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Abstract

This paper examines the role and impact of the private sector in urban regeneration and social housing in Ireland in the context of a shift towards mixed market models adopted by governments in both Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland.  A complex adaptive systems (CAS) framework is used to analyse six case studies in urban regeneration in order to coherently address complexities related to heterogeneous objectives, issues of interdependencies among actors, system dynamics, emergence and adaptation over time.

Key findings include: (1) the lack of influence by the private sector over key elements such as boundaries, rules and objectives for urban regeneration in Ireland, (2) a relatively narrow focus on the physical aspects of regeneration, with little support from either the public or community sectors for a wider role, (3) a trade-off between decreasing costs borne by the taxpayer and increasing costs to social housing tenants, (4) the emergence of special project agents to facilitate “covenanting” among participants (Klijn & Teisman 1997) and (5) the potential for a “tipping point” in private sector participation (Rhodes & Murray 2007).

Mixing the Market: The Role of the Private Sector in Urban Regeneration in Ireland
1) Introduction:

Housing policy, management and urban regeneration are complex public administration phenomena involving multiple and often conflicting objectives of participants, inexact and ambiguous performance indicators, a wide range of stakeholders, implementation fragmentation and the multiple levels of government (Booth 2005, Mullins & Murie 2006, Norris & Redmond 2005, Rhodes & Murray 2007). Rather than ‘simply’ formulating plans, mobilizing resources, developing processes and directing employees in an idealised hierarchy of tasks and accountability, public managers must achieve desired outcomes through a combination of actors including private firms, non-profit organizations, community groups and, of course, the public sector organization(s) charged with responsibility for policy implementation.  The involvement of this myriad of actors often requires that decisions be negotiated and modified to provide sufficient incentives for action by participants whose objectives differ.  
In Ireland, specifically, there has been a deliberate policy shift towards mixed market service provision of public services, including social housing and urban regeneration.  While, “traditionally, Irish urban policy has relied on incentivising the market to stimulate regeneration (Murtagh 2005: 194)” , the social housing aspects of urban regeneration were generally the responsibility of the local authorities, or - in the case of Northern Ireland after 1970 – the Northern Ireland Housing Executive.  However, consistent with the policy shifts identified by Premius & Dieleman (2002), this has changed in recent years.  In Northern Ireland responsibility for all new social housing construction and management shifted from the Northern Ireland Housing Executive to non-profit Housing Associations in 1996 in the context of broad public sector reform efforts in that jurisdiction and in order to access private sector finance (Mullins et al 2003).  In the Republic of Ireland in the 1980s and 1990s, special purpose development authorities were established to undertake large scale urban redevelopment in Dublin with significant participation from private sector interests.  Later on, public-private-partnerships (PPPs) were created to target particular aspects of urban regeneration up to and including responsibility for all development and construction in a given area with the objective of freeing up public sector resources and, ostensibly, speeding up the delivery of objectives.  
In both jurisdictions, social and economic issues arising from ‘property-led’ urban regeneration were well documented and a ‘partnership’ approach to urban regeneration, involving local communities, private developers, business interests and the relevant local authorities was proposed as a more appropriate and equitable urban regeneration (ESRC 1996).  Area partnerships mushroomed across Ireland and, following the reconfiguring of urban renewal tax policy in the Republic of Ireland in 1998, there was a large increase in designated tax incentive renewal areas on the back of integrated area plans in that jurisdiction.  In a related policy development, there has been a conscious effort by policy-makers in both jurisdictions to encourage local community participation and increase community ‘gain’ arising from regeneration projects.  
Recent literature on Irish urban regeneration suggests that, while there have been clear economic benefits from urban regeneration (UR) in the major cities of Dublin and Belfast, problems of unequal distribution of benefits, unsustainable development, and marginalisation and segregation of vulnerable communities remain.  Kelly and MacLaran (2004) show how UR has disproportionately benefited middle and upper-class owner occupiers and private renters in Dublin, while Punch et al (2007) paint an even bleaker picture of class conflict and marginalisation of local communities “deriving from the conservative Anglo-American policies …the doctrine of privatisation, market approaches, deregulation, reducing social protection, and, effectively, promoting the interests of capital (p. 49)”.  Murtagh (2005) reports similar issues of segregation and conflict in Belfast, which though rooted in centuries of social, political and geographic boundaries, were exacerbated by UR policy and implementation in the late 20th Century.

Moore & Scott (2005) question the sustainability of development under the recent programmes and the affordability of private – or even ‘affordable’ – housing undertaken by the private sector with the full, and sometimes over-enthusiastic, support of the local authorities (Moore 2008).  Furthermore, the impact on housing availability and community social capital of Public-Private-Partnership (PPP) strategies to regenerate inner city social housing has been criticised as lacking in meaningful community participation and “leading to a dimunition of social housing in Dublin” (Redmond & Russell 2008).  It is in the context of the controversy surrounding the process and outcomes of the market-led and partnership approaches to urban regeneration and social housing that this article proposes to look at the specific role and contribution of the private sector in urban regeneration projects undertaken at the turn of the 21st Century in Ireland.      
Drawing on data from six case studies in Ireland, north and south, this paper examines how the introduction and interaction of private sector agents in urban regeneration projects has affected the dynamics and outcomes of the of urban regeneration ‘systems’ (Rhodes & Murray 2007).  The research model used to analyse the case studies is a complex adaptive systems (CAS) one, building on a body of work from various authors (Boston 2000, Chapman 2002, Bankes 2005, Weber 2005) who have suggested that CAS is a comprehensive, integrated framework that can accommodate a heterogeneous, multi-agent environment in which the participants interact, adapt, respond to, as well as create, environmental features over time.   These authors argued that CAS is uniquely positioned to facilitate the analysis of complex organisational and public policy phenomena and their proposals were developed into a CAS analytic framework by Rhodes & Murray (2007).   
In their paper, Rhodes & Murray argued that CAS provides a framework for the “coherent treatment of issues of interdependencies of various kinds, inter-organizational dynamics, coordination issues, etc. by allowing for the emergence of structure out of the behaviour and interaction of agents (p. 81)”.  Furthermore, they suggested that it was exactly these kinds of systemic characteristics that contributed to the difficulties that policy makers and public administrators experience in achieving their desired outcomes in urban regeneration in Ireland.  In this article, the more general analysis undertaken by Rhodes & Murray is developed and focused on the role and impact of private sector actors in urban regeneration and social housing in Ireland with a view to informing the debate on the nature and results of policy shifts towards mixed market provision.  

In the next section, the basic elements of the CAS framework are summarised to help the reader make sense of the analysis presented in section four, as well as to clarify the relevance of these CAS model to housing and urban regeneration.  Section three is a brief summary of the research methodology used to develop the case studies to which the analytic lens of CAS was applied.  Section four reports on the patterns found in the case studies analysed in terms of the elements of CAS and what these patterns suggest in relation to the role and impact of the private sector in urban regeneration in Ireland.  In the conclusion, the findings are summarised and avenues for future research are proposed.  
2) CAS framework and overview of UR in Ireland

In order to structure the analysis of the role and impact of the private sector in urban regeneration in Ireland it was necessary to adopt a coherent framework for querying the data and presenting the result.  As may be gleaned from the articles in this special edition, there are a number of analytic frameworks that could be used and no specific one has emerged as having a preponderance of advantages.  The advantages of the Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) analytic framework for policy and public administration phenomena may be summarised as: 1) allowing for heterogeneous agents, 2) incorporating the dynamics of interactions among agents, 3) explicitly accounting for feedback and emergence in organisational systems and 4) allowing for adaptation arising from interactions and/or environmental feedback processes.  That these features are present in urban regeneration projects in Ireland – or many other countries, for that matter - appears to be a relatively non-controversial assumption, however those seeking more evidence in relation to the Irish context may refer to Rhodes & Murray (2007), Rhodes (2008) and Muir & Rhodes (2008).       

In their simplest form, CAS models seek to identify the agents in a system that act and interact in the pursuit of their individual or collective objectives, and to study how agent behavior and the interdependencies among agents result in systemic outcomes (Anderson 1999).   Figure I is a simplified diagram of the CAS framework used for the analysis of urban regeneration projects as developed by Rhodes & Murray (2007).  Each of the elements of the framework are defined below.
[Insert Figure I about here]

1) System:  A system is defined as the interaction of agents over time in pursuit of jointly or independently defined objectives. Each urban regeneration project studied is an example of a ‘system’ into which agents enter in order to pursue their particular objectives within the constraints and opportunities presented.  Rhodes & Murray (2007) liken this conceptualisation to that of Koppenjan & Klijn’s (2004) definition of the policy ‘arena’:  “the place or the field where actors meet and play their [policy] game (p. 50)”.  

2) Agents:  Agents are the elements of the system that ‘act’ – or display characteristics of agency – in pursuit of objectives.  Rhodes & Mackechnie (2003) suggest that a generic definition of agents in public management are ‘organising initiatives’ involving the coordination of human agency.  These initiatives may take many forms including firms, government agencies, non-profit organisations, market transactions, community groups, task forces, etc.   The types of agents identified in urban regeneration in Ireland are listed in Table II found in section four of this article.
3) Processes:  The third element in the CAS framework are ‘processes’, which encompass one or more actions / interactions of agents; each of which may be seen as relating to a particular (set of) outcome(s) and/or are observed to occur in close temporal proximity.  In CAS, however, the outcome of any given process may not be determinable in advance as they are often influenced by the interaction and adaptation of agents, and may be constrained by environmental conditions that pre-existed the system’s coming into being.  Nevertheless, processes and their outcomes may be ‘explained’ in retrospect and patterns of processes, adaptations, conditions and outcomes identified.
4) Outcomes:  One of the hallmarks of a system is the existence of outcomes arising from the behaviour of the systems elements over time (Ackoff 1972).  Without some sort of outcomes that may (or may not) be produced through the actions and interactions of the elements of the system, there is no system.  Furthermore, in adaptive systems, the outcomes are crucial elements of feedback processes that influence the subsequent behaviour of agents and the system overall.

Unfortunately, the outcomes of public administration systems are notoriously difficult to define, a priori or objectively (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004).  The definition and measurement of outcomes are subject to a multitude of influences and perspectives, not to mention political expediencies.  Often, public managers seek to simplify this element by focusing on outputs and/or process results such as time and cost that can be more objectively measured and for which accountability may be more easily assessed.  This distinction between outcomes and outputs was one that was observed in all of the projects studied and Table III lists examples of the different outcomes / outputs that were targeted by the agents involved.
5) Rules:  In a CAS framework, ‘rules’ are the main constraints that apply to agent behaviour in a system (Holland 1998).  With respect to public policy domains, Koppenjan & Klijn (2004) suggest that two main types of rules apply to a policy arena – or system.  These are 1) “interaction rules”, including who can participate and how they can or must interact, and 2) “arena rules”, which establish the nature of the policy game that will be played out in the arena.  In the case of public service systems, interaction rules are often established outside the system through processes of representative or participative democracy, and will include the legislative bases for the participation of agents in a particular arena.  Mandates and objectives for public agencies, regulations applying to private firms and funding criteria for non-profit/community organizations are examples of arena rules that are established externally.  There may be other rules that have relevance to particular agents such as professional standards and product quality thresholds that are industry or sector specific.  In addition to the rules that are ‘imposed’ on the system from outside, rules may emerge from the behavior and interactions of agents within the system.  Examples of rules that arise from (or are modified by) agent interactions within a system include the exclusion or inclusion of agents, rules governing conflict management, the status or legitimacy of agents and perceptions of competency (Koppenjan & Klijn 2004).

6) Decision Factors:  The final element(s) of the CAS framework are factors in the environment that agents consider in the course of acting in pursuit of objectives. For example, Agranoff and McGuire (2003) found that characteristics of a city’s economy during the period in which agent behaviour was studied affected the degree of collaboration among agents.  However, there may be other factors that arise from the interaction of agents over time, such as the degree of collaborative behaviour itself or the ‘norms’ of agent behaviour (Koppenjan & Klijn 2004).  Factors differ from rules in that they are not specific to the system studied and they are not generally seen as directly influenced by human agency.  Nevertheless, Rhodes & Murray (2007) suggest that organisational agents may view their own characteristics as ‘factors’ in decision-making, in spite of the fact that these characteristics may be changed by the agents themselves.  Decision factors, along with the rules described previously, make up the ‘environment’ for a public administration system.   

In summary, there are six elements of the CAS framework used to analyse the role and impact of private agents in urban regeneration in Ireland.  These are: 1) the system itself, 2) agents, 3) processes, 4) outcomes/outputs, 5) rules, and 6) decision factors.  The system includes agents engaging in purposeful processes in which they interact with other agents to generate outcomes/outputs.  Outcomes may influence subsequent agent processes through positive or negative feedback effects.  Furthermore, agents will be constrained by rules that may be established by human agency outside the boundaries of the system, but also may be modified by agent activity within the system.  Finally, environmental factors present during the existence of the system may also influence agent behaviour.  Factors and rules are the main components of the environment in which the system operates, but to some extent outcomes arising from earlier manifestations of the system may also be considered environmental features affecting agent behaviour.  This conceptualisation of the elements of urban regeneration was used to analyse the Irish case studies described in the next section. 
3) Research method and summary of cases studied
The case studies analysed in this article were developed over the period 2004-2007, as part of a larger research project that had the broad objective of analysing decision-making processes, participants and outcomes in complex public administration and policy arenas.  The larger study was conceived of as a theory building exercise in public administration, the result of which will be published in 2009 (Rhodes et al 2009).  Consistent with the research objective, the approach adopted was a comparative case study of decision-making in public policy settings drawing on Eisenhardt (1989), Marsh (1998) and Barzelay et al (2003).  The main features of this approach were:

1) the establishment of a research advisory group drawn from practitioners and academics from both jurisdictions with expertise in one or more of the main institutional sub-sectors, i.e., the private sector, the public sector, the non-profit sector, the community sector, and the policy sector
;

2) the writing of structured case studies of public administration projects based on semi-structured interviews with participant decision-makers in relevant organisations in each of the sub-sectors along with secondary sources relating to the case;

3) a mail survey of participant decision-makers in the relevant policy domains to establish the types of decision factors that are considered when making strategic decisions;

4) the use of multiple researchers to perform cross-case and within-case analyses applying the CAS framework described above and to compare findings with existing literature to identify patterns and anomalies and develop hypotheses for future testing and theory development.

The urban regeneration cases chosen for analysis were agreed with the advisory groups in each jurisdiction as being representative of the range of regeneration projects in the two main cities in Ireland, Belfast and Dublin, as well as fulfilling the criteria agreed by the research team aimed at capturing projects at different stages of development and of different levels of complexity.  Three case studies were located in Dublin, capital of the Irish Republic, and three in Belfast, Northern Ireland. The intention was to include projects at different stages of their life cycle and different levels of complexity in terms of size and agents involved.  In Northern Ireland the impact of residential segregation also had to be taken into account; two of the case studies were in areas traditionally occupied by Protestants and one in a Catholic area.  We expected that these differences would highlight key features of agent behavior under different conditions and would facilitate capturing patterns in the unfolding of events in urban regeneration along the lines of Barzelay et al (2003). Further information about the cases is included in Table I.  Note that the description in parentheses under the name of the project denotes: 1) the size of the project in terms of number of social dwellings, 2) the stage in the project life-cycle and 3) the mix of agents in the project.

[Insert Table I about here]

Once the cases were identified, interviewees were selected by the research team in consultation with the advisory group as representing the different organisational participants.  Depending upon the size of the project, anywhere from 4-8 interviewees for each project were contacted and a total of 31 interviews were completed.  Interviews and case studies were written up by different researchers – following Eisenhardt (1989) – and both were sent back to interviewees for their review and commentary.  In the cases of interviews, over half of all interviewees provided feedback, including corrections and further explanations.  In this way a range of perspectives on the ‘facts’ of the cases was gathered and incorporated into the case studies.  Little feedback was received on the case studies, perhaps because they were too long for interviewees to read.  However, the within and cross-case analyses produced by the research team were reviewed with the advisory groups in a structured process designed to refine the observations on patterns and anomalies observed and to further develop the analysis.

The objective of the survey was to gather additional data about the particular factors that agents considered relevant to strategic decisions in their organizations.  Previous research into housing in Ireland (Rhodes & Keogan 2005) had led to some hypotheses about the types of factors that influence decisions related to strategy and service provision, and the survey was designed to assess if there was a difference among agents in different sub-sectors in terms of the types of factors considered.  The information collected via survey
 was meant to supplement that of the interviews by increasing the number of organizations included in the research, while narrowing the range of questions asked.  The results of this survey are reported in Rhodes & Murray (2007) and also informed the discussion of decision factors in section four of this article.

Overall, the research approach followed the basic steps for comparative case study research as laid out by Eisenhardt (1989); building up a set of hypotheses about the phenomenon(a) of interest through iterative interrogation of case studies and relevant literature, informed by an analytic framework – in this case complex adaptive systems theory – and the use of multiple researchers and subject experts to develop and critique the emerging hypotheses.  The observations and hypotheses relating to the role and impact of private sector agents in urban regeneration arising from this research are reported in the next section. 
4) The role and impact of private sector agents on urban regeneration in Ireland

In this section, the elements of the CAS framework outlined in section two are used to provide a structure for the presentation of findings from the six case studies in urban regeneration in Ireland.  The system and rules elements are discussed together as these were found to be largely unaffected by the participation of private sector agents, with some small exceptions.  The main impacts of the private / non-profit agent involvement are discussed in the CAS dimensions of agents and decision factors (discussed together as they are interconnected), processes and outcomes.
System and Rules in Urban Regeneration:

With respect to the system overall, in terms of the boundaries of urban regeneration activity and the main objectives and rules of engagement, these did not appear to be challenged in any significant way by the entry of the private sector agents.  In all six of our cases, the area to be regenerated was defined by the relevant public sector entity (to a greater or lesser extent in consultation with the affected community), and/or by legislation.  The private sector agents took this definition as a given and did not seek to modify it.  “An opportunity is identified (or an RFP is received); we assemble the bid …if the contract is won, the contracts manager (develops) the work programme and will liaise with the surveying department and purchasing teams, along with sub-contractors as required.” (Private sector interviewee from Ballymun project).  This contractual and internally focused orientation to participation was typical of the private sector in our study, except in the case of Fatima Mansions in which a special purpose entity was created by the private sector joint venture partners to manage the overall project.      

In relation to rules, Rhodes & Murray (2007) observed that rules about why, where and by whom urban regeneration was to occur were generally taken outside the system itself.  The authors noted that rules relating to why urban regeneration should be undertaken, where it should occur and who could participate were generally established prior to the initiation of a particular project through political and legislative processes – i.e., policy agenda- setting processes (Kingdon 1995).  That’s not to say that the overall objectives, geographic areas and, to a lesser extent the types of organisations that could participate, did not shift over time – they did – but this was a result of decisions taken by the public sector, sometimes in consultation with community organisations, but rarely with the private or non-profit sectors.  The rules about when specific projects should commence, how long they should take, and how they should be achieved (including a refining of who would participate and agreeing/approving budget figures) were more likely to be a part of the processes that occurred within the actual project itself.  These ‘rules’ were influenced by a range of agents involved in the project, but still subject to the powerful influence of the particular public sector agent(s) in whose jurisdiction the project was initiated.   

In our interviews with senior managers from the private and non-profit sectors, the rules about who could be involved were taken more or less as fixed.  Existing organisations from the private and non-profit sectors consulted legislation and/or public sector representatives to determine if they qualified and if they had the necessary capacity to undertake the tasks required.  If there was a fit between the requirements and the organisational capacity / structure, and in the case of the private sector there was a profit opportunity, then these agents would attempt to enter the arena. [INSERT QUOTE HERE – FIT WITH RQUIREMENTS / OPPORTUNITY ESTABLISHED BY PUBLIC SECTOR] 

In some cases, existing agents would perceive that there was a profit opportunity (or ‘mission opportunity’ in the case of the non-profits), but that a different type of organisation was required to pursue the opportunity.  In this case, the existing agents would form a new agent with the required structural and capability features in order to enter the arena.  This is discussed in more detail in the sections on Agents / Decision factors and Processes.  Note, however, that in none of the projects studied was there evidence that agents explicitly attempted to alter the ‘rules’ governing who could enter the arena to suit themselves.  

From the above, one might conclude that rule-making in the Koppenjan & Klijn (2004) sense is mostly achieved outside the project arenas, and, where it is performed within the arena is largely the responsibility of the public sector.  However, to the extent that one considers agreements about what is going to be delivered and how constitute ‘rules’ around implementation, these were clearly influenced by the private and non-profit sectors in their role as implementing agencies.  Furthermore, establishing what should be done is also a process in which the private sector plays a key role.  Architects, planners, engineers, consultants and researchers all have significant influence in proposing ‘feasible’ solutions to the problems identified by stakeholders and it is from the range of alternatives proposed by these agents that solutions are chosen.  While it is possible for other agents (i.e., community, public sector and political agents) to propose additional alternatives, in practice this is rare and what gets done is selected from the sometimes quite small range of options proposed.  In this way, the emerging rules about what will be done are heavily dependent upon the experience, perspectives, motivations and skill of the private agents involved.  In Rhodes (2008), it was proposed that an additional type of policy rule be added to the two suggested by Koppenjan & Klijn, i.e., ‘implementation rules’ covering what is delivered and how.

In addition, it is important to recognise that some agents in the private and non-profit sectors are able to influence the rules about who can enter an arena through pre-existing relationships with public sector managers, lobbying policy-makers and/or through explicit or tacit agreements amongst themselves.  The explicit or implicit existence of “preferred” vendors to the relevant public sector agent – which is often the case in the professional services – creates a barrier into the arena that is difficult for new agents to overcome, however qualified they might be.  A preferred vendor could be identified explicitly through a tendering process, such as that engaged in regularly by Dublin City Council to screen and pre-select potential research partners, or they could be more implicitly preferred by virtue of a long relationship with the contracting agency as was observed in the case of one of the Northern Ireland case studies.

Agents and Decision factors:

The types of private agents involved in urban regeneration in the two jurisdictions in Ireland appear to be quite similar and are summarised in Table II.
  They include developers, builders, consultants and professional services in the for-profit category; and housing associations, area partnerships, residents associations, community organisations and project-specific organisations in the non-profit / community category.  This is similarity in agent participation across the two jurisdictions is consistent with the observation that the rules about who can participate in the system are established largely by the public sector.  We will return later to the one difference in private sector participation (indicated by the parentheses around the ‘X’ under the North) in relation to professional service agents.   
[Insert Table II here]

However, this relatively unexceptional set of private sector agent types belies a quite important set of observations about the impact of these agents on the dynamics of the system which emerges from the application of the CAS analytic framework.  Specifically, the analysis of the decision factors considered by different agents as reported in Rhodes & Murray (2007) and represented in Figure II below.

[Insert Figure II here]      
Public sector agents emphasized political, social and reputational factors, while private sector agents paid most attention to economic, organizational capacity and reputational factors. Non-profit agents were in between these two and most concerned with social, capacity and reputational factors.  While there is some overlap among these factors, the authors suggested that the further away organizations are positioned on a continuum of individual vs. societal accountability, the greater the difference is in the decision factors considered. The importance of reputation is common to all agents, but less important than the other two factors in the top three for each agent type. Organizational capacity is important to both non-profits and private firms and social issues are important to non-profits and government agencies.    

How did the difference in decision factors affect the processes or outcomes of the projects?  Rhodes & Murray (2007) suggested that the need to align different agents’ perspectives on the objectives and key drivers for decision-making was partly responsible for the emergence of the project-specific agents (PSAs - see below).  Furthermore, they noted that “where a PSA emerged …interviews suggested a greater alignment of agent perceptions about the range of factors that influence decisions … [and] a broader set of [project] objectives (p.96-97)”.  This implies that the combination of different decision factors and a project-specific agent may increase the number of objectives for a project, thereby increasing its cost and complexity.  In addition, it appears that the introduction of economic factors into the decision mix is consistent with the orientation towards private over social housing outcomes discussed later in the Outcomes section.  .  

In relation to project-specific agents (PSAs) referred to above, in three of the six cases (two in ROI and one in NI), a new organising agent was created to facilitate the achievement of project objectives.  While broadly similar in their genesis, these agents had quite different structures and power within the projects.  In the case of Ballymun Regeneration Ltd. (BRL) in Dublin city, the local authority involved in the project brought this entity into being (formed the company) and was its legal owner . Although BRL’s Board consisted of community representatives, local politicians, private sector representatives and local authority executives, the ultimate control of the agent and of the project remained in the hands of the local authority.  The Greater Village Regeneration Trust (GVRT) in Belfast did not have any members from the relevant government agency – the Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE) - on its Board and it had very little ability to influence the decisions of the NIHE.  In effect, the GVRT was able to represent the views of residents to the NIHE, but had very little direct influence over problem definition, solution or implementation.  Nevertheless, the GVRT, operating as a network node in the project, was able to leverage its participation in other networks to bolster its position vis-à-vis the NIHE and other community and policy agents.  Finally, the Fatima Regeneration Board (FRB) in Dublin was created at the behest of a coalition of community groups in the area, Fatima Groups United, after plans by the local authority for regeneration of the area were rejected by the community.  The FRB included representation from public, private and community organizations and had an independent chair agreed by all stakeholders.  The FRB functioned like a network hub, having relationships with all major stakeholders and being at the centre of decisions to act, if not at the centre of acting on those decisions.

Rhodes & Murray (2007) suggested that PSAs were an adaptive response to the complexity of the individual projects.  The PSA agent was a mechanism that facilitated the process of interaction between the initial set of agents, most actively involved in the pre-implementation phases of consultation, discussion, decision-making and consensus seeking.  While the PSAs were an adaptive and emergent response to broadly similar initial decision contexts, they each had unique structural, relationship and power characteristics reflecting the local context of the specific regeneration project.  In the other three cases, no PSA type agents emerged: the outcome was shaped primarily by the intent of the public sector agent and, to a lesser extent, the interactions of the other participants.
The final point in relation to private sector agents relates to the participation of professional service agents.  In only one of the ROI projects did these agents played a key role in the market activities of the Public-Private Partnership.  Rhodes & Murray (2007) refer to these agents as ‘housing/construction value chain partners’ involved in the Fatima Mansions project, i.e., banks, law firms, marketing consultants and estate agents.. These agents were involved directly with the PPP managing agent, Moritz/Elliot, which assumed overall responsibility for the development and construction of the Fatima project in its entirety from Dublin City Council (DCC) in 2004.  Note that agents of this type may well be have been involved in activities in the locale of the other urban regeneration projects studied, but they were not mentioned by any of the interviewees, nor did they appear in documentation as having been direct participants in the project itself.  In addition to Moritz/Elliot, the joint-venture company that won the bid, another property development company, Urban Capital, was involved in putting together the deal between Moritz/Elliot and DCC.  Founded in 2001, Urban Capital specialises in large-scale urban real estate projects and has developed a market niche in property PPPs in Ireland.  It would appear that the introduction of the PPP in Fatima Mansions created opportunities for participation by a larger segment of the housing / construction industry value chain in urban regeneration, as well as for innovation in the area of professional services.

Processes:

Building upon Kingdon (1995), Rhodes & Murray (2007) observed four basic processes engaged in by agents in the urban regeneration projects studied.  These were: 1) defining the problem to be solved, 2) creating new agents, 3) agreeing / approving solutions and 4) implementing activities.  Private sector agents were involved in each of these processes to varying degrees and with different types of influence and power over their own and other agents’ activities within these processes.  The role and impact of private sector agents in each process are summarised below.   
Defining the problem:  While Rhodes & Murray (2007) observed that regeneration problems were generally defined based on guidelines
 established by relevant policies and/or procedures, it was also noted that researchers/consultants from either the private or non-profit sector were regularly engaged by the public/community sectors to evaluate the regeneration needs of an area.  Researchers were used in all three of the ROI projects, but in only one of the NI projects, while construction related consultants (e.g., engineers and architects) were involved in all but one of the projects studied
.  Nevertheless, based on the six case studies, our view is that the private / non-profit sectors’ role at this stage is subservient to that of the public / community in that the proposals of the former tend to reflect the needs of the latter.  This is not to say that researchers and consultants didn’t put their own particular stamp on the problem definition – they did - but this ‘stamp’ generally the scope or terms of engagement established by the public / community agents.
Creating agents:  The creation of new (private) agents has been discussed in the section on agents, as well as in the section on decision factors in which the creation of project specific agents (PSAs) was seen as a response to the need to negotiate shared perceptions and goals across different agents.  Essentially, private / non-profit involvement in agent creation has to do with minimising risk to ‘parent’ organisations arising from the involvement in complex, public sector dominated projects.  The unanticipated outcomes that may (or may not) result from this activity are the emergence of PSAs – with their associated impact as discussed above and the potential for learning and innovation by the new private sector agent that may carry over to subsequent projects or to the parent organisation. 
Agreeing / approving solution(s):  Many of the same agents involved in defining the problem(s) are also involved in agreeing / approving solutions to achieve the agreed upon objectives of the project, i.e., planners, engineers, architects, etc.  In addition, new participants from the private and non-profit sectors may also be involved, namely developers, builders and housing associations.  However, in only one case was there a significant role for these types of agents in agreeing solutions (Fatima Mansions).  In fact, it was more often the case that builders, developers or housing associations involved in the implementation stage(s) complained that they had not been involved enough in agreeing the solution and were left with impractical implementation expectations.  “The first phase of project consisted of a sheltered housing scheme … which involved quite an awkward conversion and a significant extension to the building which was originally an old convent.  It is rumoured that the original plans excluded the structure from development but for political reasons plans were redrawn to include it in the project.” Clonard interviewee.
In the one case involving a significant role for the private sector, Fatima Mansions, it was noted earlier that the introduction of the PPP structure coincided with a much wider involvement of the private sector than other projects.  One reason for this may be found in the way the private sector is involved in agreeing / approving the solution(s).  Many of the new types of private sector agents involved in Fatima Mansions (bankers, estate agents, lawyers, communications consultants) are specialists in reviewing proposed solutions from their own particular area of expertise to identify any risk or opportunity to their client.  Since the private sector entity assumed significant risk in this project and because they had power to influence solutions there was both motive and opportunity to involve these agents in the overall solution generation process.  Without the risk and the opportunity, it is unlikely that these agents would have been involved.  What we see here is both adaptation and non-linear behaviour in the behaviour of the PPP agent and in the explosion of involvement of different types of agents from the private sector.

Implementing:  As noted earlier, the private sector, along with the non-profit housing association sector, were deeply involved in the implementation activities of the projects studied, but only in relation to the physical outcomes of the project.   The public and community sectors, along with the PSAs, were largely responsible for achieving objectives that related to the community in which the project took place.  An example of this is the work of the Greater Village Regeneration Trust on educational and cultural development.  The private and non-profit sectors tended to be more focussed on their contractual responsibilities in relation to the project, which is undoubtedly related to their concern with profit and/or organisational capacity.  Mostly, agents from the private and non-profit sectors just wanted to “get on with it” during implementation – with “it” being the agreed solution, or the aspects of the solution for which they had responsibility.  Rhodes & Murray (2007) hypothesized that this was caused by the requirements in both sectors to limit time and cost aspects of the project to stay within agreed or, in the case of the private sector, profitable levels.  In fact, they observed that private and non-profit agents paid more attention to time and cost results during the implementation phase than did their public / community sector counterparts, as manifested by a greater willingness to modify other objectives of the project to fit into agreed time and cost parameters.
Outcomes / outputs:

As noted earlier, system outcomes in a public policy and implementation context are difficult to define and/or to assess causality and are often replaced by output objectives that are more easily measured and accounted for.  Outcome objectives for urban regeneration are most often found in policy documents, frequently stated in terms of the sorts of economic and social indicators that are deemed to represent the standard of living for residents of a particular area.  Table III provides a list of the kind of outcomes targeted by urban regeneration policy in both jurisdictions.  The columns to the left indicate the sectors (public, private, non-profit, community) in which these outcome objectives were specifically mentioned by organisational interviewees and/or documentation.  This analysis was also performed for output objectives as shown in Table III.

[Insert Table III about here]   
Overall, it may be observed that the public sector focused on both outcomes and outputs, while the private sector (excluding the non-profit and community sectors) took a quite circumscribed role in relation to a small set of outputs and one outcome (property values were referenced in relation to the objectives of the PPP).  Having noted this, it must be recognized that the vast majority of housing and other physical outputs of the projects studied were produced by private and/or non-profit agents contracted by the commissioning public sector agency or supported by government subsidies in the form of tax incentives or discounted land sales.  In Northern Ireland, all new social housing is built by non-profit housing associations and private housing is built by private developers.  In the Republic of Ireland, social housing may be built by public or non-profit agents and affordable housing by public or private agents under a number of different schemes and programmes, while private housing is built by private developers.  Essentially, the public sector ‘outsourced’ the building task to the private and/or non-profit sectors.
What was more interesting was the circumscribed role of these agents in relation to other project outputs/outcomes.  In fact, interviewees from the private/non-profit sectors explicitly described difficulties encountered by their firms / organisations when trying to expand their remit into other areas, e.g., community, social and economic objectives.  In the case of the private sector, hiring of local people (to achieve socio-economic outcomes) proved difficult because of the lack of basic skills and because building sites were vandalised or robbed.  Efforts to sell properties to investors (to support tenure mix objectives) became side-tracked when legislation was brought in to limit rent potential.  Non-profit firms were barred from providing affordable housing
  and received limited funds to build/staff community services.  In essence, there were clear boundaries around what these sectors were expected to do and very limited opportunity to go beyond the defined areas of operation.  Even in the case of the Fatima Mansions PPP, the contract between Moritz/Elliot and Dublin City Council was focused on the construction of dwellings and amenities, not on the service and or social aims of the overall regeneration project.  In fact, the only non-construction related task in the Moritz/Elliot’s brief was the marketing and sales of the private dwellings once they were constructed. 

The limiting of the non-profit / private sector role appeared to have the full support of residents and community activists in both jurisdictions under the assumption that the government could and should be expected to provide the community, economic and social services required to achieve the aims of regeneration.  In fact, in the majority of our cases, involvement of the private and even non-profit sectors was looked on upon with mistrust by the community who sought to keep their involvement to a minimum.  It may also be the case that the complex structures of responsibility for social / community objectives at the national level in both jurisdictions mitigated against involvement by the private sector.

In terms of the stated objectives of policy makers regarding the impact on project outcomes of involvement by the private / non-profit sectors, the main goals seemed to be to decrease the time required to deliver on the physical aspects of the projects and to shift the sources of funding from the public sector into the private sector.  From the six cases studied, there was no evidence that this first objective was achieved, as projects of similar size but with a higher proportion of private sector involvement did not appear to be completed any faster.  The observation that involvement by the private sector did not generally result in shorter completion cycles is consistent with other observations in the research such as the pervasive influence of the public sector across all projects and the need for extra time to align different perspectives on the decision environment in order to make progress discussed earlier.

The second objective did appear to be achieved in the projects studied, in that public funding was (partially) replaced by private funding when private and non-profit organisations became involved.  In the case of the Fatima Mansions PPP, the investment in social housing and amenities was ‘funded’ by the profits made by the PPP on the development and sale of private housing.  In other words, the social housing units were provided by the PPP for ‘free’.  Of course, this is not actually the case as the land that the private housing was built upon was owned by the council and this was turned over to the PPP for development of the scheme.  A similar arrangement operates in Northern Ireland where Housing Associations are encouraged to access private financing to part-fund social housing construction.  Again, the NIHE may donate the land, or sell it at less than market-price, to the Housing Association, thereby decreasing the assets owned by the state agency.  In both cases, the private sector is funding (or part-funding) the construction costs for social housing in return for low-cost land on which to build.

However, in addition to the decrease in state-owned land banks, there are other costs to the public sector of these types of arrangements.  In the case of the Fatima PPP, there was a significant decrease in the number of social housing units that were provided on the site – from 363 social dwellings before the project began to 150 social and 70 affordable dwellings planned under the PPP.  In order to fund these, 380 private dwellings are being built and sold.  In the north, rents for Housing Association provided dwellings are generally higher than the NIHE and are expected to rise as more private money is put into this sector.  Hence, while the taxpayer may benefit from the shift of funding responsibility, it appears that there are offsetting losses experienced by the recipients of social housing in the form of fewer dwellings and/or higher rents.

Having noted this, it does appear that in Fatima Mansions and in Ballymun there are high quality amenities being provided by the private sector that would not have otherwise been available.  This could be due to the negotiating skills of the public and community sectors, but may also be due to the positive effect that quality amenities have on the value of private dwellings.  The economic logic of providing parks, community facilities, security features, etc. to encourage private buyers and renters to pay more also increases the utility and satisfaction of the social housing tenants and affordable housing buyers, thereby providing more social ‘value’ along with increasing the profits achieved by developers.  Furthermore, the quality of the amenities, along with a more mixed socio-economic profile of residents is expected to reduce the stigma associated with living in the estates going forward.  On balance, then, it is difficult to say whether there is clear advantage or disadvantage from the shifting of funding from the public to private sector, except in a narrow public accounts view, in which the advantage is clear. 
5) Conclusion:

The objective of this analysis was to analyse the role and impact of the private sector on Irish urban regeneration projects specifically and on social housing more generally.  This analysis was undertaken in the context of the issues raised in recent literature in relation to marginalisation, sustainability and level of social gain achieved by urban regeneration projects involving significant private sector participation.  Six urban regeneration projects were studied - three from Northern Ireland and three from the Republic of Ireland - using a complex adaptive systems (CAS) framework and drawing on the findings reported in Rhodes & Murray (2007) in relation to the same set of projects.

At the highest level the study indicated that, contrary to reports of domination by private sector interests, urban regeneration projects in Ireland are dominated by the public sector, in terms of the boundaries of the system, the rules which govern project participation and the setting of agendas and desired outcomes.  The role of the private and non-profit sectors appears to be relatively narrowly focused on proposing solutions and delivering on the physical aspects of urban regeneration.  Given this, it was unsurprising that the outcomes of the projects studied, in terms of time, cost or quality, did not appear to be significantly impacted by the inclusion of private sector agents.  However, this general observation has a three caveats: 1) in cases in which private / non-profit agents were responsible for funding significant proportions of the physical development activity, this did decrease the cost to the taxpayer – although there was no evidence to suggest that the overall cost decreased, 2) the shift of financing from the public to the private sector appears to be associated with a decrease in the benefits received by social housing tenants either in the form of fewer dwellings being provided or in higher rents charged, 3) private sector involvement also appears to be linked to higher quality amenities, the enjoyment of which benefits both the social and private residents of the area.  These findings provide additional data to support the hypothesis that private sector involvement – at least under the circumstances described herein - may increase the marginalisation of lower income tenants and contribute little to the level of social gain achieved through urban regeneration.
The use of the CAS framework for analysis also highlighted features of and impact on the policy domain which may otherwise have been overlooked.  For example, the analysis of decision factors by agent type suggested that the introduction of private and non-profit agents increased the complexity of decision making due to the different perceptions of the environment / objectives that agents hold.  This, in turn, contributed to the emergence, in some cases, of project specific agents (PSAs) whose role it was to facilitate “covenanting” among agents (Klijn & Teisman 1997) – i.e., the process of identifying opportunities that exist for alignment of perceptions across agents in order to move the project ahead.  Where no PSA emerged, the this role was left to the public sector, whose focus on process, politics and ‘soft’ objectives was cause for frustration among the private and non-profit sector participants.  A second CAS-related observation was the possible identification of a ‘tipping point’ – or ‘bifurcation’ – in projects arising from the introduction of a critical level of private sector responsibility for solution definition and implementation.  This appeared in the case of Fatima Mansions in which the private sector assumed responsibility for the entire (physical) regeneration of the area and subsequently involved a broad range of private sector agent types such as banks, estate agents, lawyers, marketing firms, etc.  Finally, the creation of subsidiaries and joint ventures by private firms seeking to minimise the risk involved in participating in complex public sector projects was seen as an adaptation with implications both in terms of the sustainability and innovation.  In relation to sustainability, new organisational agents created to keep the ‘parent’ agent from having to take risks are more likely to be wound up should difficulties arise – putting any project dependent upon these agents at risk.  This situation was vividly illustrated by the recent withdraw of a major developer from a number of urban regeneration PPPs in Dublin and the subsequent collapse of the projects.  In relation to innovation, the flip side of agent creation is the potential for exchange of knowledge among organisations that would otherwise have little contact and also for the creation of new firms and community organisations with the ability to create sustainable value across numerous projects and over time.

In addition to the specifics on the impact of private sector involvement in Irish urban regeneration in terms of their effect on social housing outcomes, these findings suggest several productive areas for future research.  These include: (a) establishing a more precise measurement of economic gain / loss vs. social gain / loss that may arise from the involvement of private sector agents in public value projects, (b) exploring the probability of the emergence of project-specific agents in mixed market systems and the nature of their impact on system processes and outcomes, and (c) defining the tipping point of sustainable, self-supporting involvement of the private sector in socially desirable activities, and the level of control by the public sector that must be comprised in order to achieve this - a challenging and exciting programme indeed.
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Endnotes 
� The private sector includes all privately owned firms or organizations that are operated on a for-profit basis.  The non-profit sector includes privately owned organizations operating on a not-for-profit basis (often, but not always, registered as charities in Ireland).  The public sector includes statutory and semi-state agencies with mandates to provide housing services.  The community sector includes all organizations with a particular location basis, but with a potentially broad range of activities that are aimed at improving the quality of life for people in that location.  The policy sector includes all organizations, government departments and political committees or sub-groups that focus on policy development for the specified policy domain.    


� Surveys were sent to approximately 400 organizations, 265 in the south and 135 in the north.  The numbers were higher in the south due to the much larger number of non-profit housing organizations in that jurisdiction.  A 40% response rate was achieved, but a number of replies were deemed unusable after some basic data quality checks and the final number of usable responses was 119 (30%).  


� A more detailed discussion and definition of each type of agent may be found in Rhodes (2007).


� Guidelines for urban regeneration in Ireland include housing quality standards, social and economic deprivation indicators, educational attainment levels, crime levels, etc.


� In Hardwicke St., Dublin City Council used its own internal architect and construction engineers to plan the project


� In Ireland, ‘affordable’ housing is a term used to refer to dwellings that are sold at a discount to owner/occupiers.  The discount is determined based on a formula applied by Local Government based on the income of the buyer.
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