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Do community empowerment and enabling state policies work in practice?  

Insights from a community development intervention in rural Scotland. 

 

ABSTRACT 

In the transition from welfare to ‘enabling’ states, governments move away from their 

previous roles as providers of services. Individuals and communities as collectives of 

individuals are encouraged to play a more active role in improving their own wellbeing 

and resilience, thus shifting from dependence on the state to self-reliance. This 

proposed transformation is highly complex and poorly understood. We question 

whether government interventions and policies aimed at strengthening community 

empowerment can lead to an enabling state. By examining externally funded 

community projects in six rural Scottish villages, we investigate whether these 

development initiatives helped to improve socio-economic aspects related to 

community resilience. We used uni/bivariate and multivariate analysis with data from 

345 structured interviews. Our results show that those communities where projects 

were completed had a higher average social resilience than the communities where 

projects remained incomplete. Social resilience factors, including social ties and 

networks, were predictors of completing community projects. Our results indicate that 

some communities are harder to activate and require external state support which 

addresses local needs so that these communities play a more active civic role. If states 

seek ‘resilient communities’, interventions must be co-designed with citizens to create 

conditions that will engage and enable people to take more control of aspects of their 

future, including those communities with a history of minimal civic participation. 

 

Keywords: community resilience; community development; LEADER programme; rural 

communities; enabling state; neoliberalism 
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1. Introduction 

 

In the wake of welfare state restructuring, the necessity of mobilising community actors 

to work collectively to address local challenges has been widely discussed in policy 

and research literature (Steiner and Farmer, 2017). In the United Kingdom (UK), 

policies are shifting from paternalistic approaches and are purportedly aiming towards 

inclusive citizen participation. Examples of communities in Scotland co-producing 

services have been highlighted/cited in the Christie Commission report (2011) and by 

researchers (Muñoz et al., 2015). UK governments consider citizen participation in 

local initiatives and service delivery significant for enhancing ‘community resilience’ – a 

concept that implies an adaptive capacity of community members for enhanced 

regional sustainability (Dawley et al., 2010; Farmer et al., 2008). The withdrawal of 

public funding from community-led development projects is addressed by alternative 

funding from, for example, social investment funds, crowd sourcing and philanthropic 

organisations (Harrow and Jung, 2016). This situation is typical of citizens’ experiences 

in the shift from welfarist to neoliberal modes of government (Cheshire et al., 2015). 

National governments increasingly expect individuals and communities (defined here 

as people living in the same geographical location) to bear responsibility for individual 

and collective wellbeing and development. Given the discussions and negotiations 

surrounding Brexit, there is now greater uncertainty than ever before in the UK about 

the future of the current welfare state (Prime Minister’s Office, 2017). 

Despite this ambiguity, or arguably because of it, the transition from a culture of 

state reliance towards more active forms of citizenship with minimum state intervention 

is a current priority in UK policies. This signals significant change in the processes by 

which society is governed (Elvidge, 2012; 2014). In a context of deregulation and 

reduced public expenditure, community-led local development has the potential to 

influence the future trajectories of locales (Westwood, 2011). Bock (2016) argued that a 
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shift of power from governments to communities can conceal the withdrawal of the 

state from its duties, resulting in ever more vulnerability in communities that are less 

engaged with civic activity. 

In the current policy environment, developing community resilience is critical for 

maintaining the economic and social vitality of communities (Johansen and Chandler, 

2015). There are various policy instruments and interventions targeted at growing this 

somewhat intangible resource (Wilson, 2012a). However, community resilience 

remains a problematic concept, partly because it is essentially an invention of 

policymakers who apply it without defining what it is or what a resilient, or non-resilient, 

community would look like (Needham, 2008). This is linked to the practical problem of a 

lack of agreed methods and indicators to delineate community resilience (Steiner and 

Markantoni, 2014). Transitioning to an ‘enabling state’ will require a clearer consensus 

on the definition of resilience and a better understanding of the processes that 

contribute to developing and maintaining resilience. 

This paper investigates whether community development initiatives (such as the EU 

LEADER Program1) help to improve social and economic aspects of community 

resilience. We build on the Mixed-Methods Analytical Resilience Framework and 

empirical findings of Steiner and Markantoni (2014) and Steiner et al. (2016). Using this 

method to assess community resilience in this paper, we apply it at the individual and 

community levels to measure changes in economic and social resilience resulting from 

the Capacity for Change (C4C) initiative implemented in rural Scotland during 2011-

2013. C4C aimed to build community resilience and capacity to address local 

challenges in communities where local services (e.g. school, church, post-office, banks 

and other local shop closures) had been lost. 

                                                           
1
LEADER (i.e. Liaison Entre Actions de Dévelopement de l'Économie Rurale) is a European Union 

programme supporting local, bottom-up rural community development. For more information, see: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/Rural/Leaderapproach2014-20 [accessed 28 March 2018]. 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/Rural/Leaderapproach2014-20
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2. Welfare State to Enabling State2 

 

Moving towards an enabling state has been the foundation of many contemporary UK 

policies about community (see Conservative Party, 2015; Communities and Local 

Government, 2008). Elvidge (2012) depicted the birth of the enabling state, a term 

used since the 1980s as a part of the ‘liberalisation revolution’ (Cable, 1994, p. 24). In 

the enabling state, there is a shift from state to market provision of goods and services, 

and the traditional role of the state shrinks as services are corporatized and privatised 

(Cope et al., 1997). There is a danger, however, that an enabling state could also be 

perceived as a distant and uncaring state that delegates its responsibilities to other 

segments of the market and society. 

Earles and Moon (2000) argued that it is not viable for governments to have a 

monopoly on public service provision, and encouraged collaboration with other 

organisations. Some goods and services may be more amenable to public (or, 

conversely, private) provision than others, and this should be carefully explored when 

states redesign public service provision (Gilbert, 2005). Gilbert (2005) warned against 

development strategies that become overly concerned with economic efficiency and 

lose sight of social protection. 

Shucksmith (2012) noted that an enabling state should not be an ‘absent state’. This 

indicates the need for a new governance approach which directs the focus on 

‘responsibilising’ a greater array of individuals and organisations (Coaffee, 2013). In 

such an approach, communities and individuals would not be left alone to solve their 

local challenges, and a more collaborative approach involving different actors 

                                                           
2
 There are different levels of administrative scales within the 'state' including national governments, Local 

Authorities, Councils or Municipalities and other organisations that operate on behalf of the government. 
We recognise that many national community development policy frameworks have not always been 
translated into practice on the ground in communities and, frequently, there is mismatch between national 
policies and their interpretation by local governments/administrative bodies (Steiner and Teasdale, 2017, 
Farmer at al., 2008). For the purposes of this paper, the term ‘state’ refers to the level of the high level, 
national governments where policies are generated. 
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(residents, public, private, third sectors) should be considered. This quote from Coaffee 

et al. (2008, p. 3) is illustrative: 

Resilience cannot simply be left to communities themselves but requires steering, not 

rowing, from state level in some form of collaborative alliance to be successful. Arguably, the 

building of such resilience will be most effective when it involve[s] a mutual and accountable 

network of civic institutions, agencies and individual citizens working in partnership towards 

common goals within a common strategy. 

 

Discussing community sustainability, Elliot (2014, p. 26) distinguished between 

empowered and disempowered communities, where empowered communities 

comprise individuals that are confident, energetic and independent, and disempowered 

communities are characterised by dependence on external resources. Considering 

Elliot’s (2014) comments, can the enabling state be a genuinely empowering state for 

citizens and communities? Cope et al. (1997) argued that the state must be ‘able to 

enable’ and to create opportunities for participation locally for collectives, families and 

individuals. Elvidge (2014, p. 11) pointed out that sometimes governments can lead 

communities on, and then abandon them when they may need ongoing or varying 

support: ‘the state can provide a powerful helping hand, [but] often a hand that lets go 

rather than one which holds on’. Governments can help to create conditions to mobilise 

and support individuals and community groups, but the latter require firm initiatives of 

government support. Governments should be open and adaptive in their support for 

communities with varying states of self-sufficiency and leadership, and with different 

human resources. Elvidge (2014, p. 4) presented four propositions to justify or 

legitimise the idea of the enabling state: 

1) The state is excellent at providing standardised services, but its ability to 

improve wellbeing in all circumstances is limited; 
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2) Certain areas of wellbeing can be best improved through interactions with 

friends and family and through community activity; 

3) To improve wellbeing a fundamental rethinking of the state’s relationship to 

citizens and communities is required; 

4) The state should continue providing the public services that it excels at. It should 

assume a new role – that of the ‘Enabling State’ – empowering and supporting 

communities, individuals and families to be more active in improving their own 

wellbeing. 

 

While considerable holes can be picked in these statements, they are indicative of a 

current policy ideology – suggesting that much is expected from citizens and 

communities in contributing to local wellbeing and risk management. Here, using data 

from a Scottish rural study, we critique the extent to which Elvidge’s (2014) propositions 

play out in practice. 

In Scotland, devolution of power to the local level, reconfiguration of public services, 

community engagement and community empowerment are facets within a policy 

umbrella aiming at social action and active citizenship. When the Scottish Parliament 

was formed in 1999, one goal was to move from a top-down model of government 

towards inclusive local governance (Brown, 2001). The ‘Scottish model’ was 

characterised by a collectivist approach to public service provision. This included the 

creation of COSLA - the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities - which focuses on 

local priorities and the implementation of ‘Single Outcome Agreements’, and supports 

the development of Community Planning Partnerships (i.e. local partnerships between 

public services and communities aimed at informing local development plans) (The 

Commission on Strengthening Local Democracy, 2014). 

Scotland has implemented participatory budgeting, in which local people have a 

direct say in some public funds distribution (Scottish Government, 2015a). Scotland 
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takes an asset-based approach to community development and public services, 

focusing on application of the resources of individuals and communities. The role of 

government is then, supposedly, to assist people and communities to achieve useful 

change using local knowledge, skills and resources (Scottish Government, 2013). The 

Scottish policy landscape aims to create opportunities for strengthening local 

democracy and shifting the focus to community action drawing on local assets. The 

current Scottish Government has expressed willingness to work with communities 

through service co-design and service co-production (Scottish Government, 2015c), 

and its aspiration is ‘to be the most accessible Government Scotland has ever had’ 

(Scottish Government, 2015a, p. 74). The Government’s ambitions to empower 

communities are reiterated in policy (Skerratt et al., 2016). For example, the 

Community Empowerment Act (Scottish Government, 2015b) creates opportunities for 

community groups to contribute to the development of local services and management 

of assets, and to inform public bodies about local needs and how these could be 

addressed. 

Despite policy developments, Skerratt and Steiner (2013) argue that it is the ‘most 

experienced communities’ that come forward and become increasingly empowered, 

while others fall further behind. By ‘most experienced communities’ they mean localities 

with community groups and leaders able to influence local decisions, implement new 

community development projects, and address local challenges. They also recognise 

the fluidity of in-community interests and powers, and refer to differences between 

individual and community-level aspirations. This reinforces Shortall’s criticism of ‘a 

romantic, naive view of rural communities, where civic harmony and inclusion triumphs 

and where there is little room for power struggles, exclusionary tactics by privileged 

groups, or ideological conflicts’ (2004, p.110). In reality, communities are not always 

coherent but full of power asymmetries. 
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As participation in active decision making is not every citizen’s desire, it is necessary 

to understand that some citizens will be more involved than others, but that even those 

who do not participate will – over time – be affected by the general trend of 

progressively active involvement in civic action. And even getting any citizens engaged 

will require ‘start-up’, and potentially ongoing, support for citizens’ empowerment and 

engagement (Brodie, 2015). 

A significant macro-scale question is whether Scotland can move towards an 

enabling type of government without further exacerbating the inequalities of 

community-level capacity and empowerment. For equivalent development, levels of 

empowerment really must be consistent across communities (Carnegie UK Trust, 

2013). However, community participation and empowerment cannot always be 

ensured. There are communities where citizens are collectively much less active in 

civic engagement, and where there is little interest in participating in service co-

production or community development activities. 

Following on from the above discussion, policy documents often neglect to consider 

the reality that the level of readiness of citizens to engage varies between communities. 

Policy also implies that community resilience is a given regardless of the community’s 

social, economic, environmental, cultural and historical context and thus its state of 

current human resources. Steiner (2016) noted that UK policies face significant 

challenges in addressing the issue of what policymakers term ‘hard to reach’3 

communities, where local people are less interested in engagement and participation in 

government-led community resilience-oriented development. Due to this mismatch 

between ideology, policy and reality, some communities are less able to draw on 

resources from the state (Woods, 2016). Steiner and Farmer (2017) noted that the 

successful implementation of community empowerment policies requires appropriate 

                                                           
3
Note: the term ‘hard to reach’ relates to communities with no history of engagement as collectives. 
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support structures and processes to transfer power from state to people in 

communities. They stress that policies alone are insufficient to enable empowerment to 

happen. Some communities do not want to participate in community development 

programmes due to lack of pre-preparedness (which might be termed ‘community 

capacity’), and even with external support, what policy terms ‘empowerment 

processes’, they face many challenges and may fail. 

Academics (e.g. Shortall, 2008; Meador and Skerratt, 2017; Navarro et al., 2015) 

highlight the need to examine community engagement to understand whether it 

includes those who are less networked, resourced or affluent. Shucksmith (2000, p. 

215) explained that marginalised communities are less likely to participate in local 

development processes ‘unless explicit attention is given to their inclusion’ and that 

communities with well-established partnerships and networks are more successful at 

obtaining funding. In a later paper, Shucksmith (2012) argued that, although state 

public service provision was weakening, more affluent communities with greater 

institutional capacity were able to defend their interests and pursue their objectives by 

taking advantage of the various government schemes. 

Studies have shown that responses to engagement in shaping the future of 

communities are varied. Individual, and collective community, choices around 

embracing participation (or not) are legitimate. In some instances, decisions not to 

participate may be a sign of confidence rather than apathy (Skerratt and Steiner, 2013; 

Dare et al., 2014). Still, participation of local citizens in community affairs is promoted 

as an essential component of community empowerment and building community 

resilience (Grove, 2014). This participation is said to underpin adaptation to changing 

circumstances, and is therefore necessary if communities are to pursue and achieve 

goals (Tohidi and Jabbari, 2012). Community development programmes that support 

community participation and empowerment, therefore, might be crucial in providing 
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local people with the capacity to respond to change, achieve positive outcomes and 

develop resilience (Mohan and Stokke, 2000). 

 

3. Resilience as an analytical framework 

 

Community resilience as a concept has rapidly gained currency in policy and academic 

parlance, understood as a process and outcome of development and a movement 

towards more sustainable community development (Adger, 2000, 2006; Mitchell, 2013; 

Scott, 2013; Wilson, 2013, 2015; Wright, 2016). This popularity has grown because 

resilience is a summary of the evolutionary dynamics enabling systems and 

communities to respond and adapt to change (Darnhofer et al., 2016; Imperiale and 

Vanclay, 2016). Despite growing interest in community resilience, the concept is still ill-

defined and fuzzy at the theoretical level (Davoudi, 2012; Herman, 2016; McEvoy et al., 

2013; Mitchell, 2013). 

We understand community resilience as a social process experienced at the 

community level, which involves taking action to address social, economic and 

environmental challenges. However, this approach has conceptual limitations. The 

concept is too vague to inform a concrete methodology to assess resilience, which 

would then help communities to develop and sustain resilience (Mitchell, 2013). The 

social processes of resilience are little understood. For this reason, Imperiale and 

Vanclay (2016) call for a greater effort to understand, recognise and strengthen the 

capacities of the resilient social processes that communities enact in order to overcome 

the challenges experienced in crises. 

Previous studies have identified resilience as a multi-scalar concept with interrelated 

thematic aspects of social and economic resilience operating at both individual and 

collective (community) levels (Steiner and Markantoni, 2014). Wilson (2012b, p. 123) 

argued that community resilience is best conceptualised as ‘how well the critical 



Markantoni, M., Steiner, A., Meador, E. and Farmer, J. (2018) Do community empowerment and enabling 
state policies work in practice? Insights from a community development intervention in rural Scotland. 
Geoforum, 97, 142–154. 

 

11 
 

triangle of economic, social and environmental capital is developed in a given 

community and how these capitals interact’. Similarly, McManus et al. (2012) 

concluded that community resilience is not about social versus economic, but involves 

a viable local economy, the quality of the local environment and a strong sense of place 

among local residents. In the same vein, Kelly et al. (2015) and Wilson et al. (2018) 

argued that what makes communities resilient is how well developed the economic, 

institutional, social, cultural and natural domains are, highlighting that these five 

domains are closely interlinked and therefore ‘weakening factors within one domain 

can also weaken factors in other domains’ (Kelly et al. 2015, p. 12). 

Although we recognise the debates around the type and nature of ‘capitals’ (see 

Vanclay et al., 2015; Smyth and Vanclay, 2017; Wilson, 2013), here we focus on the 

social and economic dimensions at the individual and community levels. These two 

critical dimensions are applied in this paper as an initial means to explore a gateway to 

mapping out community resilience. 

The social dimension is regarded as a key component of resilient communities and 

is a proxy for understanding social relationships (Magis, 2010). Social dimensions 

include community member interactions, trust, engagement, conflict resolution 

processes, strength of networks, bonding and bridging capitals, as well as community 

‘cohesiveness’ (Rigg et al., 2012). For example, the community engagement of 

community members working together in challenging times plays an important role in 

strengthening community-level resilience (Schwarz et al., 2011). The feeling of being 

part of a community and having community spirit can help to build networks that 

incorporate less-resilient individuals and groups (Hegney et al., 2007). According to 

Zwiers et al. (2018), community action can have both change-oriented components and 

stability-oriented components that help to foster community resilience. While the 

emotional bonds between people and place are complex (Lewicka, 2011), they are 

significant in people’s attitudes and behaviours towards a sustainable future for people 
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and their locale (Zwiers et al., 2018). Furthermore, communities with weak social bonds 

can be a sign of vulnerability, and as a result community interests may become 

fragmented (Wilson et al., 2016). 

The economic dimension, although criticised for being over-emphasised in 

contemporary resilience assessments, is an integral part of local financial and social 

sustainability. The local economies of resilient communities require diverse businesses, 

employment opportunities and various local services (Steiner and Atterton, 2015). 

Economic growth or decline influences social life and lifestyles and, therefore, the 

social and economic dimensions are interlinked (Wilkinson, 1991). 

In this paper we build on the Mixed-Methods Analytical Framework for measuring 

community resilience and change over time, and empirical findings presented by 

Steiner and Markantoni (2014) and Steiner et al. (2016). As the C4C programme 

focused on building the capacity to develop socio-economic resilience, we collected 

data covering these two dimensions. In this paper we concentrate on the social and 

economic dimensions of resilience and explore four outcomes: (i) individual social 

resilience, (ii) community social resilience, (iii) individual economic resilience, and (iv) 

community economic resilience (REFERENCE REMOVED FOR BLIND REVIEW) (see 

Figure 1). 
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We argue that measurement of the dimensions in the diagram shows how people that 

form communities can do things for themselves, be proactive, create opportunities, 

utilise the skills of community members to increase local employment and income 

opportunities, and strengthen social networks. This analysis assists in understanding 

the extent to which there can be a transition from ‘dependence’ towards self-reliance, 

as contemporary policy would describe it. 

 

 

4. Study background and methodology 

 

4.1 The Capacity for Change LEADER-funded project 

 

C4C was a community development initiative implemented by the regional LEADER 

office in Dumfries and Galloway in Scotland (hereafter, LEADER implies this specific 

office). C4C was introduced after observations by LEADER staff who indicated that 

while some community groups from specific geographical locations had applied for 

LEADER funding on a regular basis, enhancing their local development, others had 

never applied. To address the potentially widening disparity between the ‘strong and 

capable’ and ‘weak and less capable’ communities that could emerge from these 

processes over time, the two-year capacity building C4C project was developed. C4C 

involved LEADER staff working with communities that met three selection criteria: (i) 

they had not already received LEADER grants or other major funding supporting 

community development; (ii) the locations had to have lost some or the majority of local 

services over recent years and be perceived locally as ‘disadvantaged’; and (iii) they 

must be rural with a small population (< 500 inhabitants). In addition to the delivery of 

specific projects (i.e. development of local assets or services), C4C aimed to test if and 



Markantoni, M., Steiner, A., Meador, E. and Farmer, J. (2018) Do community empowerment and enabling 
state policies work in practice? Insights from a community development intervention in rural Scotland. 
Geoforum, 97, 142–154. 

 

14 
 

how communities could be mobilised to develop local initiatives and ‘community 

resilience’. The overarching objective of C4C was to develop capacity for developing 

local resources and services, enhance inclusion in obtaining grant funding, and 

enhance resilience measured at the individual and community levels, thereby 

empowering the participating communities. 

C4C was a response to the criticisms of LEADER and other funding programmes 

that only strong and privileged communities were able to get funding since they had 

greater capacity and were able to make more effective grant applications (Navarro et 

al., 2015). A LEADER study from Dax et al. (2013) in Austria and Ireland highlighted the 

need to concentrate on the local and regional assets of every community in order to 

have a significant area-specific impact. In particular, the bottom-up approach and local 

actions are being challenged and many authors are calling for a more comprehensive 

assessment of impacts (Granberg et al., 2015; Navarro et al., 2015). 

C4C was different from other LEADER projects, in that (i) communities did not have 

to apply for LEADER funding, but rather direct support was offered to the selected 

communities; (ii) communities did not require matching-funding (i.e. projects were fully 

funded); and (iii) all projects received mentoring support from an experienced LEADER 

community development officer. The programme thus addressed some of the 

challenges associated with current UK and Scottish community resilience policies, 

testing whether the current policy expectations of, and the transfer of responsibilities to, 

communities are realistic. 

The C4C project focused on six villages in Dumfries and Galloway, a rural region4 in 

the south-west of Scotland (Figure 2). The region is characterised by regional decline, 

and an ageing and dispersed population. According to the Scottish Index of Multiple 

Deprivation (Scottish Government, 2017), one of the communities is among the 20% to 

                                                           
4
According to the Scottish Government 6-fold Urban/Rural classification: approximately 22% of the D&G 

population lives in remote rural areas; 25% in accessible rural areas; 8% in small towns; 17% in accessible 
small towns; and 28% in other urban areas. There are no large urban areas in the region. 
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40% most deprived areas in Scotland, and the remaining communities belong to 40%-

60% of the most deprived areas. 

 

4.2 Methodology 

We used the analytical framework for measuring community resilience presented by 

Steiner and Markantoni (2014) and Steiner et al. (2016) to assess the impact of the 

C4C intervention on social and economic capitals. As such, the C4C study comprised a 

time series panel design, and a mixed-methods research approach in which selected 

community members were interviewed at the different rounds of the intervention. 
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In round 1, the first component of the panel study, we collected quantitative and 

qualitative baseline data before the C4C community intervention took place and before 

study participants had any knowledge of it. 

To identify and access interviewees, a snowball sampling approach was used 

(Bryman and Bell, 2007). Contact details of an initial small number of community 

members were provided by the LEADER team. In each community, we ultimately 

collected the views of approximately 10% of local people (the population of each 

community was <500). Respondents consisted of community members with diverse 

socio-demographic characteristics. Table 1 presents the questions the respondents 

answered by indicating their views on a scale from 0 (very negative) to 10 (very 

positive). Respondents were also asked some open-ended questions to help explain 

their quantitative responses. In the findings section, two of these questions (Q24 and 

Q28) are further discussed to give an in-depth interpretation of the quantitative answers 

given by the respondents (see Tables 3 and 4). 
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Round 2 was conducted after completion of C4C (i.e. 18-24 months after the C4C 

initiation) and involved conducting interviews with as many of the round 1 interviewees 

as possible and repeating the round 1 interview questions. This longitudinal approach 

enabled the calculation of change based on self-reported measures of the level of 

community capitals (Wilson, 2012b). 

The questionnaire used in rounds 1 and 2 included questions focused specifically on 

topics of resilience relating to Wilson’s (2012a) theory of community resilience, which 

centres on economic and social themes. Survey questions were designed to measure 

each type of resilience relating to Wilson’s model. The resilience scale covers four key 

domains: Social Individual Resilience (SIR); Social Community Resilience (SCR); 

Economic Individual Resilience (EIR); and Economic Community Resilience (ECR). 

SIR is measured by indicators related to how local residents engage with other 

community members, whether they are happy and feel part of their community, whether 

they utilise their community green spaces and whether they use facilities located in 

their community (i.e. Q13-17). SCR indicators consider the extent to which community 

members engage in community life, utilise community, natural, cultural, built and 

human resources, learn from past experiences, develop new ideas and improve their 

village, and whether their determination to act together is strong (i.e. Q28-32). EIR is 

measured by indicators relating to the extent to which local residents use their skills 

and knowledge in their community, are able to further develop their skills, access local 

resources to improve their individual economic situation, how they rate their individual 

financial situation, as well as the extent to which the services and infrastructure in the 

community meet their personal needs (i.e. Q18-22). ECR indicators measure whether 

local services meet existing and future community needs, whether different community 

groups work together to generate income for the community, whether the community 

uses village-based services, whether the community improves its economic situation 

and creates job opportunities (i.e. Q23-27). 



Markantoni, M., Steiner, A., Meador, E. and Farmer, J. (2018) Do community empowerment and enabling 
state policies work in practice? Insights from a community development intervention in rural Scotland. 
Geoforum, 97, 142–154. 

 

19 
 

Over the two rounds of the study, a total of 345 face-to-face interviews were 

conducted with community members from six C4C communities. For confidentiality 

reasons and to ensure interviewees’ anonymity, the geographical locations of the C4C 

communities are not disclosed.  Interviews lasted 40-120 minutes (consent was 

received from all approached). The data were then transcribed, coded and analysed 

using NVivo for qualitative, and SPSS for quantitative, data analysis5. 

The research was conducted consistent with social research ethics (Vanclay et al., 

2013) and institutional research ethics approval was given by INSTITUTION NAME 

WITHHELD FOR BLIND REVIEW. 

 

5. Analysis 

 

Of the six communities studied, three completed and finalised their projects6 within the 

two-year time-frame; these are labelled C1, C2, C3 (i.e. Completed 1, 2, 3).  Three 

communities did not complete and finalise within the time frame; these uncompleted 

projects are labelled U4, U5, U6 (i.e. Uncompleted 4, 5, 6). The two groups - 

‘completed projects’ and ‘uncompleted projects’ - were used to ‘artificially’ cluster the 

C4C communities. After community meetings and many discussions about potential 

projects, there were two communities that failed to even start their projects due to 

internal disputes. The third community started the implementation of the project but 

lack of community determination led to the project not being finalised. 

Data analysis was conducted using both uni/bivariate and multivariate analysis. 

First, chi-square tests were performed for key demographic variables of interest with 

                                                           
5
Note: this paper focuses on presenting quantitative findings; qualitative findings are used sporadically to 

support and add to quantitative evidence. Full description of C4C qualitative findings can be found in 
Paper 1, Paper 2, Paper 3 (NAMES WITHHELD FOR BLIND REVIEW). 
6
C4C projects included the development of a new community garden with a seaside viewpoint, a sculpture 

celebrating the uniqueness of a village, a new kitchen facility in a village hall, a path linking two villages 
and enhancement of a heritage trail. 
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programme outcome. Then an Analysis of Variance model (ANOVA) was performed. 

The following sections review both approaches as well as the results of each approach. 

 

5.1 Bivariate analysis 

 

Figure 3 shows a demographic overview of completed and uncompleted projects 

between rounds. Gender, educational qualification and age are plotted. Overall, there 

were more female participants (about 20% more females than males). Similarly, about 

60% of respondents of both the completed and uncompleted projects had no higher 

education qualifications. An exception to this was the second round for the 

uncompleted projects, where the number of participants with no qualifications dropped 

from 33 to 28 while the number of participants with qualifications rose from 23 to 28. 

This left the uncompleted projects at round 2 with a 50%-50% split between levels of 

qualification. Age was originally recorded in a numeric format where respondents were 

asked to indicate their age. This variable was then recoded into equal bins. The 

majority of respondents were close to pension age, with about a third of respondents 

over 66 years of age. There is no linear trend between completed and uncompleted 

projects in respondent age, other than project participants in general being older. 
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The change in average resilience scores between rounds and programme outcome is 

presented in Figures 4 and 5. Figure 4 compares average types of resilience between 
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completed and uncompleted projects, while Figure 5 shows the same statistic between 

rounds. 

As shown in Figure 4, community groups that finished their projects within the given 

timeline showed higher levels of resilience in ECR and SCR, the biggest difference 

being in SCR. Overall, all communities (with both completed and uncompleted 

community projects) had low economic resilience and high social resilience when 

averaged between rounds, though communities that completed their projects had a 

higher (close to 10%) social community resilience score than communities that did not 

complete their projects. 

Figure 5 expands on Figure 4 by separately illustrating the difference between 

rounds for communities with completed and uncompleted projects. Communities that 

completed their C4C projects showed a statistically significant increase in ECR, EIR 

and SIR, and an increase (though not statistically significant) in SCR. Conversely, a 

statistically significant difference between rounds was noted for communities that failed 

to complete projects for all resilience levels except of EIR (where the decrease was not 

statistically significant). 
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5.2 Linear Model 

 

The t-test results show the differences between the C4C rounds for each resilience 

indicator. These results are supplemented by two general linear models that account 

for the change between the two rounds of data collection and between community 

resilience indicators. Table 2 shows the ANOVA results, which compare the difference 

between resilience indicators for communities that completed and those that did not 

complete their projects. This modelling approach is used as the data characteristics 

satisfy the model assumptions (Kleinbaum et al., 2013). The factors are the same for 

both models and represent the mean change between rounds. 

 

Table 2 presents two statistical models, each having the same independent variables. 

Each model tests the change in resilience scores between rounds.  Change between 
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rounds is calculated by taking the average score for each resilience type in round two 

and subtracting the resilience score in round one. Then each resilience distribution is 

tested as a parameter in the model. The resulting distributions are approximately 

normal, and kernel density plots are provided in Appendix 1. 

 

6. Findings 

 

Interviewees from communities where C4C projects were completed rated themselves 

highly for both SCR and SIR across all types of indicators. This provides evidence to 

suggest that social resilience factors, when compared to economic resilience, are 

important characteristics of successful community development efforts in formerly un-

engaged communities. On the other hand, communities with uncompleted projects did 

not have a statistically significant increase or decrease in neither social nor economic 

resilience indicators between rounds. 

 

6.1 Completed and incomplete community projects 

For communities where participants completed their C4C projects within the given 

timeline, there were no statistically significant differences in measured resilience 

indicators in the ANOVA model. The mean change between rounds was not different 

between each factor, whereas communities with completed C4C projects showed 

statistically significant growth in three of the four resilience factors (see Table 2 and 

Figure 5). The results for this model suggest that where communities completed their 

projects there was a significant increase in social resilience indicators when compared 

to economic indicators. It is important to note that in both rounds, interviewees of 

communities with completed projects had higher mean social resilience scores than 

those of communities where projects were not completed. Interviewees of communities 

with completed projects started with higher levels of social resilience indicators and, in 
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addition, raised their social resilience indicators at a higher rate than their economic 

resilience indicators, compared with interviewees of those communities where projects 

were incomplete. 

The effect size of the completed community project model parameters that were 

statistically significant were between about 1.00 to 1.38, indicating that in communities 

that completed their projects, there was an increased level of social resilience 

indicators among interviewees, about 10-14% over the course of the programme, as 

compared to economic resilience indicators. Conversely, interviewees of communities 

with uncompleted projects did not have a statistically significant increase in either of 

social and economic resilience indicators between rounds. 

 

 

6.2 Social Resilience 

The results suggest that interviewees from communities with completed C4C projects 

scored high for both SCR and SIR indicators. Based on the results of Figure 4, SCR 

increased at a higher percentage than ECR. The same is true for SIR and EIR, 

suggesting that increased social resilience factors, as compared to economic factors, 

are important characteristics of successful community development efforts. 

Different aspects of community participation (Table 3) observed in both types of 

community can help to explain why social resilience scores were high, as shown in 

Figures 3 and 4. Study participants were asked during the interviews to elaborate on 

their social resilience scores and provide examples of how they engaged with other 

community members. In particular, we asked the study participants to give examples of 

how community members were encouraged to be involved in community life (Q28). 

According to the respondents, the communities with uncompleted projects relied on 

more informal means of community engagement (e.g. local pub, café, and church), 

whereas communities which finalised their C4C projects had more formal, organised 
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activities, perhaps demonstrating more commitment towards supporting community 

activities (e.g. community council, community development trusts, and welfare 

committee). 

However, despite the differences in the types of engagement, in both types of the 

C4C communities, respondents mentioned that they worked together in times of crisis 

when there was a threat to a community (e.g. development of a landfill site in a close 

geographical proximity), or a threat of losing a community service (e.g. a school or a 

church). For example, in one community (C1), local residents worked together and 

organised a petition to protect a local church from being closed. Although their efforts 

did not ultimately save the church, this particular situation created an opportunity for 

people to come together: ‘If we have an issue, we act together for everybody’s interest’ 

(C1-18). Interviewees from other communities echoed this statement, showing that 

community spirit and support exist widely among community members in all of the 

communities: ‘If there is something major, the village will pull together and help’ (U5-

25). 
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6.3 Economic Resilience 

The results presented in Figure 4 show that communities where C4C projects were 

completed tended to show an increase in economic resilience indicators over time, 

whereas communities with incomplete projects had a slight, non-significant, decrease. 

However, respondents from communities with completed projects reported higher 

levels of social resilience than economic resilience. In order to explore this issue, study 

participants were asked to give examples on how community groups worked together 

to generate income for their village (Q24) (Table ). Interviewees observed that separate 

groups in the community tended to organise and host fundraising activities for specific 
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organisations (e.g. Parkinson’s Association) or particular subgroups within a community 

(e.g. school, youth club, and church). Respondents from communities with 

unsuccessful C4C projects highlighted a limited interaction between (sub)groups that 

reduced the chances of generating revenue for the community, with several stating that 

their community was fragmented. 

Across all the communities, interview data revealed one contentious point. This related 

to the uneven level of participation in activities for generating income for the 

community, with very few community members volunteering time and skills on a regular 

basis to support fundraising activities. Respondents also suggested that there was a 

lack of willingness among a wide range of local people to help in community affairs: 
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‘They’re the same people doing all things, and they can’t do it all. People are ready to 

take but not to give’ (U4-42). Statements like these were supported by other 

interviewees: ‘You see the same faces doing things’ (U4-13). This raises important 

questions about community and individual capacity, time and energy commitment for 

running and managing community projects, as well as questions about established 

groups which, intentionally or unintentionally and for various reasons, are not open to 

all community members. For instance, in one of the communities there was a division 

between younger and older people, who had different community development visions. 

In another community, there was an observable division between people born locally 

and incomers. These issues were indicated as important in influencing the economic 

viability of local communities. 

 

7. Discussion 

 

C4C was tailored to support the development of local skills (e.g. project management 

and implementation of local improvements) and to build the capacity of local residents 

at the community level, in communities defined by policy as ‘hard-to-reach’, with the 

intention of enhancing community resilience. We found that C4C projects were 

completed in half of the rural communities where they were begun. Since these were 

communities that had not previously engaged in community projects (by our definition), 

this could be considered a positive outcome. However, we would like to point out 

certain caveats. 

First, although helpful, public grants and support from community development 

programmes such as LEADER cannot guarantee the successful outcome of community 

projects. This is especially the case for hard-to-reach communities, which are less 

likely to engage in activities requiring civic participation. 
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Second, as evidenced by our results, interviewees from communities that completed 

C4C projects rated highly for both SCR and SIR across all indicators. Over the 

timespan studied, SCR increased by a greater amount than ECR, which indicates that 

social resilience factors are more important predictors of successful community 

development efforts than economic resilience factors. Communities with incomplete 

projects did not have a statistically significant increase or decrease in either of social or 

economic resilience indicators between rounds, which could indicate that targeted 

(external) support (not only financial support but also support for strengthening social 

capital) could be beneficial for those type of communities. However, respondents from 

both types of communities suggested that social bonds between the residents were 

strong. The communities that exhibited the effects of strong social ties had experienced 

critical times when community members worked together to keep local facilities open. 

Social resilience was thus proved to matter especially in times of crisis, and it helped 

communities to come out of the process stronger and more resilient. 

Our findings suggest that social resilience is important for completing community 

projects, but that it is also important for a community to have a level of social resilience 

prior to starting such projects. In relation to strengthening community resilience, our 

study indicated that, although social resilience is a predictor of successful 

implementation of community projects, it is even more important to understand that the 

different dimensions of community resilience (economic and social resilience at the 

individual and community levels) are interlinked. Resilience is not based on a single 

factor, nor is it related to economic or social issues separately. Rather, our analysis 

suggested that perceptions of the local economy, social interactions and community 

are inter-related, and resilience is dependent on all simultaneously. 

Although relevant to policy, research and practice, the findings presented here have 

some limitations. Our study was conducted in a specific type of community, i.e. small, 

rural, largely populated by older citizens and with no previous engagement in LEADER 
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or other major funding initiatives. It raises, therefore, a number of questions that we did 

not explore in this research. For example, do communities with younger people have a 

better chance of developing their capacity and enhancing community resilience? Also, 

communities that succeeded in finalising their projects had higher resilience levels to 

start with. With this in mind, how and from what activities or resources was resilience  

built? It also raises the question of why these communities had not previously applied 

for community development grants.  Future studies could expand on the presented 

evidence by conducting research in communities with different characteristics. Also, our 

quantitative findings are based on a specific Analytical Resilience Framework (Steiner 

and Markantoni, 2014), and could vary if other community resilience measurement 

tools were applied (especially given the non-concrete nature of our current 

understanding and definition of ‘community resilience’). Without more quantitative 

studies in the field, it is difficult to compare our findings with other research results and 

comment on what represents, for example, a good or very good increase in the level of 

resilience. 

 

8. Conclusion 

 

Our research adds to the current knowledge base by enhancing our understanding of 

the effect of community interventions on community resilience – here measured as a 

change in social and economic indicators at individual and community levels. The C4C 

initiative illustrated that social resilience factors such as strong social ties, networks, 

and community confidence and pride were associated with completed community 

projects. Communities that lacked social ties were more likely to require external 

support from the state to develop skills and capacity. However, support should not only 

be financial but should also help realise local capacities and the creative potential of 

local people so that they can play a more active role in addressing local challenges. 
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The active involvement of community members can, in turn, lead to more resilient and 

stronger communities. While we observed that resilience increased in communities that 

completed their projects, we are unable to state precisely what causal combination of 

factors and processes led to this increase. Consequently, we are unable to comment 

on why and how C4C provided the extra stimulation for these communities – which 

already had higher resilience than non-completers – to actually participate and 

complete. We recognise that in all of the communities only a small proportion of the 

community got involved; the extent of this critical mass is significant. The dynamics in 

communities that completed their C4C projects suggests that there may be a ‘tipping 

point’ at which latent capacity can be enabled by some additional resource or stimulus. 

Perhaps this is what occurred with C4C. It may be that layers and iterations of capacity 

building over time can help to build, incrementally, the trust, community confidence and 

sense of identity that underpin successful collective efforts. 

This leads us to suggest that, in order to strengthen community resilience in the shift 

to an enabling state, governments should assist communities by creating conditions in 

which people within communities (those that are hard to reach and others) are able to 

take action to improve their own wellbeing. One might envision a more active role for 

the state with enabling activities as a pre-requisite and then, once some capacity is 

built, with the state acting more as a collaborator and a partner to help communities 

find and apply appropriate solutions (Coaffee et al. 2008). In line with Elvidge (2014), 

such an enabling state would provide the right sort of ‘helping’ hand at different stages 

of community development, which might mean different things in different places and 

for different stages in the development of civic participation. Communities that have the 

support of the state (in financial and non-financial terms) should grow in skills and 

confidence, be in a better position to respond to future challenges and be more 

strategic about the future. Changes in resilience levels and the effects of interventions 
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should become evident over time, but such measurements were beyond the scope of 

this study, which spanned only two-years. 

State responsibilities are in transition from service delivery to requesting 

communities to co-produce services. Such a transition will require government-

community relations that build readiness, provide guidance and support, and stimulate 

community animation. With a rapidly changing socio-economic environment and 

emerging policies on community resilience, a better understanding of levels and types 

of state support locally, with regard to different community capacities, is required. 

Dependence on the state will still exist but it will take a different form. This implies that 

more evidence is needed to determine what appropriate levels of local support from the 

state should look like. That would also imply an active role from both the state and 

communities in the form of local community consultations and conversations for 

shaping not only more targeted local action plans but national policies, community 

programmes and budgets as well (e.g. participatory budgeting). In time, it is likely that 

we will observe a drift away from a dependency culture to a new normative state where 

community members drive local development forward. Public spending cuts, 

withdrawal of services and a socio-economic transition create push factors that impose 

a new way of thinking in which adaptation is required to survive. At this stage, however, 

our research showed that the process of moving towards independent, empowered and 

resilient communities will require moving towards targeted support for those 

communities that need it the most, in order to ensure that all communities have the 

capacity to act. 
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