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‘This project has turned around a small estate in Cornwall which was in the grip of strife and fear.’ 

Tony Blair, Prime Minister   July 5th  Nye Bevan  NHS awards

 "We live in an age of astonishing progress. We are more prosperous and live longer and healthier lives than ever before. Yet our society remains scarred by inequalities.  Whole communities remain cut off from the greater wealth and opportunities that others take for granted. Families in these communities die at a younger age and spend far more of their lives with ill health. Behind these figures are thousands of individual stories of pain, wasted talent and potential. The costs to individuals, communities and the nation are huge."  Tony Blair   Tackling Health Inequalities D.O.H. July 2003
ABSTRACT

The Beacon Project, which lasted from April 1995 to July 1999, is an example of a successful intervention in a community fraught with social and economic problems. This project, which has received national and international recognition (in 2003 it received the Deputy Prime Minister’s award for Sustainable Communities) focused upon a partnership between health visitors, residents, and statutory agencies.  Health visitors helped to forge relationships based on trust and respect, thereby creating the receptive context for transformational change.  

The main conclusions that will be drawn are:

· That community cohesion and improvement can be developed through facilitated dialogue rather than control and explicit leadership

· Shared vision amongst agencies, and the trust achieved through equal dialogue, can bring significant change and empowerment to communities.

Introduction

In his book Bowling Alone (2000), Putnam describes what he sees as an increasing lack of cohesion within American society.  He proposes that the ‘stock’ of ‘social capital’, or the ways and networks by which people have traditionally communicated with one another, has diminished.  This has come about through (for example) changes in work, in information flow, in family communications and in demographics.  Despite this, he proposes that social capital (or a desirable cohesion within society) can be re-generated and encouraged by the creation of community networks; by civic engagement (the individual’s participation in those networks); by processes that promote local identity and a sense of solidarity and equality with other community members; by an atmosphere of trust, and through reciprocal help and support.  Ritzer (1996: 198) also addresses the notion of diminished social cohesion, which he analyses through the lens of work processes.  For Ritzer, society suffers from changes in work practices, work ethic and communication, which together provoke ‘McDonaldization’.  ‘McDonaldization’ is a bland, non-individualised cultural and work environment that is ‘hazardous’ to our present society (Ritzer, 1996: 199).  To combat this deadening blandness and uniformity, Ritzer proposes the creation of ‘nonrationalized space’ that neither suffers from nor provokes ‘McDonaldization’.  Such space may be created through the actions of individuals and groups which avoid those routines that seek to classify, timetable and over-process an activity.  Instead, new ways of working should be sought that bring people together in a more ‘irrational’ way (Ritzer, 1996: 197) and that allow for the development of new approaches to communication and possibly unique ways of collaborating.  Ritzer and other writers who have favoured or described ‘irrational’ or informal ways of working, such as Katz and Kahn (1966) and Strati (1995), recognise that the processes of collaboration, the ways in which people interact, are essential to information flow and hence to the kind of society that is formed out of those interactions.  Ritzer (1996), however, is careful to state that the ‘irrational’ or informal method of working can be combined fruitfully with ‘McDonaldized’ or formal methods in order to produce new social structures and new work processes that are more ethically charged and encourage social cohesion.

This paper describes the features and outcomes of the Falmouth Beacon project.  We wish to suggest that social capital (Putnam, 2000) and viable alternatives to ‘rationalized’ space (Ritzer, 1996) may be generated by a form of communication that is founded open notions of openness and freedom and which is encouraged through a mix of informal and formal processes.  Yet fundamentally, these processes are reciprocal and founded upon community partnership and community discussion.  In essence, we believe that this paper describes an intervention that demonstrates how ‘public unrestricted discussion’ may be achieved.  Such ‘unrestricted discussion’, Habermas (1970) argues, is vital in achieving ‘communicative competence’ hence can form the basis for a more equitable and ethical society.  Habermas advocates

‘Public unrestricted discussion, free from domination, of the suitability and desirability of action-orienting principles and norms …’ (Habermas, 1970, quoted by Checkland, 1981, p.282)

For Habermas, such ‘communicative competence’ cannot flourish where ‘domination’ is prevalent – that is, the domination by experts or professionals:

‘[Communicative competence] …. requires both equal participation in discussion, undistorted by power relationships, and unlimited scope for a radical questioning of societal structures and procedures.’  (Checkland, 1981: 282)

In the Falmouth Beacon Project, the health visitors, who were both catalysts of the project and key players within it, were at pains to demonstrate their respect for the community – their desire to create a non-punitive, non-judgmental and enabling environment.  Their approach was underpinned by a belief that only through open and free discussion would the community accrue the capacity to regenerate and develop.  The personal statement of one of the health visitors (Hazel Stuteley) describes the ‘respect’ they had for the community and their conviction that the community itself was key to its own regeneration: 

‘We appeared to be at odds with other agencies in 1994/5 in that we saw massive unreleased community potential.  You saw their day to day struggles against material disadvantage, how they overcame them, how they dealt with getting Christmas together,  issues like school uniform and new shoes – how they refused handouts, they wouldn’t accept second-hand school uniform.  We had so much respect for this community, they had huge strength.  We saw them as fundamental in bringing about change in their community.  Maybe that was radical thinking in those days!’

(Hazel Stuteley, speaking in 2004)

In this intervention, the health visitors took a conscious decision not to appear as experts or professionals who had the authority to control and lead the process of intervention into the community.  However, this decision, which appears commensurate with Habermas’s (1970) statement that ‘domination’ of expert knowledge or power should not be present where the best possible conditions for human communication are being created, nonetheless provoked a number of dilemmas.  In this paper we will discuss the process of intervention, the outcomes of the intervention, and the dilemmas that were encountered by the health visitors.  These processes and dilemmas, we believe, suggest crucial ‘learning points’ that can inform other, similar projects that endeavour to stimulate community empowerment.

Background prior to THE BEACON PROJECT

The Beacon and Old Hill Estate (referred to here as ‘the Beacon Estate’) is in Falmouth, Cornwall, in the South West of England.  The Beacon Estate straddles the electoral ward of Penwerris which in 1996 was described as the most deprived ward in the South West of England (Payne et al, 1996).  According to the Breadline Britain Index (MORI, 1998), out of Cornwall’s 133 wards Penwerris had the highest proportion (30.8%) of poor households.  These households were deemed to live in circumstances of poverty well above the national average.  Payne et al (1996) further indicated that Penwerris had the highest percentage in Cornwall of children living in households with no wage earner, and the second highest percentage of children living with lone parents.  More than half of Penwerris’s 1008 homes were without central heating, and its illness rate was 18% above the national average.  Unemployment rates were 30% above the national average. 

The Beacon Estate was originally built in the 1940s and 1950s to house dock workers.  The industry gradually declined, and in 1994 fewer than 100 people were employed directly by the Falmouth docks, contributing substantially to unemployment on the Beacon Estate.

Nicknamed ‘Beirut’ by its residents, in the mid-1990s the Beacon Estate had a high incidence of violent crime, intimidation and drug-dealing and high numbers of children on the Child Protection register.  There were few activities for young people, little child care provision, and no youth clubs or children’s groups. The Police were conscious that there was significant local mistrust and consequently felt unable to work with the community on crime reduction programmes.  Speaking in 2003, the local Community Liaison and Crime Reduction Officer (who was in post 1995-2003) reflected on the crime problems of the Beacon Estate in the 1990s, and he indicated the absence of two-way trust and communication between community and police:

‘ It was a big trouble spot. There was an attitude among the Police and others that everybody living on the estate was a criminal. There was no exchange of information. The community didn’t trust us and we didn’t trust them.’ 

Both housing and education were adversely affected by the atmosphere and conditions on the Beacon Estate.  A former senior Carrick District Council Housing officer, speaking in 2003, stated that ‘there was no sense [housing] could be improved.’  A local head teacher, who is still in post today, remembers that

‘When I came here in 1995 , the community and the school were at a low ebb.  There were many despondent people.’  (Head teacher, Beacon Junior School, speaking in 2002). 

Looking back on those times, a resident who had lived as a single mother with two children in temporary council accommodation, remembers that in 1995

‘It was very depressing … I didn’t have a bath and the children were petrified of the shower.  With only one fire, it was very cold in the winter’.
Recognising the severity of such conditions and the apparent withdrawal of interest of statutory agencies from the Estate, two health visitors prepared a radical intervention.

In Spring 1994 the two health visitors, Hazel Stuteley and Philip Trenoweth, perceived that conditions on the Beacon Estate were particularly acute.  This perception was deepened by their concern that they could not cope with the escalating demands of their caseload.  At the same time, the health visitors were witnessing an escalation in violent crime on the Estate, which included the drug-related detonation of an incendiary device and the torture of family pets.  But the immediate catalyst for the action plan was the closure (by Social Services) of the local Family Centre in November 1994.  This Centre had been the only easily accessible source to the Estate of practical and direct help for families, and this closure appeared to be both a symbolic and an actual withdrawal of interest in the Estate on the part of the statutory agencies.  

The intervention devised by the health visitors was a mix of the ‘formal’ and the ‘informal’, for although it involved the statutory agencies it also raised the capacity of ordinary residents on the Estate to have their voice heard, and to create entirely new pathways for consultation and involvement.  

The Beacon Project:  Stages of Development

We can identify 5 key stages to the Falmouth Beacon Estate intervention.

Stage 1

Creating a Vision.  Moving towards different ways of working.

Stage 2

Raising Awareness within the community, and agency engagement.

Stage 3

Community engagement, identification of key residents.  Identifying community priorities 

Stage 4

Addressing priorities through a facilitated partnership

Stage 5

Creating community spirit.  The Resource and Care centres.

___________________________________________________________________

Stage 1

Creating a Vision.  Moving towards different ways of working.

On the Estate in the mid-1990s, there was little communication between residents or between residents and agencies.   There was no forum or physical space to enable such communication.  Residents expressed frustration at their inability to contact the agencies; this was compounded by the fact that few residents had their own telephones and the public phone boxes were frequently vandalised.  The health visitors also found that agencies frequently failed to interpret residents’ needs correctly and therefore did not refer them to appropriate individuals or departments.  At the same time, agencies such as the Police and Social Services appeared overwhelmed by the Estate’s problems.  

Stuteley and Trenoweth developed the following initial aims:

· to re-engage the  statutory agencies interest in the community

· to enable agencies to have dialogue with the residents

and, as a result, 


· to offer more outreach support services within the community

· to create a community project which was sustainable in years to come, and without reliance upon the continuing involvement of the health visitors or similar ‘facilitators’.

In order to achieve these aims it was recognised that Stuteley and Trenoweth needed to offer uninterrupted time to the Beacon project..  With backing from their line managers, they requested from the Director of Social Services, and were granted, the provision of a practice Social Worker to relieve them of some of their other duties.

Stuteley and Trenoweth determined to act as ‘enablers’ or ‘facilitators’ and took the conscious decision not to appear as expert, professional and ‘pushy’.  In their practice as facilitators, they did not chair discussions between residents and agencies but ensured that discussions were led by the residents themselves.  When residents complained to the health visitors that (for example) peers were pulling in different directions, Stuteley and Trenoweth strove to maintain an impartial stance and merely attempted to facilitate discussion between the various factions.  This stance was not always easy to sustain:

‘Feelings ran very high at times.  Individuals got burnt out and angry.  Sometimes we felt we had created a monster.  It would have been easy to have taken over and done things for them, but that would have destroyed the whole project, because the ethos of project was about residents solving their own problems"

(Stuteley, speaking in 2004)

For the health visitors, this stance could be uncomfortable at times.  It was a stance of determined humility, a position of facilitation but not domination, with an inevitable accompanying sense that things could go dreadfully wrong.  Stuteley (speaking in 2004) said:

[The residents] almost pushed us to our limits at times and I now believe this was a deliberate action to test our resolve, to see if we would stay loyal to them, even when times were tough."

Feelings of discomfort, for both health visitors and those residents who were involved in initial meetings, were sometimes augmented by the threat of actual physical violence.  As the project developed, some elements of the community on the Estate strove to maintain existing (and often corrupt) power bases.  Some residents perceived the formation of the residents’ association as a threat and contacted the press.  This resulted in ‘sensational’ press coverage that hinted at possible future violence on the Estate.  Nonetheless, the initial stance of the health visitors as facilitators rather than leaders, meant that residents gradually felt empowered to withstand these threats.  Throughout the project, the health visitors recognised an increase in residents’ self-confidence and ability to combat the threatening behaviour of certain individuals on the Estate.  Stuteley, again speaking in 2004, has stated: 

‘In spite of the threat of violence, the residents [became] stronger as a group, and they weren’t intimidated.  They coped in a very dignified way … in the past, they would have responded violently ….  They realised that there were routes other than violence to resolve conflict.’

LEARNING BOX

To empower residents and to help them withstand opposition from their own community, facilitators need to take a back seat and facilitate, rather than ‘push’ from the front.

 Managerial enablement and support for professionals from outset, key to initiating change.

Stage 2

Raising Awareness within the community, and agency engagement.

In Spring 1994, Stuteley and Trenoweth ran a series of lunchtime multi-agency meetings in the resource centre in Falmouth, inviting agencies to come and discuss issues of violence on the Estate.  Some 28 agencies were invited; most responded positively.  Four meetings were held altogether:

‘We ended up with a few committed agencies, even though we had originally invited so many.  They were Local Government, Housing, the Police, Education.  A local counsellor and ourselves – for Health – also remained to the end.  The drop-off in attendance occurred, perhaps, because there was an overwhelming sense in those other agencies that things could not be changed on the Estate.’ (Stuteley, speaking in 2004)
Across the agencies, personnel had been changing.  New staff, brought by this project into a new inter-agency partnership, participated energetically.  One participant recalls that ‘there was a sea-change of views provoked both by these new, inter-agency meetings.’  However, it was apparent that the agencies knew little about the Estate.  It became clear that the health visitors possessed far greater local knowledge, and they realised that the present location of those agencies some thirteen miles away (in Truro) must be at least partly to blame.  This suggested that the project should include the aim of siting agencies closer to the Estate.

The goal of these early meetings was to gain commitment from the agencies to support what was now becoming known as the Beacon Project.  In each meeting the health visitors outlined the aims of the Project in general terms, and focused upon residents’ needs:  ‘to improve the quality of life on the Estate and to reduce levels of violence.’  The key issue, they stressed, was to enable residents to be empowered to help themselves, and here they encountered considerable scepticism:

‘Carrick Housing Department told us we would never get a residents’ association going.  But they had never made a direct approach, as we had; they had only relied on sending leaflets out and waiting for interest.  They had interpreted the lack of response as ingrained apathy.  But they did say that if we could demonstrate commitment from the residents, they would unequivocally support us.  And that is what happened.  I think we opened their eyes to what the residents could really do.  Carrick have been marvellous ever since!’ (Stuteley, speaking in 2004)
LEARNING BOX

Mail drops are ineffectual in disadvantaged communities.

Never assume that statutory agencies are in full possession of the facts ‘on the ground’!  Engage them through inter-agency meetings.  Ensure that these meetings are focused upon gaining commitment to the project.

Perceived community apathy is often attributable to disempowerment.

Stage 3

Community engagement, identification of key residents.  Identifying community priorities 

As already stated, in 1994 there was little positive communication between individuals within the community, and between residents and agencies.  The health visitors invited 20 residents from their caseload to become ‘key residents’.  They sought individuals who would not be afraid to ask other residents for involvement and support.  They also looked for a sense of humour, openness and the confidence to argue and discuss issues with individuals and agencies.  Each of the 20 individuals identified in this way agreed to take on the role, yet they expressed fear of reprisals, namely that their involvement in the project would attract anger from other residents who were involved in crime and had an interest in maintaining illegal and corrupt power bases.  Out of the original 20 identified, 5 committed themselves to the project.

In attempting to engage key residents, Stuteley and Trenoweth stated openly to them that they believed in their (the residents’) potential to bring about change.  They also stressed that none of the negative aspects of the Estate were the fault of the community itself, but were brought about by a small minority of residents who flourished in the climate that had been created by the exodus or lack of interest of the statutory agencies.  This was a direct attempt by the health visitors to raise the confidence of the residents in their ability to change the Estate.  Perhaps as a result of this initial approach, Stuteley and Trenoweth noted that the key residents gradually became more self-confident, more articulate, and more purposeful in their engagement of the wider community.  

Supported by Carrick Housing, the 5 key residents formed the Penwerris Tenants and Residents Association (P.T.R.A.) and took the decision to knock on the door of each of the 1008 homes.  They would engage each household in a dialogue that would focus on the householders’ aspirations for the future of the estate.  They also published a newsletter, which they delivered to each household, inviting the community to attend a series of ‘Have your say’ forums in a local church hall. These forums were intended to initiate dialogue between residents and statutory agencies, with a view to identifying community priorities.  Residents were encouraged to attend with the offer of free tea and biscuits, and a raffle.  As word spread around and the community started to enjoy this chance of getting together in a convivial way, attendance at the meetings sharply improved.  Stuteley remembers one meeting attended by some 125 people in March 1995:

‘It was a fantastic feeling, sitting at the back of the hall, watching the Estate come together with a collective voice for the first time in its history. It was that night I knew things would change.’
At this meeting, the key residents urged the attendees to speak to the statutory agencies present – the Police, Housing, and the Jobcentre.  They asked for reasoned dialogue rather than anger.  The residents responded well, and the result was a productive dialogue – signalling an important change in communication for those residents who regarded the Police and other agencies as ‘the enemy’. 

Stuteley and Trenoweth had also agreed with the agencies that the agencies would listen to the residents and would try to find out exactly what they thought and felt, rather than attempt to argue with them.  This gave the residents time to formulate their arguments (allowing many people to put their own side of the story) and to become persuaded that the agencies were ready to listen.  One resident, who later became chair of the Penwerris Tenants and Residents Association and project co-ordinator of the Beacon Community Regeneration Partnership, now believes that the ‘listening’ stance adopted by the agencies at these meetings proved vital in resolving the Estate’s problems.  He feels that the agencies became persuaded that 

‘you’ve got to get out there and find out what people want … not sit around and assume you know what people want.’

LEARNING BOX

Door knocking and dialogue between peers leads to creation of collective voice.

Create dialogue between residents and agencies by promoting an atmosphere of mutual respect.  Tell both sides what you expect of them prior to the meeting.

 Reciprocal trust is key to the release of latent resourcefulness.

Stage 4

Addressing priorities through a facilitated partnership

The fruits of dialogue were quick to arrive.  The District Council were impressed by the enthusiasm of the key residents and offered to fund them to attend training in tenant participation and committee skills.  Carrick District Council also supported the newly formed residents’ association (comprising, at this time, only the five key residents) by informing them that Government Capital Challenge Funding was available to address insulation problems where housing stock was poor .  This funding could only be accessed by a residents’ association.  The key residents, supported by the health visitors, decided to make a bid for funding.  A member of the District Council wrote the bid document, using information supplied by the residents’ association and the health visitors.  Four months later, in December 1995, £2.2m (including matched funding from the District Council) was awarded to the residents’ association.  

The key residents, despite initial trepidation, were keen to take the lead on the spending of this money.  The District Council advised the formation of a fully constituted tenant-led multi-agency partnership, hence the Beacon Regeneration Community Partnership was established in March 1996 and housed in premises that were refurbished by the District Council.  The premises were renamed ‘Beacon Energy Action Centre’ and quickly became a well-used ‘drop in’ centre for residents with housing queries, as well as the central point for the administration for the funding. 

The funding (Capital Challenge) that was administered by the Partnership brought energy conservation to nearly 1000 properties by the installation of central heating and the addition of brightly coloured cladding. This improved the aesthetics of the estate as well as making homes warmer.  To determine priorities for further improving the housing stock, the key residents worked with other residents on the Estate.  The resulting improvements are remembered with delight:

‘You should think about calling it Rainbow Hill.  I look at the colours [of the houses] and it makes me want to smile’. (Elderly Resident, Beacon Estate, speaking in 2002). 

‘I actually like getting up in the morning now I’ve got central heating’ (Single mother of two children, speaking in 2002).

Apart from the distribution of the grant money, a major aim of the Beacon  Community Regeneration Partnership (BCRP) was the facilitation of inter-agency working.  The agencies involved at that time were the residents, the Police, Health, Local Government and Education.  An important alliance was formed between housing officers and the Police to tackle certain long-standing problems on the Estate that had proved difficult to eradicate.  Supported by new legislation (the Crime and Disorder Act, 1995), this alliance tackled those problems of neighbourhood nuisance that had neither fallen into the definition of ‘crime’ nor constituted grounds for eviction.  The alliance worked on a re-definition of these problems so that they might be tackled by a joint approach.  Up to this point, housing officers had tended to view joint working with the Police as detrimental to their own position and aims.  The partnership empowered police and housing officers to visit residents’ homes together, in order to listen to victims and to confront trouble-makers directly.  The threat of eviction was used as a way of reducing the incidence of nuisance behaviour.  Parents were warned that they must ensure their children were well-behaved on the Estate, or face eviction.  If anyone in the household were convicted of drug dealing, this would also bring the possibility of eviction.  

Another important alliance between the residents and the Police introduced new lighting and CCTV cameras.  Neighbourhood Watch schemes were established.  Crucially, relations between the community and the Police were assisted by the relocation of a police station from Penryn (outside Falmouth) back to Falmouth, close to the estate.

Further effective alliances were:

· to reduce unemployment on the Estate, the Beacon Community Resource Centre was equipped with computers so that residents could be taught computer skills by outreach tutors from Adult Learning Centre.  

· The Beacon Community Resource Centre offered advice on benefits and housed the Cornwall Action Team (CAT), staffed by the Employment Service, to provide a range of support to assist the unemployed to return to work.  Staff worked closely with residents, sometimes even accompanying them to job interviews.  A difficult problem to counter was low self-esteem.  Speaking in 2002, a former worker at the Resource Centre said that one client told him that nobody had ever listened to him before.

LEARNING BOX

Joint agency and agency/resident working are key to developing projects that are effective and acceptable to the community.

Agencies must recognise that low self-esteem (and other problems of self-perception) are likely to be prevalent and need to be tackled with significant support of the individual.

Stage 5

Creating community spirit.  The Resource and Care centres.

It was recognised by key residents that the lack of community spirit on the Estate was creating an atmosphere of distrust.  The Residents’ Association began a programme of activities in which residents could interact together and enjoy themselves.  They initiated fund-raising for specific items for the Estate through jumble sales, baby shows, and sports events.  Many events were organised by the landlord of the local public house, who also allowed a room to be used by the community for meetings and learning activities such as a basic computing course.  This venue was particularly popular with young parents.  The annual Carnival was revived.  Community ‘Fun Days’ were organised.  In time, and despite the prevailing poverty, fund-raising events resulted in a new skateboard park.  Speaking in 2003, the landlord of the local public house considered that communal activities helped to break down the fear of violence – a fear that had caused distrust and isolation: 

‘!t’s all down to getting people out of their houses … with the violence and everything that happens, people just shut their doors’.  
The Beacon Resource Centre was established with funding from a variety of sources including the Nye Bevan Award and the Cory Environmental Trust.  The Centre opened in 1999 and quickly established itself as the neighbourhood hub providing (for example) benefits advice; debt counselling; legal advice; information on employment and learning opportunities.  

When the grant funding for the housing improvements had been spent, the Beacon Energy Action Office was converted, under the leadership of the health visitors and with funding via a Health Action Zone fellowship, into a health centre - the Beacon Care Centre.  This Centre opened in October 2001 and is now run by the Central Primary Care Trust.  Through their residents’ association, the community had worked out a list of priorities:  a young people’s Sexual Health Clinic; Relate; a senior citizens’ health resource; a counselling service.  These services were provided in partnership with Falmouth Health Centre Primary Care team personnel as a pilot scheme to see if uptake of services by Estate residents would improve when provided onsite.  To date, the use of the Centre has been consistently high, with the sexual health service (‘SORTED’) being particularly well-used.

LEARNING BOX

Activities that bring people together to learn or to have fun can stimulate community cohesion.  

Ask residents what they want in terms of advice or health promotion.

Seek out grants to support activities.

Expensive new build not necessary, empty shops are ideal and well sited.

Summary of Outcomes for the Falmouth Beacon Project

The outcomes of the intervention by the health visitors are, as might be anticipated, a mixture of actual (physical) outcomes and social development.  They may be summarised as follows:

· improvements to the housing stock/aesthetics of the Estate

· advice and learning offered on the Estate

· health information and treatment offered on the Estate

· a safer Estate (better lighting; play areas)

· more communal activities … and a more cohesive community

· traffic calming measures

· refurbishment of buildings (to create new resource and health centres)

· a new parent and toddler group

· a luncheon club for the elderly

· regular coach trips and gardening competititons.

There has also been a fall in violent crime and unemployment during the lifetime of the project, although the attribution of these as the effects of the project would need careful analysis and is not easily justified by the examination of available statistics.  However, in Stuteley and Trenoweth’s practice (which comprised approximately 4,000 residents from the Beacon Estate’s total population of 6000) the numbers of children on the Child Protection Register fell from 19 in January 1995 to 8 in January 1999.  The number of women treated for post-natal depression fell from 18 in 1995 to 4 in 1999.  

Significantly, the interventions made by the health visitors have proved ‘sustainable’, in the sense that the health visitors have become peripheral to the new activities and new developments that are continually taking place on the Estate.  The residents are ‘doing it for themselves’.

For this paper, we interviewed a number of residents and professionals who were working on the Estate in the 1990s.  They are unanimous in the opinion that the ‘downward spiral’ of the Estate – the trend towards further disintegration and greater crime - has been reversed as a result of the collaborative working and community participation which were the focus of the project.  There is also no doubt that the Beacon Project has led to a constructive re-engagement between residents and professionals from several different agencies.  The local authority, Education, Police and Social Services have all made significant contributions to this development.  In consequence, there has been a widening of network of influence - particularly for the residents.  Levels of trust and understanding have been raised.  Residents and professionals have shown a willingness to collaborate to share learning, to show understanding, to tackle problems, and to regenerate a community that had been on the verge of despair.

Hazel Stuteley O.B.E. and Claire Cohen, Cornwall Business School, 2004
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