a new framework for race and diversity. Palgrave Macmillan:

Basingstoke, p.160.

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 80



Bibliography

Allport, G.W. (1954) The nature of prejudice. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Bauder, H. (2002) “Neighbourhood effects and cultural exclusion”, Urban Studies,
Vol. 39, No. 1, pp.85–93.

Begum, H. (2003) Social capital in action: adding up local connections and
networks. London: National Council for Voluntary Associations.

Blake, G., Diamond, J., Foot, J., Gidley, B., Mayo, M., Shukra, K. and Yarnit, M.
(forthcoming) Governance and diversity: fluid communities, solid structures. York:
Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

b: RAP (n.d.) “Community consultation: a guide”, Briefing Paper No. 1, available
at http://brap.moonfruit.com/#/brapbriefings/4515242356 (accessed 1 April
2008).

Cabinet Office (2007) Fairness and freedom: final report of the Equalities Review.
London: Cabinet Office.

Campbell, C. and McLean, C. (2002) “Ethnic identities, social capital and health
inequalities: factors shaping African-Caribbean participation in local community
networks in the UK”, Social Science & Medicine, Vol. 55.

Cantle, T. (2005) Community cohesion: a new framework for race and diversity.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Chambers, R. (1998) “Foreword”, in Guijt, I. and Shah, M.K., The myth of
community: gender issues in participatory development. London: Intermediate
Technology Publications.

Clarke, T. (2001) Burnley speaks, who listens? Report of the Burnley Task Force.
Burnley: Burnley Taskforce.

Commission for Racial Equality (2007) A lot done, a lot to do, our vision for an
integrated Britain. London: CRE.

Commission for Racial Equality (2007) Regeneration and the race equality duty.
London: CRE.

Commission on Integration and Cohesion (2007) Our interim statement. Wetherby,
Commission on Integration and Cohesion.

Commission on Integration and Cohesion (2007) Our shared future. Wetherby,
Commission on Integration and Cohesion

Communities and Local Government (2006) Managing for diversity: a case study
of four local authorities. London: CLG.

Communities and Local Government (2006) Strong and prosperous communities:
the local government white paper. London: The Stationery Office.

Communities and Local Government (2007) Improving opportunity, strengthening
society – two years on, a progress report. London: CLG.

81

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 81



82

Communities and Local Government (2007) Preventing violent extremism – winning
hearts and minds. London: CLG.

Communities and Local Government (2007) Statistical release citizenship survey:
April–June 2007, England & Wales. London: CLG.

Communities and Local Government (2007) What works in community cohesion:
research study conducted for Communities and Local Government and the
Commission on Integration and Cohesion. London: CLG.

Communities and Local Government (2008) Community cohesion impact
assessment and conflict prevention tool. London: CLG.

Communities and Local Government (2008) Government response to the
Commission on Integration and Cohesion. Wetherby: CLG.

Communities and Local Government (2008) Predictors of community cohesion:
multi-level modelling of the 2005 Citizenship Survey. Wetherby: CLG.

Communities and Local Government and Local Government Association (2007)
An action plan for community empowerment. Wetherby: CLG.

Community Development Exchange (n.d.) “What is community development?”,
available at www.cdx.org.uk/files/u1/what_is_cd.pdf (accessed 25 March 2008).

Community Services Volunteers (2006) Transforming communities – 5 years of
achievement: the CSV action desk 2001–2006. London: CSV.

Creasy, S. (2006) “Understanding the lifeworld of social exclusion”, doctoral thesis,
Department of Social Policy, London School of Economics.

Creasy, S., Fisher, H., Gavelin, K., Holmes, L. and Desai, M. (2007) Engage for
change: the role of public engagement in climate change policy, research for the
Sustainable Development Commission. London: Involve.

DeFillipis, J. (2001) “The myth of social capital in community development”, Housing
Policy Debate, Vol. 12, Issue 4.

Department for Work and Pensions and Oxfam (2006) Get heard: national action
plan on social inclusion 2006. Manchester: Oxfam.

East London Voluntary Sector Alliance (2004) Empowering East London. London:
East London Voluntary Sector Alliance.

Electoral Commission and Hansard Society (2007) An audit of political engagement
4. London: Electoral Commission and Hansard Society.

Etzioni, A (1995) “The community of communities: a communitarian position
paper”, available at www.gwu.edu/~ccps/Comofcom.html (accessed 23 March
2008).

Part Two: A Contextual Framework

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 82



Evans, K. (1997) “‘It’s all right ’round here if you’re a local’: community in the inner
city”, in Hoggett, P., Contested communities: experiences, struggles, policies.
Bristol: Policy Press.

Fahmy, E. (2004) Youth, social capital and civic engagement in Britain: General
Household Survey. London: Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

Foley, M.W. and Edwards, B. (1999) “Is it time to disinvest in social capital?”
Journal of Public Policy, Vol. 19.

Gardner, W., Pickett, C. and Brewer, M. (2000) “Social exclusion and selective
memory: how the need to belong influences memory for social events”, Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp.486–96.

Gavelin, K. and Wilson, R. with Doubleday, R. (2007) Democratic technologies?
London: Involve.

Gilchrist, A. (2004) Community cohesion and community development: bridges or
barricades? London: Community Development Foundation and Runnymede Trust.

Gladwell, M. (2000) The tipping point. London: Little, Brown and Company.

The Goldsmith QC Citizenship Review (2008) Citizenship: our common bond.
London: Ministry of Justice.

Granovetter M. (1974) Getting a job: a study of contacts and careers. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Guijt, I. and Shah, M.K. (1998) The myth of community: gender issues in
participatory development. London: Intermediate Technology Publications.

Halpern, D. (2005) Social capital. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Hanley, B. (2005) Research as empowerment? York: Joseph Rowntree
Foundation.

Hetherington, M., Benefield, P., Lines, A., Paterson, C., Ries, J. and Shuayb, M.
(2007) Community cohesion for children, young people and their families: a rapid
review of policy, practice and research in local authorities. Slough: National
Foundation for Education Research.

Hewstone, M. (2003) “Inter-group contact: panacea for prejudice?”, The
Psychologist, Vol. 16, No. 7.

Hibbitt, K., Jones, P. and Meegan, R. (2001) “Tackling social exclusion: the role of
social capital in urban regeneration on Merseyside – from mistrust to trust”,
European Planning Studies, Vol. 9, No. 2.

HM Government (2005). Disability Discrimination Act 2005. London: The Stationary
Office Ltd.

83

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 83



84

HM Government (2007) PSA Delivery Agreement 21: build more cohesive,
empowered and active communities. London: HM Government.

HM Government (2000). Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000. London: The
Stationary Office Ltd.

HM Government. The Sex Discrimination Act 1975 (Amendment) Regulations
2003. London: The Stationary Office Ltd.

Hoggett, P. (1997) Contested communities: experiences, struggles, policies. Bristol:
Policy Press.

Home Office (2001) Building cohesive communities, report of the ministerial group
on public order and community cohesion. London: Home Office (the Denman
Report).

Home Office (2001) Community cohesion: a report of the Independent Review
Team. London: Home Office.

Home Office (2004) The end of parallel lives: the report of the Community Cohesion
Panel. London: Home Office.

Home Office (2004) Firm foundations: the government’s framework for community
capacity building. London: Home Office.

Home Office (2005) Together we can, action plan. London: Civil Renewal Unit,
Communities Group, Home Office.

Home Office (2006) Community engagement impact review for Civil Renewal Unit.
London: Home Office.

Home Office and Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2003) Community cohesion
advice for those designing, developing and delivering area based initiatives (ABIs).
London: Home Office.

Home Office and Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2004) Building community
cohesion into area based initiatives. London: Home Office.

Home Office and Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2005) Community cohesion,
seven steps, a practitioner’s toolkit. London: Home Office.

Home Office and Vantagepoint (2003) Community cohesion pathfinder
dissemination programme – finding new routes into local communities. London:
Home Office.

Home Office et al. (2003) Building a picture of community cohesion; a guide for
local authorities and their partners. London: Home Office.

Home Office Community Cohesion Unit (2004) Community cohesion standards in
schools. London: Home Office.

Part Two: A Contextual Framework

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 84



Howarth, C.S. (2001) “Towards a social psychology of community: a social
representations perspective”, Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, Vol. 21,
No. 2.

Hudson, M., Phillips, J., Ray, K. and Barnes, H. (2007) Social cohesion in diverse
communities. York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Institute for Volunteering Research (n.d.) Volunteering for all? Exploring the link
between volunteering and social exclusion. London: Institute for Volunteering
Research.

Involve (2005) People & participation: how to put citizens at the heart of decision-
making. London: Involve.

Involve (2007) Better outcomes – Ofsted and user engagement. London: Involve
(not published).

Involve, ippr and Ipsos MORI (2006) User empowerment in local authority service
delivery. London: Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

Jayaweera, H. and Choudhury, T. (2008) Immigration, faith and cohesion: evidence
from local areas with significant Muslim populations. York: Joseph Rowntree
Foundation.

Joseph Rowntree Reform Trust (2005) The far right in London: a challenge for local
democracy? York: JRRT.

Keaney, E. (2006) From access to participation: cultural policy and civil renewal.
London: Institute for Public Policy Research.

Leadbeater, C. (2005) The user innovation revolution. London: National Consumer
Council.

Local Government Association (2004) Community cohesion – an action guide.
London: LGA.

Local Government Association (2005) Leading cohesive communities. London:
LGA.

Local Government Association et al. (2002) Guidance on community cohesion.
London: LGA.

Lowndes, V. (2004) “Getting on or getting by? Women, social capital and political
participation”, British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Vol. 6, No. 1.

Lowndes, V. (2005) “The case for local devolution: community cohesion and self-
determination”, paper prepared for Lyons Inquiry Seminar, 22 June 2005.

Lyons Inquiry into Local Government (2007) Place-shaping: a shared ambition for
the future of local government. London: The Stationery Office.

85

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 85



86

Maguire, K. and Truscott, F. (2006) Active governance: the value added by
community involvement in governance through local strategic partnerships. York:
Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Maloney, W., Smith, G. and Stoker, G. (2000) “Social capital and urban governance:
adding a more contextualised, top-down perspective”, Political Studies, Vol. 48,
No.4.

Maxwell, R. (2006) “Muslims, South Asians and the British mainstream: a national
identity crisis?”, West European Politics, Vol. 29, No. 4.

McCarthy, L. (2007) “Interaction at neighbourhood level: strategic approaches can
bring success”, in Flynn, D. and Williams, Z., Towards a progressive immigration
policy. London: Compass.

Milgram, S. (1977) The individual in a social world. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Ministry of Justice (2007) The governance of Britain, green paper. London: HM
Government.

Muir, R. (2008) One London? Change and cohesion in three London boroughs.
London: Institute for Public Policy Research.

Mumford K. and Power A. (2003) East Enders: family and community in East
London. Bristol: Policy

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2005) Civic education and local government:
a literature review. London: ODPM.

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2005) New localism: citizen engagement,
neighbourhoods and public services. London: ODPM.

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2006) Promoting effective citizenship and
community empowerment. London: ODPM.

Ouseley, H. (2001) Community pride not prejudice – making diversity work in
Bradford. Bradford: Bradford Vision.

Pahl, R. and Spencer, L. (2006) “The politics of friendship”, in Spencer, L. and Pahl,
R., Rethinking friendship: hidden solidarities today. Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Parker, S. and Parker, S. (2007) Unlocking innovation: why citizens hold the key to
public service reform. London: Demos.

Paxton, W. and Dixon, M. (2004) The state of the nation: an audit of injustice in the
UK. London: Institute for Public Policy Research.

Pearse, A. and Stiefel, M. (1979) Inquiry into participation: a research approach.
Geneva: United Nations.

Part Two: A Contextual Framework

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 86



Pettigrew, T and Tropp, L. (2006) “A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact
theory”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 90, No. 5, pp.751–83.

Portsmouth City Council (2006) Portsmouth: involving local people and
communities in the decisions which affect them. Portsmouth: Community
Involvement Empowerment and Development.

Reicher, S. (1996) “Social identity and social change: rethinking the context of
social psychology”, in W.P. Robinson (ed.), Social groups and identities: developing
the legacy of Henri Tajfel. London: Butterworth, pp.317–36.

Richardson, L. (2008) DIY community action: neighbourhood problems and
community self-help. Bristol: Policy Press.

Richardson, L. and Mumford, K. (2002) “Community, neighbourhood and social
infrastructure”, in Hills, J., LeGrand, J. and Piachaud, D. (eds), Understanding
social exclusion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ritchie, D. (2001) Oldham independent review: one Oldham, one future, available
at www.oldhamir.org.uk/OIR%20Report.pdf (accessed 8 April 2008).

Rogers, B. and Muir, R. (2008) The power of belonging: identity, citizenship and
community cohesion. London: Institute for Public Policy Research.

Skidmore, P., Bound, K. and Lownsbrough, H. (2007) Community participation:
who benefits? York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Taylor, M. (2000) “Communities in the lead: power, organisational capacity and
social capital”, Urban Studies, Vol. 37, No. 5–6.

Taylor, M. (2003) Public policy in the community. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Walker, D. (2005) “View from the top”, Guardian, 27 July 2005.

Warburton, D. with Wilson, R. and Rainbow, E. (2007) Making a difference: a guide
to evaluating public participation in central government. London: Involve and
Department for Constitutional Affairs.

Wood, P., Landry, C. and Bloomfield, J. (2006) Cultural diversity in Britain: a toolkit
for cross-cultural co-operation. York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

87

R30878 Neighbours A5 Text v02:Layout 1  17/4/08  09:51  Page 87



Research Methodology

The focus of this study has been to identify the practical issues and challenges
facing those seeking to develop a joint approach to public participation and
community cohesion. The research has brought together a wide range of
academics, policy makers and practitioners who are involved in shaping policy in
this area. 

The aims of the study were:

• to understand how and to what extent public participation at the local level
is linked to community cohesion

• to identify practices that have been conducive to this outcome in relevant
contexts, with the help and input from experienced practitioners in the
public, private and not-for-profit sectors

• to offer practical guidance as to how best to learn from these examples.

In its approach and recommendations the research has set out to be as useful as
possible to public institutions and other bodies charged with delivering the
government’s cohesion agenda and generating positive change within Britain’s
communities.

The research drew on the following resources:

1. In the first instance the project team set up a steering group of experts in
the field of study to advise on the research methods and relevant literature.

2. Second, an extensive literature review was conducted, which included a
critical evaluation of the existing literature and research available.

3. Having identified a number of key areas for further exploration, the team
then undertook an interactive research workshop with 25 community
development workers, local authority officials, academics and others with
experience of working in the field of study. The workshop challenged the
participants to draw on their extensive experience of a diverse variety of
communities in the UK.

4. This was supplemented with 10 interviews with key figures working on
participation, community cohesion and empowerment issues across
England. These individuals were identified in partnership with the steering
group and through the literature review. The interviews were used to explore
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the objectives of the research and to gather additional feedback on both
the outcomes of the workshop and the priority themes identified in the
secondary data analysis.

5. Finally, the research team conducted a data analysis and produced the
final report.

Following on from the research and publication of this printed report, the next
phase of the project will focus on disseminating the findings and giving practical
guidance. This will be undertaken by Involve staff and steering group members
and will seek to target practitioners working on community cohesion and public
participation in local authorities and in the community and voluntary sector across
the UK.
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Everybody needs good neighbours?
A study of the link between public participation and community cohesion 

The last decade has seen a growing public debate about the changing nature of Britain’s
social fabric. The media, academic researchers and government reports all paint a picture
of a society that is struggling to cope with a transient population and changing economic
climate. Tension, it appears, is everywhere: between different generations, immigrants
and settled residents, Muslim and Christian populations. The effects of this perceived
strain on our social fabric are not only manifested in corroding social relationships but are
seen to be linked to any number of problems. Be it crime, racism, voter apathy or
overcrowding, Britain is deemed to be fracturing into a nation of divided communities,
loyalties and identities; a country ill at ease with itself. 

Although there is disagreement about what causes these social divides, there is a growing
consensus that promoting cohesion and integration is vital if Britain is to successfully face
the challenges of the 21st century. In these discussions, there is an emergent recognition
that community relationships benefit from people coming together to deal with shared
issues and concerns. 

As a consequence, there is a broad understanding running through current policy
debates that public participation can provide part of the answer to building strong and
cohesive communities. 

It is this assumption that is the focus of this report. It presents the findings from a study
into the relationship between public participation, community cohesion and
empowerment. Drawing on a literature review and the experiences and insights of a broad
range of people from local and central government, academia and third sector
organisations, the report explores how local authorities and Britain’s communities can
best work together towards greater cohesion. 

The report is divided into two parts: a practical framework, which gives practical tips to
those working with Britain’s communities towards greater cohesion; and a contextual
framework, which analyses the theories and evidence that underpin the current policy
agenda on community cohesion.
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