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Designing urban environments poses a number of challenges when faced with developmental 
crises such as gentrification. Despite recent and sustained net increases in UK housing stock, 
the supply of new housing fails to impact rates of statutory homelessness - raising the 
question; for whom/for what purpose new developments are designed. Community-led design 
(CLD) initiatives offer alternative models of development, and this paper seeks to gather the 
insights of community designers asking how we can design redevelopments without 
gentrifying. Participants from five CLD initiatives took part in a workshop aimed at 
understanding their basic assumptions about gentrification and an urban design practise fit for 
the future. These participants understand gentrification as a process of social exclusion within 
competing interpretations of value. They express a desire to fundamentally renegotiate the 
hegemony of the financial incentives that underlay the social relations of production in 
housing, which they view as at their best illegitimate and at their worst exploitative. CLD is 
often characterised as a gentrifying force itself, appealing to the so-called “creative class”. 
However, this workshop reveals that CLD practices often place their primary focus on creating 
equitable social relations. Indeed, the qualities of these social relations and their 
change/sustainability seems to determine the perceived quality of design decisions and the 
perceived value of the design process. In this sense, CLD practices can be characterised as a 
‘radical form’ of design practice because of their emphasis on problematising current 
infrastructures for collaboration and their emphasis on revealing exploitative relations. 
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1 Introduction 
‘Since money, materials, land and authority to act were necessary and since the ruling 
power was the only force capable of furnishing him with these means, the architect had to 
identify himself with it, even transforming himself into its operative appendage’ – from 
Giancarlo De Carlo’s lecture ‘Architecture’s Public’  

(Jones, Petrescu, & Till, 2013) 

 

Housebuilding in England has been steadily rising since around 2014, following a six-year 
slump after the 2007/8 financial crisis. New development has been so sustained that the 
number of dwellings has almost returned to its pre-crash peak (see figure 1), yet the country 
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is struggling with housing shortage. In 2016/17 net additional dwellings were up 0.92% on 
the previous year, with the vast majority of gains resulting from new builds (HCLG, 2018). 
These additional homes failed to have any impact on the rates of statutory homelessness, 
with households in temporary accommodation rising over the same period by 8% (DCLG, 
2017). This rise in statutory homelessness cannot be explained away as population growth, 
with average rate of annual change in the UK as a whole sitting far lower at 0.6% (World 
Bank, 2019). Part of the explanation is that the stock of vacant dwellings rose faster than 
houses were being built - a 2.7% increase – creating the extraordinary situation in which the 
number of vacant properties (605,891 dwellings) vastly surpasses the number of statutory 
homeless (82,310 households) (HCLG,2018). In short, we are building new developments, 
but they are not developments that are designed with the purpose of housing those who 
need it.  

If it is not housing need that has fuelled the sustained growth in housing stock, then what? 
As figure 1 shows, since the late 1980’s the additions to the housing stock have come 
largely from the private sector, with new developments of social housing by local authorities 
all but disappearing. This transition is to what David Harvey terms the ‘speculative city’ 
(2013), where housing acts as part of the machinery of capital accumulation. In fact, the 
National Planning Policy Framework (HCLG, 2019) places ‘significant weight’ on new 
developments supporting economic growth. This attention to growth shifts the emphasis 
away from housing and on to the land it is built on, with the 

 
Figure 1. Permanent new build dwellings completed, by tenure, England 1946 to 2017. Source: Ministry of 

Housing Communities and Local Government 2018 

 

speculation of investors driven by the differential existing between the current value of land 
and its potential value following improvements. This is known as the ‘rent gap’ theory of 
gentrification (Smith, 2002), a process which leads, in its worst cases, to the displacement of 
a land’s use and/or its inhabitants.  

So, the explanation for the continued housing crisis is (at least in part) the heavily 
financialised housing market. However, each one of these new developments has been 
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produced by architects and designers. Acting as De Carlo’s ‘operative appendage’ to the 
ubiquitous power of financialisaton, urban development is designed to maximise the highest 
return on investment. Design’s role in this production of neoliberal space is in the formal 
presentation of goods and services (Julier, 2013) – e.g. condominiums and their aesthetic 
signifiers of luxury and modernity. In these contexts, CLD initiatives offer alternative models 
of development, initiated and steered by grass roots community organisations. They make 
design interventions into their built environment with their own radical interpretations of 
design practise and the socio-spatial issues they associate with development, often offering 
alternative designs in opposition to accepted models and practises. This application of 
adversarial design (DiSalvo, 2012) to the context of housebuilding, offers an opportunity for 
design research to delve deeper into practises not driven by private profit  and to understand 
the nature of opposition to current modes of design, the theory behind radical design 
interventions, and begin to co-create a picture of the principles driving radical design 
practises in urban redevelopment.   

2 The workshop  
To investigate these lines of enquiry, participants from five CLD initiatives took part in a 
cultural animation (CA) workshop. CA is a method of knowledge co-production, where the 
aim is to bring participants’ basic assumptions about their lives, their work, or their 
environment out into the open to be interrogated and discussed collaboratively (Kelemen, 
Surman, & Dikomitis, 2018). This is achieved by mediating discussion through arts-based 
activities such as the creation of artefacts, creative writing exercises, or drama games in an 
attempt to “animate” narratives which may have become fixed, inviting participants to 
engage with questions about their lives and work from reinvigorated perspectives. In the 
metaphorical space that this animation has created it is possible for new insights and lines of 
enquiry to be made by participants, facilitators, and researcher collaboratively. Asking 
participants to think about abstract concepts in metaphorical spaces can be informative as 
individuals tend to think about abstract ideas metaphorically in the same sense as when we 
engage in discourse about them (Casasanto & Bottini, 2014). This is revealing of the ways 
our interactions with the material and societal environment structure our mental existences. 
In addition the use of narrative to gain a deeper understanding of participant perspectives is 
not uncommon in organisational research, including using creative writing to explore 
potentially dangerous or taboo dilemmas (Feldman, 2004; Gabriel & Connell, 2010). In CLD 
research these narratives are important to understand, as notions of community and 
leadership can be difficult to pin down. This research shares an understanding of community 
with Benedict Anderson, that all communities are “imagined” and should not be analysed in 
terms of falseness or realness but ‘in the style in which they are imagined’ (2006). In this 
sense, it is the stories that people tell themselves about the work that they do that is the unit 
of analysis. The data created in these workshops is in part processed collaboratively with 
participants - allowing them an opportunity to analyse and interpret insights generated about 
themselves and others - but also independently by the researcher relating the insights and/or 
enquiries generated in the workshop to prior knowledge of the participants’ work.  

In this research the aim of the CA workshop was along two lines of inquiry. First it was 
necessary to understand participants’ basic assumptions about gentrification. This meant 
understanding individual participants’ assumptions, but also how they perceive gentrification 
as an organisation, and in turn whether or not these assumptions were applicable to the 
experiences of the other individuals and organisations in the room. Second, the workshop 
aimed to gather participants assumptions about what the solution to these problems might 
look like. This line of enquiry covered both how they perceived the solutions to the problem 
of gentrification, as well as how the social relations between stakeholders and their relations 
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to the sites of redevelopment could be structured differently. These basic assumptions about 
gentrification and the social relations underlying it form elements of each organisations 
approach to CLD. In describing their views about these phenomena, participants outline the 
theory underlying their design practise offering an opportunity for design researchers to 
understand what motivates their desire for community intervention.  

2.1    Workshop design  
CA workshops are typically carried out by a team comprising researcher and facilitators, with 
facilitators enabling CA activities while the researcher makes observations in situ. All of the 
activities in the workshop were designed by the researcher utilising techniques common to 
the CA method and were undertaken following three briefing sessions with facilitators. The 
aim of these sessions was to ensure that facilitators had an understanding of how the activity 
was to be deployed, what data the team were hoping to collect, and what provocations were 
permissible/necessary. The workshop was composed of a number of activities with the 
objective of gathering participant’s assumptions about gentrification, positioning CLD across 
a socio-material landscape, and models of redevelopment fit for the future. This paper will 
focus on 4 cinquain created in the workshop and constructed around the themes of 
gentrification and redevelopment fit for the future. These materials provide insight into the 
theory underlying each organisations design approach and how these approaches alter the 
impact and meaning of gentrification.  

2.1.1     Cinquain 1  
A cinquain (as shown in figure 2) is a five-line poem, commonly used in CA research to 
gather an agreed set of language and themes with which to discuss the topic of the 
workshop. Participants are tasked with gathering language from the group to define and 
describe a problem – in this case gentrification. The collection of this language includes 
group discussion of the problem’s causes as well as its outcomes. Participants are then 
invited to select from an assortment of items and props one object for each word they have 
selected to act as a symbol of that concept (see figure 2).  

This activity produces data in four ways. First participants discuss the problem between 
themselves as they decide collaboratively on what words to include in the cinquain. Here 
they relate personal experiences and the experiences of undertaking their work as 
organisations. Then there is the cinquain itself which represents an agreed set of themes 
and language, generated collaboratively across individual participants and organisations. A 
second round of discussion then takes place as part of the selecting of objects, where the 
aim is to probe further into the basic assumptions at play. By asking participants to consider 
their chosen terminology from an additional layer of abstraction, the aim is to uncover more 
nuanced meaning and discover any potential divergence in understanding between 
participants. Groups then present their work back to the other participants in the room, 
justifying and elaborating on the themes and language they have chosen collectively, and 
providing an opportunity for other workshop participants to make interventions and develop 
new lines of inquiry.  
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Figure 2. A typical structure for a cinquain in cultural animation (left) and a selection of objects chosen in a 
cinquain exercise (right).  

2.1.2      Cinquain 2  
Here the aim is to gain insight into participants basic assumptions about what the solutions 
to the problem might look like. This might include possible actions, models for future 
engagement, or highlight current barriers to participants’ work, using the same process used 
to identify the problem, only now exploring models of redevelopment fit for the future. 
Participants are invited to discuss how the image differs from the first cinquain, exploring 
whether common themes are arising, if common language that is being used, and if any 
actions have been identified. This stage of the workshop consolidates generalisable themes 
and ideas. It also presents an opportunity to gather data that could inform necessary actions 
to improve CLD practise or improve its interactions with outside actors.  
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Figure 3. Expected cultural animation data.  

 

2.2   Workshop data coding 
Workshop participants comprised ten members from across five CLD initiatives. Between 
them they represented three cities – London, Liverpool, Edinburgh – and were selected to 
participate following scoping interviews with each initiative. They included:  

• Fountainbridge Canalside Initiative (FCI) – a community organisation local to the 
area of Fountainbridge who are collaborating with developers and the local authority 
on the redevelopment of a former brewery site, on which they undertook a series of 
“meanwhile” projects, with community members. (Participants coded – FCI1 and 
FCI2)  

• London Community and Neighbourhood Cooperative (LCNC) – A community of 
interest based in home education and alternative living. The group are designing an 
intergenerational straw bale apartment building that emphasises small, sustainable, 
and communal living. (Participant coded – LCNC)  

• Wards Corner Community Coalition (WCC) – A grassroots community organisation 
who oppose the demolition and redevelopment of the former Wards department store 
in Tottenham. The group have designed an alternative plan for the site as an 
opposition to the proposed redevelopment, emphasising restoration of the building 
over redevelopment. (Participants coded – WCC1, WCC2, WCC3)  

• Granby 4 Streets Community Land Trust (GCLT) – A turner prize winning group of 
residents who have regenerated houses on a street of disused terraces in Liverpool, 
producing interior-design artefacts such as mantel pieces, tiles, and doorknobs. 
(Participant coded – GCLT)  
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• Three members of St Ann’s Redevelopment Trust (StART) – A group of residents 
and workers in the London borough of Haringey, undertaking a community-led 
redevelopment of a former hospital site. (Participants coded – StART1, StART2, 
StART3).  
 

2.3   Workshop data analysis  
In this section I will present the work and artefacts produced by participants, as well as 
detailing key moments in the discussion facilitated. I will then relate the participants 
assumptions to three inter-related categories of CLD practise which are renegotiation of the 
social relations which create gentrification, limitation of the socio-spatial issues associated 
with gentrification, and acts of design activism which are symbolic of a community’s agency.  

2.3.1      Cinquain 1: Understanding the problem 
The first group comprised members of FCI, StART, and WCC. When tasked with creating a 
cinquain around the problem of gentrification, three participants across two organisations 
(StART2 and WCC1 and 2) were interested in viewing gentrification in binary terms as 
potentially positive and negative relative to perspective. Whilst there was some 
disagreement - with StART1 challenging the view of gentrification as a neutral concept - the 
discussion none the less continued on this basis. The discussion was broad, covering topics 
such as collective power (‘Juntos’ -Spanish for together), activism (‘dancing’), ‘greed’, and 
social cleansing (‘Stay’). This paper will focus on the group’s discussion of value, the crucial 
dimension in the all their dialogue. Group 1 produced their problem cinquain as follows:  
 

Change 

(The problem) 

Benefit profit 

(Two words that describe the problem) 

Shadow community Juntos  

(What can be seen, felt, and heard) 

Dancing greed building collaborating 

(4 words that have caused the problem) 

Stay 

(An alternative word for line one) 

 
 

The group chose to articulate gentrification as a problem relating to ‘change’. From the 
outset this concept was presented as binary (potentially positive and negative), reflecting the 
view that ‘change’ can be necessary. This was stated particularly in relation to housebuilding, 
as rationalised by WCC1 in her reflections on development in her area.  

[T]hey're sticking this 23-storey tower block at the end of my road, against all our…whatever 
we've tried. I have to think about that positively, I have to think that that's home for 500 people in 
this very small space. 

The neutrality of this change is swiftly brought into question by WCC2 drawing attention to 
the profit motive driving the design (‘they wouldn’t be doing this without profit’). This 
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establishes a binary in assumption, with WCC1 highlighting the use value of design outputs, 
and WCC2 highlighting their exchange value - or more broadly, gentrification as a problem of 
land value (‘Benefit’ and ‘profit’). The group accredit exchange value as the driving force in 
design decisions such as maximising the number of units on any given site. In their selection 
of the term ‘shadow’ as what can be seen as a result of this change WCC1 states that ‘23 
stories, that is literally going to throw a shadow to the end of my road’ with FCI1 offering ‘that 
goes under profit’.   

Having described gentrification as a profitable change, the group noted that it can be profit 
going out of the community or into it.  This indicates that their assumptions about 
gentrification do not only relate to a change in land value, but also a change in the 
configuration of socio-material networks. 

[C]hange is good, but when it's not for your community, when it’s bringing in a completely 
different group of people who have different resources to your community then it sets up a 
tension which is negative. (StART2)  

In StART2’s terms external ‘communities’ introduction into a locality - and the consequent 
redistribution of resources – creates tension between networks. In a later exchange StART2 
begins to expand upon her view stating that ‘I see community, because we have an empty 
space at the moment, and I see a community building on that space’. This statement that 
she sees an empty space on which a community could build, is an assumption that land 
holds not simply use value, but a kind of speculative use value - which she suggests drives 
ideation in CLD processes. This is set against the kind of speculative exchange value the 
group perceive as currently driving design processes.  

In summary, group 1’s basic assumption is that gentrification is a problem associated with 
exchange value driven change. The outcome of this change is that new developments are 
designed with maximum profits in mind (building high-rise with the inclusion of as many units 
as possible). These developments attract newcomers to the area, leading to a redistribution 
of resources, which runs counter to the benefit of the existing community.  

Group two was made up of members of FCI, StART, LCNC, WCC, and GCLT. Again, the 
group discussed the topic broadly, covering ideology (‘capitalism’) and hierarchy 
(‘paternalism’), though this paper is focussed on the main thrust of their discussion which 
viewed gentrification as a problem of social exclusion. Group 2 produced their problem 
cinquain as follows:  

Erasure 
 

(The problem) 

Invisible violence  
 

(Two words that describe the problem) 

Disruptive death despair 
 

(What can be seen, felt, and heard)  

Greed capitalism paternalism arrogance 
 

(4 words that have caused the problem) 
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Obliteration 
 

(An alternative word for line one) 

The group chose to understand gentrification through the lens of ‘Erasure’. As with group 1 
this can be seen as viewing gentrification as a problematic change, with the emphasis 
placed in this instance on physical and social removal. As their object for this concept the 
group chose a brush (see figure 4), ‘not to paint something on, but to brush it away. To rub it 
out’ (LCNC, Feedback). Their rationale was based in their discussions around social 
exclusion. The group described this perceived problem as a form of ‘invisible violence’ seen 
as literal violence to the built environment and its inhabitants. The violence of gentrification is 
reflected in Neil Smith’s work on the revanchist city (1996), in which Smith compares the 
‘gentrification frontier’ and the ‘frontier’ imagery used in the design of posters and 
advertisements for new development, to the frontier narrative of the United States in the late 
1800’s; leading to the deprivation and forced relocation of native Americans. In this instance 
the group included as outcomes of this social exclusion first ‘disrupt[ion]’ which FCI2 
connected to The Shock Doctrine (Klein & Smith, 2008) a theory which posits that crises can 
be exploited to push through controversial policies while citizens are too distracted by 
disorder to resist. GCLT associated this disruption with disinvestment, broadening the scope 
of social exclusion to include economic exclusion as well - in this case, communities being 
excluded from investment. 

‘You can see it in what happens to the area, you see the rubbish building up, you see the 
neglect’.  

Disinvestment is a crucial dimension in Smith’s rent gap theory (1979), in which economic 
withdrawal from an area (de-valuing the worth of the improvements on a piece of land) 
precipitates cataclysmic re-investment (re-designing the land for a more profitable use) and 
consequent gentrification. The ultimate outcome of the necessary social/economic exclusion 
to create the rent gap is delineated as follows.  
 
[P]eople actually die, because they are forced out of where they live. We’ve lost our members. 
(GCLT) 
 
The causation of early death - attributed here to economic and social exclusion – is defined 
by the group as resulting from physical displacement from the outputs of urban design (in 
this case housing). There are some data sets to support this, with reports noting an increase 
in deaths of people who are homeless or in temporary accommodation (ONS, 2019). The 
group offer the word ‘obliteration’ to epitomise social exclusion. When selecting an object to 
represent this obliteration they chose a blank scroll (see figure 4), providing the following 
rationale.  
 
This is the social contract which has been obliterated. These are the laws, this is the charter. It's 
gone, we don't have it. We fought hard for it. The magna carta. Kill the king. (StART3) 

Here the group articulate social exclusion as a breakdown in legitimacy of the authority of 
the state over the individual. The group expand on the exclusion caused by gentrification as 
they see it to include not only social and economic exclusion, but exclusion from state 
processes. 
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Figure 4. Group 2 chose a brush to illustrate being wiped away by ‘erasure’ (left) and a blank scroll as the social 
contract which has been obliterated. 

 

To summarise, group 2 - as with group 1 – articulate gentrification as a problem associated 
with change, expressed through the lens of removal. This removal was understood by the 
group as a product of social exclusion, drawing particular attention to the violence they 
associate with it. The outcomes of this social exclusion are delineated as disinvestment in 
buildings and services, causation of early death, and a physical exclusion from the outputs of 
urban design. They express a crisis of legitimacy in the actions of the state in facilitating 
development (including by extension designers acting as DeCarlo’s operative appendage).  

2.3.4       Summary cinquain 1  
Participants basic assumptions about gentrification can be broadly categorised as 
gentrification as value change and gentrification as social exclusion. Group 1 view 
gentrification as a set of socio-spatial issues resulting from the struggle for hegemony 
between two competing interpretations of the value of design outputs (use vs exchange), 
whereas group 2 see the problems associated with gentrification as arising from social 
exclusion from the processes and outputs of design, which arise through exploitative social 
relations. 

 

 

Figure 5. Cultural animation data collected for both groups from cinquain 1  
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2.3.5      Cinquain 2: Understanding the solution 
Group 1 decided to keep the word ‘change’ as the foundation of their second cinquain. 
There was a challenge to this decision from StART1, who questioned the necessity for 
change and expressed a desire to preserve community and culture stating that if it must be 
change, it should be ‘consultative’ and ‘community-led’. Group 1’s second cinquain went as 
follows.  

Change  
 

One word which represents a positive future 

Wellbeing engagement  
 

Two words which describe it  

Light community juntos  
 

What can now be seen, heard, felt  

Dancing feeding growing equalising  
 

Four Actions that create the change 

Justice  
 

An alternative word for line one 

In the above discussion around ‘engagement’, the group focussed on the need for 
transparent design processes. As their object for this word they chose an open doorway (see 
figure 7), stating in the feedback that ‘[t]his is our housing that has now opened up, to 
whoever wants to be involved’ (WCC1, Feedback). This places the locus of attention on 
open design processes and community engagement as a legitimate mode of redevelopment. 
In describing the outcomes of their vision of ‘change’ in line three, the group’s conversation 
was mainly focussed on economic redistribution. The object chosen to represent community 
was money (see figure 7), with ‘[f]eeding’ and ‘growing’ being expressed in terms of 
investment that could ‘equalise’. This was particularly in relation to ‘feeding’ where the group 
referenced economic redistribution citing ‘all the money off in the Cayman Islands’ that 
should be ‘spread around’ (WCC1, Feedback) as a way of providing communities with the 
investment they need. In the final line of their cinquain the group decided that their 
alternative word for the ‘change’ they felt necessary, was ‘Justice’. For this they used a piece 
of rock (see figure 9) stating that, ‘[j]ustice is our rock, where we want to end up, and begin 
from’, reinforcing the groups key focus on equality.  
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Figure 7. Group 1 chose an open doorway as symbolic of the concept of engagement (left) and money as 
symbolic of investment (right).  

 

 

 

Figure 8. Group 1 chose to use a rock to illustrate that justice was at the foundation of the work that they do.  

 

To summarise, group one still recognise the need for change in their communities, however 
they identify that this change needs to be designed with the involvement the community 
affected by it. The group predict that the outcomes of a participatory change will be a 
transparent process involving any stakeholder who wishes to participate. It is noted that for 
this change to be created some redistributive form of investment into the community is 
required to help them develop. The group see that justice has to be both the foundation and 
the aim of any change that can happen without causing gentrification.  

The second group set out to define their cinquain for change as contrary to the situation that 
currently exists as they perceive it. They placed their emphasis on maintenance of the built 
environment and the social environment and defined a need for transparency to raise 
awareness of citizens’ capacity to act. Democratic control of the economy was highlighted as 
a necessary action, with the legitimacy of the state being derived from citizen participation in 
the design process. Group 2’s cinquain for change went as follows.  
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Sustainable  

One word which represents a positive future 

Visible commonweal  

Two words which describe it 

Creative life love  

What can now be seen, heard, felt  

Reciprocity cooperation justice R.E.S.P.E.C.T 

Four Actions that create the change 

Creation  

An alternative word for line one 

 

Keeping as their object for line 1 a paint brush, the group stated that ‘instead of covering it 
makes new, and it makes new sustainably’ (GCLT, Feedback). As with group 1, group 2 
discussed transparency. In this case what is ‘visible’ is the ‘commonweal’, a Scots term 
meaning ‘the common wealth that we have to share’ (FCI2, Feedback). This alludes to the 
idea that design outputs have to be sustainable but sustainable in a way that is visibly for the 
common good. 

As with group 1, in line 4 of the cinquain whilst discussing the actions necessary to create 
change sustainably the question of money was raised. The group stated that ‘we control it 
now, it is controlled by the commonweal’ (FCI2, Feedback). In contrast to group 1, here the 
emphasis is on economic control by the community - as opposed to redistribution through 
investment – with the assumption being that community control would mean control by the 
‘commonweal’. In the final line the group offered as an alternative word for sustainability 
‘creation’, they chose as their object the same scroll as they used in their first cinquain, only 
now it has been filled again, indicating the creation of a new social contract based on these 
terms.  

To summarise, group 2 view redevelopment without gentrification as redevelopment that is 
undertaken sustainably and is evidently in the shared benefit of all. The outcome of this 
sustainable redevelopment should be to reverse the destructive trends of current models. 
The group viewed it as necessary in achieving sustainability, that some degree of economic 
control be given to communities as part of the establishment of a new social contract. 

 

2.3.8       Summary cinquain 2  

In the two pictures of redevelopment without gentrification the groups continued to work 
through the lens of change. What they created can be categorised broadly as equitable 
change (group 1) and ecological change (group 2). The picture of equitable change focusses 
on participation in the design process, with the group highlighting the redistribution of wealth 
through investment as a necessary action in achieving equity. The picture of ecological 
change assumes that sustainability is achieved through development designed in best 
interests of all. It emphasises the creation of a new social contract that reverses the 
destructive forces of current models and highlighted the need for some form of economic 
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control by the community, perhaps in an effort to cut loose one of the threads tying designers 
to the ruling powers.  

 

Figure 9. All cultural animation data collected from both groups  

3 Conclusion  
Participants basic assumptions about gentrification can be categorised as understanding 
gentrification as both value change and social exclusion. In both groups’ explorations of 
redevelopment without gentrification, a desire was expressed to fundamentally renegotiate 
the social relations of production underlying gentrification – i.e. the relation to the built 
environment that says that the maximum return on the exchange value of a site should be 
central in its design even if resulting in social exclusion. Participants have a clear desire to 
participate in the design process viewing this as a method through which to guarantee 
equitable design solutions and return legitimacy to urban design.  

So how can CLD practises guarantee these equitable and legitimate outcomes? First there 
are CLD practises which achieve to some degree this renegotiation of the social relations 
described above. This necessarily entails the removal of land and/or property from the 
market place, a kind of re-commoning, enabling design of buildings and space to be entirely 
dictated to by the needs, desires, and tastes of the end users. Of the initiatives attending the 
workshop this includes community land trusts like StART, GCLT, and LCNC in which land is 
democratically owned, developed, and designed to provide affordable homes to CLT 
members in perpetuity. Second there are CLD initiatives whose work places limitations on 
the socio-spatial issues associated with gentrification. This includes groups like WCC, who’s 
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designs – whilst viewed as a more equitable output for local users – work within the current 
confines of the speculative land market. Finally, there are groups engaged in design activism 
in the sense delineated by Markussen (2013), where aesthetic interventions are made as 
disruptions to existing systems, creating a space in which ways of living and working can be 
engaged with critically. We can take here the work of FCI and it’s “meanwhile” projects, in 
which a range of temporary design outputs such as a community pavilion and a theatre 
space were used as a living demonstration of the kind of exuberant and diverse space that 
could exist, inviting local citizens to engage with council and developers about the kind of 
development they would like to see.  

      There is a tendency in design thinking to view problems as arising from a lack of 
innovation. Participants in this workshop point to the need to acknowledge in design 
processes the existence of exploitative social relations, offering a range of practises with 
which to challenge the design of the urban landscape. To relinquish the role of ‘operative 
appendage’ to the dominant ideology of our time, design must build renegotiation, limitation, 
and activism into its practise.  
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