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Abstract

This is the final part of a three series paper reviewing the models of land
development process. One aspect which is lacking in all the three types of
models discussed earlier is the focus on the way the production of the built
environment is influenced by wider forces. It is sugpgested that the structure
modeis seek o overcome this by focusing explaination of the development
process within the perspective of the structural dynamics of the modes of
production. However, they barely penetrate into the details of the events of the
land development process and the network of the agency relationships.
Therefore, it is concluded that the tand development process is best explained
within the critical framework of the institutional analysis as shaped by the
structure and agency approach

1.0 INTRODUCTION

One aspect which is lacking in all the three types of models discussed in the two earlier papers is the
focus on the way the production of the built environment is influenced by wider forces. In contrast to
the positivist approach, structure models attempt to explain the land development process by focusing
attention within the perspective of the structural dynamics of the modes of production. Such models
are derived primarily from Marxist sources as developed in the urban-political literature. As Healey
{19%1) notes, these models otfer alternative conceptualisations to the three previous groups of models.
as of agents and economic processes.

The emphasis of these models is on the struggles between landowners and capitalist producers over the
capture of ‘surplus value’ generated in the production of the built environment within a general model
of a capitalist economy. Thus, instead of attempting to generalise from an understanding of the
development process which is rooted in a given empirical reality, as event-sequence and agency
models do, structure-based approaches start from a set of first principles which may be applied first to
the particular characteristics of property development, and then to specific situations. Such
approaches, therefore, are almost exclusively based on Marxist ideas about commedity production in
capitalist societies, the prime focus being the ways in which capital flows into and out of different
sectors of the economy (Gore and Nicholson, 1991),

2.0 THE STRUCTURE MODEL

The models devised by Boddy {1981) and Harvey (1978} are two main examples of structure models.
These twe models focus on the concept of 'circuits of capital' which in simpie terms, means that
usually a repayment with interest or profit is required for any capital invested at some point in the
future or over a period of time, The return from this circuit may then be reinvested in the same circuit
or another one. Both the source and the nature of the returns will depend on the type of capitai
involved and on the activity in which it is invested. Hence the objective of these models is to explore
the various possibilities available for capital investment and accumulation, and to analyse how these
different circuits might fit together, as well as to relate this and its relation to the production of built
property.

Boddy (1981) addresses this by referring to the three circuits of capital within a capitalist economy.
The three Marxist circuits of capital are the industrial, the commercial and the interest-bearing. In the
circuit of industrial capital (1), money capital (M} is exchanged for commodity inputs (C), including
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labour power (I} and means of production (p) leading (via productive capital, P) to the production of
commodities (C') which are then sold for a given sum (M"), providing a profit of (M' - M):

M_C ..P..C_M (1)

In the commercial capital circuit (2), elements involves are the use of money (M) to purchase
commaodities (C) for resale to consumers, to realise a profit of
(M'-M):

M C_ M @)

This circuit enables the realisation of inherent value of a commodity as money capital in the industrial
circuit before it is sold to the final customer (circuit 3) and providing a faster return to the producer :

M, C. M (3)
where the subscripts i and ¢ denote industrial and commercial capital, respectively.

Finally, in the circuit of interest bearing (circuit 4), the advance of money capital (M), is followed with
a repayment of interest (M) :

M M (4)
This circuit may again interact with the others : for example, to initiate the circuits of industrial and
commercial capital, or to advance consumer credit, to facilitate the sale and purchase of commodities.

Boddy (1981) claims that these principles are applicable to study any form of production. However,
the precise ways in which the three circuits are constituted in any given sector are seen as being
historically determined. As he notes, possible configurations, * tell us little about changing structures
and processes but serve, rather, as an analytic framework through which to interrogate the empirical,
observable level' (Boddy, 1981, 271).

He then further examines the operation of these circuits in promoting 'the massive scale of commercial
and industrial property development' in post-war Britain (Boddy.1981), with particular reference to
office blocks. Circuit (5) iiustrates the ways in which the different circuits interlock in this

development process:
interest bearing capital loaned to

butlder
M, M,
industrial capital directed by
builder
M _C ... P C _ M,
M _C M'< commercial capital directed by property
company

interest bearing capital based to

property company

where the subscripts bf and pf indicate the capital is building or property finance.
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The key issue is the way building contractors manage a circuit of industrial capital by acquiring money
capital through a loan from a financiai institution. When the building is completed, it is purchased by
a property company, using an interest-bearing capital borrowed from another financial institution. The
property company will then operate a circuit of commercial capital, selling the space of the building in
return for rents, which in turn form the basis of the repayments on the borrowed interest-bearing
capital. '

Gore and Nicholson (1991) note that the model devised by Boddy offers a basis for investigating
different methods and arrangements for property development, and thus helps to place development in
its historical and geographical contexts. In addition, the model highlights the relationship between
different aspects of the process, and the ways in which events that happens in one part can sirongly
affect the course of another part. However, as Gore and Nicholson (1991) note the approach is also
presented within a broad and abstract level, making it difficult to understand particular development
project in a simplistic way.

Another weakness is that the model reveals a tendency towards over simplicity as well as not reflecting
the reality of certain aspects of development process. For example, in the model, the property
company is presented as purchasing the completed development from the builder, whereas in the real
world most developments are developed by property companies from the initial stage of site
acquisition; the builder is only responsible for the construction work on a contractual basis. Another
example is that payments to builders are presented as occurring at the end of the productive process, a
feature that does not allow for the stream of regular payments that characterise most construction
contracts.

Finally, the model lacks the emphasis for human agency, choice or discretion. [nstead a strong
determining role is given to the needs of capital, defined especially by the interaction between circuits.
This is in direct contrast to the individualist approach of the agency model.

Harvey (1978;1981;1982;1985) provides a theoretical interpretation of the development process
which he argues is intimately linked to the modes of production through the circuits of capital. He
identifies how the modes of production drive the development process with the built environment
being continually prone to flows of finance into and out of property. The model he outlines is
developed from Marx's analysis of circuits of capital which like Boddy {1981), is defined within three
circuits of capital. In his model the starting point is again the industrial circuit which he calis it as the
primary circuit or production. circuit, the secondary circuit through which capital flows into fixed
assets and the formation of consumption assets, and the third circuit of capital flows into science and
technology and social expenditure (see Figure t and 2.).

According to Harvey (1981), in the primary circuit commodities will be produced and consumed
allowing expansion of capital. However, eventually, overproduction will occur and /or declining
profit rates will then limit the scope for further investment of such expanded capital in the primary
circuit. Consequently, the surplus capital will be channelled into the secondary circuit through the
financial and state intermediaries. Since the secondary circuit of capital is the fixed capital in the built
environment, a switch of investment flow into the secondary circuit means the formation of large scale
Jong term assets. On the other hand, the nature and form of the financial and state mstitutions and the
policies they adopt can play an important role in checking or enhancing flows of capital or into
specific aspects of it, for example, transportation, housing and public facilities. A change in the
mediating structures. can, therefore, affect both the volume and direction of the capital flows by
constructing movement down some channels and opening up new conduits elsewhere. The end result
of the operation of this circuit is the creation and modification of the physical environment within
which all economic and social activity occurs.

In order to complete the picture of the circulation of capital, Harvey introduced a tertiary circuit of
capital into his model. This, ' comprises, first, investment in science and technology and, second, the
social expenditure which relates primarily to processes of reproduction of labour power' (1981, 97).
Again, individual capitalists.rely on the agency of the state to channel investment into research and
development and into the quantitative and qualitative improvement of the labour force. This is
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Figure | The primary, secondary and tertiary circuits of capital.

Source ; Harvey, 1973,
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Figure 2 . The built environment in the structure of relations between primary,

secondary and tertiary circuits of capital.

Source : Harvey, 1985, 9.
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because there is little incentive for individual investors to direct capital to such areas, in spite of the
benefits to investment prospects in general, mainly because there is no immediate payback.

With respect to the development process and formation of the built environment, the Marxist
approach, in which Harvey is one of the main authorities, states that the urban process is the creation
of infrastructure for production, circulation, exchange, and consumption. The creation of the built
etivironment is to provide a physical infrastructure for production. As Harvey (1981) states, the built
environment is long lived, difficult to alter, spatially immobile and absorbent of large lumpy
investments resulting from the over accumulation in the primary circuit being channelled through the
financial and state institutions into the built environment.

Harvey (1981) advanced his analysis on the implications of the tendency to over accumulate and then
under invest, by constructing a cyclical medel of investment into and out of the built environment,
whereby there are temporal and geographical ebbs and flows of investment into the built environment.
This rhythm is dictated by the rhythms of capital accumulation. As he states, the waves of investment
into the built environment are due to:

each global crisis of capital preceded by massive movement of capital into long-term investment in
the butlt environment as a kind of last ditch hope to find a production use for rapidly over
accumulating capital' (Harvey, 1981,112).

The flow of investment into the built environment, therefore, depends upon the existence of surpluses
of capital and investors looking for a steady and secure rate of return on their capital. As Harvey
(1981), notes, under capitalism there is a perpetual struggle whereby capitalist development is trying to
preserve past capital investments in the built environment yet also needs to destroy these investments
in order to open up new room for accumulations. This crisis of capital accumulation results in a
cyclical nature of development being built up then subsequently destroyed.

Harvey (1981), therefore, takes a comprehensive stance in his framework, placing development
activity firmly within the context of all other economic activity and all other spheres of investment.
He emphasises the links between the built environment and social and economic life. Hence, in
contrast to Boddy's (1981) model, his model provides a wider view of the development process.
However, as the focus is on the variable flow of capital inte different types of activity at different
points in time, there is not much emphasis on the mechanisms by which specific development takes
place. This leads to a very blurred image of the development process .

In additien, as in Boddy's (1981) model, there is a strong determinism in that a role for human agency
is largely constrained by the imperatives of capital flows within and between circuits of capital.
Although the capital flows are influenced by the state of the struggle between different fractions of
capital and between capital and labour, in this model these bargaining processes appear to have been
predetermined. One last criticism is that although the built property is a saleable commodity, in the
model, it is supposed to be produced in the secondary circuit of capital. In addition as Gore and
Nichelson (1991) comment the main contribution of these two models is their use of a clearly
specified theoretical framework. However, therein lies their major weakness, 'that the concern to
develop such an all-embracing approach means that specific empirical applications are weakly
developed' (1991, 725),

Nabarro (1990), is another author who seeks to explain the development pracess by way of a structure
model. Like Boddy. (1981) and Harvey (1981}, Nabarro (1990} attempts to explain the development
process through the structuralist approach. However, the model as devised by Nabarro is
oversimplified in that he distinguishes two levels of structures of provision, the local and the national
level. The purpose of the model is to relate the production of new space with investment, development
and local government activity (see Figure 3).

Ball (1986) criticised Harvey's (1981) model by stating that it over asserts the role of private capital in
knowing what direction to follow and subsequently being able to pursue a given market opportunity.
As Ball (1986, 452) states, ' whatever is happening in the built environment will eventually be resolved
to the benefit of the undifferentiated interests of capital in general .
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As capital is reorganised to switch in and out of circuits of production in the built environment it is
suggested that capital is not monolithic. However, as Usher (1990) states, Harvey (1981} treats
capital as monolithic; instead it is composed of a range of social agents with differentiated interests
and strategies for investment in the production and transformation of the built environment. Cyclical
switches of capital between sectors show that there are different fractions of capital with divergent
agenda for development. For example Usher (1990} quotes the growth of mass ownership which is
said to benefit 'capital’ yet, instead, the benefits are highly selective for different fractions of capital.

It can be concluded that since the structure models operate within the framework of structuralism, they
display the features of this approach. As such, the argument of the models is that the production of the
built environment is the result of the operation of processes that cannot be observed. Explanation,
therefore, cannot be produced through empirical study of the phenomena alone but the underlying
structures can only be appreciaied through a combination of theory and observation.

As mentioned earlier, in a development process, the range of agents involved could be potentially vast
(Healey, 1992). In order to analyse the ‘driving forces' of the development process in different sectors,
locations and time periods in a particular urban region, and thus to explain the processes of the
production and re-production of the built environment in specific places; empirical analysis must enter
into the details of agency relations in the events of the development process,

However, as Healey and Barrett {1998) similarly argue, Harvey's (1981) model, and the problems with
the Marxist approach in general, are that it is highly generalised and abstract. This abstraction is a
common characteristic of most recent political-economy approaches. As Healey (1983, 245) states:

'Coherent theoretical structures are at such a broad tevel of generality that they cannot be tested against
actual events, while in investigating events, it is difficult to substantiate precisely the connections
between these and wider forces, even though a good interpretative guess can be arrived at'.

Therefore, although the structure models offer ways of linking events and agency behaviour to the
dynamics of the modes of production and regulation of different economies, this link is empirically
difficult to prove. As Healey (1991, 235) notes, 'they barely penetrate into the details of the events of
the development process and the network of the agency relationships which might surround each'.
Therefore, the problem with structure models is that the absence of theory in the middle ground which
could help to link the broad concerns of structure approaches with studies of the ways in which
particular sectors of the development industry operate. Models with such characteristics is discussed
in the following section.

3.0 THE STRUCTURE AND AGENCY MODEL

The authors which are most closely associated with this model are Healey (1991; 1992), Ball (1983;
1985; 1986a; 1986b) Dear and Moos (1986a, 1986b) and Krabben and Lambooy {1993). The land
development process is viewed as not only the physical process of creating and transferring buildings
to their occupiers but is also a social process dominated by economic interests involved.

In an attempt to understand such provision it is argued that the institutional and other structures within
which it takes place as well as the social agencies invelved in such structures should not be ignored.
However, as McNamara (1983) notes, the nature and manner in which these operate and interact varies
between countries and over time. Hence, in these models the explanation of development process is
sought within the critical framework of the institutional analysis as shaped by the structure and agency
approach. As Giddens (1984) notes, both structure and human agency must be interlinked so that
social science has a more realistic grounding.

Ball expresses this argument in his extensive works on residential properties. Two such maodels
devised by Ball (1986a) are in relation to owner-occupied and council housing in contemporary
Britain (see Figure 4 and5 ). In both these diagrams, Ball (1986a) emphasises two factors. First, he
stresses that it is the relationships (that is the arrows) that are the most important element. Second, that
the ways in which relations beiween two types of agent work is likely to have repercussions
throughout the rest of the structure {Gore and Nicholson. 1991). One most importtant feature of these
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Figure B The structure of council - housing provision.

Source : Ball, 1986a.
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models, is that rather than focusing solely on the structuring dynamics of the modes of production as in
structure models, here agents are seen as having a significant role. In these models the relations
betweéen human agents are seen as the driving forces of land development process.

Although the models were originally devised to analyse the housing provision in Britain, Ball (1986b)
argued that the same principles can be applied to other forms of property development P~hzr than
providing a general model that is supposedly applicable to all type of development, the idea is to
generate specific models, in order to provide 'a means of ordering material so that it may be
investigated' (Ball, 1986b, 462).

This is, therefore, a theoretical as well as an empirical question involving historical and geographical
specific situations by means of a common set of theoretical propositions (Gore and Nicholson , 1991).

In the attempt to elucidate the conflicts between agents, Ball (1988) suggests that what is required is a
historical analysis of the evolution of the social relations within the development process. This is
because, as a historical product, the nature of specific development processes simply cannot be read
off from any related grand theory. In fact, it is not even possible to define the physical context of
production without understanding the specific social context in which production takes place. Hence,
emphasis should be on the institutional structures of the land development process, placing emphasis
on their historical development and the pressures on each of them that lead to their reconstitution and
dissolution (Ball, 1588).

Rydin (1986) attempts to explain the development process within the mechanism of policy processes
in relation to land development. She argued that there are a number of key interest groups concerned
with the allocation of development land by the planning system, that is the public and private agencies
(1986). Thus, it is necessary to analyse the sets of interests involved in order to reveal the way these
interests affects decision making in the development process. However, the lack of recognition of
potential conflicts by the interests involved suggests that a more radical power analysis is more
appropriate. She further suggested that the interaction of economics, political and ideological forces at
the local level can make such analysis very complex in that these may influence and affect
development decisions. Figure 6 shows the model outlined by Rydin (1986). In this model she
concluded that the structure of the building industry and its interests in land change is a response to the
economic crisis.

Another important model is the work carried out by both Dear and Moos (1986). In their model, they
attempt to provide an insight-into the understanding of urban built environment by carrying out an
empirical application of Giddens's {1984) structuration theory. The purpose is to investigate the utility
of this theory as a framework for practical application. This was accomplished by operationalising the
institutional model which they developed as shown in Figure 7. In their model, there are two levels of
analysis that is the institutional analysis and the strategic conduct analysis.

The primary goal of the institutional analysis is to understand how institutions affect interaction -
communication, political, economic and sanction - between various institutions (Dear and Moos,
1986a). On the other hand, Figure & and 9 portray the analysis of strategic conduct which
simultaneously brackets institutional analysis. This ievel of analysis focuses on the understanding of
the power relationships between individuals, in which the agents are classified into five types that is
the politician, the bureaucrats, interest groups, influential individuals and the ordinary citizen. Dear
and Moos (1986a) argued that for each category of agent, the dialectical of control mediates the
relations within these groups as well as between the five groups.

In the model devised by Dear and Moos (1986a), structure is represented as the 'medium and outcome'
of social interaction in which agents are a key to the analysis. In this model structure also reflects the
medium and outcome of interaction by being posited as an infrastructure in relation to both the social
system and agency (Dear and Moos, 1986a). This is because, as they argued, institutional components
are directly affected by the actions of the individuals who reproduce them. The agents relate to the
institutions involved through the duality of structure, which considers agency effects on institution and
also institutional effects on agents. As such the interaction between agents and institutions yields
outcomes which may either be intended, unintended or some combinatien (Dear and Moos, 1986a).
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Figure © : An analytic framework for the policy process.

Source : Rydin, 1986, 130.
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Figure © . A methodology for institutional analysis.

Source : Dear and Moos, 1986h, 355.
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Empirical wark as carried out by Dear and Moos (1986b) provides some significant implications in the
understanding of social phenomena. It reveals that the formalisation of the theory into an integrated
framework enables a clearer understanding of the relationship between system, agency, structure, time
and space. In addition, the reformulation of structure as intrastructure provided the basis for redefining
the notion of determinism from structuration theory in both theory and practice. Hence, this view of
deterministn enabled the delicate balancing of structure and agency in the development of the
theoretical model and in the methodologies for institutional analysis and analysis of strategic conduct.
Lastly, the consideration of space in an institutional context has extended Giddens's conceptualisation
of the regionalised locale since it begins to articulate how social and spatial structures are connected,
These proves that the conceptual view of structure and agency in structuration theory provides a
comprehensive explanation that considers how agency and structure come together in the production,
reproduction and transformation of society (Dear and Moos, 1986a).

Apart from the above strengths, Dear and Moos (1986a, 1986b) also uncovered some difficulties in
the application of the theory. The twin use of the concept reflects the ambiguity surrounding the
cohcept which Giddens (1984) developed. In addition the analysis is itself problematic with a
disadvantage of not providing clear rules of interpretation (Dear and Moos, 1986b). The implications
are that a set of criteria for establishing data requirements, for determining the adequacy of an
explanation or for generating the results of a study is lacking. Another weakness is that the theory
does not develop a method of explanation for questions concerning historical interpretation,
humanism, or collective action, although an awareness of the problem was highlighted {Dear and
Moos, 1986h). However, Dear and Moos (1986h) claimed that the theory has sufficient merit for
empirical work to warrant continued development and assessment.

The work of Dear and Moos (1986b) was developed further by Healey who then devised a model by
applying the concepts of structure and agency to explain the complex process of land development
process. In her model, Healey (1992) sought to develop an approach to the description of the
development process by combining the understanding of structuring forces within the tradition of the
urban political economy with an appreciation of the detail of the social relations surrounding events in
the development process. The focus of the model is on distinguishing levels of analysis rather than
placing the analytical emphasis on the different actors, events and interests involved.

Figures 10 and 11 outline the general principles of the proposed approach. The modeis involves four
levels :

(17 adescription of the events which constitute the process, and the agencies which undertake them

(2)  identification of the roles played in the process and the power relations between  them

{3) an assessment of the strategies and interests which shape this roles, and the way  these are
shaped by resources, rules and ideas, and

(4y  the relation between these resources, rules and ideas and the wider society.

As such, the model seeks to allow analysis to explain general tendencies in the social relations of the
development process through macro-economic and political questions. In addition, Healey (1992)
claimed that the model is comprehensive in form, relevant to all types of development projects,
applicable under different economic and political regimes, at the same time taking into account the
spatial and temporal variation and is capable of addressing whether particular 'driving dynamics'
produce distinctive patterns of agency relations and whether these have particular effects on what is
built, how and for whom.

Hooper (1992) in his comment on Healey's mode! outlines a number of interesting issues. First, he
notes that Healey (1992) fails to define the term institutional which is used in the analysis of the
development activity in Britain. Whereas, according to Hooper (1992), Healey's (1992) citation of
relevant research reveals the existence of a wide disparity in the approaches of different authors
regarding the treatment of institutional analysis. Therefore, in Healey's (1992) model, the conceptual
composition of 'institution' should be clearly theorised to avoid the generation of an abstract model.

The second criticism is in relation to the extent of the applicability of the model devised. Her
assertion that the model is capable of application to all circumstances in which development projects
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Figure 9 A methodology for strategic conduct anatysis.

Source : Dear and Maos, 1986b, 357.
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Figure |} : A modsl of the elements of the development process
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are accomplished seems to indicate the construction of a grand theory which is beyond context.
Whereas, as Hooper notes (1992, 45), 'elsewhere in the paper, Healey is clearly concerned to construct
situated theory',

Healey (1992) also claimed that the 'structure model' approaches treat the details of the events of the
development process and the network of the agency relationships which might surround each as
simply dependent variables. Contrastingly, one of the authors whose work she includes in the
'structure models' (Ball,1988,29) specifically notes that since, ‘actual structures of provision are
empirical constructs and cannot be theoretically deduced', analysis must focus upon the production of
specific commodities in particular capitalist societies. In contrast, Healey (1992) suggests the
construction of a comprehensive model which is applicable to all types of development projects. In a
way this leads to the construction of models of the development process which-are excessively
abstract, in the sense that they seem to be applicable to any social formation, whether capitalist or not.

In relation to the production of the built environment, Ball (1988, 21) has outlined an approach which
focuses on, ' the institutional structures of construction, placing emphasis on their historical
development and the pressures on each of them lead to their reconstitution or dissolution '. However,
it is this potentially transformative element in institutional structures which is lacking in Healey's
model. As Hooper (1992, 48) comments:

‘without this element the analytical approach outlined in the paper is unlikely to make further progress
in advancing beyond Form's "social congeries” or "organisational complexes" as these are represented
in the production of the built environment '.

Healey's (1992) model of the development process has also drawn the attention of authors outside the
UK. Krabben and Lambooy (1993), in their attempt to present & theoretical framework to aid
understanding of the functioning of the Dutch property market endorsed Healey's (1992) model as
providing a useful approach to underlying land development process. However, Krabben and
Lambooy (1993) criticised Healey's (1992) mode! in two aspects.

First, although Healey stresses that a model of the land development process should take account of
spatial variation, in her model, property development is not explicitly linked to location. Consequently,
locational differences in property development probably cannot be satisfactorily explained. Second,
Krabben and Lambooy (1993) claimed that Healey's notion of the institutional context which governs
the way material resources are used for land development is seen as a static element, is too limited and
neglects the element of time. Hence, their suggestions for the model to be further developed in the
direction of overcoming the two weaknesses. Although, Krabben and Lambooy (1993) based their
study using Healey’s (1992) theoretical concept, they did not empirically apply the model to a case
study. Their work was limited to the conceptual development of the Dutch property market.

The structure and.agency models, therefore, provide a much richer insight into the variety and
complexity of the development process than the other four types of models. This, however, does not
imply that the previous models are without value, rather the structure and agency approach is an
attempt to overcome the limitations of other theoretical frameworks and to build upon the strengths.
In one way, this approach is a balanced form of the previous models which may be used to provide the
fullest possible context for the analysis of any of their components. As Healey (1992) states, the
model should enable the development of much richer hypotheses about spatial and temporal variations
in property development activity.

4.0 STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE MODELS

The aobvious characteristic of contemporary studies of the land development process is the diversity of
approaches. Such a plurality of related models, encompass a broad scope in the investigations of land
development activity. Yet, these developments are still unable to cope with the fundamental issue of
identifying an accurate method and theory to explain and understand the increasingly complex
process.
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Table | Summary of strength and weakness of modsis of development process

Typs of model

STRENGTH

WEAKNESSES

Equilibrium

allow critical appraisal of ppty

market performance by way of

quantitative apalysis on demand
& supply factors, prices,values,
rental yield,return, etc.

only suitable for standard type of
development in stable conditions
& not dominated by few large
operators, unable to cope with
diverse form of demand, fail to
consider non-aconomic values,
difficult to establish values,

uneble to cope with uncertainty

of future gain due 1o time-scale,
difficult to derive empirically.

Event sequence

illustrate the main tasks involve
in development process focussing
on the potential blackages of dev
activity, enable the trace of cer-
tain activities that occurs in
parallel or simultaneous or alter
native path that a project may
take as well as negative decision
including external factors and
feedbacks eflects may bs displayed

too descriptive, lack specification
ol actors roles, interests and
strategies, there is no standard
sequence of development process
therefore its applicability

remains an apen question.

Agency

an advance over event sequence
modal by widening the scope to
cover agenis role, interest and
strategies as well as the process
o! agent interaction-highlight
the relationship of bargaining
and consultation that character-
rise development activily.

{oo descriptive and focus too

much on agents behaviour and
relationship and interaction,

lack critical appraisal and men-
tion of the wider structural force
that govern agents actions, weak
because influence by limitation

of event sequence model .

Structure

offer ways to link events and
agency behaviour {o the mode of
production and regulation of
different economies; enable the
exploration of various possibi-
lities that exist for capital in-
vesiment and accumutation and
shows how the ditferent circuits
might fit together in the process.

too much emphasis on struciural
element but less scope on human
agency

-highly generalised and abstract
in nature and so empirically
ditficult to prove.

Structure and
agency

provide fullest possible context
of development process by taking
into consideration institutional
& other structures within which
development activity takes place
as well as the social agencies
involved; overcome the limitation
of other approaches and to build
upon their slrength; enable the
development of a much richer
hypothesis about spatial and
temporal variations in property

development activily .

a quite demanding approach
invelving careful and time
consuming data collection and
analysls work especially in
uncovering ths interests and
strategies of agenis; lack of
guidance to mark the boundaries
between different siructures
of provisions .

Source : Own analysis
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Table 1 summarises the different types of model discussed above, according to the different theoretical
perspectives as well as the various types of approaches within the philosophy of social science. As
shown in Table 1, each of the models has its own strength and weaknesses. In its own way, each of
the models facilitates understanding of development process. The models attempt to analyse
development activity through different philosophical approaches as reflected in the characteristics of
each model of the land development process belonging to the different categories of theoretical
perspective. Thus, the models possess and are constrained by features which reflect the characteristics
of different theoretical framework.

The equilibrium models which focus on demand for new property are viewed within the neo-classical
perspective. The approach adopted is positivist in nature, whereby the development process is
explained in terms of demand and supply relationships and the evidence is verified through the
analysis of property prices, values and yields. Being established within the perspective of neo-
classical economics it therefore carries the assumption that property is hcmogenous, with the existence
of a perfect property market with perfect competition, as well as a large market operation with all
operators having perfect knowledge. Hence, such models are unable to consider the diverse forms of
demand and are only suitable for a standard project, in stable conditions and where an active property
market is not dominated by a few large operators. Since they focus on economic factors of demand
and supply, they fail to consider the non-economic values which prevails within the development
process. In a destabilised market, values of land are difficult to establish, hence such models are
unable to cope with considerable uncertainty of future pain due to time scale and the limited number of
transaction. Another weakness is that, since this model is set up at a level of sophistication, therefore
it is difficult to derive empirically.

The second type of model are event-sequence models which attempt to explain the development
process by unpacking it into the different stages, Although they focus on the potential blockages and
so provide preliminary insights into the working of the development process, they lack the
specification of actors' roles, interests and strategies. Philosophically, these model can be categorised
under the empiricist approach. Hence, being empiricist in nature, such models are very descriptive,
explaining the development activity only in terms of the experienced sequence of development
process. In fact, the viability of the development process and its integral relationship is difficult to
capture and since there is no standard sequence, the extent of the applicability of the model remains
an open question.

The third type is the agency models which are outlined within the framework of the humanist
approach. Unlike the positivist equilibrium approach, these models emphasise actors decisions,
actions, interests and strategies as well as relationships of agents and events. However, being humanist
in nature, the models focus too much on actors and agents interactions and are too descriptive and lack
critical appraisal and mention of the wider economic and political forces that govern the actions of
agents.

The structure models on the other hand seek to explain the development process by focusing on the
way in which capital flows into and out of different sectors of the economy. These models, which
revolved around the concepts of circuits of capital, are derived primarily from the Marxist sources as
developed in the urban political economy literature. The objective of these models, therefore, is to
explore various possibilities that exist for capital investment and accumuliation, to analyse how these
different circuits might fit together and relate to production of property. Since the models give too
much emphasis on structural elements, they provide little room for human agency, choice or
discretion. In addition, the models are highly generalised and abstract. Therefore, although they offer
ways to link events and agency behaviour to the mode of production and regulation of different
economics, the link is empirically difficult to prove. As such, the models barely penetrate into the
details of events of the development process as well as the bonds of agents' relationships which might
surround each.

The final type of model is structure and agency models which attempt to explain the development
process within the institutional theoretical framework. In these models, the core of the analysis is that
the land development process is not only the physical process of land development but is also a social
process dominated by the economic interests involved. Hence, the argument in these models is that
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institutional and other structures within which it takes place should not be ignored. These models
address the way the interests and strategies of actors are actively constituted as circumstances change
and how this relates to broader structural shifts.

Clearly, therefore, all four types of models end up discussing similar issues. The differences lie in the
way the development process is explained as a result of the different approaches adopted which are
shaped by the different theoretical perspectives. In reviewing the different models of the development
process, it can be concluded that more effort has to be put to improving understanding of the
production of the built environment. Although, much work and research has been carried out along
this line in the past decades, models which make more progress in terms of accuracy'and validity have
yet to be introduced. The different types of models as discussed above, although have some
weaknesses, however, they do offer different levels of understanding and there is no reason to dismiss
any of them.

It can be concluded that the previous models are likely to provide only a superficial appreciation of the
process. However, they do provide a useful and convenient starting point for further exploration of the
process. From the above discussion of the strength and weaknesses of each type of model, it can be
suggested that further attempts should be carried out to devise a more 'realistic ' and accurate model.
Such a model must be able to provide the fullest possible picture of the development industry and this
can only be achieved by incorporating the following features :

i Since the land development process is complex consisting of heterogenecus properties
transacted within an imperfect property market which is usually dominated by a few' large
operators, the model must not be devised at an abstract level but allows the process to be
analysed empirically.

ii. Because property is a historical product and consists of broad categories such as  residential,
commercial, industrial and agriculture; and because each covers a sector and sub-sector of the
development industry with varied features according to different place and country as well as
different time-scale, the end product would be a range of different structures of land
development process. This suggests that it is  important to generate specific models instead of
a general one which is applicable to all kinds of conditions. This 'specificity’ relates to the
type of land use, the time-space factor that reflects the changing urban form as influenced by the
wider structural economic, political and social forces for different regions and countries, as well
as the changing sets of agents' interactions.

i1, The model must, as Healey and Barrett (1990) suggest, focus not only on the economic aspects,
such as the market operation through the demand and  supply factor as well as the circuits of
capital flow within the development process, but at the same time must emphasise the way
agents' interests and strategies affect the development activity by way of shaping and
reinforcing structural dynamics.

5.0 CONCLUSION

Of the five types of model reviewed only the structure and agency approach promises to achieve such
extensive coverage. Clearly, the structure and agency models provide much richer insights into the
variety and complexity of the development indusiry than the other models. Having said that, however,
this does not imply that such work should start from the scratch. Rather, the existing devised structure
and agency model, as well as other existing approaches, must be used as a basis in an attempt to
overcome the limitations of other theoretical frameworks and to build upon their strengths.

In this sense, Dear and Moos(1986a, 1986b), Ball (1988) and Healey (1992) have developed the
necessary theoretical basis for such investigations. However, it would be impossible to expect them to
undertake the massive amount of empirical work that would be required to study the whole range of
development subsectors not only in Britain but also elsewhere in the world. In order to enhance
understanding of the different development processes in operation, therefore, research that sets out to
explain the development processes within the conceptual framework of structure and agency approach
must be further developed.
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