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Dr Andrew Wallace, University of Leeds 
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Abstract 

This paper examines two potential lacunae in understanding how low income residents 

experience contemporary state-led gentrification using a case study of neighbourhood 

restructuring in Salford, UK 2004 - 2014. The first derives from the symbolic politics preparing 

the ground for neighbourhood ͚ƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͛ and housing demolition. The second relates to 

the blighted social landscape which emerges with the subsequent stalling of this project. A 

ĨŽĐƵƐ ŽŶ ͚ďĞĨŽƌĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĂĨƚĞƌ͛ is adopted in order to disrupt the linear policy ĂŶĚ ͚ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ͛ 
temporalities that much qualitative gentrification research tends to reproduce. We see how 

state-led neighbourhood restructuring does not simply displace, but carries residents from 

͚ĞŵƉŽǁĞƌŵĞŶƚ͛ ƚŽ ĂďĂŶĚŽŶŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ transfers their struggle into limbo. As such, the paper 

demarcates challenges and opportunities for resident mobilisation inherent in a vacillating 

urban renewal programme, powerful in its inception but which has since ͚Śŝƚ ƚŚĞ ďƵĨĨĞƌƐ͛ ;LĞĞƐ 
2013) in light of global and municipal fiscal crises. 

 

Introduction 

 

͞“ĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ ŝƐ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞĂƌ ŝŶ ŵŝŶĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŝƐƐƵĞ ŽĨ ŐĞŶƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ŝƚ ĐĂŶ ƉŽůĂƌŝƐĞ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ͘͟ 

Yvette Cooper, UK Minister for Housing and Regeneration, Manchester 2004 

 

In light of recurring fiscal calamities, there has been a surge in crises affecting cities in the early 

21st century reflected in economic depressions, social unrest, savage disinvestment and 

multiple dispersals and exclusions. One important aspect of these crises in the Global North has 

been to unsettle regeneration projects, the capital accumulation processes they support and 

the urban governance landscapes through which they are managed. Whilst blight and economic 

depression are being felt keenly across numerous urban agglomerations, the specific focus in 

this paper is on those living through crises in state-backed urban renewal in a city which 

appears to be struggling to maintain a grip of its social restructuring levers in response to 

market downturns. AƐ ƵƌďĂŶ ƌĞŶĞǁĂů ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ ͚Śŝƚ ƚŚĞ ďƵĨĨĞƌƐ͛ ;LĞĞƐ Ϯ013) in the UK, 

it is deemed vital here that the impact on those communities previously constructed as 

͚empowered͛ partners or considered targets for regeneration must be considered. This 

presents fresh questions for analysing the harms of gentrification and resistance in a phase of 

policy and market flux. As we know, gentrification is inscribed with injustice (Smith, 1996) and 

displacements of numerous kinds (Marcuse, 1985). The goal of this paper is not to quarrel with, 

but to expand understandings of these inscriptions. To do so it looks at the temporalities, 

localised politics and operational precarities of state-ůĞĚ ŐĞŶƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ UK͛Ɛ 
deindustrialised contemporary urban periphery. It does not foreground ʹ as some critical 

gentrification scholars have ʹ how low income populations are forced to live ͚ǁŝƚŚ͛ tangible 

gentrification and displacement effects per se, but how they must inhabit ambiguous and 

mailto:a.r.wallace@leeds.ac.uk


2 
 

vulnerable phases of ͚ďĞĨŽƌĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĂĨƚĞƌ͛ gentrification processes that engender transformations 

which they struggle to resist but which are also struggling to take root in a city particularly 

exposed by fiscal crises. By analysing the linkages and fractures between these two different, 

but interlinked phases, we can see how ͚communities͛ are assembled, spatial transformations 

are institutionally formulated and populations are abandoned: all machinations of a 

gentrification programme ʹ buffeted by mismatched policy and fiscal cycles ʹ that envelops 

citizens, invites resistance but elongates its final blows to agonising lengths.  

 

The paper emphasises how state-led or backed redevelopment and gentrification projects can 

be fitful, drawn out affairs, vulnerable to fiscal and market vagaries. Harnessing capital and 

securing agreeable institutional arrangements takes time ĂƐ ĚŽĞƐ ƐĞĐƵƌŝŶŐ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ ͚ĐŽŶƐĞŶƚ͛. In 

highlighting the harm and injustice caused by gentrification projects within peripheral and 

vulnerable contexts, more attention needs to be paid to these lags and precarities. Some 

scholars have looked at the temporality of gentrification to do this. For example, research 

informs us that during the early, preparatory time period of state gentrification planning, 

resident resistance (where it exists) can be neutered by state-led intimidation, bribery or forced 

eviction (for example, SakizlioŒlu, 2014)͕ ďǇ Ă ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ŽĨ ͚ĚŝǀŝĚĞ ĂŶĚ ƌƵůĞ͛ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ĂƌĞ 
encouraged to reproduce institutionalised social divisions (see SakizlioŒlu and Uitermark, 2014) 

and through territorial stigmatisation of specific populations or localities (see Lees, 2013). For 

inhabitants of targeted districts, scholars have also documented a period of relative calm when 

residents struggle to come to terms with momentous redevelopment plans (see Gans, 1962) 

whilst in smaller contexts, there are still opportunities for well organised residents to subvert or 

resist demolition programmes by mobilising community and wider public support (see Watt, 

2013).  

 

In the neighbourhood under study in this paper ʹ Charlestown and Lower Kersal (CHALK) in 

Salford, Greater Manchester ʹ ͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ͛ between 2001-2011 by the New Labour 

government͛Ɛ New Deal for Communities (NDC) programme, the early period of the 

intervention was typified by an ambiguous phase of intimidation and resistance as well as 

attempts at community consultation and empowerment ʹ all against a backdrop of weakened 

community and class-based resistance. This seemed to presage a classic third-wave 

gentrification project governed through a state-civil-ŵĂƌŬĞƚ ͚ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͛ (Hackworth and 

Smith, 2001) and there were similarities with LĞĞƐ͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ account of ƚŚĞ ͚ŝŶũƵƐƚŝĐĞƐ͛ ŽĨ UK 

urban renewal policies. However, unlike in the more profitable, higher profile inner-London 

Aylesbury estate discussed by Lees, CHALK NDC͕ ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ͚ƌĞŶĞǁ͛ ƚŚĞ divested inner 

periphery of a provincial city, was less bold in its stigmatising of public housing. Importantly for 

this paper, CHALK NDC spent its early years trying to orchestrate Ă ͚ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ͛ ĐĂƐĞ ĨŽƌ 
neighbourhood change through the assembling of community ĂůůŝĂŶĐĞƐ͕ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉƵďůŝĐƐ͛ 
exploiting the diverse social and physical geography of the area and its disinvested 

infrastructure. This paper investigates these orchestrations as well as the forms, relations and 

weaknesses ŽĨ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞŵ. I seek, following Sakizlioglu (2014), to insert a 

stronger sense of temporality into understandings of restructuring and displacement to 

illustrate how residents get embroiled in important affective struggles over symbolic, not just 

material, incursions or pressures on their homes and social fabrics.  
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I also seek to understand how these struggles play out once the wheels of capital have stopped 

turning. Whilst gentrification scholarship has addressed a range of lived experiences including 

those of gentrifiers (Butler and Robson, 2003) in situ residents (Doucet, 2009) and displacees 

(Atkinson, 2000), this body of work tends to almost always take place once a gentrification  / 

displacement process or programme is in motion. Even SakizlioŒůƵ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ ĂŶĚ LĞĞƐ͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ 
recent contributions to a temporal analysis of gentrification were rooted in neighbourhoods 

apparently changing inexorably and sequentially. This overlooks the impacts of state-backed 

gentrification programmes when they stall or fail to restructure and provide returns on 

investment, a feature of urban regeneration projects in light of recent, recurring financial crises. 

This is not to get carried away. We know that the state and its development partners can 

absorb such shocks and delay, pause then accelerate restructuring projects as necessary (see 

SakizlioŒlu and Uitermark, 2014), but perhaps, as municipalities have stretched ͚ƵƌďĂŶ ƌĞŶĞǁĂů͛ 
projects into more precarious speculations in city peripheries (Hackworth and Smith, 2001) it is 

timely to consider how these seemingly relentless neoliberal extraction projects are faring and 

how they can be susceptible to interruption within a fractured urban governance landscape. 

Could we have witnessed a recent ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ͚ĚĞ-ŐĞŶƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂůŝƐĞĚ NŽƌƚŚ 
(see Hackworth and Smith, 2001; p468) or be seeing the ability of the state to back 

gentrification pushed to breaking point? Using CHALK as an example of this policy precarity, the 

paper seeks to attenuate considerations of gentrification-harm to include, not only tangible 

evictions and displacements, but the absences, limbos and opportunities occurring within these 

interruptions. The paper raises the questions of whether we can expect greater instability in 

urban restructuring projects, how this will affect low income residents seeking to resist and / or 

manage change and where it leaves local and national states, such keen supporters of 

gentrification in the pre-bust era. 

 

Methodology 

 

The paper utilises empirical data from two phases of research undertaken in CHALK, the first in 

2003-4, followed up in 2013-14. The initial qualitative research included 45 interviews with a 

cross-section of residents, encompassing men and women in four age groups and three housing 

tenures (public tenant, private owner, private renter). The sample included those residents 

sympathetic to NDC (including 4 elected representatives on the NDC board), those critical of 

NDC and those without clear NDC-related positions or agendas. Reflecting the prevailing 

ethnicity of CHALK at the time all respondents were White British and the majority were in low 

paid or informal employment. The majority had also lived in CHALK for a minimum of ten years. 

This initial research also consisted of 11 interviews with stakeholders in CHALK. These included 

municipal officials, community liaison workers, paid community support workers and the local 

police sergeant. Phase two of my research in 2013-14 involved collecting official council 

documentation and newspaper articles as well as interviewing (to date) 5 residents and 3 ex-

NDC stakeholders (1 community representative and 2 officers) to get their perspectives on 

what had happened.   
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In this paper, I draw mainly on my 2003-4 interviews with CHALK residents and more recent 

documentary research to offer a broad account of the contours of resistance to neighbourhood 

restructuring in one district. The analytical focus on temporality offered here therefore, is 

rooted in the spatiality of gentrification in one locality. Two caveats before moving on. Firstly, 

evidence suggests that fiscal crises will be absorbed and municipalities will continue to induce 

and exploit rent gaps and every signal suggests CHALK ǁŝůů ďĞ ͚ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůůǇ͛ ƌĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ along 

these lines in due course. I am suggesting it is worth reflecting on the vulnerability of one 

bombastic formulation of urban renewal policy and how its ebb and flow offers glimpses into 

the fluctuating injustices with which some citizens must reckon during state-led gentrification. 

Secondly, in terms of the data presented here I do not claim any unitary reading of 

acquiescence or resistance on the part of any social group on the basis of age, gender or even 

housing tenure, given both cautious support for and repudiation of the regeneration were 

expressed by a range of respondents. That is, I did not find any particular gender, age or ethnic 

character to the resistance in CHALK beyond some of the nuances noted below. In terms of 

class, temporary or fragile resident support for neighbourhood development from a 

deracinated working class lacking radical support in a city engaged in fundamental class-based 

restructuring (Hackwork and Smith, 2001) should not be a surprise or detract from the 

symbolic/structural violence being meted out in this case, in fact it intensifies the need for 

analysis. 

 

Situating Salford, 2003 

 

The City of Salford, Lancashire, England. The ͚ƚŚŝƌĚ ǁĂǇ͛ New Labour Government has been in 

power in London since 1997 and at a municipal level, Salford city council has been controlled 

almost uninterrupted by the Labour Party since 1935. The population has been steadily 

decreasing since the 1940s but around 220,000 people are living in the city. Whilst there are 

pockets of wealth at the city outskirts, Salford as a whole is the 4th most deprived local 

authority area in the North West of England and the 28th most deprived (from 152) nationally 

(Salford PartnershŝƉ ϮϬϬϮ͗ ϳͿ͘ “ĂůĨŽƌĚ͛Ɛ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ ŝƐ ǀĂƐƚ ĂŶĚ Ɛƚŝůů ǀŝƐŝďůĞ͘ Rapid 19th 

century industrialisation built up around the local cotton industry precipitating population 

expansion and urbanisation (Frow and Frow 1984: 3) and it is located on the edge of the 

Lancashire coalfield. It was visited, famously, by Engels in 1844 and the city was an important 

site for the British labour movement with the famous Chartist gathering on Kersal Moor taking 

place in 1839. As deindustrialisation took hold in the late 20th century, over one third of the 

ĐŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ ďĂƐĞ ǁĂƐ ůŽƐƚ (Salford Partnership 2002; 7), a reputation for blight and decay 

was allowed to take hold and parts of Salford became peripheral and disinvested. 

 

Figure 1: Location of Salford in the Greater Manchester conurbation 
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Salford, along with much of the deindustrialised English North, is in the course of being 

tortuously re-narrated as dynamic and cosmopolitan. Nearby, (see figure 1) the more illustrious 

city of Manchester has become the post-industrial renaissance city par excellence with the 

flourishing of new consumption spaces for loft-living, ƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ͚ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ůŝĨĞstyles 

(Binnie & Skeggs 2004) and is bidding to host mega-events (see Ward 2003). In Northern port 

cities such as Newcastle and Liverpool, the state is leveraging its boom-time windfalls into 

͚ŐůĂŵŽƵƌ͛ ƌĞŶĂŝƐƐĂŶĐĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕ ǁŚŝůƐƚ ƐŵĂůůĞƌ ƐĐĂůĞ͕ ďƵƚ ĞƋƵĂůůǇ ĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂů ƉŽůŝĐǇ ďƌĂŝŶǁĂǀĞƐ 
such as Housing Market Renewal and NDC are restructuring both inner and peripheral urban 

neighbourhoods and districts (see Allen 2007; McCulloch 2004; Wallace 2010a). Salford is 

heavily implicated in these boosterist agendas. Iƚ͛Ɛ expansive quayside and docklands district, 

closed since the early 1980s, is now ͚“ĂůĨŽƌĚ QƵĂǇƐ͛ and houses a five star hotel and arts centre, 

the Imperial War Museum North and soon, the BBC MediaCity complex. All of this is in keeping 

with the desire to ͞ƌĞŝŶǀĞŶƚ ƚŚĞ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů MĂŶĐŚĞƐƚĞƌ ĐŽŶƵƌďĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌ waterfront 

ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ NŽƌƚŚĞƌŶ EŶŐůĂŶĚ͟ (Environment Agency, 2007). 

 

However, within 2-3 miles of this prestige hub, are a number of inner-city districts facing a 

shortage of employment and disinvested public housing stock. In response, the city council is 

seeking to align itself with the numerous ͚competitive͛ regeneration funding opportunities 

emerging from central government and the EU. New governance structures emphasising 

market-led transformation are also seeking to change the image of Salford and leverage private 

sector resources (Christophers 2008, p2322). TŚĞ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞƐĞ 
programmes are varied and encompass remedial urban welfare but also third-wave 

gentrification projects (Hackworth and Smith, 2001) emphasising urban restructuring of the 

inner city (Henderson, Bowlby and Raco, 2007), allied explicitly ƚŽ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶ ͚ŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌ 
ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ͛ ŝŶ Salford, Manchester and North West regions (Manchester Salford Pathfinder 

2006). A city council rebranding narrative is also attempting to shift perceptions from sluggish 

and working class to stylish and dynamic to stem the loss of middle class professionals and instil 

͚ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ within poorer communities (see Henderson, Bowlby and Raco, 2007). Then-council 
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chief executive John Willis͛ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ that the paintings by Salfordian artist LS Lowry1 of a ͞grimy 

ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů “ĂůĨŽƌĚ ͙ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŵĂŐĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶĐŝů Žƌ I ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƚĂŬĞ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ϮϭƐƚ ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ...there is 

huge work to do to turn Salford into a place where people aspire to live͟ (Manchester Evening 

News 2003: 4).  

 

A ͚NĞǁ DĞĂů͛ ĨŽƌ CHALK 

 

CHALK NDC ran from 2001-20112. This ͚ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͕͛ branded as such for the purposes of 

gaining funding from central government was an amalgam of various housing estates and sub-

districts that fell within the electoral wards of Kersal and Irwell Riverside and was not therefore 

the classic British ͚ƐŝŶŬ͛ ĞƐƚĂƚĞ Ăƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ NDC ǁĂƐ ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ ŝŶ EŶŐůĂŶĚ ;see Lees, 

2013). Salford Quays is situated in the nearby Ordsall ward (see figure 2).  

 

Figure 2: Location of CHALK in Salford 

 

 
 

The NDC programme offered funding for ten year neighbourhood initiatives ŝŶ ͚ĚĞƉƌŝǀĞĚ͛ 
communities across England between 2001-ϮϬϭϭ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƐ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ ƚŽ ƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚĞ ͚ƉĂƌƚnerships͛ 
with local residents to deliver additional investment in public services. 

 

CHALK is situated in a basin of the River Irwell (see figure 3). Historically a rural Lancashire ͚ŽƵƚ-
ƚŽǁŶƐŚŝƉ͛ ;GĂƌƌĂƌĚ͕ ϭϵϴϯͿ͕ industrialisation saw a large white working class settle in the area 

that then amalgamated with the Salford municipality. Workers were housed in classic red-brick 

Victorian English terraced housing near to cotton and flax mills and the local colliery. Over the 
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course of the 20th century, this housing became mixed with tower blocks and low rise 

͚‘ĂĚďƵƌŶ͛-style public housing as planners intervened to address ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ͛Ɛ slum conditions and 

housing shortages. By 2003, CHALK had a population of approximately 9000 people, a relatively 

high unemployment rate and some sub-ĂƌĞĂƐ ƌĂƚĞĚ ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ͚ĚĞƉƌŝǀĞĚ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 
country. It had a housing tenure mix of approximately 50% (highly concentrated) public housing 

and 50% private ownership (encompassing owner occupation and a smaller private rental 

sector). CHALK has been ͞ĞĚŐĞĚ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ƐŝŐŚƚ͟ by the arterial A6 road built in the mid 20th 

centrury to improve access to the city centre (Mellor 2002, cited in Christophers 2008, p2323). 

 

Figure 3: Aerial picture of CHALK  

 

 
 

CHALK in 2003 was far from a gentrifying district. It did have a significant number of owner-

occupied dwellings, including council houses purchased by tenants under Margaret Thatcher͛Ɛ 

infamous Right to Buy discount scheme, but it was also an area with poorly maintained public 

housing, substandard infrastructure and a scattering of light industrial units. It was a largely 

settled community; predominantly white working class encompassing multi-generational 

families. Residential mobility was relatively low although transience was growing within a 

buoyant private rental sector, home to increasing numbers of new immigrants and refugees. 

 

Orchestrating alliances and legitimising change 

 

Between 2001-2004 CHALK NDC set about engaging and consulting residents on local 

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ͚ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͛ and setting up the appropriate committees and delivery boards. The 21 

strong NDC steering group was comprised of representatives from various municipal agencies 

as well as 8 local residents, including the chair, voted in through community elections. These 

residents were well known from their involvement in previous community projects and stood 

for election in their respective sub-areas largely unopposed. They were all white, all over 40 

years old, all long term residents, equal men and women (the chair was female) and lived in a 

mix of housing tenures. Other residents at this stage were, in theory, able to articulate needs 

and concerns through these representatives or by attending one of the 6 public NDC ͚ƚĂƐŬ͛ 
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groups. They were also canvassed regularly about their aspirations for the regeneration in a 

ƉŚĂƐĞ ŽĨ ͚ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ͛ ;LĞĞƐ͕ ϮϬϭϯ͕ ƉϭϬͿ͘ Addressing crime, unemployment and the 

quality of the built environment were the early priorities to emerge and one early NDC-

sponsored consultation found thĂƚ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ŚĂĚ ͚ŶŽ ĂƉƉĞƚŝƚĞ ĨŽƌ ;ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐͿ ĚĞŵŽůŝƚŝŽŶ͕ ũƵƐƚ 
ƌĞŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ;ƐĞĞ WĂůůĂĐĞ ϮϬϭϬĂ͕ ƉϲϱͿ͘  
 

However, by 2004 these arrangements began to be challenged when the strategic priorities of 

the regeneration began to take on a different hue. An audit by “ĂůĨŽƌĚ͛Ɛ Housing Market 

Renewal programme (a government initiative explicitly designed to restructure ͚ůŽǁ-ĚĞŵĂŶĚ͛ 
housing markets) advised that CHALK would need significant demolition and surgery of its 

housing stock (Central Salford URC 2006). The local authority concurred, stating later that: ͞Ă 
ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͛Ɛ ƌĞŶĞǁĂů͟ (Salford 

City Council 2006). Many NDC across England ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ͚ƌĞŵŽĚĞůůŝŶŐ͛ ƐĐŚĞŵĞƐ in the 

mid 2000s, some supported by HMR funding (see NRU, 2004), and CHALK NDC proposed a 

͚DĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ FƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͛ masterplan in early 2004. A building programme of 2500 new 

dwellings ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ Ϯϱй ͚ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ͛ ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐͿ was recommended to ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͛Ɛ ͞ŝŵĂŐĞ 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͟ including the ͚ĐůĞarance͛ of 351 existing properties to "maximise the relationship of 

new (and existing) development with the river͟ ;NDC DĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ Framework, 2004). The 

Framework was publicly endorsed by the NDC board and its community representatives as a 

necessary step ŝŶ CHALK͛Ɛ transformation into towards ͚ĚĞƐŝƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ͘ 
 

During this period, the city council and NDC board clearly felt they had a job on their hands to 

persuade residents (and investors) of the need for this redevelopment. However, rather than 

narrate a stigmatising ͚ďůŝŐŚƚ͛ ĂŶĚ change logic as found in east Glasgow, east Manchester and 

in Rotterdam for example (Gray and Mooney 2011; Ward 2003; Uitermark and Duyvendank 

2008) their public discourses sought to ďƵƌŶŝƐŚ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ŽƉƚŝŵŝsm about the area. They did 

this by repeating the ͚ƐƚƌŽŶŐ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƐƚĂďůĞ͛ (that is, Ă ƐĞƚƚůĞĚ͕ ͚respectable͛ working class) 

community rhetoric deployed in securing NDC funding in the first place and arguing that 

restructuring was merely required ͘͘͘͞ƚŽ ƚƌĂŶƐform the area into a popular and attractive 

ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚ͟ (Salford City Council 2006) and that it represented ͘͘͘͞Ă ƌĞĂů ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŽ 
ŽƉĞŶ ƵƉ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƉĞĐƚĂĐƵůĂƌ ƌŝǀĞƌƐŝĚĞ ƐŝƚĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ CĞŶƚƌĂů “ĂůĨŽƌĚ͟ (CHALK-NDC 

2010). Public literature emphasised ͞ƌĞƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ͟ the area as attractive to ͞ǇŽƵŶŐ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͟ 

(Salford City Council 2006; 61) and turning the area into ͞Ă ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚ ŽĨ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ͟ 

(Manchester Salford Pathfinder 2006, p36). Despite these major alterations, there were to be 

no losers. As with other NDC-backed housing restructures (see Lees, 2013), public housing 

tenants were told they would be able to move to another tenancy locally, those living in 

compulsorily purchased homes would be compensated and be able to buy another home in 

new developments, whilst owner occupiers would benefit from the influx of wealthier residents 

and new amenities. 

 

In private however, a discrepancy with public narratives seemed apparent. For example, a NDC-

linked council officer interviewed in 2003 cŽŶĨŝĚĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞ ƚŚĂƚ CHALK ŚĂĚ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ͞ŽůĚ “ĂůĨŽƌĚ͟ 
ŵĞŶƚĂůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ Ă ͞ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ͕͟ ƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐ Ă ͞ĚŽƐĞ ŽĨ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͟ ĂŶĚ Ă ďĞƚƚĞƌ 
͞ďĂůĂŶĐĞ͟ ;͚CŚƌŝƐƚŝŶĂ͕͛ “ĂůĨŽƌĚ CŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝůͿ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ĐůĂƐƐ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ 
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was also viewed as something of a problem in its lack of aspiration and social mix. In an 

interview in 2014 the ex-chief executive of NDC, by now a senior city council officer, confirmed 

that ƚŚĞ ĨĞĂƌ ŽĨ ͚ďůŝŐŚƚ͛ was actually pivotal at the time: 

 

͞AŶĚ ǇĞĂh, I think the whole concept was about mixed communities.  So it was about making 

ƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ůĞƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶŶĞƌ ĐŝƚǇ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ŐŚĞƚƚŽƐ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ŬŝŶĚ͘.. I think that that was the right 

ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ͘͟ 

 

If the positive change narratives coming from NDC and the city council were struggling to 

convince a CHALK public distrustful of state-linked institutions and more used to experiences of 

municipal neglect, then they were undermined further by the perceived imposition of the 

restructuring policy on the community as NDC͛Ɛ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŽĨ ͚ďŽƚƚŽŵ ƵƉ͛ ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ was 

suddenly exposed (see also MacLeavy, 2009). This generated significant discontent for residents 

ǁŚŽ ĨĞůƚ NDC͛Ɛ ethos had been Ă ͚ĐƌƵĞů ĚĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ͛ ;LĞĞs, 2013, p9), that they were being denied 

genuine input into the most highly symbolic issue of them all - neighbourhood change ʹ and 

who felt that the message from this exclusion was that they had somehow failed their area. A 

programme of transformation was always going to be controversial, but one imposed, even if 

ĂůůŝĞĚ ƚŽ Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ͚ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ƌĂŝƐĞĚ ďŝƚƚĞƌ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ neighbourhood belonging: 

 

͘͘͘͞TŚĞ ĐŽƵŶĐŝů ǁĂŶƚƐ ƚŽ ƚƵƌŶ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶƚŽ ůŝŬĞ Ă “ĂůĨŽƌĚ QƵĂǇƐ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ŶŽƚ ĨƵĐŬŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĨƌŽŵ 
round here. New Deal are meant to come here to look after us and alright bring new people into 

the area, but at the end of the day we [the ůŽĐĂů ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŵĂŝŶ ƚŚŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ NĞǁ DĞĂů͟ 
;͚Jŝŵ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͗ ϰϭ-60).  

 

The Framework was being interpreted as an attack upon the incumbent community, on their 

ability to exercise a right to place and was making something of a mockery of their attachments 

and commitments. One resident, addressing the symbolism of the riverside and its appeal to 

developers, echoed the respondents in the work of Doucet (2009) and Watt (2013): ͞it felt like 

NDC ǁĞƌĞ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ͗ ͞ůŽǀĞůǇ ƌŝǀĞƌ͕ ĨƵůů ŽĨ ĨŝƐŚ ĂŶĚ ŚĞƌŽŶƐ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ŶŽƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ůŝŬĞƐ ŽĨ ǇŽƵ͊͟͟ (͚Roger͛, 
resident: 21-40). Unlike residents alienated from mega-events (Watt, 2013) and new glamour 

districts (Doucet, 2009) however, this was alienation from the narratives of change intent on 

pulling the rug from under the extant community. 

 

NDC in CHALK might not have engaged in explicit, public stigmatisation campaigns of its council 

housing estates but by aspiring to a future of renewal and prosperity through restructuring it 

conflated the past and present with stagnation, dependency and poverty. These were 

conditions which many local people either did not recognize, or if they did, felt were generated 

through economic and political neglect and not by them. In the course of this struggle, those 

NDC board members viewed as supporting the Framework lost some community credibility. 

Those ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐ ĚĞĞŵĞĚ ƚŽ ŶŽƚ ďĞ ͚ĨƌŽŵ ƌŽƵŶĚ ŚĞƌĞ͛ ǁĞƌĞ ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐ 
community attachment, whilst some community representatives were perceived to be 

͚ĨĞĂƚŚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ŶĞƐƚƐ͛ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂů ĚĞŵŽůŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶts 

(see also NRU, 2004 p6). A perception grew that community representatives were not being 

sufficiently protective of residents and social tenants and that they, despite being ͞ŐŽŽĚ 
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ƉĞŽƉůĞ͟ trying to improve the area, had been ͞ďĂŵďŽŽǌůĞĚ͘͘͘ďǇ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂƐ͕ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ƉůĂŶƐ͟ 

;͚Jŝŵ͕͛ ƌĞƐident, 41-60) so typical of NĞǁ LĂďŽƵƌ͛Ɛ grands projets. A ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ ͚ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͛ ƚŚĂƚ 
failed to comprehend the sense of loss bound up in the redevelopment agenda would struggle 

from then on (see also MacLeavy, 2009). 

 

Unlike in the Netherlands (see SakizlioŒlu and Uitermark, 2014), UK urban renewal programmes 

do not necessarily require a mandate from residents, but NDC͛Ɛ ŚĞĂǀǇ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ 

͚partnership͛ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ meant such a mandate was a de facto necessity. Residents were invited 

ƚŽ ŽƉĞŶ ĚĂǇƐ͕ ͚ǀŝƐŝŽŶŝŶŐ͛ ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͕ ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐ ǁŝƚŚ ůŽĐĂů ƐƚĂƚĞ ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐ͕ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐ͕ 
ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƉůĂŶŶĞƌƐ ŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ͚ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ ǀŝĞǁƐ ŝŶƚŽ 
the masterplan. However, it did so against a growing swell of dissatisfaction. A long 

consultation process continued intermittently for several years as plans changed, but by 2005, 

after a controversial resŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ďĂůůŽƚ3, the initial Framework had been approved by the board, 

the preferred developers were namĞĚ ĂŶĚ Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ͚ƐŝƚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ͛ ǁĂƐ ǁĞůů ƵŶĚĞƌǁĂǇ͘ 
However, within the interstices of this renewal juggernaut a set of resistances and tensions 

were to emerge which told us much about the landscape of effaced dialectics and alliances that 

NDC was viewed as engineering and exploiting. 

 

Organising resistance  

 

In seeking to understand patterns of resistance to gentrification projects, time, as well as 

symbolic violence (Bourdieu, 1991) and divisive policies, it has been noted (Uitermark and 

SakizlioŒlu, 2014), is a crucial weapon in the state-backed gentrification arsenal as potential 

displacees can be made to wait anxiously to know their fate, resulting in a gradual weakening of 

their resistance. This was certainly something of a feature in the early days of NDC as residents 

were presented with the Development Framework some years before the first demolition order 

emerged. The passing of this time period forced a range of entanglements to the surface as 

residents negotiated what remained for several years predominantly a symbolic, rather than 

material restructuring process. What emerged was more a story of weakened, divided yet 

ĚŽŐŐĞĚ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĂƐ NDC ƉůĂŶŶĞĚ͕ ͚ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĞĚ͛ ĂŶĚ ŝŶŚĂďŝƚĞĚ ŝƚƐ ŽǁŶ ƐůƵŐŐŝƐŚ ƉŽůŝĐǇ 
temporality.  

 

A divided, divested neighbourhood 

 

Unsurprisingly, the development consultations elicited controversy and divided opinion. As 

Madden (2013) following Harvey (1989) has noted, urban neighbourhoods are structurally 

ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ͚ƐƉĂƚŝĂů ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͛ ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶĞĚ͕ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚ͕ ďǇ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚiation; something 

Somerville (2011), Wallace (2010a; 2010b) and Watt (2006) among others have observed 

through studies of the divergent voices, claims and social distinctions that can constitute 

͚ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚ͛ ůŽĐĂůƐ͘ Gentrification researchers have questioned the impact of this 

differentiation on collective resistance to residential displacement (SakizlioŒlu and Uitermark, 

2014). My research found that around half of my respondents were opposed to the plans and 

the key distinction evident at the time was around housing tenure. This had been cemented in 

part by the Right to Buy policy which enabled some tenants to purchase their homes from the 
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municipality, some of whom then placed their homes in the private rental market and moved 

out of the neighbourhood. As a result, mobilisation around the protection of public housing was 

significantly weakened and was exacerbated by NDC͛Ɛ interpretation that it was specifically 

public housing that was an obstacle to redevelopment of the riverside (cf Uitermark, 

Duyvendank and Kleinhans, 2007). 

 

The Development Framework brought some of these differences to the fore. The growing 

numbers of private rented sector tenants (and their landlords) in the area were largely non-

existent in any resistance that emerged (only 1 of the 6 in this tenure I interviewed expressed a 

negative view), whilst those that did fight the plans tended to be council tenants allied with a 

ŚĂŶĚĨƵů ŽĨ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ŽǁŶĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ŵŽƌĞ ŵŝĚĚůĞ ĐůĂƐƐ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚ ͚ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ͛ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂďůĞ ĂŶĚ 
sympathetic to the cause. 5 from 16 of the private owners I interviewed expressed discontent 

with the plans, whilst 18 of the 23 public tenants said they were against. Further, there was no 

media coverage of the campaign at the time to galvanise opposition or high profile anti-

gentrification campaigners to draw on like those in London districts undergoing similar 

experiences (Lees, 2013; Watt, 2013). The discontent that did emerge reflected negativity 

ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ĚĞŵŽůŝƚŝŽŶ ĂůůŝĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ĨƌƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ Ăƚ NDC͛Ɛ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ͘ “ome, such as 

͚JŽŚŶ͕͛ ĂŶ ŽůĚĞƌ ŵĂůĞ ƚĞŶĂŶƚ ǁŚŽ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ĂŶ ĂĐƚŝǀĞ ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĞƌ͕ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŚĂƚ NDC ǁĂƐ 
͞ĚĞŵŽůŝƐŚŝŶŐ ƉĞƌĨĞĐƚůǇ ŐŽŽĚ ŚŽƵƐĞƐ͟, whilst ͚HĂƌƌǇ͕͛ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ŽůĚĞƌ ŵĂůĞ ƚĞŶĂŶƚ͕ ďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ ƚŚĞ 
new houses were about ͞ǇƵƉƉŝĨǇŝŶŐ͟ the area and spoke of his neighbours who were against it 

because they had lived there ͞ĨŽƌ ϰϬ ǇĞĂƌƐ ĂŶĚ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ƵƉ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͟. For these residents 

ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ŽĨĨĞƌ ĂŶǇ ƚĂŶŐŝďůĞ ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ Žƌ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ CHALK͛Ɛ ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ͘ 
Similarly, I learned of a consultation with local young people to discuss the redevelopment 

plans. According to one youth worker, when NDC officers suggested that it would be the same 

community, just new houses, one young resident asked, ͞ǁŝůů ǁĞ ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ďƵǇ ƚŚĞŵ͍͟ to 

which the NDC worker reportedly had no reply. Youth workers claimed young people were 

generally ͞ŶŽƚ ŚĂƉƉǇ͟ at the plans, although none that I interviewed mentioned the plans 

specifically and none were active in the resistance campaign. Some did make the case for 

investment in the area (tŚŽƵŐŚ ŶŽƚ Ă ͚ŶĞǁ͛ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇͿ. One told me: ͞ǁĞ ŶĞĞĚ ŶĞǁ ŚŽƵƐĞƐ͕ 
ƚŚĞ ƉůĂĐĞ ůŽŽŬƐ ůŝŬĞ ĨƵĐŬŝŶŐ BĞŝƌƵƚ͟ ;͚JĂĐƋƵŝ͕͛ ĨĞŵĂůĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ ƵŶĚĞƌ ϮϭͿ͘ This was a typical 

response seeming to articulate a ͚ƐŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ ĨƌŝƐƐŽŶ͛ ŽĨ ͚ůŝǀŝŶŐ ŝŶ Ă ƐŚŝƚ ŚŽůĞ͛ ;see Bright, 2011, p70).  

 

Other residents made the case for investment in the neighbourhood in less stark terms, even if 

they knew they could not afford a home in the proposed development. This was articulated 

ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ Ă ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ŝƚ ďĞŝŶŐ ͚ŐŽŽĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͛ Žƌ through a sense of their own aspiration. 

͚JĂŶĞ͕͛ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞĚ͗  
 

͞I ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĨĂŶƚĂƐƚŝĐ͘ I͛Ě ůŽǀĞ ƚŽ ůŝǀĞ ŝŶ Ă ƌŝǀĞƌ ƐŝĚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞ͕ I͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ŶŽ ĐŚĂŶĐĞ͊ ůĂƵŐŚƐ͘͘͘Sit 

and listen to the river lapping at night? Ooh what! How can people disagree wiƚŚ ƚŚĂƚ͍͟ ;͚JĂŶĞ͕͛ 
resident; 41-60) 

 

Another ĨĞŵĂůĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ ͚CĂƚŚ͛ ƐĂŝĚ ƐŚĞ ĐŽƵůĚ see why the redevelopment was being done and 

was ͞ŶŽƚ ďŽƚŚĞƌĞĚ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ͘͟ This may or may not have been because her (privately owned 

home) was unaffected by the plans. She supported the NDC narrative about the river being a 
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good resource that should be utilized and that new houses would be ͞ŶŝĐĞƌ͟ and ͞ďƌŝŶŐ ŝŶ ŵŽƌĞ 
ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͘͟ She suggested presciently that the area would be ͞ŶŝĐĞ ǁŚĞŶ ŝƚ ŝƐ ĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚ 
as long as thĞǇ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƌƵŶ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ŵŽŶĞǇ͟ ;͚CĂƚŚ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͖ ŽǀĞƌ ϲϬͿ͘ This was echoed by private 

tenant ͚“ƚĂŶ͛ ǁŚŽ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͞ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ŶĞĞĚƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĚŽŶĞ ƚŽ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͘͘͘ƉĂƌƚƐ ŽĨ ŝƚ ĂƌĞ 
like a hell-ŚŽůĞ͘͘͘ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ǁŝůů ŵŽǀĞ ĂǁĂǇ͟ ;͚“ƚĂŶ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ Ϯϭ-40). 

 

A visible division emerged between tenants and homeowners. At a meeting of residents I 

attended on one of the estates facing demolition, there was a report from a delegation who 

had attended a NDC ͚ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͛ ƚĂƐŬ ŐƌŽƵƉ in the hope of expressing resistance to 

demolition within a formal NDC channel. However, ͚MĂƌŐĂƌĞƚ͕͛ one of the tenant ͚ĚĞůĞŐĂƚĞƐ͛ 
reported that the NDC meeting had been ͞dominated by homeowners ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƚŽƉ ĞƐƚĂƚĞ͟ 

with few council tenants present, therefore there was little support ĨŽƌ Ă ͚ŶŽŶ-ŽǁŶĞƌ͛ (i.e. 

critical) view on the plans.  

 

However, the tension between owners and tenants was not the only weakness in collectivising 

resistance. Those trying to organize campaigns within some of the council estates ran into 

indifference among those tenants deemed transient and without long-term roots in the area: 

  

͞TŚĞƐĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŚĞƌĞ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ĞǀĞŶ ǁĂŶŶĂ ůŝǀĞ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ŚĞƌĞ͘ YŽƵ ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ŚĞůƉ ƚŚĂƚ ŝĨ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ 
ďĞ ŚĞůƉĞĚ͘ “Ž ǁĞ ŶĞǀĞƌ ƚŽŽŬ ƚŚŝƐ ŽŶ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ͙ WĞ ĚŝĚ ĂƐŬ ƚŚĞm and 

ƚŚĞǇ ƐĂŝĚ ĨƵĐŬ ŽĨĨ͕ ĐŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ŐĞƚ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ͕ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ͟ ;͚Jŝŵ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͗ ϰϭ-60). 

 

A ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ƉŽŝŶƚ ǁĂƐ ŵĂĚĞ ďǇ ͚VĂů͕͛ ĂŶ ŽǀĞƌ ϲϬ ǇĞĂƌ ŽůĚ ĨĞŵĂůĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ with close ties to the 

local Catholic church, who told me how in a specific estate, many people (including her) were 

angry at the way the plans were handled and were trying to form a new residents͛ group to 

challenge and resist them, but that many older people whom she knows could not get involved 

due to constraints on their mobility and energy or did not want to get involved due to a fear of 

repercussions from their landlords (both private and public).  

 

Unveiled during the lengthy preparatory phase for redevelopment were illustrations of the 

fragility and weakness of collective mobilisation within a space divided by state policies of 

privatisation, disinvestment and now the amputation of large swathes of mainly public housing. 

Indeed, the disparate and vulnerable historical, social and physical geography of CHALK seemed 

ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ NDC͛Ɛ ĨĂǀŽƵƌ ĂƐ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞĚ ƚŽ ŵŽďŝůŝƐĞ ĂŶĚ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĐůĂŝŵƐ ƚŽ ͚ƐƚĂǇ 
ƉƵƚ͛ ;HĂƌƚŵĂŶ ϭϵϴϰͿ͘ NDC ĂŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚ tenure differences through its vision of greater private 

ŚŽŵĞ ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶĐŽŵŝƚĂŶƚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶ ͚ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͛ ŝŶ the area and 

Ă ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ƚŽ ͚ŵŝǆ͛ ;Žƌ ĚŝůƵƚĞͿ ƐŽĐŝĂů ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ (cf SakizlioŒlu and Uitermark, 2014). This 

deracination of networks and operationalising of difference is likely to have repercussions for 

ĂŶǇ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ĐůĂƐƐ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ǁŚŽ ƐƵƌǀŝǀĞ ĞǀŝĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ůŝǀĞ ͚ǁŝƚŚ͛ ŐĞŶƚƌŝĨŝĞƌƐ ŝĨ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĞŶ 
they arrive (see Atkinson, 2000). 

 

DŽŝŶŐ ƚŝŵĞ ŝŶ ͚Ěirty ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͛ of resistance 
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TŚĞ ͚ďĞĨŽƌĞ͛ ƉŚĂƐĞ ŽĨ ƐƚĂƚĞ-led gentrification in this case was not just lengthy, but was one that 

saw the reconfiguration of neighbourhood publics. Not only did this operate through a 

landscape of pre-existing division and differentiation, but it orchestrated and (de)legitimised 

particular scripts and practices of belonging and citizenship in the course of an emergent 

͚ƌĞŶĞǁĂů͛. Registers of the everyday such as civility and contribution were invoked to organise 

the governing of change, all mapped onto a complex space of compound inequality. In light of 

this, a notable feature of the resistance organised by activist residents in CHALK was that they 

ǁĞƌĞ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ǀŝƐŝďůĞ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ͚ƉƵďůŝĐ͛ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ CHALK͕ ŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ͚out of 

place͛.  
 

These residents (a mix of tenures but predominantly public tenants), launched an insurgent 

campaign to challenge the prevailing regeneration agenda. They canvassed and surveyed local 

residents, held local campaigning events and launched a poster campaign which sought to 

publicise to other residents and to NDC in no uncertain terms what they perceived as an 

illegitimate assault on public housing. IŶ ůŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ NDC͛Ɛ ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŵĞĚŝĂ ĂďŽƵƚ CHALK at the 

time and its capacity to sanction spaces and practices of community action, poorly resourced 

campaigners looked to alternative means and sites of activity. Spray-canned slogans on posters 

and graffiti such aƐ ͚ŶŽƚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ƵƌďĂŶ ƐŶĂƚĐŚ͕͛ ͚ƌenovatŝŽŶ ŶŽƚ ƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚NŽ ƚŽ NĞǁ 
DĞĂů͛ began to appear in some parts of CHALK, signs which the city council resorted to 

ĐŽŶĨŝƐĐĂƚŝŶŐ͘ AƐ ͚Jŝŵ͛ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ ŵĞ͗ 
 

͞“Ž I ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ ƐŝŐŶĂŐĞ͕ Ăůů ƐŽƌƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ͘  EǀĞƌǇ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂĚ Ă ĨƵĐŬŝŶŐ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕ ƐŝŐŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ Ăůů 
over about gentrification...you know, social engineering...you know, like Notting Hill and all 

that...and they hated it.  They used to have fucking vans taking them down, so I took them to 

ĐŽƵƌƚ͘͘͘ĂŶĚ ŐŽƚ Ăůů ŵǇ ƐŝŐŶƐ ďĂĐŬ͘  BĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ƚŚŝĞǀŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ͟ ;͚Jŝŵ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ ϰϭ-60) 

 

The programme of resistance that was organised operated ƉĂƌƚŝĂůůǇ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ƚĞŶĂŶƚƐ͛ 
ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ĂůůŝĂŶĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ ĨŽƌŵĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ 
street-based encounters and utilising community spaces such as pubs and the local boxing gym. 

This resident encountered a typical sentiment of the time when he was in a local pub (now 

ĐůŽƐĞĚͿ ŶĞĂƌ ƚŽ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĚĞŵŶĞĚ ĞƐƚĂƚĞƐ͗ 
 

͛͞JĂŵŝĞ͛ ƚŽŽŬ ŵĞ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ΎΎΎΎΎΎΎ ;ƉƵďͿ ĂŶĚ ƐŚŽƵƚĞĚ ͚ǁŚĂƚ ĚŽ ǁĞ ƚŚŝŶŬ ŽĨ NĞǁ DĞĂů͍͛ ĂŶĚ 
everyone in there just ƐŚŽƵƚĞĚ ďĂĐŬ ͚ĨƵĐŬ ŽĨĨ͊͛͟ ;͚HĞŶƌǇ͕͛ ůŽĐĂů ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ: 41-60) 

 

CREST, a small community centre run on a shoestring budget in one of the most hard-pressed 

areas of CHALK, offered residents an informal space for developing challenging narratives about 

NDC͛Ɛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘ Iƚ ǁĂƐ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ŚŽůĚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ 
redevelopment and to advertise and promote community resistance. The Salford Star ʹ what 

was to become an award-winning community newspaper ʹ had an office there when it was set 

up from 2005 to give voice to critical perspectives and hold NDC and the City Council to citizen 

ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ͘ IŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚KĂƌĞŶ͕͛ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ǁŽƌŬĞƌ ǁŚŽ ŚĞůƉĞĚ ƌƵŶ ƚŚĞ ĐĞŶƚƌĞ͕ NDC ǁĂƐ 
consciously trying to change the social mix of an arĞĂ ͞ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ƉĂǇ ĨŽƌ ŝƚƐĞůĨ͕͟ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ 
its ůŽǁ ƚĂǆ ďĂƐĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ Ă ͞ƐƚŝĐŬŝŶŐ ƉůĂƐƚĞƌ͟ ďĞŝŶŐ ƉůĂĐĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͛Ɛ 
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socioeconomic hardships. It was hard not to recognise the symbolism of CREST closing down 

due to funding cuts when it, along with other key community facilities, began to fall away in the 

late 2000s. This was unsurprising for one resident who told me that: 

 

͞NDC ŶĞǀĞƌ ůŝŬĞĚ C‘E“T͘ Iƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŽŽ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ĂŶĚ ƵŶĐŽŶƚƌŽůůĂďůĞ͘ YŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ͕ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ŵĞƐƐy, dirty 

and humble. NDC preferred ƐŚŝŶǇ ŶĞǁ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ͟ ;͚HĞŶƌǇ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͗ ϰϭ-60).  

 

TŚŝƐ ͚ƐŚŝŶǇ͛ ŵĞƚĂƉŚŽƌ ĨŽƌ NDC ǁĂƐ ƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚ ĂŶ Ğǆ-board member whom I interviewed in 2014: 

͞YĞƐ͕ ƚŚĞǇ (NDC) ůŽǀĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŐůŽƐƐ͕ ǇĞƐ͕ ǇĞƐ͘  BŝŐ ĂŶĚ ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů͕ ǇĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ͛ůů ďĞ Ă ƉůĂĐĞ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͕ 
ǇĞƐ͟ ;͚HŝůĂƌǇ͕͛ Ğǆ-NDC board member, 41-60). 

 

HĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ ĂŶ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ŽĨ ŚŽǁ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ͚ĚŝƌƚǇ͛ ƐƉĂĐĞƐ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞĚ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ͚ďĞĨŽƌĞ͛ 
period as sites not only for fulminating active resident resistance, but for enacting identities, 

experiences and politics which did not sit comfortably within the landscapes of engagement 

and transformation that NDC was delineating within its events and spaces. Residents attempted 

to claim and defend ƐƉĂĐĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĞƌĞ ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ ͚ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ͛ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵĂů ƐĐƌŝƉƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂũĞctories of 

NDC-led regeneration by organising their own petitions, publications and community events. 

IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ HĞŶƌǇ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĞǀĞŶ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ǁŚŽ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƌůǇ NDC 
ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ͚ŝŶƐŝĚĞ͛ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ ŽŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ͗  
 

͞Empowerment is a gut thing. It is not about some twat from outside teaching you to stick a 

sticker on the wall.4 TŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ƚŚŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ NDC͛Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ďƵĨĨĞƚ͘ PĞŽƉůĞ ǁĞŶƚ ĨŽƌ 
ƚŚĞ ďƵĨĨĞƚ͊͟  

 

Velasquez Atehortúa (2014) has recently noted how female activists in Chacao, Venezuela were 

successful in ĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐ ͚ŝŶǀŝƚĞĚ͛ ƐƉĂĐĞƐ ŽĨ ƵƌďĂŶ ƌĞŶĞǁĂů ĂŶĚ ĐŝǀŝĐ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶƚŽ ͚ŝŶǀĞŶƚĞĚ͛ 
spaces of radicalism and insurgency and there were modest ĞĐŚŽĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶ CHALK͛Ɛ 
ƐƉůŝŶƚĞƌŝŶŐ ŝŶƚŽ ͚ĐůĞĂŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĚŝƌƚǇ͛ ƐƉĂĐĞƐ of social action. However, the fragmentary resistance 

across CHALK was not a mobilisation which concretised, at the time, alternatŝǀĞ ͚ŝŶǀĞŶƚĞĚ͛ 
political spaces. This lack of broad mobilisation was perhaps because NDC still retained a degree 

of legitimacy in the eyes of most residents at the time, collective action was unfamiliar for many 

and because most residents in CHALK were already protected by public housing tenancies, even 

if increasingly residualised and stigmatised. Reflecting on why residents at the time had not 

ďĞĞŶ ŵŽƌĞ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶƚ͕ ͚PŚŝů͛ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ŽĨ 
relative stability, perhaps entrenched by the 20th  Keynesian welfare settlement, had left some 

residents unprepared to respond to the sudden incursion in their lives from NDC͛Ɛ 
Development Framework (cf Gans, 1962): 

 

͘͘͘͞ǁŚĞŶ ƚŚĞǇ ĚĞĐŝĚĞĚ ƚŽ ŬŶŽĐŬ ĚŽǁŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĞƐƚĂƚĞƐ ǇŽƵ ŚĂĚ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ǁŚŽ͛Ě ůŝǀĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŵ ĨŽƌ 
ƚŚŝƌƚǇ͕ ĨŽƌƚǇ ǇĞĂƌƐ͕ ǁŝƚŚ ŬŝĚƐ ǁŚŽ ŚĂĚ ŵŽǀĞĚ ĂǁĂǇ͘ MĂŵƐ ĂŶĚ ĚĂĚƐ ůŝǀĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ͘ TŚĞǇ͛Ě 
ďĞĞŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ Ă ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ĐůĂƐƐ ůŝĨĞ͕ ƐŽ ŝƚ ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ƌĞĂůůǇ upmost in their mind if 

you know what I mean, you know, to fight.  And having the skills to fight͟ (͚Phil͛, resident: 41-

60). 

 



15 
 

TŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ĂďĂŶĚŽŶŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ŚĂĚ ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ ĐŽŵĞ ĂƐ Ă ƐŚŽĐŬ ƚŽ 
some residents (see Hackworth and Smith, 2001). Of course, one can ask why they should have 

ƚŽ ͚ĨŝŐŚƚ͛ a battle they did not start, particularly considering how resident disruptions were dealt 

withŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ƐƵƌĞůǇ ĂŶ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ Ăƚ ͚ƉŽƐƚ-ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͛ ŽƌĐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ;MŽƵĨĨĞ͕ ϮϬϬϱ ĂŶĚ ƐĞĞ LĞĞƐ͕ 
2013, p10)͘ AƐ ͚Jŝŵ͛ ƌĞĐŽƵŶƚƐ͗ 
 

͞I ǁĞŶƚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ I ŐŽƚ ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ I ǁĂƐ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ 
******* (local councillor). It was fucking horrible... by the third meeting I was a BNP (far right 

British National Party) member.  TŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞǇ ƚĂƌŶŝƐŚĞĚ ŵǇ ŶĂŵĞ͕ Žƌ ƚƌŝĞĚ ƚŽ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 
ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ͟ ;͚Jŝŵ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ ϰϭ-60). 

 

In spite of this, campaigners ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ǁŚĂƚ ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ũĂƌŐŽŶŝƐƚƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ĐĂůů Ă ͚ƋƵŝĐŬ 
ǁŝŶ͛ ǁŚĞŶ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ĂŶŶŽƵŶĐĞĚ ďǇ NDC in 2004 that one street, not far from the disused colliery 

ĂŶĚ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĚĞŵŽůŝƚŝŽŶ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ͚ƐĂǀĞĚ͛͘ As ͚Jŝŵ͛ explained, campaigners conducted an 

alternative ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ survey and used this data to challenge the demolition pretext of an estate 

over-ƌƵŶ ďǇ ͚ĂŶƚŝƐŽĐŝĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ͛: 
 

͞ (TŚĞǇ ƐĂŝĚͿ ͘͘͘Ĩ͟uck off, there nowt up with round here, the houses are good, we love them, we 

ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ŵŽǀĞ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ŶŽ ĐƌŝŵĞ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ŶŽ ĂŶƚŝ-ƐŽĐŝĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ͕ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ďŽůůŽĐŬƐ...͟ ;͚Jŝŵ͕͛ 
resident: 41-60). 

 

This reprieve from demolition led to the slightly bizarre spectacle of the NDC leadership praising 

ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ͚ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶ͛ shown by residents in thwarting parts of a redevelopment NDC were 

promoting. Without denigrating this achievement however, the NDC board and municipality are 

likely to have afforded some scope for this form of pushback from residents in the pre-

redevelopment phase and tellingly, this street was some way removed from the prime river-

side zone and was mostly privately owned. 

 

As time passed in the ͚ďĞĨŽƌĞ͛ ƉŚĂƐĞ of the NDC-backed gentrification of CHALK, a contrast 

ĞŵĞƌŐĞĚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ͞ĐůĞĂŶ ĂŶĚ ƐŚŝŶǇ͟ ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ and the frayed and dirty corners 

of resistance and refusal. This was a symbolic struggle as well as a material one as residents 

sought to inhabit and express alternative socialities to those offered and reproduced by NDC. 

AŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ͚ƉƵďůŝĐ͛ ĞŵĞƌŐĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ NDC͕ ĂƐ Ă ƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌ ŽĨ ͚ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ͛ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ĂŶĚ 
promoter of neoliberal restructuring, had sought to configure within CHALK. It was one that had 

some success in terms of challenging demolition rationales and protecting some residents from 

eviction. However, as time passed the bases, sites and vocabularies of these informal 

alternatives gradually disappeared or mutated, not because they were displaced out of 

existence per se, but because the neoliberal restructuring of CHALK stumbled to a state of 

limbo.  

 

Epilogue: LŝǀŝŶŐ ŝŶ ͚ůŝŵďŽ-ůĂŶĚ͛ 
 

͞Iƚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ƚŽ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƉůĂĐĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ŽĨ Ăůů ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͟ NDC National 

Evaluation (DCLG 2010). 
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The restructuring of CHALK has been, to date, tortuous and piecemeal. In 2014, the planned 

transformation of the area had largely still not materialised amid aborted projects, dissolved 

developer contracts and the global fiscal downturn. NDC funding came to an end in 2011 and 

NĞǁ LĂďŽƵƌ͛Ɛ ƵƌďĂŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ǁĂƐ ƌĞƐŽůƵƚĞůǇ ĚŝƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ďǇ ĂŶ ͚ĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ͛-fixated 

Liberal Democrat-Conservative Coalition government. The qualitative neighbourhood impacts 

of austerity politics and the global financial crash are an urgent research gap and here I attempt 

to demarcate one case where market and state retrenchments have had a clear and notable 

effect, particularly in light of the previous sunlit policy landscape. The municipality in this case, 

appears only able or willing to respond weakly to market failure presumably because it has little 

option now but to wait and hope for an upturn in land values. 

 

Approximately 200 households had been removed from their homes in 2014 in CHALK but little 

had replaced them. NDC formally came to an end in 2011 leaving significant gaps in its 

redevelopment vision. These were taken up by a controversial ͚ůĞŐĂĐǇ͛ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ĐĂůůĞĚ 
Inspiring Communities Together which continues to work on bringing the transformation to 

fruition. The legacy group is headed by the former chair of the NDC and maintains the positive 

transformation narrative through a regular glossy newsletter and, building on its NDC-

experience, now operates as a community development consultancy organisation working 

across the city. This is not a spectacle appreciated by some (see Salford Star, 2013a) 

 

Three important new developments had taken place by 2014. A new-build development had 

been completed, albeit late, on the site of a closed secondary school (see figure 4). This estate 

contains 202 new properties for private sale ĂŶĚ Ϯϴ ͚ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ͛ ŚŽŵĞƐ (managed by a housing 

association, not the municipality), although this tenure ratio appears flexible and susceptible to 

market change. A four bedroom house in Unity Quarter was priced at a minimum of £187,000 

in late 2013. The median annual income per person in East Salford, as calculated in 2011, is £11, 

714 whilst unemployment and educational attainment is significantly worse than regional and 

national averages http://www.partnersinsalford.org/income-eastsalford.htm. One of the ex-

NDC officers told me in 2014 that the vision of this estate had changed slightly in the course of 

its development from being mainly apartments to being mainly family homes with knock on 

effects in terms of its profitability. 

 

Figure 4: Unity Quarter development in CHALK (source: photo by author) 

 

http://www.partnersinsalford.org/income-eastsalford.htm
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Most of the residents of the estate are ͚ŝŶĐŽŵĞƌƐ͛ ƚŽ CHALK ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ Ă ƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶ ŵŽǀĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ 

the other NDC demolition areas. The new estate has no amenities, is isolated from bus and 

train links and is clearly designed for car owners. It is one mile or so from the centre of CHALK 

and there is little evidence currently of significant interaction between new and incumbent 

residents and, as yet, certainly none of the boutique amenities that can typically accompany 

new-build gentrification (Doucet, 2009). AƐ ͚AůĞǆŝƐ͛ ʹ a council tenant ʹ told me in 2014 when I 

asked what impact it had made on the area: ͞NŽƚŚŝŶŐ͘͘͘I still live in a shit hole and they live up 

there!͟ ;͚AůĞǆŝƐ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ Ϯϭ-40). 

 

Secondly, 184 homes across 7 streets were demolished in one area of CHALK near the riverbank 

in 2009. However, in light of declining land value caused by global financial crises, this 

demolition site was still empty (see figure 5) in 2014 awaiting developers to begin building 

work.5 This amid an acute affordable housing crisis across Salford and the UK as a whole 

(Salford Star, 2013c).  

 

Figure 5: Overgrown 2009 demolition site in CHALK (source: photo by author) 
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The city council claim 20 of these households (including the chair of the NDC) moved to the new 

estate (with some Right to Buy leaseholders reverting to shared equity arrangements) and the 

rest out of the area but it has not been recorded where this group moved to.  

 

Thirdly, in the housing estate earmarked from the beginning of the 2004 Framework for 

significant demolition, no demolition has actually taken place yet (see Salford Star 2012), again 

a strategic decision in light of declining land values and housing markets since 2008. However, 

35 homes remain earmarked for demolition and several Right to Buy leasehold homes have 

been compulsory purchased to deliver this. However, these properties have been left vacant 

with tinned up windows (see figure 6). Further, the policy regarding tenants has shifted towards 

a housing upgrading programme due to problems securing a site developer. This is in advance 

ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ͚ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚĞŶĂŶĐŝĞƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ĐŽƵŶĐŝů ƚŽ Ă quasi-private housing 

association later in the year. However, tenants who are now being allowed to stay (not that 

they have a choice: as long as they are not served with an eviction notice, they do not qualify 

for another tenancy) do so in a neighbourhood that is degraded by not only long term 

disinvestment, but recent intensifications of injustice through cuts in welfare support and the 

closure of local shops, the CREST community centre and all local pubs. Whereas many residents 

in 2004 were keen to stay in this area, it has been degraded to such an extent that some are 

now resigned or keen to leave. This at the precise moment that the city council offers to 

upgrade rather than demolish their homes! Others are being forced to move due to the 

CŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ GŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ͚ďĞĚƌŽŽŵ ƚĂǆ͕͛6 which in areas like CHALK is financially penalising 

ƚĞŶĂŶƚƐ ǁŚŽ ͚under-ŽĐĐƵƉǇ͛ ŚŽŵĞƐ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂǀĞ been told they cannot leave. They also continue 

to face an extremely uncertain future with some ŚŽŵĞƐ ͚ƵŶĚĞƌ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂůŵŽƐƚ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ 
means eviction at some stage ͞ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ůĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŽĐĐƵƉǇ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ĨŽƌ Ă new 

ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ůĂǇŽƵƚ͟ (Salford City Council tenants notice).  

 

Figure 6: ͞All materials of value removed͘͟ A ƚŝŶŶĞĚ ƵƉ home in CHALK, 2013 (Source: photo by 

author) 
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Iƚ ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ŝĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ƚĞŶĂŶƚƐ ŝŶ CHALK ĂƌĞ ďĞŝŶŐ ƐƵďũĞĐƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶ ͚Ğffective 

ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ͛ ;“ĂŬŝǌůŝŽŒlu and Uitermark, 2014, p12) in which the restructuring process is 

accelerated after a period of abeyance. It is certainly the case that a three-speed restructuring 

process has emerged reflecting the various land values, opportunities and resistances across 

CHALK. This may highlight a freshly resilient and flexible (ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ĂŶ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌƌƵƉƚĞĚ͛Ϳ 
gentrification strategy in deindustrialised urban peripheries. Certainly, the view of the NDC 

legacy group is that the river should still be exploited in order to build houses for more 

desirable newcomers: 

 

͞WĞůů͕ I ŵĞĂŶ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ŚŽƵƐĞƐ͘ YŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ͕ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ 3000 students come every year and 

ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞǇ Ăůů ŐŽ ĂǁĂǇ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ŶŽǁŚĞƌĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ůŝǀĞ͘  TŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ƐĞĞŝŶŐ 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĐŽŵŝŶŐ ŝŶ ĨŽƌ BBC MĞĚŝĂ CŝƚǇ͘͘͘ŝĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŝƚĞ ŝƐ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ ŝŶ Ă ǁĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ͕ ǇŽƵ͛ůů ŚĂǀĞ 
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƌŝǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞǇ͛ůů ďĞ ƌĞĂůůǇ ŶŝĐĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ͘ TŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ůŽƚƐ ŽĨ ŐƌĞĞŶ ƐƉĂĐĞ ĂŶĚ 
lots of river where the site is, ŝƚ͛Ɛ ũƵƐƚ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ďĂůĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ ůŽŽŬƐ ƌŝŐŚƚ͕ ǁŚĂƚ ǁŝůů 
ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ƚŽ ŵŽǀĞ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͟ ;͚Gŝůů͕͛ NDC ůĞŐĂĐǇ ŐƌŽƵƉ ŵĞŵďĞƌ͕ ϰϭ-60).   

 

͚Gŝůů͛ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶ Ă ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƐŽĐŝĂů ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŶĚƵƌŝŶŐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ 
strategy on existing tenants was dismissed:  

 

͞TŚĞǇ͛ůů ďĞ ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ ƚŚĞ ƚƌƵĐŬƐ ĂŶĚ͘͘͘Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŽŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĞǇ͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ Ă ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌŝǀĞƌ͘  
BƵƚ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ŶŽƚ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ‘ŝǀĞƌ ǁŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞƐ ŐŽ ƵƉ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ 
going to probably have to live witŚ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ĂďŽƵƚ ĨŝǀĞ ǇĞĂƌƐ͟. 

 

For some public tenants on this site, it would seem that the challenges of living ͚ǁŝƚŚ͛ a 

community divided by gentrification (see Smith, 2002) could still be a future reality. For now, 

patience has been exhausted by constant meetings and delays: 

 

͞HĞ ;ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌͿ ƐĂŝĚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ĐŽŵŝŶŐ ĚŽǁŶ͘ TŚĞŶ ǁĞ ǁĞŶƚ ƚŽ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘͘͘ĂŶĚ ǁĞ 
were called, liars...he denied all knowledge of the meeting and everything. Said we'd not been 
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there, he'd not had a meeting with us...denied the lot of it...it's a pain in the arse...I've got a 

daughter, I've got to think about schools and all that, you know what I mean.  And it is, it's one 

minute we're coming down - like I say, we've give up caring now...nobody knows what's 

ŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ͟ ;͚AůĞǆŝƐ͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ Ϯϭ-40).  

 

Community mobilisation during this current limbo has fractured across more pressing issues 

affecting the city such as welfare cuts and urban fracking although the Salford Star continues to 

track the regeneration. Some residents, including ex-board members, have become 

disenchanted with community politics, whilst other activists are currently channelling their 

energies away from housing issues and into other strategies, for example running a charitable 

trust managing community sports facilities. Others, less active, have no choice but to hope the 

tide will turn and their option of degradation or displacement will soon be resolved. In the 

mean time, some well known residents have died before they knew the outcome of their limbo; 

others have contracted serious illnesses, whilst many of those who are structurally immobilised 

experience shame, stress and anxiety about the unknown fate of their homes and futures. As 

͚CŽů͛ ƚŽůĚ ŵĞ recently: 

 

͞It is pathetic. AďƐŽůƵƚĞůǇ ĚŝƐŐƵƐƚŝŶŐ͘͘͘ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĐŽŵĞ ƚŽ ƉŝĐŬ ŵĞ ƵƉ͕ ͞ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ 
ŚĞƌĞ͕ ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ƚŚŝƐ ĂďŽƵƚ͍͟ I͛ŵ ĂƐŚĂŵĞĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂ͟ ;͚CŽů͕͛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕ ϰϭ-60). 

 

IĨ Ă ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ ĨŽƌ ůŽǁ ŝŶĐŽŵĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ůŝǀŝŶŐ ͚ǁŝƚŚ͛ ŐĞŶƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ƚŽ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ ƚŚĞŝr networks 

and alliances amid middle class encroachment, then those who survive in CHALK are likely to 

feel this challenge acutely. Many of the people, amenities and institutions that sustain these 

networks have already gone (see also Atkinson, 2000; Newman and Wyly, 2006), whilst 

unemployment is high and stigmatisation of the poor in the UK is generally rife. There is little 

indication currently of how or whether this local struggle will re-emerge but one thing is 

certain: if it does, it will be testament to the fortitude of local people and nothing more. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The key goal of this paper has been to examine ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ďĞĨŽƌĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĂĨƚĞƌ͛ phases of 

a state-led gentrification project. The main body of the paper argued that in order to gain 

further insights into the realities and harms visited on low income populations by state-led 

urban restructuring, we need to take fuller account, firstly, of gentrification planning and how it 

operates well in advance of material change. This trains our gaze on the alliances, narratives 

and pƵďůŝĐƐ ŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚ ŝŶ ͚ƌĞŶĞǁĂů͛ which ensnare and embroil citizens before the onset of 

tangible evictions and displacements. By focusing on the ensnaring of citizens in these pre-

projects, we can then highlight how resistance is forced to confront the questions of identity, 

ĂĨĨŝůŝĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƌĞŶĞǁĂů͛ ƐĞĞŬƐ ƚŽ ĞǆƉůŽŝƚ ĂŶĚ ĐŽ-opt. Secondly, as demonstrated 

by the contemporary picture in CHALK, when projects end and the political-economic context 

changes these forms of resistance and (re)affiliations can be left cruelly exposed by a stalled 

process, a partially restructured neighbourhood and raw abandonment as investors and policy 

actors wait for land values to increase and gentrifiers to arrive. This underpins a repositioning 

of tenants from empowered ally to lumpen problem as the vicissitudes of capital and vagaries 
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of regeneration politics shape-shift to embrace abandonment. Further, the downgrading of 

infrastructures, the suspending of populations and the dismantling of alliances, sites and 

tangible causes of resistance is likely to have implications for those working class tenants when 

redevelopment is accelerated again and gentrifiers eventually do arrive. As for Salford itself, the 

site of this ebb and flow of peripheral and precarious gentrification, we can begin to 

understand the city council's ͞ĐĂƐƵĂů ĚŝƐƌĞŐĂƌĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ĐŝƚǇ͟ 

(Salford Star 2009).  

 

Endnotes 
1 LS Lowry was born near Salford in 1887. His most famous works are industrial, urban pastorals 

populated ďǇ ͚ŵĂƚĐŚƐƚŝĐŬ͛ ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ͘ Ironically, a collection of his work hangs in The Lowry gallery 

in Salford Quays.  
 
2 See Wallace 2010a for a critical overview of the NDC programme in Salford and DCLG 2007 for 

a sympathetic overview of the NDC programme as a whole by government-sponsored 

evaluators.  

 
3 When the Development Framework was put out to resident vote in 2004, NDC were pleased 

to be able to claim majority support for the plans by stating that 75% of residents had voted in 

favour. However, campaigners contend that less than 10% of CHALK residents actually voted in 

the ballot and they point out that it is not known how many social tenants voted in the ballot.  

 
4 HĞŶƌǇ ŝƐ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞ ƵƐĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŽĨ ͚ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇ ĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů͛͘ 
See Oxfam 2005. 

 
5 See Salford Star (2013b) 

 
6 TŚĞ ͚ďĞĚƌŽŽŵ ƚĂǆ͕͛ Žƌ ͚ƵŶĚĞƌ ŽĐĐƵƉĂƚŝŽŶ ƉĞŶĂůƚǇ͛ ǁĂƐ introduced in the UK April 2013 to 

reduce benefit entitlements for those public tenant households who occupy homes with more 

bedrooms than they are deemed to need. 
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