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Abstract

The aim of this investigation is to analyse the decision-making processes in housing in
order to see the extent tenants are able to participate in these processes. Of particular
interest to this examination are the ethnic and gender divisions in these processes.

Thus, this thesis deals with the question of public housing and those theoretical and
practical issues that provide an understanding of the relationship between social space
and physical space; the complex relationship between individuals, collectivities and the
welfare state and how ethnicity and gender issues figure in these practical relationships
in general and housing processes in particular. The main theoretical issues to be looked
at are the social divisions of ethnicity and gender and related notions of ‘power’/
‘empowerment’, ‘identity’/‘difference’, ‘participation’ and ‘the community’ socially
and spatially both at macro and local levels.

The methodological approach arising out of the aims of the research was an in-depth
study of three different types of housing projects where the degree of tenant
involvement in their housing processes varied considerably. Each of these three types of
housing projects characterised a different way and degree of participation by tenants in
decision-making. These were firstly, council managed estates in which a/l major and
minor decisions are taken by the local authority; secondly, tenant management co-
operatives in which tenants take over the responsibility of the day-to-day management
of their estate while the ownership of the estate remains with the council and some
major decisions are taken by the council; and thirdly, self-build projects which involve
tenants in the actual building and management processes of their housing and in which
tenant involvement is supposed to be at its highest level.
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Introduction

This thesis looks at the question of public housing in London as a case study of the
interrelationship between social space and physical space. In particular the thesis looks
at the ways ethnic and gender divisions affect this relationship both in the macro level of

the welfare state and the micro level among tenants and tenant organisations in

particular.

The importance of such a study lies on three different levels — theoretical, political and
personal. Theoretically, rapid changes in social relations in late modernity have both
social and spatial dimensions. It is important to understand the ways in which these
processes reflect concerns of power, participation and difference. The effects of social
divisions of ethnicity, gender and class socially and spatially need to be investigated in
order to respond to the problems of inclusions/exclusions that these processes give rise
to. Politically, it is important to understand the ways in which policies and decision-
making processes, in both the local- and macro-levels have responded to such changes.

Housing policies are particularly suitable to examine these processes via the dual social

and spatial lenses.

Personally, as a Turkish woman architect living in Britain, these issues concern and
reflect issues that I have been involved in struggles, both in personal and in my
professional life. It is important for me to study these issues in particular because as an
activist I have worked with migrant workers and women, and initiated as well as
participated in campaigns and projects to overcome inequalities such as ‘campaign
against deportations’, ‘equal pay for equal work campaign’, ‘campaign against racism’
and ‘campaign against violence against women’. During this time I played an active part
in ‘community politics’ and came to be perceived as one of the ‘representatives’ of the
“Turkish-speaking community’ vis-a-vis the local authorities and other voluntary

organisations.

In late 1980s I also worked as an architect. During this period I spent a great deal of time
on building sites where a notoriously sexist sub-culture was dominant. However, as I
began teaching Building Design in the Construction Department of Lambeth College in

1990, I found myself within a sub-culture that was not only blatantly sexist but racist



too. I had to endure racist discourse among the staff members with whom I was
expected to share a room. The teaching material available such as books and videos
were highly discriminatory. Even the building materials, for instance, were attributed
gendered characteristics such as the ‘masculinity of concrete’ (Uguris 1992). While
striving to encourage my students to adopt a non-discriminatory culture and give support
to those who are subject to racism, sexism and homophobia while studying, I found
myself being the target of blatant racist and sexist discrimination by some of the staff
members in the Construction Department. My employers admitted that they had
discriminated against me at an Industrial Tribunal. Thus, my investigation into tenants’
participation in public housing and ethnic and gender configurations in these processes

is borne out of my own experience of resisting blatant racism and sexism.

The 1ssues raised in this research also have implications for the policy-makers, such as
local authorities, particularly in their attempts to respond to the needs of their
constituents. Finally, it has implications for all those people, particularly women, who
experience the differential effect of rapid transformations in social relations on their

lives as individuals and groups despite the diversity of their social location.

Social divisions affect housing processes socially and spatially both at macro and local
levels. Social divisions relate to the central issues of ‘power’/‘empowerment’,
‘identity’/‘difference’ all of which need to be examined both at macro as well as local
levels. All of this relates to the whole notion of ‘the community’ and how it is

constructed at these two levels.

Constructions of ‘the community’ both at macro and local levels take place within
specific power relations involving inclusions/exclusions. Individual and group identities
and the ways in which ‘difference’ is constructed by dominant discourses in and outside
of collectivities determine who is included in ‘the community’ as well as the amount of

power members have.

Housing policies in Britain have shifted dramatically over the years. By the late 1960s,
in a number of large towns, councils supplied 60-70 per cent of the total housing stock
(Dickson and Robertson 1993: 2). During these years welfare services were seen as

impersonal and bureaucratic machinery. In 1960’s there was a growth in community



work and the ideology of ‘the community’ became popular. The growth of community
action produced new pressure groups representing people whose interests had not been

articulated before such as women, Black and ethnic minorities.

In response to the complaints against the remoteness, impersonal and bureaucratic
nature of welfare services some local authorities have decentralised their services. A
major change in housing policy in 1970’s led to the policy of improvement of the
housing stock rather than demolishing it. Hence new and more radical approaches to
planning and housing problems came to the fore, and consultation and participation
gained a particular significance in the planning process. In early 1980°s ‘popular
planning’ initiatives were implemented by some local authorities in an attempt to
involve people actively in the formulation of their decisions. ‘Community involvement’,
‘tenant’s participation’, ‘popular planning’ are among the wide range of initiatives that
have been tried to ‘empower’ the local communities by involving people in decisions
about their environment. Thus public consultation has been increasingly the order of the

day (Cullingworth and Nadin 1994: 247).

In 1960s, thousands of tenants were re-located from inner-city slums to high-rise tower
blocks and maisonettes. These poor-quality tower blocks soon developed structural
defects that caused severe damp and condensation. These were combined with the
effects of the recessions of the 1970s and 1980s (e.g. growth in unemployment).
Alleyways and other communal areas in many of such estates became dangerous, often
turning into ‘no-go areas’. Michael Smith, writing in The Guardian in 1998, described
one such an estate. It was Birmingham’s largest estate, Castle Vale, which was built by
the city council in the late 1960s. At present around 600 to 700 people out of nearly
11,000 residents of the Castle Vale are involved in the re-development of their estate.
He cites Rod Griffin, Castle Vale’s director of economic and community development,

who says:

‘In the past, urban regeneration was based on physical investment and it was believed
that somehow the benefits would accrue to local people - “the trickle down” effect.
There’s enough research now to show that that does not work. Here we have a bottom-

up approach, building up confidence and skills of local people’ (Smith 1998).
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Diana Carter, the chair of the tenants’ representative board, acting for some 4,000
tenants, on the other hand, suggests that the extent tenants are empowered or consulted
is not what others would like to believe. ‘We are on the road but there is still a great deal

more that could be done’ (Smith 1998).

Involvement of tenants in these decision-making processes relates to the notion of
citizenship and the ways in which rights and entitlements are constructed. Indeed all
these changes are of critical importance, as they have been the cutting edge in changing
the ground in decision-making and led to the emergence of new forms of citizenship. It
is therefore important for me to look at the notions of citizenship, how it relates to the
notion of ‘empowerment’ and decision-making at macro level (Anthias and Yuval-
Davis 1993, Smith 1985, Hill 1994, Hughes and Lowe 1995, Kautz 1995, Merrett 1979,
Quiney 1986, Yuval-Davis 1994, 1997).

London is claimed to be ‘the most cosmopolitan city in the world’ and ‘the new melting
pot of Europe’, because within just over 10 years one third of it will be composed of
racial minorities (see for instance, Nicholas Timmins 1995). However, as reported by
the London Voluntary Service Council (1998), recent research into the issues of social
exclusion in London highlights that social and economic exclusion continue to be a
harsh reality for many Londoners in the 1990s. The report points out that 2.5 per cent of
the white households live in overcrowded conditions whereas the figure is 16.9 per cent
for Black African households, 22.8 per cent for Pakistani households and 53.8 per cent
for Bangladeshi households. Although these figures closely relate to poverty, the
problem of discrimination that these communities experience cannot be reduced to the

problem of disadvantage.

On paper, commitment to the provision of equal access to housing or decision-making
structures does not automatically bring positive results. Indeed women, and Black and
ethnic minority people are among those who do not have equal access to decision-
making structures, even in localities where they form the majority of the population. The
studies investigating public housing, on the other hand, are often either ethnic-blind or
gender-blind or both (Brion and Tinker 1980, CRE 1977, CRE 1980, Roberts 1991,
Wajcman 1991). Issues of public housing are often looked at as if these processes are

value-free, i.e. ‘neutral’, tagging ethnic minorities and women onto the investigations



rather than analysing the processes through the optics of social constructs such as ‘race’,
ethnicity, gender and class. It is, therefore, important to investigate how social divisions
and unequal distribution of power affect participation in decision-making of individuals
and collectivities with differences in their identities. Such an investigation requires an
understanding of the ways in which decisions are made and how concepts of ‘power’
and ‘difference’ pan out in these processes. Finally, all of these processes of decision-
making need to be contextualised in that they need to be located in the wider social

economic and political environment in which they are taking place.

As this thesis elaborates, the mainstream approach naturalises the ethnic and gender
characteristics of the dominant groups implying that only minorities have ethnicity. It
also implicitly assumes that these minorities and women are homogeneous. Moreover
gender and ethnic divisions employ inherent assumptions about the naturalness of both
difference and inequalities. Subsequently, ethnic and gender divisions involve practices
of exclusions as well as the structuring of disadvantage in favour of dominant ethnic and

gender group (Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1993).

It is, therefore, important for me to investigate the social divisions of ethnicity and
gender and related notions of ‘power’, ‘difference’ and ‘participation’ socially and
spatially, and both macro and local levels. Thus the main theoretical concerns of the
research are: What is ‘participation’ and what is the relationship between the notions of
‘participation’, ‘power’ and ‘difference’? How do issues of participation relate to issues
of ‘difference’ and social divisions of ethnicity and gender in wider society? How
central is the notion of ‘difference’ to participatory processes of decision-making? What
are the relationships between the social divisions of ethnicity and gender and ‘the
community’ and ‘empowerment’, on the one hand, and space/place, on the other? What
is the relationship between ‘difference’ and construction(s) of community? What is the

relationship between the notions of ‘citizenship’, ‘the community’ and ‘empowerment’?

At the empirical level it is important to explore the levels of decision-making in which
tenants participate. The six case studies that I have carried out in two London boroughs -
London Boroughs of Islington and Lewisham - attempt to answer questions such as: If
tenants do participate what is the degree of their influence on the decisions and

outcomes of these decisions? What other parties are involved in these processes and the



degree that they can influence these processes? Who are the participants/non-
participants in the decision-making processes and what are the characteristics of their
social positionings? How do different participants in the decision-making processes

construct the notion of ‘the community’?

I look at the issues both on a macro and a local level, because participation in decision-
making at the local level relates to issues of participation in decision-making at the
macro level. The theoretical framework I will be using is an eclectic one involving a
number of theoretical frameworks - mainly feminist and post-structuralist. What

underlines them all is their specific deconstructionist approach.

The theoretical framework of the research is set out in Part 1. It begins with a chapter
that examines the relationship between the concept of ‘the community’ and social
divisions of ‘race’, ethnicity and gender on the one hand and space and place on the
other. The chapter examines the key concept of ‘the community’, discussing how
notions of ‘empowerment’ and °‘identity’ relate to the concept both socially and
spatially. Planning is discussed as one way of participation. Concepts of space and place
are taken up as social constructs and their links to the notion of ‘the community’ is

discussed.

Chapter 2 analyses issues of decision-making at the macro level examining how
questions of ‘participation’ and ‘empowerment’ relate to the notions of ‘identity’/
‘difference’ and social divisions of ethnicity and gender. It discusses the notion of
‘citizenship’ and how it relates to ‘participation’ of individuals in ‘the community’ and
notions of ‘power’/‘empowerment’. Thus the chapter examines how, at the macro level,
social divisions and the subsequent unequal distribution of power affects participation in
‘the community’ and decision-making of individuals and collectivities with differential
social positionings. Rights and duties are notions closely linked to the notion of
citizenship (Marshall 1950) and, as Yuval-Davis (1997) points out, the overall concept
of citizenship can be seen as summing up the relationship between the individual,
society and the state. Arguing that ethnic and gender relations play a key role in shaping
the notion of citizenship the chapter explores the notion of citizenship that combines

both equality and difference.



Chapter 3 examines the question of organisations and how participation, power and
difference are reflected at this level. The chapter looks at the formal/informal, and
bureaucratic organisations as well as channels of communication and how decisions are
made in organisations. The chapter explores the notion of ‘participation’ at the local
level in order to see how social divisions, construction of ‘difference’, and
corresponding power distribution affect participation of different individuals and groups
in decision-making. The chapter also looks at decentralisation as a form of formal
organisation at corporate level and in local organisations briefly discussing the way it

relates to Fordism.

Part I concludes by setting out the problematics that relate to the theoretical issues

examined in these chapters.

Part I as the empirical part of the thesis looks at public housing and decision-making
processes. It begins with an overview of the historical development of housing policies
in Britain. Chapter 4 examines the extent to which there is a paternalistic attitude of the
professionals and state authorities. The chapter presents a number of problematics that
are addressed in the following parts of the thesis. These problematics include the
question of entitlement to public housing in terms of differences in identities of people;
the relationship between poverty which relates to the identity category of class and other
categories that also correspond to the social divisions such as ethnicity and gender; the
ramifications of diverse and special household needs of people with differences in their
ethnic and cultural identities (e.g. Black and ethnic minorities); the differential ways in
which housing policies affect tenants with differences in their social positionings; the
ramifications of gender difference with regard to the question of safety - which is of a
particular concern for women - and its relationship with the division of the public/
private; the extent to which tenants can participate and influence decision-making

processes.

Chapter 5 discusses decision-making at central and local levels in public housing in
Islington and Lewisham. The decision-making processes are gendered and ethnicised in
that not only the number of women was higher than the number of men in local level of
decision-making such as tenants associations and tenants management organisations but

also there existed a significant representation of white women. Whereas Black and



ethnic minority men in general were under represented while women from these groups
were absent altogether. Many women occupy politically subordinate position at central
level of the decision-making structure despite their central role in organising and
managing at local level. Decision-making bodies represent a highly heterogeneous,

dynamic and ever shifting system of power.

Chapter 6 and 7 examine council managed Miranda Estate, and Elthorne First Tenant
Management Co-operative. Decision-making processes in terms of tenants participation
and ethnicity and gender configurations are analysed. Both chapters attempt to illustrate
the social reality of the estates by mapping out the social organisation of space and the
ways in which this is reflected in the spatial. Then particular moments of decision-
making are explored by studying the relation between the tenants and the Council.
Constructions of concepts such as ‘difference’, ‘power’ and ‘community’ by tenants are

explored.

Chapter 6 explores the relationship between the Council and the tenants as individuals
and as a collectivity, e.g. Tenants Association. Tenants’ view of the Council and
consultation process and its shortcomings are examined. Chapter 7 on the other hand
investigates the issues emerging as a result of tenants taking over the responsibility of
the management of their estate in the form of Tenant Management Co-operative. The
relationship between the Council and the Tenant Management Co-operative, the way
members perceive the Council, the Council’s attitude to the management of Tenant
Management Co-operative are explored. Both chapters also examine the social divisions
in decision-making. It is argued that collectivities such as the tenants groups are not
homogenous groupings instead individuals are positioned differently within the
collectivity in terms of ethnicity, gender, class and sexuality. As a result, individuals

hold different amount of power within their collectivities.

Chapters 8-11 investigate decision-making processes in self-build projects. Chapter 8
explores the views of those professionals involved in the self-build process and their
relationship with the self-builders themselves. Architects describe the changing nature
of the self-build process and how the power attached to the roles of the participants have
shifted in recent years. Self-builders have become marginalized and less in control of

the self-build process. At the same time the process has become more professionally led



and bureaucratised reducing the role of the self-builder to a mere labourer.
Subsequently, self-builders are now less able to participate in the design process, which

inevitably affects their motivation.

Chapters 9-11 examine two ethnically mixed projects namely Community Self-Build
(Islington), Greenstreet Housing Co-op (Lewisham), and a Black-only self-build project
Fusions Jameen Housing Co-operative. The chapters illustrate the social space and the
social divisions. Then the decision-making process is explored with the questions of
‘who takes the decisions and who is in power?’ Thus the concept of ‘the community’ is
examined in relation to the self-build group as well as neighbourhood. The chapters
argue that what all the self-build projects had in common was the simultaneous

enunciation of empowerment and disempowerment by the self-builders.

Part III discusses those issues that have been problematised in the earlier chapters and
relate them back to the theoretical concerns discussed in the first part of the thesis. The
conclusions of the research are demonstrated by discussing the findings of the research
in the light of the theoretical framework presented in the Part I. Chapter 12 discusses the
ways in which ‘difference’ and differential power relations between individuals and
groups in social space are reflected in physical space. It also discusses the issues of
‘tenants control’ arguing that the category of ‘tenants’ is divided in number of ways
including their ‘race’, ethnicity and gender. As a result they all have differentiated
power relations between them all of which has ramifications for equal opportunities
policies. Chapter 13 discusses the actual involvement of tenants in decision-making
processes. The chapter argues that decision-making processes are highly ethnicised and
gendered which leads to shifting power relations among the participants. Indeed
experiences of tenants in these housing processes are diverse as a result of their location
within the social matrix. Therefore, the issue of tenants’ participation partly relates to

the question of which tenants participate in the decision-making processes.

The final chapter presents the conclusions of the thesis and considers the implications
for the local authorities of the findings of the research. It argues that it is imperative for
the local authorities to recognise the diversity of experiences of tenants. Such a
recognition would require policies to be formulated in a way rejecting unitary notion of

tenants and do away with the tendency to rely on fixed and unchanging notions of ‘the
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community’, culture and identity. Policies require to be formulated based on an
understanding of the way identities are constantly formed and re-formed around ‘race’
and ethnicity which in turn are influenced by other forms of identity based categories

such as gender, class, sexuality and age.

Having contextualised the research problem and the aim of the research, the next
chapter on methodology deals with the epistemological and methodological concems of

the research, following this I shall discuss the specific methods I used during the data

collection and analysis.
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Methodology

Public housing continues to be the only method of housing that can yield
accommodation to a large number of people at an affordable cost. Over the last two
decades, however, council housing has virtually come to an end despite the growing
number of people in need of proper standards of housing (Balchin 1995, Birchall 1992,
Malpass and Murie 1994, Quiney 1986). In 1980°s, local governments came under
attack from the central government. What is more, the overall image of local
government was also a ‘poor one’ for the people (Hodge 1985: 29). They were seen ‘as
anonymous, big, bureaucratic, inefficient, wasteful’. It was the Councils that were
blamed for things that went wrong and ‘the council has become a scapegoat for many of
the ills that people experience in present times’. As a result, some councils called for
change in the provision of their services and went into decentralisation. Moreover, the
growing concern about the bureaucratic and impersonal nature of welfare services led
many local authorities to attempt to involve people actively in the formulations of their
decisions. Thus, in recent years consultation and participation have been introduced into
the design and management processes of public housing by many local authorities. New
and radical approaches to planning and the housing problem emerged with the intention
of giving people greater control over their homes and their environment. Thus popular
planning initiatives aim to democratise decision-making processes by involving
residents of a particular area, and empowering groups and individuals to take control
over decisions that influence their lives. Design and management of housing is a
continuous decision-making process in which a series of decisions need to be taken in
terms of allocation of properties, transfers, and maintenance including minor and major
repairs. However, these decisions affect tenants differentially as a result of their social
location and existing structural inequalities in society. There are unequal power
relations between tenants in these participation processes as a result of their positioning
in terms of class, gender, and ethnicity, as well as factors such as ideological

positioning, and values.
The aim of this investigation is to analyse the decision-making processes in housing in

order to see the extent tenants are able to participate in these processes. Of particular

interest to this examination are the ethnic and gender divisions in these processes.
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Decision-making in housing can broadly be divided into three levels. These are namely
central government level, borough level and neighbourhood level (see Chapter 2 and 3).
Questions that need answering therefore are: ‘What are the levels of decision-making in
which tenants are able to participate, if any?’ and if they do participate in any of these
levels, ‘What is the degree of their influence on the decisions and outcomes of these
decisions?’; ‘What is the required or desirable level of their involvement and the degree
that this is achieved?’; ‘What other parties are involved in these processes and the
degree that they can influence these processes?’ In order to respond to questions such as
these, one needs an understanding of the ways in which decisions are made; of
differential power relations that come into play between all those involved while
making decisions; and of the amount of power attached to the roles of those involved.
There will be a particular focus on ethnic and gender divisions while exploring
decision-making processes and existing differential power relations in them. Finally, all
of these processes of decision-making need to be contextualised in that they need to be
located in the wider social, economic and political environment in which they are taking

place.

Epistemological and methodological issues and the feminist critique

There are a number of issues that need to be addressed when doing a social
investigation. Among these are those that can only be tackled by dealing with issues of
epistemology and methodology. Traditional foundationalist position in social research is
based on an epistemological position that assumes that there exists a single reality
existing ‘out there’. It can be investigated and observed with the special expertise of
science independent of observer-effects (Stanley and Wise 1993: 6). Such a position
claims that knowledge gained through a specific research situation with a specific set of
circumstances can be generalised and applied to other situations unproblematically.
Hence traditional epistemologies claim that the ‘neutrality’ of the research is possible
and that it is possible for the researcher to be ‘objective’ by ‘distancing’ themselves and
thus remaining allegedly ‘neutral’. Also claimed is the existence of the so-called truth
and the researcher is expected to discover it (Acker et al. 1991, Kitzinger and Wilkinson

1996, Yuval-Davis 1993).

However, claims of these epistemologies that a single, unique, physical world exists
independently of observers, for instance, have been criticised for ‘the process of

observing it involves both conscious and unconscious interpretation’ (Blaikie 1993:
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102). I share this view that formulating a research question is inseparable from the

values of the researcher.

This study set out to examine the diverse experiences of tenants originating from the
varying social positioning of each individual. This involves exploring differential and
shifting power relations between all those involved in decision-making processes;
understanding the interplay of multiple and shifting identities of people and analysing
the construction of ‘us and them’ division and construction of ‘the Other’. All of this
will also include considering the social positioning of the researcher and her relation to
those being researched in contrast to the traditional epistemology which dictates the -
methods of data collection and analysis required for a study to be ‘objective’ leaving out
the multiple identities of the researcher. Claims of the ‘neutrality’ of the researcher, as if
the researcher can be ‘objective’ by ‘distancing’ herself and disregarding her own
characteristics, is false. On the contrary, only by recognising the subjectivities of the
researcher and her relation to those being researched can the research process properly
be brought under scrutiny. It is important to note that the pérticular knowledge,
experience, expectations and language an observer brings into the research process will
influence what is observed. In this way, observers are considered to be active agents and
not passive ‘receptacles’. Hence, contrary to the traditional stance this investigation is
based on an epistemological position which locates the researcher on the same footing

as those researched, and views knowledge as contextually specific (Blaikie 1993).

There are many feminist critiques of the traditional epistemology and methodology. In
~ the following discussion I will look at some of the issues that feminist critiques have
tended to pick up. In doing so, I will also attempt to clarify the epistemological and

methodological base of this research.

Feminists have been inquiring into a new epistemological viewpoint and questioning the
methodology in social research. Nancy Duncan argues (1996:1) that this ‘new
epistemological viewpoint is based on the idea of knowledge as embodied, engendered
and embedded in the material context of place and space’ and feminists currently are

examining its ramifications.
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Objectivity and ‘the truth’

Traditionally methodology textbooks have required the researcher to be ‘objective’ and
‘neutral’, implying that knowledge production is a neutral activity, free from the values
of the researcher (Hallam and Marshall 1993). The Oxford English Dictionary describes
‘objectivity’ as ‘exhibiting facts uncoloured by feelings or opinions’. However,
feminists argue, there is not such thing as a ‘neutral’ standpoint. Claiming that such a
‘neutral standpoint’ exists is in fact concealing the differentiated power relations and

structured inequalities that exist in society (Alcoff 1996, Duncan 1996, Young 1987).

Feminists further argue that claiming that objectivity can be achieved through a ‘neutral
standpoint’ in effect means leaving a ‘significant subjectively-based knowledge’ out of
science, and this way keeping it also out of analysis. The personal and the subjective
have an inevitable impact on various aspects of the research process and they can be a
significant source of the sexist (and racist and classist) bias in traditional supposedly
objective research. It is important to place the researcher on the same critical plane as
those that are being researched. Only then does it become possible to critically examine
the whole research process in relation to its findings, and thus see the role of the
researcher in collecting and interpreting the data (Fonow and Cook 1991, Harding 1987,
Jayaratne and Steward 1991: 98).

There also exists a problem, according to the feminists, of the extent to which one can
generalise the so-called truth of the findings of the research. ‘Objectivity’ and ‘neutral
stand point’ imply that there exists an ‘objective truth’ that can be discovered and that
the findings of the discovery process can be generalised unproblematically. Yet there is
no such thing as an ‘objective truth’, rather, ‘the truth’ is socially constructed in which
the social values of those who construct it are embedded (Blaikie 1993, Yuval-Davis

1993).

When feminists stated that ‘the personal is the political’, they meant that it is the
personal life experiences where the power also lies and that political must be examined
(Stanley and Wise 1993: 62-3). Exploration of relationships and experiences within
everyday life, including feelings, beliefs, behaviours, is in fact the exploration of the
power and those politics. What is more, feminists rejected the traditional distinction
between ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ as false. They claimed that ‘the traditional male

emphasis has been on objectifying experiences and so “getting away from” the personal
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into some transcendental realm of “knowledge” and “truth™ (1993: 63). Yet the notion
of ‘the truth’ that exists independent of us is problematic. There is not a single truth but
different and competing truths, which are all social constructs. Liz Stanley and Sue

Wise who reject a positivist view of social reality put it this way:

“That there isn’t one true social reality “out there” to be discovered, but competing
truths and realities competently managed and negotiated by members of society, is
rejected by positivism. This is because positivism knows that “the truth” exists and that
those people who don’t believe this are, quite simply, wrong or misguided. They may
be inadequately socialized, falsely conscious perhaps, or even deluded, but ultimately

they are wrong’ (1993: 113)(their emphasis).

They reject ‘the idea of “the researcher” as a god-like creature who is able to leave
behind subjective involvements while conducting research’. They elaborate on this in

the following quotation:

‘We also believe that there are many (often competing) versions of truth. Which, if any,
is “the” truth is irrelevant. And even if such a thing as “truth” exits, this is
undemonstrable. This is because “truth” is a belief which people construct out of what
they recognize as facts. When other people reject our facts, insist that their own are the
“real” facts, this doesn’t usually mean that we agree with them. Instead we use the same
arguments that they do: their facts are wrong, they must be mistaken, we reject their

interpretation’ (Stanley and Wise 1993: 113) (their emphasis).

Feminisms claim that social world is a social construction and that it is constructed
differently by people who, in different social locations, have had different life
experiences such as men and women. Dominant forms of science have constructed the
social world from a world point of view. Hence, feminists argue, multiple realities are

possible.

Feminists however have been criticised in that ‘the experiences of women as subjugated
members of their society are cross-cut by race, class and culture (or ethnicity) thus

making it difficult to justify a feminist epistemological standpoint’ (Blaikie 1993: 124).

My personal experiences and my social location played an important part in defining the

topic and the whole process of my research. As discussed in more detail later in the
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chapter my personal experiences arising from my own location within the context of
existing social relations and my relation to these inequalities are also implicitly and
explicitly embedded in my research. All of which makes any knowledge claiming to
arise out of such research to be contextually specific. In other words, it would be wrong

to generalise my findings beyond their context.

Throughout the research process I had to make choices that were in fact reflections of
my own values based on my own social positioning. My own values are founded on
being a woman from an ethnic minority (of Turkish origin). Having trained as an
architect, having lived in public housing in North London, and having stood against
inequalities in the society, are all values inevitably built into my study, and are
inseparable from the whole research process and its findings. These and my other
various characteristics put me into a particular power-relationship with other people
including my respondents. My location as a researcher provided me with insights into
the structures of power inequalities of race, ethnicity, gender, class, sexuality, age and
inequalities of resource distribution. As a researcher, I had an active presence
throughout my research, and was operational in constructing what is actually a
viewpoint. ‘A way of seeing is a way of not seeing’ (Oakley 1974: 27). Thus what I
decided to look at and the choices I have made throughout the research process also
reflected what I chose not to look at and did not see (Bhavnani and Phoenix 1994,
Stanley and Wise 1993)

Clara H. Greed (1991), describing the subculture of the traditionally male profession of
surveying, points out the concept of ‘closure’ as discussed by Parkin (1979). She notes
that as a key theme it was first developed by Weber (1964) in relation to the power of
various sub-groups protecting their status. She highlights that:

“This is worked out on a day-to-day basis at the interpersonal level, with some people
being made to feel awkward, unwelcome, and “wrong”; and others being welcomed into
subculture, made to feel comfortable (Gale 1989a and b), and encouraged to progress to

the decision-making levels within it” (1991: 6).

She contends that viewing ‘all the “little” occurrences of everyday (i.e. encouragements

and discouragements, nicenesses and nastinesses) as being trivial, irrelevant, or not
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serious enough to be counted as real data’ for her research into surveying. She maintains

that they are ‘the very building blocks of the whole subcultural structure’ (1991: 6).

Thus disciplines such as construction and surveying (see also Chapter 1) are highly
exclusive to those who do not fit into the dominant ‘subculture’ because of their ethnic,
gender, cultural, sexual, class location. As discussed in Chapter 3, those professionals
from these disciplines play a significant role in decision-making with regard to housing
policies. The outcomes of these policies invariably reflect the exclusive nature of these
and other processes that take place within the context of the wider social environment
(Greed 1994). The built environment in general and housing in particular, in turn,

mirror the inequalities of the society we are living in (see Chapter 1).

Subsequently my personal experiences of these and other more subtle processes of
exclusion operating within society played an important part in defining the topic and the
whole process of my research. As a researcher having common experiences with those
being researched raises some questions in relation to whether, and how, researchers can
and should represent others. Jane Haggis (1990:76) points to the danger that ‘no one
voice can be privileged without risking the slighting of another’. Indeed throughout the
research process I had to make choices that were in fact reflections of my own values

based on my own social position.

Difference and power

As discussed in Chapter 3, tenants are not a homogenous category they have diverse
characteristics in terms of race, ethnicity, culture, gender, class, sexuality, age. Tenants’
multiple and shifting identities locate them in the social matrix resulting in differential
power relations among them. Also, as discussed in Chapter 3, decision-making often
involves politicians, professionals, bureaucrats who also have multiple and shifting
identities. These processes comprise a number of dimensions of power and
powerlessness that constitute ‘the Other’. As Celia Kitzinger and Sue Wilkinson (1996:
15) argue, ‘multiple intersecting discourses of Otherness can position researcher and
researched in shifting ways’. Discussing the destabilisation of the problem of
‘Otherness’ they refer to Kum-Kum Bhavnani’s experience as a black woman
interviewing young white men. Bhavnani points out that although her role as a
researcher, her age, and her assumed class position may be seen as sources of potential

domination, nonetheless her ‘racialised and gender ascriptions suggested the opposite’.
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She puts it as follows: ‘That is, in this instance, the interviewees and myself were
inscribed within multi-faceted power relations which had structural dominance and

structural subordination in play on both sides’ (1993a: 101).

Indeed, similarly, although my role as researcher and my professional background were
apparent sources of power during my investigation, the characteristics of my ethnicity
and gender involved shifting power dynamics throughout my research. My own social
positioning as a researcher was an integral part of the investigation I have carried out
and my personal characteristics and experiences have had a critical influence on the
research process. They have an impact on what I see, what I do, and the way I handle
and interpret the data and construct what is happening. Hence my differences and
similarities with the respondents affected interpersonal relations throughout the
research. These experiences cannot be separated-off from my discussion of the findings

of the research.

The key dimensions of my positioning in relation to power that have influenced the
investigation are as follows: (1) Ethnicity and Gender: I am an ethnic minority woman
(Turkish) myself, (2) Experience: i. I have been trained as an architect and had been
teaching Building Design at a college when I started my research, ii. I have been
subjected to blatant racism and sexism while working as an architect in the Construction
industry and as a lecturer in a Construction Department, iii. I was a member of Race
Relations Committee of Islington Council ten years prior to my research, iv. [ have been
living in public housing for a number of years, (3) Ideological: My stance has always

been against inequalities in the society.

These and my various other characteristics located me ‘across power-saturated matrices
of race, gender, class and sexuality’ (Paulin 1996: 113) which enabled me to gain
insights into the structures of power inequalities in terms of race, ethnicity, gender, class
and inequalities of resource distribution (Bhavnani and Phoenix 1994). Thus as a
researcher, my presence throughout my research process was that of an active one, and I
was constructing what was actually a viewpoint. As briefly discussed earlier, my social
positioning located me in the research process in a contradictory way. Power-relations
existed between the respondents I have interviewed and myself as well as between the
respondents themselves as tenants, officers and politicians, which were shifting

throughout the investigation. These relations of power were complicated by
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constructions of race, ethnicity, gender, class, and sexuality. Respondents had multiple
identities in terms of ethnicity, gender, class, and the decisionéma\king processes were
racialised, ethnicised, gendered and classed. Consequently each individual was located

in hierarchical relations of power that were temporal and spatial, and were constantly

shifting,

Interpreting: ‘An incomplete and imperfect process’

In the late 70’s in Britain, as Stanley and Wise argue, ‘academic feminism’ that was
located mainly in the discipline of sociology and feminist social science had a number
of ‘key concerns’ including ‘producing a powerful critique of mainstream theory and
research; ... arguing that “male methods”, quantitative methods, were biased whereas
“female” qualitative ones were not...” (1993: 2) However, they maintain, a number of

characteristics of this ‘academic feminism’ was worrying. They explain this as follows:

‘Predominantly it adopted a “scientific” stance towards women as the objects of its
study; it ignored the power dimensions of the research relationship and of writing as
perhaps the key means by which academic feminists establish authority and power over
“Women”; it drew a line between the lives of women, to be researched, and the lives of
feminist researchers, which remained hidden from analytic scrutiny; it adopted either
mainstream positivist methods or equally positivist interpretations of “qualitative”
approaches (erroneously treated by many British feminist social scientists as
synonymous with interviewing); and it assumed the existence of a single and unitary
“Women” and ignored - or rather silenced - those who were not white, middle class,
heterosexual, first world, able bodied, young (and in Britain also Londoners)’ (Stanley
and Wise 1993: 3)(their emphasis).

They further criticise the fact that ‘most feminist criticisms of the social sciences end up
adding women in to what already exists” which they call ““women and ... ” syndrome’.
They argue that the ‘gap-filling emphasis has led to women’s studies becoming
appropriated as an area of study by existing male-dominated social science’ (1993: 42-

43)(their emphasis).

Dale Spender (1978), rejecting the practices in sociology that tag women on to existing
sexist knowledge, calls for development of new criteria for what counts as ‘knowledge’.

She suggests that dichotomies that lead to conventional, and sexist constructions of

social reality have to be rejected:
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‘few, it appears, have questioned our polarisation of reason/emotion, objectivity/
subjectivity, reality/phantasy, hard data/soft data and examined them for links with our
polarisation of male/female. Yet within the dogma of science it would seem that reason,
objectivity, reality - and male - occupy high status positions’ (Spender 1978: 4 cited in
Stanley and Wise 1993: 41).

Stanley and Wise (1993: 43) maintain that ‘most existing feminist criticisms make
women’s experiences into an addendum to existing social science theory and practice’.
They highlight their position as rejection of mere ‘identification of “feminist research”
with particular methods, and sexist research with others’. They suggest that ‘“feminist
research” is fundamentally involved with, and derives from, the nature of feminist

99

consciousness’. Therefore, they conclude, ‘it involves “seeing reality differently

(Stanley and Wise 1979).

Ann Oakley (1981: 38) argues that in methodology textbooks the paradigm of ‘proper’
interviewing described in such a way that appeals to such values as ‘objectivity,
detachment, hierarchy and “science” as an important cultural activity which takes
priority over people’s more individualised concerns’. On the other hand, poor
interviewing comprise such flaws as ‘subjectivity, involvement, the “fiction” of
equality, and an undue concern with the ways in which people are not statistically
comparable’. Hence ‘this polarity of “proper” and “improper” interviewing’, Oakley
maintains, °‘is [an] almost classical representation of the widespread gender
stereotyping’ that takes place in modern industrial societies and has been revealed in
countless studies. Yet feminist researchers ‘whose primary orientation is towards the
validation of women’s subjective experiences as women and as people’ find these
paradigms problematic (1981: 30). The critique of the traditional interviewing practice
leads to a different understanding of the research process. As Jannet Holland and

Caroline Ramazanoglu (1994: 127) comment:

‘By treating coming to conclusions as a social process, we can show that interpretation
is a political, contested and unstable process between the lives of the researchers and

those of the researched’.

20



Stanley (1990: 210) suggests that ‘all knowledge is autobiographically - located in a
particular social context of experiencing and knowing’. Indeed the social positioning of
the researcher, and the complex ways of relating to others impacts upon the whole
research process from the way initial research questions are posed to the interpretation
of the findings and the drawing of conclusions. In other words, our characteristics as a
person, and the multiple identities we have, affect the way we experience the research.
It is inevitable that our own experiences and consciousness all have a crucial impact on
the research process. What we see in our investigation, the ways in which we handle our
data, e.g. selecting and interpreting and finally what we construct as the outcome of our

research, are all profoundly influenced by our positioning as the researcher. Stanley and

Wise (1993: 60) further argue that:

‘For feminists these experiences must not be separated-off from our discussions of
research outcomes. To the extent that we do this we merely repeat traditional male
mystifications of “research” and “science”, and by doing so we downgrade the personal

and the everyday’.

Subsequently, as Diane Reay (1996: 60) points out, feminist researchers underlined the
‘importance of locating themselves within their research’. Reay, in her essay, elaborates
the ways in which her class background, just as much as her gender, affects all stages of
the research process from theoretical starting points to conclusions. She relates that she
now feels her interpretive framework provides a more sensitive response to difference,

privilege and disadvantage and she concludes by stressing that:

‘However, interpretation remains an imperfect and incomplete process. There are many
possible readings of interview transcripts. From where I am socially positioned certain

aspects of the data are much more prominent than others’ (Reay 1996: 70).

Describing reflexivity as ‘... a continual consideration of the ways in which the
researcher’s own social identity affect the data gathered and the picture of the social
world produced...” Reay points out that reflexivity in this sense has been a paramount
project within feminism. She further suggests that although a lot has been written about
the complex process of data analysis and interpretation what is not easily found in the
methods texts is ‘any elaboration of the researcher’s power in relation to, first, selecting

which data to use, and second how these data are interpreted’ (1996: 62). In this process
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the proximity of the research topic to the researcher’s own life experience may become

problematic. As Barbara Du Bois points out:

“The closer our subject matter to our own life and experience, the more we can probably
expect our own beliefs about the world to enter into and shape our work - to influence
the very questions we pose, our conception of how to approach to those questions, and
the interpretations we generate from our findings’ (Du Bois 1983: 105 cited in Reay
1996: 62).

Anne Opie, on the other hand, voices concern about feminist interpretations of

qualitative research. She puts it as:

‘Although at one point they are liberatory because they open to inspection what has
been previously hidden, they are also restrictive in the sense that they can appropriate
the data to the researcher’s interests, so that other significant experiential elements

which challenge or partially disrupt that interpretation can be silenced’ (Opie 1992: 52).

As discussed in Chapter 1, space and place are created and defined by the economic,
social and political relations including ethnic and gender and class relations, which are
constructed and negotiated. In space and place these socio-economic and political
relations intersect from the most local level to the most global. Re-conceptualisation of
space and place this way can offer a challenge to the claims of universality of

mainstream epistemology (Massey 1994, Duncan 1996).

Moreover, this investigation does not tag women onto existing gender-blind knowledge
(or Black and ethnic minority people’s experiences onto ethnic-blind knowledge).
Instead it examines the intersectionality of categories and shifting power-relations
created through them. Hence, it has to be stressed once more that the interpretation of
the findings of this research is one of many possible readings of the interview
transcripts. My own values and choices form an integral part of the way I have
interpreted the data and ‘from where I am socially positioned, certain aspects of the data
are much more prominent than others’. Furthermore this interpretation remains an
imperfect and incomplete process (Reay 1996: 70). It has been carried out within
specific social relations and temporally and spatially specific, and therefore cannot be

generalised beyond its context. However I will attempt to draw and present some
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conclusions from the investigation by analysing and discussing its findings in the light

of the general theoretical framework presented in Part I of the thesis.

Data collection

As stated earlier, the aim of the research was to examine the decision-making processes
in public housing in order to see the extent to which tenants are able to participate in
them with a particular interest in specific social divisions (i.e. ethnicity and gender). The
questions that emerge from this general aim of the investigation are: ‘what are the roles
of tenants in these decision-making processes?’ and equally importantly how do they
view their role in the design and management processes of their housing? Responding to
these questions necessitated a close examination of the relationship between
decentralised and central decision-making bodies, and studying local neighbourhood
forums and committees as well as central council committees and sub-committees.
Furthermore, it was necessary to understand the ways in which tenants are involved in
the decisions made by these bodies and the impact of these decisions on tenants and
their interaction with other participants (e.g. council officers and elected members) and
finally the differential power relations in these processes. While examining how, and to
what extent, tenants are able to influence these decisions, this research also explores the

ways in which these processes are ethnicised and gendered.

In order to investigate these highly complex relationships and the interaction of those
participants (e.g. tenants, officers and politicians), a qualitative research was required
with an inquiry into the viewpoints of those individuals who take part in these
processes. Indeed it was crucial to see these processes ‘through the eyes of” those who
are most affected by them (Silverman 1993: 24), and form an understanding of the

viewpoints of tenants to establish what the experience was like for them.

The methodological approach arising out of these aims was an in-depth study of three
different types of housing projects where the degree of tenant involvement in their
housing processes varied considerably. Each of these three types of housing projects
characterised a different way and degree of participation by tenants in decision-making.
These were firstly, council managed estates in which a// major and minor decisions are
taken by the local authority; secondly, tenant management co-operatives in which
tenants take over the responsibility of the day-to-day management of their estate while

the ownership of the estate remains with the council and some major decisions are taken
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models of dealing with issues of special needs, having used specific strategies to deal
with these issues - e.g. neighbourhood forums, neighbourhood committees, self-build

models (Hogget and Hambleton 1987).

Projects for the case studies were selected in terms of their size and availability of

access. Hence Marshall and Rossman (1995) describes ‘the ideal site’ as:

‘where (1) entry is possible; (2) there is a high probability that a rich mix of the
processes, people, programs, interactions, and structures of interest are present; (3) the
researcher is likely to be able to build trusting relations with the participants in the
study; and (4) data quality and credibility of the study are reasonably assured’(1995:
51).

Joan Cassell (1988: 93-5) makes a distinction between physical and social access when
she describes ‘a two-stage process of penetrating a closed access group’: ‘getting in
(achieving physical access), and getting on (achieving social access)’ (cited in Hornsby-
Smith, 1993: 53). In situations of open access it is generally easier for an investigator to
‘get in’ and reach the potential respondents. Yet some organisations, though they are
formally open, may still be ‘decidedly closed and react defensively, erecting barriers
against what they perceive as external threats from hostile intruders’ (for example, some
religious movements)(1993: 59). It would also be wrong to assume, Cassell argues, that
only those elites with social power are able to keep situations of closed access to
outsiders whilst those non-elites with no power are unable to prevent open access.
Although, for instance, she argues, groups such as black minority groups, street
homeless do not possess much social power, all of them would be able to resist social
access. ‘In practice, therefore, the distinction between closed and open access, useful for

analytical purposes, is often blurred and may change during the course of research’

(1988: 95).

Hence, although in the case studies of this research, situations of relatively open
physical access existed, social access did not come about automatically. Some problems
emerged in relation to its achievement and had to be negotiated tactfully. Thus in order
to gain access, I have contacted those individuals who may have a greater role and
responsibility, such as the chair of the tenant association, neighbourhood forum, and

went to their meetings whenever possible in order to create trust and accessibility.
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The specific projects that I have undertaken to look at as case studies are as follows:

London Borough of Islington:

e Elthorne First Co-op
e Miranda Estate

o  Islington Community Self-build Project.

London Borough of Lewisham:

o  Greenstreet Self- build Housing Project
o  Fusions Jameen Self-build Housing Project, Phase I and Phase II.

Designing samples

Tenant management co-operatives were seen as a way of helping to break up the large
estates into smaller units. This way the bureaucratised, remote and indifferent housing
management has been replaced with a simple, local, democratic structure with possible
benefits in lower turnover and greater satisfaction (Power 1988). Accordingly, they tend
to be relatively smaller in their number of units than council-managed estates. For
example, of the existing 27 Tenant Management Organisations in Islington 14 have less
than 15 units and three have less than 50 units. Of the remaining 10 Co-ops, two have
54 and 80 units. There are only three Tenant Management Organisations managing over
hundred units in Islington. Thus, Elthorne First Co-op is situated in a larger Elthorne
Estate where there are four Tenant Management Co-operatives and 400 dwellings in the
Council-run part of the Estate, out of a total of approximately 850 dwellings. Table 1

shows the breakdown of units each Co-op manages.
Tenant Management Co-operatives tended to have a smaller number of units for

management purposes, which determined the size of the council-managed estate that I

could look at, for they ought to be of a similar size in order to be comparable.
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Co-operative Number of units

Elthorne First 137
Arch-Elm 95
Brooke Park 115
Holbrook 103

Table 1: The number of units each Co-operative manages in Elthorne Estate in Islington.

Self -build projects tend to be even smaller in their number of units, i.e. less than 50
units. Consequently, the number of Black and ethnic minority tenants of these projects
were also smaller. Hence all of these factors in turn affected the sample size, which

tended to be smaller. Yet as Michael Quinn Patton (1990) suggests:

‘The validity, meaningfulness, and insights generated from qualitative inquiry have
more to do with the information-richness of the cases selected and observational/

analytical capabilities of the researcher than with sample size’ (1990: 185).

Thus, different ways of sampling were adopted throughout the investigation.
Nonprobability samples were adopted ‘in which the likelihood of selection is not
actually known’ (Sommer and Sommer 1991: 228). Of the three general types of
nonprobability sampling two were used that are namely quota sampling, and purposive

sampling.

Quota sampling

Quota sampling ‘is specifying the selection categories according to the needs of the
researcher. Within those categories, individuals are chosen randomly’ (Sommer and
Sommer 1991: 228). The list of household names that I had obtained from the managers
would not necessarily reflect the actual composition of the Estate. Yet it would provide
a sufficient number of individuals in each part of research design to permit adequate
comparisons to be made. “While the number of individuals in each category of a quota
sample is chosen according to the researcher’s needs, the particular individuals are

chosen randomly’.
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Purposive sample: Snowball sampling
As Patton (1990: 169) suggests contrary to quantitative methods, qualitative approach
focuses in depth on relatively small samples selected purposefully. Indeed, he further

points out:

‘the logic and power of purposeful sampling lies in selecting information-rich cases for
study in depth. Information-rich cases are those from which one can learn a great deal
about issues of central importance to the purpose of the research, thus the term

purposeful sampling’ (1990: 169).

Hence, purposive sample was used to target those individuals who are most important
or relevant to the issue studied in the research (Sommer and Sommer 1991). A special
type of purposive sample called the snowball sample was adopted where a researcher
asks respondents for other persons to contact. This technique is particularly effective for

studying specific groups ‘where membership may not be obvious or where access to

members may be difficult’ (1991: 228-9).

As Patton (1990: 176) points out snowball sampling enables the researcher to locate

information-rich key informants or critical cases. He describes it as:

“The process begins by asking well-situated people: “Who knows a lot about
? Who should I talk to?” By asking a number of people who else to

talk with, the snowball gets bigger and bigger as you accumulate new information-rich
cases. In most programmes or systems, a few key names or incidents are mentioned
repeatedly. Those people or events recommended as valuable by a number of different
informants take on special importance. The chain of recommended informants will
typically diverge initially as many possible sources are recommended, then converge as

a few key names get mentioned over and over’ (1990: 176).

One of the disadvantage of the snowball sampling type is that it can build-in the
prejudices of an ‘information-rich group’ to the exclusion of powerless minorities. I
have overcome this disadvantage by including individuals from these powerless
minorities. Indeed, in this investigation the sample had to be large enough to include
sufficient number of individuals in each of the sub-categories that were the subject of
the research, namely ethnicity, gender, and the degree of their participation to enable me

to interview at least two people from each sub-category.
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Each technique of collecting information has its weaknesses and no research technique
exists in the behavioural sciences that can be described as ‘ideal’ (Sommer and Sommer
1991). For example, artificiality is the shortcoming of experimentation whereas
observation is limited by unreliability, and also interviews have interviewer bias. A
particular technique may have the advantage of one dimension, such as economy, yet at
the same time it may have disadvantages in terms of objectivity. The above described
‘snowball technique’, for instance, may build in the prejudices of an ‘in-group’ to the
exclusion of powerless minorities. Adopting a multi-method approach could
compensate this. The aim of researcher should not be to adopt ‘the single best method’
but rather have a multi-method approach since for most research problems, several
procedures will be more useful than having one. This is because although each method
has its shortcomings they are unlikely to be the same. In the study of highly complex
issues use of multiple methods is critical ‘to allow for a check on the validity of

individual methods’ (Sommer and Sommer 1991: 11).

One of the methods used in the research was in-depth interviewing. All of the
interviews were carried out face-to-face and tape-recorded. Each interview took an
average of an hour and was transcribed by me. Interviewing also has limitations and
flaws. As Marshall and Rossman (1995) argue they involve personal interactions and
co-operation of the respondent is crucial. Yet, they point out, respondent’s reluctance in
sharing all that the interviewer hopes to explore may be a problem. They further point

out that:

‘The interviewer may not ask questions that evoke long narratives from participants
either because of a lack of expertise or familiarity with local language or because of a
lack of skill. By the same token, responses to the questions or elements of conversation
may not be properly comprehended by the interviewer. And, at times, interviewees may

have good reason not to be truthful’ (Marshall and Rossman 1995: 81).

Another weakness of interviewing as a method of gathering data is that large amounts
of data obtained through interviewing are often very time-consuming to analyse. The
final point made by Marshall and Rossman concerns the quality of the data. They argue

that:
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‘When interviews are used as the sole way of gathering data the researcher should have
demonstrated through the conceptual framework that the purpose of the study is to
uncover and describe the participants’ perspective on events; that is, that the subjective
view is what matters. Studies making more objective assumptions would triangulate

interview data with data gathered through other methods’ (1995: 81).

Triangulation of data in this research is achieved by comparing observed, spoken and
written forms of data, that is to say observation of decision-making processes, (by this I
mean, for example: meetings were compared to the reports and minutes of these
meetings as well as to those interviews of the participants and non-participants of these
processes). Hence data was taken from all sources as far as possible, among those
involved such as from professional and managerial staff, tenants, tenants’
representatives, politicians. Discussions and specific issues were followed up as far as
possible through observations, and all available documentary evidence was studied and

crosschecked.

The data from the 1991 Population Census was used to provide information on the
socio-economic and housing characteristics of the population in relation to two

boroughs as well as specific projects.

This research also involved a lot of spontaneity, for one cannot anticipate everything in
research of this nature, where highly complex relationships are being studied. For
instance, coincidentally a self-built project in the middie of Elthorme Estate existed and I
decided to include it in the case studies because it would provide a good opportunity to
compare it with the other two projects in Islington, as other demographic factors

remained nearly the same.

The original data
The original data of the research has been drawn from fifty-seven interviews conducted

in Islington and Lewisham.

Ten interviews were conducted at the Elthorne First Tenant Management Co-op, nine of
which were with the tenants and one was with the Manager of the Co-op. Ten
interviews were conducted with the tenants of Miranda Estate. Six interviews were

conducted with the self-builders of the Islington Community Self-Building Project, six
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interviews were carried out at Lewisham Greenstreet Self-build projects and three at the
now completed Fusions Jameen Self-build Housing Co-operative Phase I and two at the
Phase II of the same Co-operative that is still under construction. Furthermore, three
interviews took place at the Community Self Build Agency and two with self-build
architects. Nine interviews were conducted with the principal decentralisation and
community involvement, tenant participation officers, Estate Managers and
Neighbourhood Managers and Housing Committee members. Three workers of tenant

federation organisation and three neighbourhood forum members were also interviewed.

In Elthome First Co-op a large number of houses are accessible only through intercom
system, which created a particular difficulty in getting access to the residents, as it was
hard to explain the nature of the research and persuade residents to give an interview
without seeing them. I could have relied on interviews by the ground floor flat residents
only, but this would have resulted in a possible bias. However, I was able to get the
names of 33 households from the Manager of the Co-op based at the Co-op office. The
list included ethnicity, gender and age breakdown as well as the information on their
level of participation in the management of the Co-op. As I mentioned the name of the
resident through the intercom they opened the door straight away without any questions,
which then enabled me to meet them at their doorstep and introduce myself and explain
the nature of my research. This proved to be the best way of getting access to the
residents that I needed to interview, in terms of getting their confidence. Obviously I
was limited to the list with 33 households’ names, but I tried to rectify this by

interviewing at least two people from each category.

I would start the interviews with the tenants of the Tenant Management Co-operative by
asking them how long they had been living on the Co-op property, and where they had
lived before. I would then ask them to describe how they felt about living on the Co-op
property and the extent of their involvement with the Co-op management. If they were
involved I would then ask why they were involved. If they were not involved T would
ask them why they were not involved. I would encourage other people in the household
and who were present to also take part in the interview. Consequently, when I went to
interview a woman [ interviewed her partner too. Yet interviewing them together rather
than separately created a particular problem for the husband ‘high-jacked’ the initial
part of the interview. I tried to rectify this by addressing my questions only to the

woman for the rest of the interview, and at the end I asked the man if he had anything to
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add. Subsequently, on similar occasions, I insisted on interviewing each individual

separately.

While interviewing the self-builders I would start asking them how long they had been
involved in the project and what they thought about it. Those self-builders building their
homes at the time were behind schedule and therefore extremely busy. Their interviews
took place while they were on site in other words ‘at work’. The interviews of the
completed project took place in their homes. Although the self-builders were extremely
busy they tended to speak a lot longer than the tenants of the Co-op, who had been
living in their dwellings for sometime. It seemed that since some self-builders have
been building their homes over the last three to four years, they have had gathered a lot
of experience and with hindsight had drawn considerable amount of lessons from this
experience, and therefore had a great deal to tell. Those self-builders who have been
living in the houses they have had built also had great deal to tell. They all spoke freely

and wide-rangingly about their experiences.

I asked the residents of the council-managed estates the same questions as Tenant
Management Co-op with some amendments in that I explored their involvement with
the tenants association rather than the Co-op, and I put more emphasis on their

relationship with the Council.

The questions that I had in mind while interviewing the tenants were as follows: How
do tenants feel in terms of decisions made about their housing, day-to-day running of
the Estate as well as more long term decisions? Do they feel part of the decision-making
process? If so, do they feel in control and are they able to influence this process? Do
they feel in power or powerless with regards to their relations with the Council, as well
as other agencies involved in the decision-making process (for example, in the case of
self-build project the Housing Corporation, Housing Association, the architects)? How
do they feel in relation to other tenants? What are the existing divisions and the

boundaries that they have constructed?

In these interviews it was possible for me to reach conclusions about the characters of
the respondents in terms of assertiveness. At the end of the interview all respondents
were asked if they had any questions for me, or whether they wanted to make any
further comments.
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The secondary data

The secondary data of the investigation included Council policy documents including
Housing Strategy, Neighbourhood Profile Documents, minutes of the meetings, reports
by various Council officers and Committees, Equal Opportunities Policies, Annual
Reports of the two Local Authorities, Tenant Participation Compacts. This was
collected from the relevant Council departments, Neighbourhood Offices, Tenant
Management Organisation offices, and by observing the relevant meetings. The

meetings that I have attended and observed centrally are as follows:

o The Council Meetings

e Policy and Resources Committee Meetings

o  Housing Committee Meetings

o  Housing Sub-Committee Meetings

o  (Central Housing Panel Meetings

e  Neighbourhood Services Committee Meetings
®  Race Equality and Community Affairs Meetings
o Women’s Committee Meetings

o  Community Affairs Committee Meetings

o  Tenants Liaison Forum (TLF) Meeting

o  Tenant Council Meetings

o (itizens Jury Meeting.

These meetings were open to the public therefore I did not have to obtain prior
permission to attend them. Members of the public were asked to leave if and when
confidential items were discussed at the end of the meeting. The volume of the agenda
and the reports to be discussed made it necessary either to obtain them a few days prior
to the meeting. If this was not possible then I would arrive at least a few hours before
the meeting so that I had time to familiarise myself with the items on the agenda in
order to be able to follow the discussion. I always noted the breakdown of those present

in terms of gender, ethnicity, age, and visible disability.

At the neighbourhood level, I have attended and observed the following meetings
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e  Neighbourhood Forum Meetings

e Neighbourhood Committee Meetings

e  Neighbourhood Housing Panel Meetings

o  Tenant Management Co-operative General Meetings
o Tenants Association Meetings

o Tenant Co-operative Annual General Meeting

e  Housing Co-operative General Meeting

I had to obtain prior permission to attend these meetings, which in the case of
Neighbourhood Forum meant asking the Chair in writing for the first time and
subsequently asking verbally through the Community Worker. In the cases of Elthorne
First Co-op and Miranda Estate Tenants Association on the other hand, I asked the
chairs verbally. For the Pepy’s Neighbourhood Committee Meeting I received an

invitation in writing by the Neighbourhood Manager.

I received co-operation and support from the officers of both Councils that I approached

for information as well as to interview.

Whilst I observed public meetings, I compared the verbal presentation of each agenda
item being discussed to the written report, and have taken extensive notes. This also
included the contribution from the non-committee members present, that is: the public
as well as elected representatives and council officers participating in the meeting. I
later followed up certain issues being discussed throughout the decision-making
structure. At the end of a meeting, if necessary, I would approach and talk to the
participants either for clarification or for further exploration of certain points or the

opinions of certain individuals.

Analysing the data
I have analysed the data around common themes which relate to the key theoretical
concepts of the research namely: constructions of ‘identities’/’differences’,

constructions of ‘the community’, ‘participation’ and ‘power’/‘empowerment’.

My reading of the narratives of the respondents involved looking into the ways in which

they constructed ‘the Self” (as ‘I’ and ‘We’) and ‘difference’ with regard to the
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collectivity. This would depict how the individual members viewed the group, their
differences and the existing social divisions between them. I also looked into the
constructions of ‘difference’ and ‘community’ in relation to the neighbourhood in order
to explore how the collectivity perceived the local people and how they were perceived

by them.

My analysis of the data also included looking into the ‘participation’ of tenants in
decision-making as individuals (e.g. in Tenants Association, Tenant Management Co-
op) and as collectivities (e.g. in various committees of the Council). I explored power
relations between the members of collectivites (e.g. tenants and self-builders) through
the narratives of individuals with differences in their ‘racial’, ethnic, gender, and class
identities as well as their beliefs and values. I looked into the tenants’ perceptions of the
processes of ‘participation’ and ‘consultation’ and the different parties in these
processes. These perceptions rendered the power relations in these processes revealing
the positions of ‘power’/‘powerlessness’ as well as the notion of ‘empowerment’ of
tenants in housing processes. I compared the interpretations of the problems and
processes of the individual tenants with that of the officers of the Council (e.g. housing
officers, tenants participation officers), professionals (e.g. architects), and politicians
(e.g. councillors). I also compared these readings with my own observations of the
meetings that tenants are expected to participate. This way I explored the power
relations between the collectivity (e.g. Tenants Association and Tenant Management
Co-op) and the Council. I looked into the responses of self-builders in order to see how
they perceive their group as well as the self-build agencies/professionals. This rendered
the extent to which self-builders ‘participate’ in design, building and management
processes of self-build as well as the degree of ‘power’ and ‘powerlessness’ they

experience in these processes.

I also have analysed the construction of difference and divisions within the group and

community constructions in relation to the group. Also explored is the notion of

community with regard to the locality.

As mentioned earlier, I have combined face-to-face interviews with tenants with
questionnaires. Two of the questions on the questionnaire explored how the respondents
perceived their role in the design and management of their housing. The responses of

tenants to these questions were taken up during the interview to explore their
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perceptions with regard to their participation in the housing processes. Thus while

analysing the data I compared their narratives with their responses to these questions.
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PartI - Situating space and social divisions

Chapter 1: Social divisions, ‘the community’, participation and how

they are reflected in the spatial

Introduction

This chapter looks at the relationship between ‘the community’ and the social divisions
of ‘race’, ethnicity and gender, on the one hand, and space and place on the other. It
examines the notions of ‘the community’ and ‘empowerment’ and how they relate to
notions of power, difference and participation. It then takes up the concepts of space and

place as social constructs and discusses their links with the notion of ‘the community’.

In conditions of modemnity, the effects of globalisation and space/time compression have
resulted in immense changes to the lives of vast numbers of people and local
‘communities’ in highly unpredictable ways. Locales are permeated by social events
taking place quite distant from them while the local ‘communities’ are influenced and
shaped by changes taking place on a much wider scale, e.g. migration and dislocation
(Giddens 1990, Massey 1994). These processes, their effects on the locales as well as
the responses by the local institutions to the emerging issues and problems need to be

examined in order to see the extent to which they are gendered, ethnicised and classed.

In the search for an alternative solution to the problems in housing, notions such as ‘the
community’, race and gender have been on the agehda of the planners in most of the
industrialised countries since the late 1960s. Projects tried to involve the existing and
future inhabitants as attempts to offer participatory processes in order to solve housing
problems exacerbated by mass-produced housing and their management bureaucracies
that were widely used in response to the problems of housing shortages. A wide range of
initiatives have been tried, namely ‘community planning’, ‘tenant’s participation’, ‘user
participation’, and ‘popular planning’. The common objective of these projects is to
offer people the means to be involved positively in affecting their surroundings and
enable them to gain power in making decisions about their environment. I will examine
the extent to which they make implicit and explicit assumptions regarding the notions of

‘the people’, ‘the community’, and ‘empowerment’ which are explored below.
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Similarly, urban planners and architects designing for ‘the local communities’ often
make assumptions about the notions of space and place. They may treat the production
of space and place merely as physical enclosures - products - assuming homogeneity in
the use of the built environment (Greed 1994, Matrix 1984, Massey 1994). They may
also treat concepts of space and place as neutral - homogeneous rather than social
constructs, which are the results of social processes therefore highly heterogeneous and
dynamic. As Doreen Massey (1994: 154) argues, ‘homogeneous’ communities also have
internal structures. Indeed class, race, gender, sexuality, disability, age are among the
many other factors that clearly influence our experience in the use of the built
environment. Women, for instance, have different experiences, needs and uses in
relation to the built environment than men resulting from different gender roles in our
society. What is more, women of different cultures will have a different sense of space
in the same locality as a result of different gender relations in different cultures (Greed

1994, Matrix 1984, Massey 1994, Wilson 1991).

‘The Community’
The concept of community, as Margaret Rodman (1993) argues, is always seen as a

positive thing. She refers to the observation of Raymond Williams (1973):

‘Community is unusual among the terms of political vocabulary in being, I think, the
one term which has never been used in a negative sense. People never, from any
political position, want to say that they are against community or against the
community ... I think on the one hand we should be glad that this is so, on the other
hand we should be suspicious. A term which is agreed among so many people, a term
which everybody likes, a notion which everybody is in favour of - if this reflected
reality then we’d be living in a world very different from this one. So what is the
problem inside the term, what is it that allows people to at once respond very positively

to it and yet mean such very different things by it?* (1973: 112-3).

Indeed the term community has always meant different things to different people and

also changed it’s meaning with the changes occurring in society.

Rodman (1993: 135) makes a distinction between the rural community and the

industrial community. The former is seen as based on ‘mutual responsibility that grows
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out of living in the same place and sharing a sense of identity’. Industrial community on
the other hand is ‘forged in common struggle and conflict’. The emergence of industrial

capitalism meant the emergence of a new concept of community.

David Harvey (1994: 31) examines the construction of community in relation to the
urban experience. In the new industrial society of the nineteenth century, he argues, a
new tradition of community had to be invented by the ruling-class to counter or absorb
class antagonisms. This was done on the one hand by taking the responsibility of
reproduction of the labour force, e.g. health, education, welfare and housing provision
for the working class. On the other hand, by employing open force as well as more
subtle means of social control such as police, relative democratisation, ideological
control through the religious establishments and mass media and controlling space as a
form of social power. The pursuit of the working class for a new definition of
community for itself, as a way of survival, also helped industrial capitalism forge new
traditions of urban community out of conditions of social disintegration and class

conflict.

Examining the class practices and the construction of community, Harvey argues that
there 1s a profound disparity in the ways different classes construct their sense of
territory and community. He points out the striking contrast between community
construction in low income and the disempowered and in the affluent and empowered
strata of the population. Low-income groups lacking the means to command space often
find themselves trapped in space. Their constant pursuit of sharing use values for their
survival results not only in co-operation, but also highly conflicting interpersonal social
attachment in private and public spaces. In order to remain in control over space a
precise sense of boundary is constructed, and unwanted elements are excluded from it.
Such a process of community construction involves resorting to ethnic, religious, racial,
and status discriminations. Affluent groups, on the other hand can control space through
spatial mobility and ownership of basic means of reproduction (i.e. houses, cars). They
are not dependent upon community-provided use values for their survival. Having
abundant exchange values their construction of community is geared to the maintenance
or augmentation of exchange values. It is money that provides access to the community.
At the same time, it makes it less exclusionary on other grounds. Harvey claims that

residential segregation on the grounds of ethnicity and even race tends to get weaker the
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further up the income scale one goes. He agrees that the agency of class, gender, or other
social practices give specific meanings to spatial practices. These meanings are put into
motion, and spaces are used in a particular way through them. He also believes that the
gender, racial, ethnic and religious components of spatial practices have to be
contemplated in any full description of community formation and the production of

social spaces in urban settings (Harvey 1994: 264-6).

The community is often perceived in relation to a place. Rodman (1993: 135), for
instance, links community to place and claims that community ‘grows out of and [is]
expressed in the experience of place’. Massey (1994: 153), on the other hand, suggests
that persistent identification of place with ‘community’ in fact is a misidentification.
‘Communities can exist without being in the same place - i.e. networks of people/friends
with similar interests, major religious, ethnic or political communities’. Although I
agree with Massey’s assertion, I also think that even among those communities there is
often a reference to a specific place, which is constructed among the members of these
communities - however symbolic it might be. This might be a ‘holy place’ for religious
communities, former or future homeland for some ethnic/religious communities, or even

a virtual space - cyberspace.

Discussing the concept from a feminist perspective, Sue Brownhill (1997:2) underlines
the problematic nature of the term ‘the community’, owing to the existing variety of
definitions and interpretations, on the one hand, and the fact that particular views about
women are embedded in the term, on the other. She points out that the concept
originates from the harsh realities of urbanised, capitalist society as opposed to an
imaginary protected, warm and humanised place - community. Thus the notion implies
specific ‘traditional’ gendered roles. Community relates to the social space associated
with the whole notion of home, the private sphere involving intimacy and caring
relations and a protection from the outside world. ‘This is women’s sphere and a
“women’s place”, maintains Brownhill, * - in both social and spatial meaning of the

phrase - comes to rest on the naturalisation of women’s roles within society’ (1997: 2).
In her feminist critique of the ideal of community, Iris Marion Young (1990a, b) points

out that the critics of the welfare, capitalist society, including socialists and feminists,

frequently appeal to the community as an alternative to the alienation and individualism

40



of modern, Western society. Feminist groups impelled by a desire for closeness and
mutual identification, view community as an expression of a desire for transparency and
social closeness. Community, however, denies and represses difference by positing
fusion rather than separation as the social ideal. This desire for the fusion of subjects
with one another in practice operates to exclude ‘the Other’ - e.g. those who have
characteristics that the group does not identify with. Furthermore, by privileging face-to-
face relations, the ideal of community seeks a model of social relations that are not
mediated by temporal and spatial distancing. Rejecting the idea that social groups can be
unitary in the sense of having members with singular identity, Young calls for the
recognition of group differences. She argues that to achieve political equality formal
mechanisms for representing group difference is needed. Stressing the fact that some
groups are privileged while others are oppressed, she notes that existing mechanisms
provide dominant groups with power. This way the suppression of any marginalized,
disadvantaged voice is maintained. She thus calls for institutionalising forms of group

representation.

Other scholars underline the importance of recognising difference and differential power
relations. However, they also point out the problematic nature of Young’s position.
Institutionalising forms of group representation may strengthen existing socially
constructed boundaries around these groups which exclude as ‘the other’ all those
perceived as different. Thus, it contributes to the conceptualisation of these boundaries
as fixed without any possibility of shifting. Subsequently the existing divide is
reinforced blocking further develdpment and change (Phillips 1993, Shapiro and
Kymlicka 1997, Yuval-Davis 1994, 1997). I shall discuss Young’s response to

criticisms in detail in Chapter 2.

Discussing the gendered nature of town planning issues Greed (1994) suggests that with
the development of capitalism, urban problems and in particular the housing problem
have been seen in terms of class and capitalism. In order to legitimate their power,
planners claimed that they were planning for the working class communities and for the
good of the working class. However, she stresses, ‘the construction of the class, of what
is considered wrong with capitalism and what is perceived to be the right solution to
meet the needs of the worker, are all highly gendered’ (1994: 10). She refers to the

existing debate around patriarchy and capitalism and the relationship between the two,
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particularly as to which has precedence as the causal factor. Amongst the existing
positions on the issue some give a class-based explanation to urban problems
(McDowell 1986), whilst others look for explanations by theorising patriarchy (Walby
1990). Some look at the relationship between capitalism and patriarchy (Hartman 1981).
There are, however, those, Greed notes, who are of the opinion that reductionist
discourses based around gender or class cannot accommodate their life experiences,
especially those from minority ethnic groups and other ‘minorities’. They suggest that
race to be viewed as a key element, alongside class and gender, in attempts to
understand urban spatial structure (Cross and Keith 1993 cited in Greed 1994, Smith
1989). The latter views are increasingly gaining support. Indeed in western countries in
recent years the ideology of the community has become popular in regards to planning

issues with an increasing emphasis on gender, race and ethnicity (see for instance Lund

1996).

Emphasising the spatial aspect of the notion of community, town planner Patsy Healey
(1997: 123) points out that ‘Sometimes the word “community” is used merely as a
synonym for “the people who live in an area™. However, the metaphor, according to
Healey, carries more meaning than this: ‘It brings with it firstly the image of an
integrated place-based social world, the gemeinschaft of German sociology. Secondly, it

carries connotations of community in opposition to business, or government’ (Williams

1976, Mayo 1994).

“The idea of the place-based community has a long tradition in planning thought> Healey
notes. It captured an idea of village life, where people were assumed to inhabit a
common ‘habitus’ (Bourdieu 1990), in which ‘everyone knew their place’ (Williams
1973, Wiener 1981). Within the city, this rural idyll was replaced by the image of the
urban neighbourhood, in which people helped each other out and shared responsibility,
for street security or for the care of children (Wilmott and Young 1960, Jacobs 1961).
Nevertheless, Healey notes that ‘Where such integrated place-based communities
existed, they were often limiting and stifling, serving to maintain oppressions of class
and gender’. Thus to turn back to this ideal of social organisation would be both

impractical and unacceptable to many.
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However, the appeal to ‘community’, Healey argues, can be re-interpreted. It could
mean ‘assertion of the concerns of accomplishing life strategies and everyday life in the
context of the forums and arenas in which political community finds expression, and in
which collective activities are organised’. While rejecting ideal types of people’s lives,
this emphasis relates to the recognition of social diversity in life strategies and
lifeworlds. People with diverse social location in terms of their backgrounds and
relational resources may want to ‘collaborate with neighbours, to ease the time-space
hurdles they encounter, or to overcome isolation and build new social relations, or for
some other reason’. Healey maintains that ‘the challenge of such activities is to find
ways of collaborating which can deal with different perspectives and priorities among
‘neighbours’, and develop the capacity to transform wider structures of power which
make everyday life difficult’. She believes that ‘one of the rich areas of experience in

collaborative consensus-building is in these arenas of community mobilisation’.

Yet there are inherent problems within the notion of ‘the community’, as it is
constructed in most of the discussions. It implies certain implicit assumptions and
remains problematic. As Yuval-Davis (1994) argues, the community is perceived as a
‘natural’ social unit. Its ‘naturalness’ assumes existence of boundaries around a given
collectivity. It exists in its own right so that one can either belong to it or not. There is
an assumption, for instance, that there exists a commonality of interests and goals
amongst people living in a particular locality or those who belong to certain
collectivities such as working class, ethnic or cultural minorities. According to the
ideology of community, the so-called community is a more or less egalitarian and
homogenous grouping. There are, however, conflicts and differences of interests among
its members as a result of the differences in the power attached to the different identities
of people. Many individuals are members of more than one collectivity and they occupy
different positions in terms of ethnicity, class and gender within any community. As a
result, specific projects are better suited to certain members of the collectivity, more so
than others. Yet in the notion of community there is an assumption that there is a single
sense of community, which everyone shares. Through ‘the community’ a sense of
belonging is constructed which develops bonds between individuals and groups as well
as between people and places. These perspectives of ‘the community’ construct
boundaries which exclude as ‘the other’ all those perceived as different - for example

ethnic and cultural minorities. They also assume these boundaries as being fixed with no
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possibility of shifting - in other words, they have the potential to become extremely

conservative and racist (Massey 1994, Yuval-Davis 1994).

As McDowell puts it ‘Boundaries of communities are created by mechanisms of
inclusion and exclusion which are the outcomes of power relations’ (1999: 100). She
also recognises that these mechanisms may change and therefore boundaries may shift
over time. Nonetheless, she maintains, communities remain bounded entities. As a

result, whatever the basis of exclusion, particular individuals or groups are unavoidably

left outside.

All ethnic groups are characterised by a notion of ‘community’ (Anthias and Yuval-
Davis 1993: 8). The expressions such as ‘the Asian community’ and ‘the Bangladeshi
community’ are used to define the spatial concentrations of these ethnic groups or their
presumed life styles and values. Again there is an assumption here that these ethnic
communities are homogenous. Implicit in notions of multi-culturalism is the
stereotypical view of what a community is and what constitutes a ‘typical’ member of a
community. Equal opportunities policies assume that the interests of all the oppressed
and disadvantaged are automatically shared and reconciled - as if everyone is
disadvantaged at the same level. They do not see the existing conflicting interests within

these communities.

It 1s women who have suffered most from these assumptions of unified and homogenous
collectivities. It is argued that women have different experiences and needs from men in
relation to the built environment. However, despite the fact that women form the
majority in Britain (women constitute 52 per cent of the population) their different
specific needs and experiences are rarely expressed, their voices are not heard during
decision-making processes. Furthermore they are still considered by many male as well
as female planners as a minority, and are planned accordingly (Brownhill 1997, Greed
1994: 40). Cultural conflicts between minority groups are also overlooked. It is
important to recognise that the Black and ethnic minority community is not a
homogenous group but has a number of particular interests and a range of views on
issues. Values, beliefs, and traditions may vary from group to group resulting in
differences of opinion and life-styles. The so-called ‘neutrality’ of the planners in their

approach to planning and concepts such as ‘neutral planning’, and ‘equal standards’,
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may lead to indirect discrimination, as ‘identical treatment almost guarantees
discrimination because people are different in their characteristics ... because people

vary ... policies should always vary according to their different impact’ (RTPI/CRE
1983: 15).

‘Empowerment’ and identities

In order to address the problems of the segregated, oppressed and impoverished
populations found in all urban areas, Harvey (1994) calls for ways to address the
question of spatial empowerment. The notion of ‘empowerment’ is closely connected
with the notion of ‘the community’ with a commonality of interests and goals.
Incorporating collectivities into decision-making processes is linked with the notion of
‘empowerment’ (Jacobs 1992). ‘Empowerment’ is taking more control of one’s life. It is
not something that a collectivity can be given. Instead it is a process that they go through
(Karl 1995). The notion of ‘empowerment’ of ‘the community’ assumes common
interests and goals among its members. Community is unified by a single idea of
common good. There is an automatic assumption that no inherent conflicts of interest
can arise during the process of people gaining empowerment. Dylis Hill, for instance,
states that ‘the key to empowerment is a notion of the public ... with shared concern for

the common good’ (1994: 24). She further points out that:

‘While empowerment ... means different things from different standpoints, there is a
common emphasis on community, on a variety of definitions of localism, and on the
need to generate the will to engage in action. Such motivation arises both from

enlightened self-interest and from shared values and common loyalties’ (1994: 28).

Indeed this common emphasis on community, with ‘common good’ and ‘shared values
and common loyalties’ is problematical as communities have internal structures
involving differentiated power relations through which a wide range of power positions
are produced and reproduced. Within a community (such as on a housing estate) ‘the
otherness’ may be constructed in terms of ethnicity, culture, sexuality, employment
status, revealing the multi-dimensional nature of power and powerlessness. It also
underlines the diversity of the ways in which disadvantaged experience oppressions,

which has in turn ramifications for the notion of ‘empowerment’.
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Black and ethnic minority people’s housing experiences may be different from the
majority ethnic people’s living in the same locality, in terms of access to public housing,
overcrowding, and access to amenities in the locality. In Britain, for example, there exist
major differences between the housing needs of minority ethnic groups and their white
counterparts (Clarke 1994). The average size of minority ethnic household is larger than
the average white household, and there are proportionately more black households with
young children all of which underline the issues concerning the design and location of
housing projects, the size of dwellings, and play facilities for children. Local authorities
do not have a sufficient number of larger dwellings, and therefore overcrowding is more

common among ethnic minorities ' (Ginsburg 1992, Morris and Winn 1990).

Recently, new and radical approaches to planning and the housing problem have
emerged with the aim of empowering ‘the people’ and giving them greater control over

their homes and their environment. Thus, popular planning aims:

‘to democratise decision making away from the state bureaucrats or company managers
to include the workforce as a whole or people who live in a particular area ...
empowering groups and individuals to take control over decisions which affect their

lives, and therefore to become active agents of change’(Montgomery and Thornley

1988:5, cited in Cullingworth and Nadin 1994:247).

There can be no political disagreement with the above statement. It is, however, based
on a specific theoretical understanding with certain hidden assumptions that are
problematic. There is an assumption of a pre-given, non-problematic definition of the
boundaries of ‘the people’. ‘The people’ to be empowered are the local working-class
population which is usually perceived to be white, male workers. As a result of
stereotyping, Greed (1994) argues, some planners (most of them are male)2 perceive
men as workers and all women as non-workers. Women are forever fixed as housewives
or young mothers, despite the fact that only 15 per cent of households consists of a male
breadwinner, a wife not in paid employment and dependent children. Ethnic minorities
are also left out of the working class by planners since they often occupy part time jobs
or are unemployed and therefore are not counted as part of the working-class. This is
despite the fact that certain industries in Britain are based on the cheap labour of migrant

workers, i.e. catering, garment, cleaning industries. The highly gendered and racialised

46



nature of class is often not recognised and the range and diversity amongst the local
population is not taken into account. Black and ethnic minority women are often absent
in these processes. Popular planners often fail to acknowledge the specific needs and
interests of black and ethnic minority women partly because they assume that these
women have other identities (i.e. the identity of ‘woman’, or ‘black’) and therefore
belong to other collectivities (i.e. ethnic minority groups, or women’s groups), which

they also assume to be homogenous.

Identity, however, ‘is a slippery concept,” as Bhavnani describes, ‘for it is not fixed, it is
never closed and it is created through difference’ (1993b: 37). Indeed identities are
constructed in relation to other identities very often in terms of ‘the Other’. In other
words they are formed in relation to what they are not (Hall 1987 cited in Yuval-Davis

1997: 126, Woodward 1997).

Unitary notions of identity categories such as class and gender of modernity have been
criticised in the last few decades. Postmodern theory’s increasing focus on diversity and
fragmentation in society led to an increasing attention to ‘difference’. Postmodernism is
useful in underpinning the different constructions of identity categories of gender,
ethnicity, and challenging unitary constructions of ‘woman’ and ‘Black’. However, it is
also criticised for leading to the fragmentation and reducing social divisions to

‘difference’.

Indeed meta-narratives of the modernity has come to an end by postmodern theory’s
‘recognition and celebration of difference, diversity and fragmentation, the rejection of a
unitary notion of the subject which becomes fragmented, the specificity allocated to the
local and particular (as opposed to the general and the universal) and therefore the need

for the analysis of concrete instances’ (Anthias 1996: 5).
Moreover, post-structuralism rejects any ‘essentialist’ categories, which deny the
multiple and fluid nature of identities of individuals. This recognition goes much further

than a simple recognition and celebration of diversity.

Identity categories such as gender and ethnicity indicate social positioning of individuals

and therefore relate to power (and powerlessness). Some differences in these

47



positionings are more important than others for they correspond to the existing social
inequalities in society, which determine the life chances of individuals. Thus
‘difference’ implies differentiation and unequal treatment of individuals and groups on
the basis of certain characteristics such as gender, ethnicity and class (Anthias 1996,

Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1993, McDowell 1999).

Identities are constructed within a specific space and time, e.g. spatial and temporal as
well as relational, e.g. constructed against each other. Therefore identity is always
constituted through difference and the question of identity is one of social power. Indeed
it is only through the relation to ‘the Other’, identity can be constructed and identity
categories such as gender, ethnicity and class act as markers of social difference. The act
of power comes in naturalising the self and constructing ‘the Other’ and excluding ‘the
Other’ from the available limited resources (Anthias 1996, Brah 1996, Grossberg 1996,
Hall 1996, Yuval-Davis 1997).

Avtar Brah (1996) argues against an essentialist concept of difference. Arguing that
there is a need for a greater conceptual clarity in analysing difference Brah (1996:114-5)
states that the key issue is not about ‘difference’ per se, but relates to the question of
who defines difference, how different categories of women are represented within the
discourses of ‘difference’, and whether ‘difference’ differentiates laterally or

hierarchically.

People have multiple identities, which may be internally defined or externally imposed
or both. As a result, individuals become part of collectivities, which are social
constructs with no fixed boundaries. Constant processes of struggles and negotiations
determine their boundaries, structures and norms. They can also be the result of more

general social developments (Yuval-Davis 1994).

Dichotomous thinking constructs difference in terms of ‘the Other’ resulting ‘us and

them’ divisions both socially and spatially which will be discussed later in the chapter.
The concept of ‘participation’

The 1960s has seen a growth in community work and the ideology of ‘the community’

has become popular. The growth of community action produced new pressure groups
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representing people whose interests had not been articulated before such as women,
Black and ethnic minorities, lesbians and gays. New and more radical approaches to
planning and the housing problem emerged such as ‘popular planning’, ‘community
planning’, ‘community architecture’, ‘user participation’. However, the consensus
model of ‘community’ participation did not bring any real change in the power relations
between policy makers and citizens. This is because, as discussed below, there exists an
ambiguity in the notion of participation, and participation processes often do not involve
a delegated power of decision and that ultimate control remains with the authority

concerned (Smith 1985, Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1993, Yuval-Davis 1994).

According to Sherry R. Arnstein (1969) power is redistributed through participation. In
this way have-not citizens that are presently excluded from the political and economic
processes are deliberately included in the future. Amnstein describes types of
participation and ‘non-participation’ as an eight-rung ladder (Figure 1, in Appendix 1).
The two bottom rungs of the ladder are levels of ‘non-participation’. Further up the
ladder are levels of citizen power with increasing degrees of decision-making clout. The
top two levels (delegated power and citizen control) are the levels have-nots obtain full

managerial power.

Armnstein admits that her typology is a simplification of the process, nevertheless, she
argues, it illustrates that there are considerable gradations of citizen participation.
Indeed, her typology highlights how central the notion of power in participatory
processes. However, in my opinion, her typology remains problematic because of the
way it conceptualises power. Arnstein does point out the heterogeneity of the ‘power-
holders’ and the ‘have-nots’ as well as ‘competing vested interest’. She is critical of
power-holders who tend to view ‘have-nots’ as a sea of ‘those people’, with little
comprehension of the class and caste differences among them. Nonetheless, in this view
differences among the ‘have-nots’ are collapsed to class differences. Moreover, by
treating the two groups unitary groups the complex nature of power relations among the

‘have-nots’ with competing interests is overlooked.
Arnstein’s typology views power as hierarchical operating mainly between classes and

between the officers and non-officers. Participants divided into two main groups that are

based on an understanding of power as concentrated in the hands of the officers. In this
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process she views racism as one of many roadblocks on the part of the powerful.

Implicitly assumed in this view is that once these roadblocks are removed participation

process becomes a smooth one.

However, racism is not an external factor posing a constraint to participation. Instead, it
is embedded in these processes and constitutive of the social relations among the
participants on the one hand, and within the wider society that these processes are
inscribed, on the other (Hall 1992). It operates not as a force originating from the power-
holders and being imposed upon the citizens against who are the ‘have-nots’. Instead it
operates at every level and every direction constructing some participants and non-
participants as ‘the Other’. Moreover it intersects with other axes of domination/
subordination such as gender and class. Thus, as discussed later in the thesis, power in
these processes operates not only hierarchically but also horizontally. Foucault (1980:
98) points out that ‘power is employed and exercised through a net-like organisation’.
While individuals circulate between its threads they are constantly undergoing and
exercising this power. ‘Individuals are the vehicles of power, not its points of
application’. Identity categories such as ‘race’, ethnicity, and gender are constitutive of
the social relations including these participatory processes. Individuals are positioned
differentially as a result of their intersecting identities. Thus differential power relations
emerge as a result of differences in the positionality of individuals and collectivities

participating in these processes.

Tenant participation is defined by the Institute of Housing and Tenant Participation
Advisory Service (TPAS)(1989: 19) as: ‘A two way process involving sharing of
information and ideas, where tenants are able to influence decisions and take part in
what is happening’. They argue that participation can involve a range of possible

processes including:

‘Providing information to tenants; seeking information from tenants; listening to the
unsolicited views of tenants; consulting tenants - asking their views; dialogue,
negotiation and bargaining - where tenants are able to influence decisions to varying
degrees in a two-way process; joint management - sharing decision-making and
responsibility with tenants; choice - from a set of options; and control - decision-

making by tenants’ (1989: 57).
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They suggest that ‘these processes should not be viewed as a hierarchy, as if in some
ladder of participation’ (1989: 57). They argue that they may often overlap and at any
one time a number of processes may occur - within a formal structure for participation

or, in some cases it may happen informally.

The Guide to Effective Participation produced in 1994 with the support of Joseph
Rowntree Foundation, on the other hand, proposes a five-rung ladder of participation
‘which relates to the stance an organisation promoting participation may take. While the
first ladder ‘information’ is merely telling people what is planned, ‘consultation’ is
about offering some options, listening to feedback, but not allowing new ideas. In
‘deciding together’ additional options and ideas are encouraged and opportunities for
joint decision-making is provided. ‘Acting together’ on the other hand offers different
interest groups opportunity to decide together on what is best as well as form a
partnership to carry it out. ‘Supporting independent community interests’ is about
offering local groups or organisations funds, advice and other support to develop their

own agendas within guidelines.

All of the above models describe how at the lowest level of participation individuals can
be placed on rubber-stamp advisory committees or boards. Furthermore, at this level of
involvement participation is often distorted into a public relations exercise by power-
holders. Practitioners consulted during development of the Guide for example felt
strongly that information giving and consultation are often wrongly presented as
participation. This may lead to disillusionment among community interests (Findings

1994).

Rose Gilroy points out that in Britain, since the Skeffington Report in 1968, it has been
recognised that many groups are unable to participate in planning because of the
existing inequalities. She highlights the importance of examining the interrelationship
between equity, access and resources. She argues that a person’s ability and capacity to
participate depends to a large extent on resources available to her/him. These resources
may be individual (income and education) as well as organisational (links to groups, to
networks of support). Social, cultural, ideological and economic factors lie behind these

that ‘include social class, place of residence (tenure now plays as important a part as
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locality), age, gender, ethnic group, disability and personal and collective values. All of
this have a bearing on equity and increase or diminish the ability to obtain resources, as
well as shaping the ability of individuals or groups to act upon them (Gilroy 1999: 71,
Parry et al. 1992).

Gilroy maintains that planners and other professionals have to be aware of the ways in
which certain groups have been marginalized and disempowered. She states that: ‘They
need to understand that power not only constructs a framework for dialogue but also

defines what counts as knowledge and therefore what constitutes reality’ (1999: 71).

Planning is one way of participating. Greed (1999: 4) argues that statutory town
planning system in Britain was set up to deal with physical rather than social issues.
Typically, she maintains, emphasis is put upon ‘land-use’ planning primarily as reflected
in land-use zoning and the creation of spatially focused plans. Similarly Linda Davies
suggests that land use considerations were to be the sole consideration in planning
decision-making processes throughout the 1970s. The situation, however, changed in

the 1980s to allow the inclusion of social issues.

Greed (1999: 3) further argues that there is not one ‘town planning’ but many new
plannings including, for example, environmental planning; urban design planning; Euro-
planning; and market-led urban renewal planning. According to Greed, one of the most
dynamic, changing and controversial of the ‘plannings’ is what may be broadly termed
“social town planning’. She offers a broad definition of ‘social town planning’ as: ‘any
movement to introduce policies that take into account more fully the needs of the
diversity of human beings who live in our towns and cities, (which many argue

mainstream town planning has failed to do)’.

Healey (1997: 237) proposes a new framework for planning, which suggests a move
from a narrow technical and procedural focus for spatial planning activity towards a
communicative and collaborative model. It emphasises collaborative consensus-building
which is underpinned by an explicit inclusionary intention. This approach, Healey
suggests, is based on a number of premises. Firstly, collaboration, that is power-sharing,
she argues, takes place in a multi-cultural context where individuals construct their own

identities through multiple webs of relations including complex power relations.
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‘Through these multilayered, culturally-embedded, intersubjective processes, people
acquire frames of references and systems of meaning’, Healey maintains. Secondly, it
underpins the significance of local knowledge, as well as the scientific and technical
knowledge of professionals. Thirdly, consensus-building in collaborative processes
requires ‘careful attention to the communicative context in which dialogues take place,
to the routines of and styles of dialogue, since these too carry power; the power to
encourage and include the participation of all stakeholders, and the power to
discriminate and exclude’. Consensus-building, Healey claims, ‘can build trust,
understanding and new relations of power among participants, generating social,
intellectual and political capital which can endure beyond the particular collaborative
effort’. Fourthly, consensus-building practices, Healey suggests, have the potential to
transform institutional capacity and relations of power and are a powerful form of social
mobilisation. Finally, it involves communicative practices in which participants can

both ‘listen for difference’ while ‘making sense together’.

Healey points out that this approach is criticised for the amount of time consumed in
consensus-building and argumentation. Moreover, it is argued that people do not have
time to involve themselves in governance constantly (Latour 1987 cited in Healey 1997:
238). Healey, nonetheless, suggests that such critiques misunderstand the approach. Full
consultation on a specific issue, she maintains, is often not possible. Therefore, areas of
decision-making may be delegated to smaller groups (such as community leaders, or
officials, or experts) by political the communities (I will take up the question of
representation in the next chapter). Where the approach differs from the others is in the
ways such delegated action is undertaken. It requires a culture that takes into
consideration the diversity of people’s concerns, their ways of knowing and of valuing.
This culture of sensitivity to diversity maintained, according to Healey, through the
structure of rights to challenge and the language of reasoning which evolves around the
exercise of such rights. All of this relates to the notion of citizenship and the ways in
which the notion of ‘citizenship’ is conceptualised which I will discuss in the next

chapter.
In my opinion, there are a number of issues that are important in participation. First is

the general context in which participatory processes take place, which concerns the

notions of democracy, equality and citizenship. Second is the local context which relates
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to the question of organisations within which participatory processes take place. Third is
the amount of power that the participants have in these processes as a result of

differences in their identities and their subsequent social positioning.

Dichotomous Thinking

There can be no such thing as value free ‘neutral planning’, as it is claimed, nor should
be. The thinking, beliefs and assumptions of the agents in the process are reflected in the
planning processes. Planning, as Greed argues, is all about creating realities - or re-
organising existing reality - and ‘imposing these on space, often obliterating other
realities and needs in the process’ (D.o.E. 1972 cited in Greed 1994:11). Urban
planners, through their plans and designs, transmit onto space existing ethnic, gender
and class divisions of the society. Conceptualisation of these divisions as fixed is often
expressed in dichotomous perceptions. In dichotomous thinking, separation is made and
barriers kept between concepts such as us/them, us/the other, male/female, private/
public, work/home, physical/social, spatial/aspatial, breadwinner/homemaker, majority/
minority, professional/personal, suburb/city, users/ providers. Ethnic, gender, and class
divisions are built into not only houses and public buildings but also the whole structure

of the urban system.

People do not live according to these binary oppositions. Nevertheless the existing
pervasive belief in them has an ultimate influence on decisions, policy formulations and
has a major impact on the lives of those who have no say in these decisions, such as the
poor, women and minority ethnic groups. There exists a range of dualisms in
dichotomous thinking that is related to the political processes, which construct ethnic
collectivities and ‘their interests’ as well as the distinction between genders in society.
However, the terms ‘man’ and ‘woman’ and key dualisms and concepts (such as
equality and difference, the public and the private, power and dependence) need to be
questioned and re-examined. They all have specific meanings at different times and in

different places (McDowell and Pringle 1992: 50).

The public and private dichotomy
One of the dichotomies that effects gender relations in our societies is based on the
distinction between the public and the private. As Duncan (1996: 127) argues this

distinction is embedded in political philosophy, law, everyday discourse and continual
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spatial structuring practices. Through these practices, a private domain where domestic
and embodied activity takes place is produced. This private space, further separated and
isolated from a political sphere, which is claimed to be disembodied, is predominantly
located in the public space. The public and private dichotomy is closely linked to the
mind/body dualism. That being so, traditional patriarchal and heterosexist power
structures are maintained through the constant use of the dichotomy ‘to construct,
control, discipline, confine, exclude and suppress gender and sexual difference’
(1996:128). Yet, Duncan argues, women’s confinement (voluntary and forced) in the
private undoubtedly has an impact on the public sphere as a political site by reducing its
vitality. Moreover, it hampers the ability of marginalized groups to claim a share in

power. She states:

‘It is clear that the public-private distinction is gendered. This binary opposition is
employed to legitimate oppression and dependence on the basis of gender; it has also
been used to regulate sexuality. The private as an ideal type has traditionally been
associated and conflated with: the domestic, the embodied, the natural, the family,
property, the “shadowy interior of the household”, personal life, intimacy, passion,
sexuality, “the good life”, care, a haven, unwaged labour, reproduction and immanence.
The public as an ideal type has traditionally been the domain of the disembodied, the
abstract, the cultural, rationality, critical public discourse, citizenship, civil society,
justice, the market place, waged labour, production, the polis, the state, action,

militarism, heroism and transcendence’ (Duncan 1996: 128).

The private/public dichotomy is based on the assumption that these spaces are
homogenous whereas both of them are highly heterogeneous and no definite distinction
can be made between the public and private space. As Duncan puts it: ‘Both private and
public spaces are heterogeneous and not all space is clearly private or public’

(1996:129).

Furthermore, as Patricia Hill Collins (1997) observes, the public and private are given
new meanings through racialised and classed processes. In the United States, Collins
describes, as the public sector becomes more democratic, the public and the private get
re-defined in terms of the value attached to each one of them and the boundaries
between the two domains. The public increasingly becomes associated with the lack of

privacy and overcrowding. The public space is devalued as is perceived being populated
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by the underclass - e.g. the black man making it dangerous - and all of a sudden
becomes privatised and thus heavily surveilled while the private gains an increased
value. Privacy is equated with safety and on the whole implies racial homogeneity. Thus
new definitions of the public and private spaces emerge through highly classed and
racialised processes resulting in an increased subjection to public scrutiny of the

racialised minorities.

Dichotomous thinking is reflected in space by agents of design and planning processes
such as town planners and architects through their methods of ‘zoning’ according to
perceived dichotomies. Among these agents there exists a firm conviction that
dichotomisation is a tool to make the reality more manageable. Division has been
widely used in order to control and solve a range of urban problems. Belief in
public/private dichotomies, for instance, is enforced by land-use zoning policies and
maintained by spatial division. Town planning, especially zoning of industry and the
creation of separate, residential neighbourhoods is a way of enforcing divisions spatially
between male and female. The spatial separation of work and home is based on the
assumption that work takes place outside the home. Enormous distances between zones,

however, make it very hard for women to combine work inside and outside the home

(Greed 1994).

In the conditions of modernity the notion behind the design of urban space has been that
of separation of various aspects of life. Homes, shops, workplaces and leisure places are
all in separate areas. The creation of residential areas, the distances between homes and
workplaces reflect the stereotyping of women’s and men’s work and reinforce the
assumption that men work away from the home with no responsibility for its day-to-day
running and for childcare. It is also assumed that women, having the responsibility to
look after homes and children, do not work outside the home, e.g. full time-housewives
(Fraser 1996, Greed 1994, Massey 1994, Matrix 1984). In Britain, however, only a small
number of households conform to this pattern. Around a third of households consist of a
husband, wife and dependent children (Greed 1994, Matrix 1984, Quiney 1986). As
argued by Matrix, in more than half of the existing households the mother has a paid job
outside the home. ‘About one in nine of all households consists of a man with a paid
job, a woman without one, and children under the age of 16° (Matrix 1984: 4). Women,

as Greed (1994: 42) notes, might be combining home, childminder, school, work and
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shops who may be prevented from doing this because of the distance between zones. It
is clear that this separation has affected women more than men, since there exits no neat
divisions in their lives with respect to work, leisure and home in the way that men have.
Hence, many women’s confinement to the private space and the isolated nature of their
lives and their exclusion from the public sphere has been reinforced through zoning
practices. Zoning restrictions in the suburbs, on the other hand may operate to separate
different kinds of housing development, which may be a way of class and race

segregation.

Segregation in both the city and suburbs may be informally produced or formally
enforced. Thus ghettos depict racial, class as well as spatial dimensions of residential

segregation. Susan Smith (1989) highlights that:

“The important point here is that these divisions within the city are not just the result of
mapping already existing, different communities onto distinct spaces. It is also that the
spatial organization itself — the geography — is important in maintaining, maybe even in

establishing, the difference itself” (1989: 111).

Indeed, ghettos are expressions of power relations and animosity towards people who

are different — e.g. ‘the Other’.

Space and place

Until recently, the meaning of the term ‘space’ was strictly geometrical: the idea it
called forth was simply that of an empty area and hence to speak of social space would
have sounded strange (Lefebvre 1974). In recent years, however, there have been

attempts to formulate concepts of space and place in terms of social relations.

Henri Lefebvre (1974) argued that a ‘unitary theory’ was needed in order to discover or
construct a theoretical unity between ‘fields’ which are apprehended separately, namely,
firstly, the physical - nature, the Cosmos; secondly, the mental, including logical and
formal abstractions; and, thirdly, the social. There are now an increasing number of
people from various disciplines (i.e. geography, anthropology, town planning and
architecture) who have been treating space as a concept that is socially constructed and

contested.
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Massey (1994), for instance, discusses the importance of regarding space not as some
absolute independent dimension, but as constructed out of social relations. ‘The spatial’
is social relations ‘stretched out’ (1994: 2) and it can be envisaged as ‘constructed out of
the multiplicity of social relations across all spatial scales’ (1994: 4), from the global
scope of finance and telecommunications to the social relations in the locality, e.g. the
town, the neighbourhood or the household. In the conditions of modemity the geography
of social relations are changing and often and increasingly they are stretched out over
space. ‘Economic, political and cultural social relations, each full of power and with
internal structures of domination and subordination, stretched out over the planet at
every different level, from the household to the local area to the international’
(1994:155). In conditions of modemnity, the effects of global space/time compression
have resulted in immense changes to the lives of vast numbers of people and local
‘communities’ in totally unexpected ways. Thus locales are thoroughly permeated and

shaped by distant social influences (Giddens 1990, Massey 1994).

In dichotomous thinking, places are conceptualised as having a boundary around them.
Such a boundary differentiates between an inside and outside which is yet another way

of constructing an imagined opposing positions between ‘us’ and ‘them’ (Massey 1994).

Place is perceived as having a single, uniform and essential identity. Subsequently, in
planning the built environment there has been a false assumption that there is a single
sense of place that everyone shares and that all sections of the population use their
environment in the same way and expect their environment to do the same things for
them (Massey 1994, Matrix 1984). Yet people not only have a different sense of the
same place, but they all use it differently too. One of the key factors, Greed (1994: 9)
suggests, in understanding why people with the same class or gender characteristics
have different life experiences in the same physical space is their ‘belief’. That is, the
way people ‘see’ the world. She argues that people occupy different social and
ideological space. Their differing characteristics such as the individual outlooks and life
styles, ethnicities, states of health and age as well as the subculture they adhere to within
and across classes all need to be considered to understand the specificity of their

experiences of urban life (Healey 1992 cited in Greed 1994).
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If it is recognised that people have multiple identities, Massey (1994) highlights, then
places they relate to will have different identities and their sense of place will be
different. In other words the sense of space/place is not the same for everyone and
because of the multiplicity of their identities people will have different sense of space
depending on their specific identity in a specific situation. Sense of the same space/place
of a particular person varies also according to her/his specific identity at a particular
time since space is not an unequivocal independent dimension. Instead the spatial needs
to be thought of in the context of space-time. It is formed out of social relations at all
scales. Place is then a specific articulation of these relations, ‘a particular moment in

those networks of social relations and understandings’ (Massey 1994: 5).

In societies where ethnicity, race, gender roles, and class are strongly differentiated,
members of these collectivities, e.g. black and white, women and men, working class
and middle class, will have diverse values and attitudes towards their environment.
Their experience and perception of the same environment will be different. Not only do
women use the space differently from men but women of a specific ethnic minority
group also use the space differently than other minority and majority women. Spatial
experiences of individuals vary profoundly even within the same environmental setting
resulting from the combined effects of their race and ethnicity, gender, class, as well as
factors such as their state of health, and stage in their life cycle. Thus an individual’s
experience of space is based on the specificities of the individual’s social positioning.
Women’s relationship to domestic space is not similar to that of men resulting from the
differences in the value and social power attached to their gender roles. Minority ethnic
women may also have a different relationship to the domestic space from not only the
men of minority and majority ethnic group but also women of the majority ethnic group.
In other words the private is not only gendered but ethnicised too. bell hooks, for
example, argues that as a result of the hostility African Americans (both men and
women) experience in the public space, the home can serve as a crucial site of
resistance. Underlining its radical political dimension, hooks describes ‘home’ as a
place where ‘we could restore to ourselves the dignity denied us on the outside in the

public world’ (hooks 1990: 42, Duncan 1996, Weisman 1994).

Furthermore the private can also be a space, which represents autonomy for those people

who are not dependent on the welfare state whereas those with low incomes who rely on
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the welfare state are often subject to unnecessary intrusion and scrutiny (Duncan 1996a).
Thus the private space that is ethnicised, gendered and classed represent disparate

meanings to people with diverse social positioning.

The same is true for public buildings and public spaces. Women, for instance, do not
have equal access to streets and parks to use them free of fear for their safety although
they are alleged to be open to all people. The zoning of areas for different uses such as
residential/industrial, as Greed (1994) points out, also underlines the neglect of the
personal safety of women in making decisions about public spaces. Some racial and
ethnic groups on the other hand are even denied certain residential areas. Elizabeth
Wilson (1991) in describing the lives of women in the Metropolis portrays how some
groups of the population who are denied access to the public spaces in the city, have

nevertheless survived:

‘... although women, along with minorities, [and] children are still not full citizens in
the sense that they have never been granted full and free access to the streets, industrial
life drew them into the public life and they have survived and flourished in the
interstices of the city, negotiating the contradictions of the city in their own particular

way’(1991: 8).

Linda McDowell (1999: 151) highlights that a range of individuals and certain social
groups are discriminated against in terms of access to public spaces and excluded from
particular urban spaces. She cites Nancy Fraser who argues that if these exclusions are
to be taken seriously, than the notion of public space need to be conceptualised as sets of
multiple and hierarchical public arenas to which some groups have access while others

are excluded from.

Often the design and use of public spaces, public buildings, and domestic architecture
reflects the existing social inequalities, whether it is gender, racial, and class or any
other. But it is a two-way process and the built environment in turn contributes in
reinforcing and maintaining the existing inequalities (Greed 1994, Massey 1994, Matrix

1984, Weisman 1994).
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Alfred B. Parker (1965: 16) describes architecture as enclosing space so that beauty and
utility become one. He, too, thinks that it is an accurate image of our society: ‘Whatever

we are is reflected by our buildings’, he says. ‘There is no escaping the disconcerting

fact that architecture mirrors society’.

Robert Rotenberg, on the other hand, underlines that people do not merely act in the
world but try to understand it. They are in a constant effort to give meaning to their
world, and that this process is socially constituted which transforms space into place.
People in cities impel the spaces around them to take on meaning. Thus no space is

allowed to remain neutral - or homogenous (Rotenberg 1993: xiii cited in Kuper

1992:421).

Indeed, Massey (1994) highlights that, once it is accepted that social life unfolds in
space and it is seen in terms of social relations it follows that space can be neither
neutral nor homogenous. People have different life experiences in the same space.
Ethnicity, gender, class divisions and such factors as differences in life styles, beliefs,
personal outlooks, state of health, and stage in the life-cycle all influence a particular
person’s experience of a particular place. Places are full of conflicts as a result of their
multiple identities. When place is conceptualised in terms of social interactions, then it
is not static: ‘Space is not static, nor time spaceless’ (Massey 1993: 155). It is dynamic
and it is a process. And by its very nature it is full of power and symbolism, a complex
web of relations of domination and subordination, of solidarity and co-operation as well
as of conflicting interests (Massey 1994). Housing, for instance, is not a motionless end
‘product’, e.g. frames standing apart from social life. They are contested, created
processes, not simple products of plans. The process of public housing involves
continuous decision-making in terms of design and management (e.g. allocation, repairs,
and transfers) which are based on experiences and beliefs of individual architects and
planners and the policies of institutions such as local authorities, housing associations,
co-operatives. The housing process takes place within urban space. And urban space is
constantly created and recreated as the spatial expression of economic, political and
social processes at a level wider than the local. Composition of urban space reflects
social relations such as those of class, gender, ethnicity and race and those inequalities

embedded in them therefore can be exclusive and discriminatory. The design of the built
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environment not only mirrors the existing social inequalities based on differences of

gender, ethnicity and class but can further contribute towards it.
Greed (1994) points out the duality of the process:

‘It is a two-way process. The city is the product of the reproduction over space of social
relations but, once built, the physical structure can, in turn, feed back its influence onto
its inhabitants, by acting as a constraint on the nature of future societies living in that

city because of the restrictions of its layout, street pattern, design and subculture’

(1994: 87).

Policies keep such divisions reflecting unequal relations of power in the policy-making
process and reinforcing them in terms of spatial outcomes. Planning policies serve to
reflect and influence the way societal divisions are reflected in space. In the existing
built environment there are social and cultural values already embodied, the point is
how to change them through policies and replace them with the social and cultural

values we wish to see embodied in the built environment.

Conclusion

Those initiatives that attempt to democratise housing processes in an urban setting use
notions such as ‘the community’ and ‘empowerment’, which have hidden assumptions.
They homogenise and naturalise social categories and groupings, fix boundaries and
deny internal power differences and conflicts of interests. Their members are assumed to
have common interests and goals. These closely linked notions deny the highly
heterogeneous nature of these collectivities with differential power relations among their
members and their ever-shifting boundaries. People have multiple identities while
occupying differential positions in terms of ethnicity, gender, and class within any
community. Subsequently, there exists an unequal distribution of power, which result in

conflicts and negotiations as well as exclusions/inclusions within ‘the community’.

A range of dualisms resulting from dichotomous thinking keeps existing barriers
between concepts and their spatial expressions. Often, however, the two sides of a
dichotomy interrelate and overlap in daily life while their shifting boundaries are denied

by dichotomous thinking. Lefebvre (1974) calls for the reconstruction of a spatial
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‘code’, that is of a language common to inhabitants and architects as an immediate task.
The first thing such a code would do, he suggests, is to break down such barriers as that

between private and public.

If space reflects social relations then it follows that social change needs to produce a
new space, as social change and spatial change are intrinsic to each other. Intermeshing
of constructs such as race, ethnicity, gender, class, sexuality, ability and age determines
a particular person’s experience of a particular place. Policies need to be developed
which acknowledge and appreciate multiple identities of the inhabitants and aim to

produce places whose full identity is a complex mix of all the multiple identities.

The chapter argued that the personal experience of space is closely linked to the
identities of individuals. In other words it is based on the specificities of individual’s
social positioning. Space is not an independent dimension instead the spatial is created
and re-created out of differential social relations, which are full of power. The spatial,
therefore, needs to be thought of in the context of space-time. Design of the built
environment reflects the existing social inequalities based on ethnicity, gender and class.
What is more, it can also further contribute towards it. The process has a reciprocal
nature. The urban space is the outcome of existing social relations yet it also has an

impact upon it (Duncan 1996, Greed 1994, Massey 1993, 1994).

I A recent research into the issues of social exclusion in London points out that 2.5 per cent of the white
households live in overcrowded conditions whereas the figure is 16.9 per cent for Black African households,
22.8 per cent for Pakistani households and 53.8 per cent for Bangladeshi households. See, Barriers: Social
and economic exclusion in London, Pamphlet 2, London Voluntary Service Council (LVSC).

2 In Britain the planning profession is predominantly white and male. According to a 1988 profile of the
Royal Town Planning Institute, only 18 per cent of planners were women. Women members are not evenly
spread over the age groups whilst men are. Women comprise one third of all members among the age group
of 25-34, whereas they comprise 1 in 10 among the age group of 40-50, and just 1 in 20 from 50. Women
are underrepresented at the higher levels in that only 1.6 per cent of chief planning officers are women. The
percentage of disabled members is less than 1 and relatively few members are from minority ethnic groups
(Cullingworth and Nadin 1994, Greed 1994, Nadin and Jones 1990).
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Chapter 2: Democracy and equality: ethnicity and gender divisions in

political participation and decision-making

Introduction

This chapter explores questions of participation and empowerment as they are related to
decision-making processes in the macro level. It is in that context that notions of
citizenship in the welfare state and political communities will be examined.
Constructions of identity and difference, the private and the public, the individual and

the community, are of particular importance in such a discussion.

Both equality (or equal opportunities) and democracy are concepts that everybody in the
political spectrum claim that they are in favour of, and all politicians seem to be striving
for, or at least claiming that they are doing so. There are however contesting
interpretations of principles of equality and democracy. The notion of citizenship as one
of the main constituents of the concept of democracy is also a contested concept. It has

had different definitions in relation to different interpretations of democracy (Held 1987,

Phillips 1993).

What lies behind the different principles of democracy is related to the institutions that
the power is vested and the degree and the ways in which people participate in decision-
making at macro level. David Held (1987), for example, points out that underlying the
history of the contesting positions on democracy is the struggle to decide whether
democracy should mean a popular power that enables citizens to engage in self-
government and self-regulation or a way of occasionally complementing decision-

making that helps to legitimate the decisions of those elected ‘representatives’.

There are diverse positions in regards to the notion of equality, too. As highlighted by
Anne Phillips (1993) and others, at the one end of the spectrum of opinion there exists
the position of liberal tradition in which the legal and electoral equalities are considered
as the minimum requirements. It extends through increasingly egalitarian positions and
at the other end of the spectrum there lies the stance that no hierarchy should exist

(Giddens 1992, Held 1987, Rowbotham et al. 1981).
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Indeed both notions of democracy and equality are contested and need to be looked at
critically. Their meanings are constructed differently both by different sections of the
society, and in different societies. In Western societies the demands of social groups
such as women for inclusion into citizenship have led to the construction of equality in

opposition to difference (Lister 1997).

‘Ethnic and gender neutral’ democratic theory and practice reinforce the privileged
position of dominant gender and ethnic groups. By denying the relationship between the
notion of democracy and that of gender, ‘race’ and ethnicity the position of the
dominant gender and ethnicity are consolidated. Moreover democracy becomes
associated with the activities of the members of these dominant groups with regard to
their class, gender and ethnicity. Democracy has often been presented as a choice
between two opposing traditions namely representative and direct democracy (Phillips
1993). However, I share the position of those who challenge these binary oppositions,
and stress that there is more than a two-way divide and point to the variety of forms of
democracy (Held 1986, Held and Pollitt 1986). I will adopt a specific working definition
of democracy in this investigation. It is a more participatory notion of democracy that is

the right to take part in decision-making.

Equality, too, is a contested term and there exists immense disagreement over its
meaning. Liberalism’s formal equality e.g. legal equality has limitations for many
groups including women and racialised minorities. This notion of equality implies that
differences between individuals should not be taken into account so that people are
treated as equals. If ‘the differences no longer matter, then we have a concept of equality
that abstracts from the sources and relations of power’ (Phillips 1992: 209). In recent
years it is the notion of difference that dominates debate on equality. The first stage of
feminist movement (the suffrage movement), Phillips argues, ‘seized on the notions of
equality and civil rights to argue for formal equality and equal rights to citizenship with
men’. The second stage of feminist movement emphasised the specificity of women and
called for recognition (and celebration) of gender differences. They rejected the notion
of ‘equality as sameness’ for, as Wendy Brown (1995) argued, it is a ‘gendered
formulation of equality, because it secures gender privilege through naming women as
difference and men as the neutral standard of the same’ (cited in Squires 1999: 128) The

feminist theorist Ute Gerhard argued that: ‘equality is neither an absolute principle nor a
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strict measure, but rather a relative concept ... The formula for sameness is a=a,
whereas equality can be expressed as a=b’ (cited in Voet 1998: 75)(1 shall take up the
debate on equality versus difference later in the chapter). Although it is important to
note differences of individuals and groups as opposed to the abstract individualism of
liberalism, there is however the danger of essentialising these differences. Identity
politics, for example, bases itself on essentialised notions of difference between men

and women, Whites and Blacks and ethnic minority groups homogenising these groups.

Rian Voet (1998: 75) argues that: ‘there are two different meaning of social equality —
material equality and social participation as paid labour’. She notes that an egalitarian
position stresses equal material welfare and the importance of equal social participation
whereas a pluralist position argues for different levels of welfare for citizens and
different kinds of participation. Although, she maintains the first meaning of the term,
material welfare, can be discussed in terms of ‘sameness’, the latter meaning, social
participation is more complex. ‘Social participation, defined here as paid labour’,
maintains Voet, ‘can be discussed in terms of same or different amounts of social
participation, but also different kinds of social participation, levels of participation and

ways of participating’ (1998: 76).

Linking social equality to the notion of difference, Philip Green (1985: 170) suggests
that social equality means ‘we are never able to say of anyone: he or she is statistically
unlikely to ever exercise public responsibility merely because of the possession of some
social attribute: being poor or a factory worker or a member of a racial or ethnic
subculture, or a female, etc.” (cited in Phillips 1991: 99). Thus the working definition of
the notion of equality that has been adopted in this research implies being equal along
the axis of class, ‘race’, ethnicity, and gender (Brah 1996). In other words it entails the
recognition of differences between individuals and groups, whether on the basis of
‘race’, ethnicity, gender or class, (or some other characteristic) while rejecting

‘essentialised’ notion of ‘difference’ which constructs hierarchies.

The notion of ‘citizenship’ is closely connected to the notions of equality and
democracy and has widely being discussed among the scholars and political activists,
over the recent years, on both left and right, both at national and international levels. It

is a concept that not only is constructed differently in different societies but has also
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changed its meaning within the same state and society throughout the history (Mouffe
1992, Yuval-Davis 1997). As Chantal Mouffe (1992) suggests, the way in which we
define citizenship is intrinsically linked to the kind of society and political community
we desire. Exploring the notion of citizenship can shed a light on some of the main
issues that relate to the complex relationships between individuals, collectivities and the
welfare state, as well as the ways ethnic and gender relations influence and are
influenced by them. The notions of rights and duties are intrinsically related to the
notion of citizenship (Marshall 1950) which also encapsulates the relationship between
the individual, society and the state (Yuval-Davis 1997). Thus, this chapter explores the
notion of citizenship in order to illuminate the relationship between the individuals,
collectivities and the state in terms of state provisions including rights and entitlements

in relation to public housing.

The chapter starts by discussing citizenship in the welfare state. The discussion takes up
the debate between liberals, republicans and communitarians in relation to their different
approaches to notions of participation, empowerment, difference and constructions of

the concept of citizenship.

It then goes on and explores, group differences in relation to collective rights and multi-
culturalism. Differentiated welfare rights for racial and ethnic minorities and the
collective provision of needs rather than individual rights are discussed in relation to
multi-culturalist policies. Thus, the chapter explores the ethnicised and gendered
character of the relationship between the state and society in terms of state provisions.

The chapter then looks at the debates around group difference and representation.

Social Citizenship and the Welfare State

Rights and entitlements and the welfare service provision

In recent years, by reasserting itself, neo-liberalism has attacked welfare rights and the
widening of field of equality that has been accompanied by a controversy over whether
the welfare system should be destroyed or reformed. There has been a change in the
meaning of welfare over the years, which in turn, has led to a change in the relationship
between the individual and welfare state. Thus, questions such as: ‘what is welfare?
What is the welfare state?” need to be answered in order to explore the changing

relationship between the individual and the welfare state, as well as individual and
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collective rights and entitlements in terms of welfare services in general and public

housing in particular.

While liberalism defines the citizen as an abstract individual whose ethnic, class and
gender differences are supposed to be irrelevant to their status as citizens, T.H. Marshall
(1950) and others construct citizenship in terms of social rights, which assumes a notion
of difference as determined by social needs. Hence, as J. Edwards (1988: 135) described
it, those people who have similar needs must get similar resources while those with
diverse needs, must get diverse resources - which in short means treatment as equals

rather than equal treatment (cited in Yuval-Davis 1997: 74).

According to Marshall (1950: 84), “Citizenship is a status bestowed on those who are
full members of a community. All who possess the status are equal with respect to the
rights and duties with which the status is endowed’. Thus the construction of social
citizenship by Marshall and others forms the basis of the notion of welfare state. When
first introduced, social welfare rights were linked directly to class difference. They were
aimed at improving the quality of life of the working classes under capitalism. Welfare
system offers social solidarity among the working classes thereby contributing to the
smooth running of capitalism. Pointing to Marshall’s proposition that social citizenship
constitutes the core of a welfare state, Gosta Esping-Andersen (1990) argues that the
concept above all must involve the granting of social rights. Thus social rights are given
legal recognition and are inviolable and are granted on the basis of citizenship rather
than performance. Similarly, others pointed out that welfare was viewed as ‘the
institutionalized recognition of social solidarity within the political community of

citizens’ (Beveridge 1942, Harris 1987, Marshall 1950, Yuval-Davis 1997: 74).

The traditional welfare state is the product of an industrial era of capitalism, and
therefore is a reflection of the social world of its origin. Mass production systems
transformed every sector of economic life in the twentieth century. Mass production
presupposes mass consumption. Thus the provision of the infrastructure of consumption
- housing and roads accompanied mass production. So did the welfare systems, which
was work oriented and aimed at providing solidarity among the working classes as well

as to stabilise the markets of mass-producers (Esping-Andersen 1990, Harris 1987).
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Also accompanying mass production was highly centralised administration with fiercely
hierarchical bureaucracies. According to Max Weber (1978) the increase in bureaucracy
was inevitable in rationalisation in modern society. He viewed the modern state as
absolutely dependent upon bureaucracies. Weber’s concept of the term bureaucracy
included not only the state but all forms of large-scale organisations such as industrial
enterprises, unions, political parties and universities (Held 1987). The gender regime
(Connell 1987)' that forms the basis of the traditional welfare state is centred on the
ideal of the family wage that is the male breadwinner/female homemaker model. It is
based on women’s economic dependency on men and thus unequal power relationship
both within family and in wider society. It privileges *wage earning citizen’ (male) over
‘caring citizen’ (female) in the allocation of citizenship rights and participation in
decision-making processes. This family wage model is based on the nuclear family,
which, as mentioned earlier, does not even correctly reflect white household structures.
Moreover, as Morris and Winn (1990: 102) argue ‘it is particularly inaccurate for the
Asian population, many of whose households consist of an extended family network
comprised of a number of “nuclear” families’. Similarly, ‘Afro-Caribbean family
structures’ they argue, ‘are also more likely to vary from the nuclear family model in
that there are a larger cohabitees and female-headed, single-parent families’ (Esping-

Andersen 1990, Fraser 1996, Lister 1997, Murray 1992).

Over the years new social movements have developed protesting against both the
discrimination and disadvantage of various marginal sectors and collectivities in society,
such as women, Blacks, lesbian and gays, disabled people. Subsequently a variety of
ethnic, racial, religious and sexual groupings which exist within the marginal matrix of
society and which experience informal and formal discrimination, call for a different

social solidarity (Evans 1993, Yuval-Davis 1997: 74). Mouffe (1993) postulates thus:

‘New political subjects emerged, new forms of identities and communities have been
created, and a traditional type of social democratic conception of justice exclusively
centred around economic inequalities 1s unlikely to capture the imagination of the new

social movements’ (1993: 54).

As a result, in contemporary political thought there has been an increasing emphasis on

the need to open up the democratic process in order to involve wider sections of the
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population more directly in decision-making, and thus new forms of democracy are
explored to achieve this. Grass roots resistance movements, for example, have called for

‘black power’, consciousness-raising for women, and community politics.

Accompanying this is ‘radical extension’ of rights to embrace new categories, called for
by social movements, such as reproductive rights demanded by feminists. Like
feminists, David Held (1989: 201-2) too argues that reproductive rights form ‘the very
basis of the possibility of effective participation of women in both civil society and the
polity’. He suggests seven clusters of rights corresponding to key sites of power: health,
social, cultural, civil, economic, pacific and political rights. These bundles of rights are,
he maintains, key to the entrenchment of the principle of autonomy and to facilitating
free and equal participation (Held 1995). Carol Gould (1988: 212) similarly argues that
‘the right of participation in decision-making in social, economic, cultural and political

life’ should be included in the basic rights (cited in Lister 1997: 18).

The emerging questions of the relationship between ‘the community’ and the welfare
state as well as how they affect people’s citizenship are debated by the ‘liberals’,

‘communitarians’ and the ‘republicans’ (Yuval-Davis 1997).

Citizenship and ‘the community’

In the liberal tradition minimum requirements that are the legal and electoral equalities
are favoured. In this position, influencing outcomes in decision-making is sought after
by the ‘one person, one vote’ rule. People are merely asked to turn up at the polling
station to vote occasionally. Because of its low level of requirement it can count on

majority involvement (Phillips 1993).

Phillips (1993: 112-13) argues that liberal democracy is criticised on a number of points
such as the inadequacy of the vote. Voting once every few years, it is argued cannot be
regarded as a significant expression of popular control. Also voting involves choosing
between broad alternatives. This, on the one hand, does not provide citizens much of a
choice. On the other hand, choosing between broad alternatives means a lot of decisions
are left to the political elites. What is more the vote is perceived as an expression of
interests with an inherent assumption that interests are pre-given. Democracy, however,

involves processes in which identities are created and re-created, interests are
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constructed and political views and choices are shaped. Phillips maintains that some
groups such as feminists (Pringle and Watson 1992, Young 1989, 1990a) believe that
these processes are of crucial importance for they provide the context for empowerment
and that in democracy what matters is empowerment as well as the ultimate policy
results. Voting, feminists argue, can enable women to elect a government that promises
more equal redistribution of resources. However, the problems of oppression are not
resolved through re-distribution alone, for they also involve an institutional context that
limits oppressed people’s ability to participate and the development of their own

capacities. Liberal democracy does not provide this institutional context.

The liberal tradition views the individual as abstract. In abstract individualism the
diversity of individuals are noted yet at the same time it is implied that these differences
do not and should not count. The universal and the abstract are assumed to be neutral
and objective by the liberal tradition while a unitary understanding of human needs and
concerns is imposed. It is argued that all citizens should be treated the same regardless
of their social differences. Differences deriving from ethnicity, gender, and class, are of
no relevance and should not be allowed to count. Thus, citizens are constructed as
strangers to each other rather than as ‘members of the community’ (Eisenstein 1994,

Phillips 1993, Roche 1987, Yuval-Davis 1997).

Carole Pateman (1970: 116), for example, argues that in the liberal democracy the
‘individual’ is disembodied. By abstracting the individual liberal democracy denies their
social, economic as well as biological characteristics. In doing this liberal democracy

equates the individual with the dominant sex.

Communitarians, on the other hand, have debated liberals and emphasised that
individuals are socially embedded denouncing the ahistorical, asocial, and disembodied
concept of the individual. Individuals, they argued, do not exist outside a particular
social context, and have pointed to the flaw of viewing individuals as free agents. For
communitarians the context that freedom of all kinds have their meaning from is ‘the
community’. Thus they have based moral and political beliefs in the experience of
particular communities and challenged the false abstractions of ‘the’ individual. They

have also argued that the emphasis on individual claims disregards the ways in which
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individuals are located within the social realm (Etzioni 1997, Jayasuriya 1991,

MacIntyre 1984, Mouffe 1993, Phillips 1993, Walzer 1983).

Kautz (1995:1) argues that the conception of the individual self, on which contemporary
liberalism is based, is not coherent since our identities are constituted through our
membership to a community, ‘that there is no “I”” before there is “we”’. Such a priority
of the right that liberalism advocates cannot possibly exist, communitarians argue, for
rights can exist only in a specific context. This means that a person with rights can only
exist within a specific type of society, with certain institutions. Moreover, it is only
through the participation of people in a community that a notion of the good is defined
in a specific way providing them with a particular sense of the right and an
understanding of justice. There is no universal truth or justice. People’s beliefs are local
and specific. Thus, the communitarians’ argument suggests that notions of rights and
responsibilities as well as those of equality and privacy have meaning only within the
context of particular communities (Mouffe 1993: 46, Phillips 1993, Yuval-Davis 1997:
70).

Thus there is shift of emphasis from liberal tradition’s establishing universally
applicable standards of morality and justice towards communitarians’ illuminating the
principles that are already present in any given society. It represents a shift from a
universalistic to a ‘radically particularistic’ notion (Walzer cited in Phillips 1993: 59),

which is expressed in ‘universality versus specificity’ binary.

Mouffe (1993: 43) points out that the liberal thinker John Rawls’ (1971) understanding
of justice is based on the idea of fairness. One of the characteristics of Justice as
Fairness is that it affirms the priority of the right over good. Thus Rawls defends a type
of liberalism where the right must not depend on any utilitarian concept. His
understanding of rights is important because what justifies right is not the maximisation
of general welfare, nor any other particular conception of the good, and the defence of
the individual wants has priority in relation to the general welfare. According to Rawls’
liberal view, ‘the good’ to be self-defined by each person on the basis of their self
interests, and citizenship is the capacity of individuals to formulate and pursue their own

definition of ‘the good’. This way, citizens are able to use their rights to promote their
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self-interest within the limits that are imposed by the need to respect the rights of others

(Mouffe 1993: 61, Rawls 1971).

Charles Taylor (1985), in his communitarian critique of liberalism, rejects the idea of
right over good that forms the basis of Rawls’ conception of justice. He argues that
rights and a conception of justice cannot exist prior to, and independently of, specific
forms of political association - which by definition implies a conception of the good.
The implication of this, however, is that ‘there can be no absolute priority of the right
over good’. According to Taylor (1985) liberalism’s view of the subject is ‘atomist’ for

it affirms the self-sufficient character of the individual (Mouffe 1993: 46).

In his communitarian critique, Michael Sandel (1982) criticises the idea of the priority
of the right over the good and the understanding of the subject this implies. He argues
that Rawls’ conception of the self does not allow the idea of a ‘constitutive’ community,
a community that would constitute the very identity of the individuals. As Mouffe
asserts (1993: 61): ‘It only allows for an “instrumental” community, a community in
which individuals with their previously defined interests and identity enter with a view
to furthering those interests’. Indeed the liberal approach is flawed for it implicitly
assumes fixed identities of individuals, denying the socially constructed nature of

interests according to their ever-shifting identities.

The alternative to this flawed liberal approach that communitarians such as Sandel
propose is to appeal to the tradition of civic republicanism putting a strong emphasis on
the notion of a public good. This must be prior to, and independent of, individual desires
and interests. The ‘common good’ stands separate from the interests of individual
citizens. In civic republicanism political activity is of crucial importance and associated
with the pursuit of ‘common good’. It is only through political activity that the potential
of the Self is realised (Lister 1997, Mouffe 1993, Sandel 1982, Yuval-Davis 1997).

Some feminists such as Mary Dietz (1991) also appropriated principles of civic
republicanism. She conceptualises citizenship as expressly political, participatory and
democratic involving the collective and participatory engagement of citizens in the

determination of the affairs of their community.
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Although there are serious problems with the liberal concept of citizenship, the civic
republican solution is also problematic. Underlying both liberal and civic republican
formulation of citizenship is ‘the individual/community dichotomy’ (Frazer and Lacey
1993: 178). Lister (1997), on the other hand, observes how specific power relations are
formed and maintained by constructing the equality and difference binary which lead to
construction of political choices. In contrast to the dichotomous thinking of Western

thought, however, these oppositions can be treated as complementary rather than as

mutually exclusive alternatives.

Bock and James (1992) argue that ‘throughout its history women’s liberation has been
seen sometimes as the right to be equal, sometimes as the right to be different’ (cited in
Squires 1999:116). Thus, Squires notes that ‘equality and difference, both rich, complex
and contested terms in their own right, have come to represent distinct and competing
perspectives within feminist theory, in which they stand for two fundamentally
antagonistic accounts of the nature of gender and of the feminist project’ (1999: 115). A
dichotomous separation of ‘equality versus difference’ is created as mutually exclusive

oppositions. Squires notes that:

‘Equality theorists argues that “gender difference” is either a straightforward myth or a
contingent result of social conditioning, but in neither case needs to be transcended.
Difference theorists, on the other hand, argue that “gender difference” is either a
biological given or a result of social conditioning, but in either case needs to be

recognized and valued’ (Squires 1999: 118).

Squires underlines that the former perspective calls for women’s integration into the
existing social order. The latter perspective strives ‘to reverse the order of things: to
place at the centre that which is currently marginalized, to value that which is currently

devalued, to privilege that which is currently subordinated” (1999: 118).

In relation to the gender-neutral citizenship/gender-differentiated citizenship dichotomy
Ruth Lister maintains that: ‘a feminist reinterpretation of citizenship can best be

approached by treating each of these oppositions as potentially complementary rather
than as mutually exclusive alternatives’ (Lister 1997: 92). Lister notes that the ‘equality

versus difference’ binary posits concept of difference as opposite of equality although
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the opposite notion of equality is ‘inequality’ which necessarily comprises hierarchical
relations leading to subordination and subsequent disadvantage of particular groups.
‘Difference’, however, is a notion that can and needs to complement equality. She
further argues that this dichotomy needs to be collapsed and equality and difference ‘to
be reconstructed so that they open up rather than close off political choices’ (1999: 97).

Civic republicanism is also criticised for the demanding nature of the citizenship it
conceptualises. Citizen participation is seen as political obligation. Yet the higher the
demands placed on participation, the more likely it is that participants will represent a
minority. It implicitly assumes that all citizens are positioned equally to carry out this
obligation. Existing social divisions on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, class, and
ability imply that this minority will be white, male, able-bodied individuals (Lister 1997,
Phillips 1993).

Yuval-Davis describes how various marginal or minority groups are located in the
marginal matrix of citizenship and face inhibition in practising their religious and
cultural beliefs or economic needs by legal and moral constraints. These ‘moral aliens’
are subjected to both formal and informal discrimination through the state’s practices in
social, political and economic arenas. ‘This is the twilight zone in between the liberal
and republican construction of citizenship,” she argues, ‘where religious, ethnic and

sexual minorities are located - outside the national “moral community” but inside the

civic nation’ (1997: 85).

As Anthias and Yuval-Davis (1993) suggest (and as discussed in the Chapter 1),
‘community’, like collectivity, is a social material construction. Its boundaries,
structures and norms are a result of constant processes of struggle and negotiation, and
in some cases the result of a more general development. Nowadays, as they point out,

the term ‘the community’ increasingly is being used as a substitute for civil society.

The welfare state’s role in shaping the public and private

Esping-Andersen (1990) stresses that the welfare state cannot be understood merely in
terms of the rights it grants. Also to be considered, he maintains, is how state activities
are interlocked with the market’s and the family’s role in social provision. The welfare

state is not just a mechanism that intervenes in the structure of inequality; it is, in its
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own right, a system of stratification. It is an active force in the ordering of social
relations. Similarly Lister (1997: 10) highlights the role of the welfare state as regulator
of a range of citizenship rights, including immigration, reproductive and sexual as well
as social rights. This way, she argues, it can both enhance and weaken citizenship of

different groups of women.

The society we are living in is divided into public male and private female domains;
women have been excluded from citizenship and prevented from full involvement at the
political level. Public and private are not natural divisions, but socially and historically
constructed ones. The liberal claim that there can be a clear separation between ‘civil
society’ and ‘the state’ is questioned by various political thinkers who argue that the
boundaries between the ‘state’ and ‘civil society’ are never fixed, but always changing.
The state 1s enmeshed in the associations and practices of everyday life. Thus, the
welfare state through its policies of access to social services is unavoidably involved in
the maintenance and reproduction of the inequalities of everyday life. Indeed public
policies have a profound influence on shaping relations within the family and the
household, which are diverse in relation to ethnicity, while the inequalities of ethnicised
sexual power are reflected in relations at work and in politics (Hall 1984, Held 1986,

Pateman 1988, Phillips 1991).

As Yuval-Davis (1997: 80) argues, in the modern welfare state in particular, no social
sphere is protected from state intervention. Even the non-intervention of the state is the
outcome of its own decisions in terms of drawing boundaries of intervention. That is to
say, she maintains, the very act of constructing the boundary between the public and
private is a political act itself. Political power relations with their own dynamics exist in
each social sphere. Thus feminism points to the presence of power relations within
primary social relations as well as within the more impersonal secondary relations of the

civil and political domains.

Asserting ‘the personal is political’ feminists have highlighted the relationship between
the public and the private and argued that they cannot be looked at as separate domains
independent of each other. Pointing to the state’s contribution to women’s oppression,
socialist feminists maintain that the male power over women is centralised through the

policies of the welfare state, which make women caring for others in the home
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financially dependent on men. Moreover, it is embedded in other structures of the

workplace and the home that cannot be best understood as operating primarily at an

individual level (Phillips 1991, Segal 1987).

The distribution of resources such as work, time and money is a function of power
relationships both within family and the wider society. Thus unequal power relationship
involving women’s economic dependency, lack of control over resources, lack of rights
as well emotional dependency and lack of self-esteem underlie the interaction between
public and private. All of this undermines women’s membership in the political
community because the autonomy, which implies both economic and physical
independence, is perceived as a prerequisite of political citizenship. As discussed in
Chapter 1, women cannot move and act as freely in the public places as a result of fear
of sexual violence. Therefore women’s capacity to act as citizens is impeded
considerably and their ability to participate in formal political action is curtailed.
Subsequently women are underrepresented in the key formal channels of politics and
decision-making. Indeed, the public and private division is central to women’s exclusion

from full citizenship (Lister 1997, Phillips 1993).

Amina Mama (1992) examines the ways in which the changing British State constructs
and reconstructs the positions of black women, first as workers who contribute to the
nation, its economy and its public services, and then as citizens, and as consumers of
public services. Among other factors, funding policies, for instance, can contribute to
the creation of exclusive identities. Race, class and gender divisions do not simply fade
away or decrease with the Welfare State. Instead they are reproduced in new forms
revealed in the complex mechanisms of social regulation and administration, in the

allocation of resources and in the delivery of social welfare services.

The state’s involvement in shaping and reproducing the existing relations is changing
rather than becoming less important. One of the reasons of this recent change in the
nature of the state’s involvement is due to the fact that the family structure, which the
traditional welfare system is based upon, has changed in some countries. As it is argued
that the central idea which formed the basis of the notion of citizenship as it emerged,
far from being universalistic was constructed in terms of the ‘Rights of Man’ (who were

also white property owners), and that women were denied of citizenship rights because
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citizen status was granted not to individuals as such, but to men in their capacity as

members and representatives of a family (Held 1987, Pateman 1988, 1989, Vogel 1989,
Yuval-Davis 1997).

The traditional welfare state is based on the nuclear family model with the male
breadwinner as the head of the family and women and children as dependants. This
approach does not take into account diverse family structures such as extended families,
and female headed families where a male partner is absent. Yet the differences in
household composition amongst the different ethnic groups in Britain are considerable
and, as will be discussed below, Black and minority ethnic groups suffer from these

ethnocentric assumptions (Morris and Winn 1990).

In this model, however, members of the family do not have a unitary set of interests as
assumed. Husbands, wives, children and other adults in cases of extended families have
diverse social positionings, differential powers and interests within the family (Yuval-
Davis 1997). The family structure of this model has changed dramatically and family
relations are now diversified greatly. As mentioned in Chapter 1, in Britain only 15 per
cent of households consist of a male breadwinner, a wife not in paid employment and
dependent children. On the one hand household formation amongst single never-married
couples have increased significantly over the 20 years (Morris and Winn 1990). On the
other hand, the outcome of the current divorce and separation rate is a net increase of
around 80,000 households per year. Consequently the number of one-person households
between the age of 30 and 44 are expected to double between 1987 and 2001. Because
of the long-term trend towards more elderly people living alone in separate households
there is a projected increase of 600,000 one-person households over retirement age
between 1987 and 2001. However, the welfare states are failing to respond these
changing needs. The traditional welfare state is not equipped to deal with situations that

differ from the traditional family model.

Single mother families, for instance, have come under constant attack by the social
security as well as the housing departments of the welfare state during Conservative and
Labour Governments in Britain. Women’s unpaid carer role goes unrecognised. Jacque
Chirac has recently commented that ‘why give money to women when they are sitting at

home?’ In Britain as soon as Blair came to power he launched a ‘welfare crusade’, as
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The Guardian (2 June 1997) put it, ‘designed to ease the workless off benefits and into
jobs, issuing a bold challenge to single mothers to seek work or training’. The paper
then went on explaining the plan of the Government that lone mothers will initially be
encouraged to take up jobs and penalised if they don’t. Yet no plan mentioned the

parallel problem of childcare at the time.

David Walker, writing on Welfare Reform in The Guardian on 29 September 1998,
pointed out that Labour has now ‘recognised that childcare, including better pay and
education for pre-schoolers, is integral to the project of getting people to rely on income
from employment rather than benefits’. Ironically, this is largely due to the work of the

now sacked Social Security Secretary and Minister for Women.

Community politics, decision-making and the welfare state

Allan Cochrane (1986: 52) suggests that the term ‘community’ is often defined by the
boundaries of ‘local authority area’. Thus community politics come to mean local
politics. He explores the extent to which locally based politics can be developed asking
whether this results in an increase in their participation. Community politics, he
suggests, 1s generally concerned with the collective provision of services to a particular
area or group. ‘It typically involves,” he explains, ‘locally (area) based groups generating
demands and either setting out to meet themselves or putting pressure on state agencies
to do so’. He then argues that in exploring new forms of democracy, ‘community

politics’ can be of significance for two reasons:

Firstly, because of its local base - e.g. small neighbourhoods - it implies that local
people are more likely to get involved directly in collective decision-making. Therefore
it provides more opportunity to achieve active democratic politics than that of traditional
forms of representative democracy. Secondly, community politics could be a way of
encouraging the development of an alternative sector of politics, which is autonomous
and independent of formal state structures. He points to those claims that area-based
coalitions can be organised around the provision of public services such as housing.
They can then have the potential to generate a local politics, which can mobilise wider

sections of society, in contrast to class politics, and challenge the normal priorities of

capitalism (Cochrane 1986: 52).
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Maureen Makintosh and Hilary Wainwright (1987) point to some contradictions that
arise when the state organisations form alliances with the popularly based organisations.
One of the causes of these emerging contradictions is the fact that the local state is an
employer as well as a provider of services. On the one hand it is an institution with
interests of its own, and on the other hand it is a political body with a wider set of

political commitments.

Another cause for these contradictions lies in the fact that the local state organisations
do not have a homogenous constituency, as is often assumed. As discussed in Chapter 1,
the notions of ‘the people’, and ‘the community’ are highly heterogeneous with shifting
boundaries. Finally, despite the claims of decentralising and sharing power, the local
states hold onto much of the final power in decision-making, which leads to conflicts of

interest between people and the state, as the groups lose their autonomy by accepting

resources.

Community politics has been criticised by many for various reasons. Young (1990a), for
instance, notes that although she shares many of the communitarian criticisms of
welfare, capitalist, liberal democratic theory and society, the ideal of community, she
maintains, cannot offer an alternative vision of a democratic polity. For embedded in the
notion is a desire for the fusion of subjects with one another which in practice operates
to exclude the other - e.g. those who have the characteristics that the group does not
associate with itself. The ideal of community, Young claims, denies and represses social
difference. According to this ideal, the concept of the polity as a unity is possible only in

so far as all participants share a common experience and common values.

Those involved in the community development projects in Britain later criticised them
challenging their assumptions, and argued that it is impossible to deal with structural
problems of economic and social inequality of the society at the local level (Cochrane
1986). There exists an inherent assumption in the initiatives of community development
projects that the social problems that inner cities face could be corrected if there was
sufficient will within the local community. Also overlooked is the fact that inner cities
are the products of wider economic pressures, left over and marginalized in the process

of economic and social restructuring.
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Hence, Cochrane argues, community initiatives both in the USA and Britain failed in
winning their demands and altering the existing politics in major ways. In Britain, the
evidence suggests that existing rules in politics serve the interests of the hegemonic
groups and protect established policies, while groups calling for changes are excluded
through a series of devices. As and when pressure groups do succeed in winning their
demands they are often in the form of concessions, which are on minor issues at a high
cost in terms of time and effort. In the USA it is widely recognised that the extent to
which weaker groups can influence policy is very limited. Bachrach and Baratz, for
example, argue that those who hold the political power remove from the agenda of
government any consideration of the demands of weaker groups. In this way they do not
even emerge as recognised problems or issues. As discussed in Chapter 3, this is called
non-decision-making and is as important as formal decision-making within the

government (Bachrach and Baratz 1970, Cochrane 1986).

Thus, community politics is quite problematic, as weaker groups remain quite powerless
when issues concern the interests of the hegemonic groups and their established
policies. On the other hand, as both Young (1990a) and Cochrane (1986) argue,
community politics and ‘community control’ can be an effective way of excluding ‘the
other’ rather than including it, subsequently shedding doubt on the claim that they are

ways of achieving more democracy.

As an example, Cochrane (1986: 70) describes how in American cities with a high level
of social and ethnic concentration and segregation, community control at the level of
local governments can be effectively used by some groups to exclude others in order to
keep their existing privileged access to services. In this way, for example, black and
poor children are prevented from entering the schools of middle class white children in
the suburbs. Cochrane asserts that these cases do not help justify the claims ‘that calls
for community control are, in fact, calls for an extension of democracy’. ‘On the
contrary,” he maintains, ‘they clearly offer means of excluding certain groups from

political power. Instead of extending democracy, they are intended to limit it’.
Indeed, as also discussed in Chapter 1, the notion of ‘the community’ is quite

problematic. Hegemonic groups can easily and confidently claim that they are ‘the

community’. Yuval-Davis (1994: 181) describes how perceiving community as fixed
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can lead to the creation of exclusionary boundaries of ‘the community’ which exclude as
‘the other’ all those perceived as different. This indicates their potential to become
extremely conservative and racist. Tenants associations on some housing estates, for

instance, mobilise the neighbourhood to exclude African Caribbeans and Asians in

Britain.

‘The community’ is assumed to be a homogenic and harmonious grouping while
competing interests within ‘the community’ are ignored. Different and competing
interests of members of the collectivity stemming from their different positioning in
terms of class, ethnicity, gender, and sexuality are overlooked. Hence certain
individuals, just because they are members in certain collectivities can automatically be

considered as ‘representing their community’ (Rowbotham 1986, Yuval-Davis 1994).

Citizenship and participation

Some thinkers link the notion of citizenship to participation in the polity and hold the
view that participation is the most significant defining and central characteristic of
citizenship (Jayasuriya 1991). Brian Turner (1986), for instance, states that citizenship
can be defined in various ways such as in relation to civil, legal and social features.
Nonetheless, ‘citizenship rights are essentially concerned with the nature of social
participation of persons within the community as fully recognised legal members’

(1986: 134).

Held (1989) also argues that participation of people in the community in which they live
is central to the idea of citizenship. Those groups that so far have been excluded from
full membership strive for membership and enjoyment of all social benefits. Likewise,
Dahrendorf (1975: 44) asserts that citizenship 1s not a legal status that is something
people are given once and for all. Instead it is a social process, the nucleus of a forceful
development. He further adds that ‘citizenship is not mainly about where people stand,
but what they do. It is about participation’. As mentioned earlier Gould (1988) considers
participation of individuals in decision-making in social, economic, cultural and

political life among basic rights.

Furthermore, Jayasuriya (1991: 38) argues, participation is not just about the political

community but also about all aspects of being a member of a society. Referring to
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Parson’s concept of ‘rights enabling participation’, Jayasuriya underlines the
fundamental distinction between ‘rights per se, and rights which provide conditions for
effective participation in a variety of social domains’. Emphasising the importance of
this process of achievement of citizenship status as equal members with full
participation rights, Jayasuriya maintains that on account of social exclusion ethnic
minorities - some groups more than others - have been denied opportunities for effective
participation. Political citizenship that is active involvement in the polity is an important
feature of citizenship, especially in relation to ethnic minorities, and is central to being
in the public domain. Its complete achievement is a matter of power relations between
different social groups. He calls for a broadening of the sphere of the public domain, to
allow ethnic minorities access to the main institutions not only of the state but also of
the civil society. Whichever way we deal with the issue of power relations, he states, the
concept of citizenship needs to broaden this domain. ‘It is participation in this broad

public sphere that is central to the operation of citizenship® (1991: 38).

Lister (1997: 43) argues that whether the focus is a nation-state or the community, or
particular groups within the localities, processes of inclusion and exclusion are
simultaneously at work at both at legal and sociological levels through different modes
of citizenship. ‘Formal’ citizenship (e.g. to have a passport) signifies the legal status of
membership of a state whereas ‘substantive’ citizenship is about having rights and
duties within a state. ‘Within nation-states’, she maintains, ‘different groups enjoy
different degrees of substantive citizenship, for social divisions and poverty are
corrosive of full citizenship’. As discussed earlier women’s participation in formal
politics, for example, is hampered by unequal distribution of power. The sexual division
of labour e.g. caring responsibilities of women at home, combined with the problems of
using the public space as well as the way politics is constructed (e.g. mainly for men) act
as strong obstacles to their participation. Thus the private and public divide underpins
women’s exclusion from decision-making at macro level and from full citizenship.
Racial discrimination, harassment and violence, on the other hand, impair the

substantive citizenship of Black people.
In Britain, the alternative that the right puts forward constructs the citizen as an

economically successful middle class, male head of the family, who fulfils his duties as

citizen by granting his spare money and time ‘to the community’. Subsequently, the
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welfare system is turned into a system of charity based on voluntary effort while rights
and entitlement are turned into gifts. The idea of ‘active citizenship’ that has been
promoted in the British context, assumes a top-down notion of citizenship. Thus,
quangos, which are appointed rather than elected, have come to be the means by which a
number of public services (such as health, education and welfare) are being managed.
Individuals are over-determined by their identities as consumers. Moreover, as Yuval-
Davis states: ‘The balance of citizenship rights has shifted, away from social rights of
welfare towards civil rights of an economic kind (that is market related) such as the right
to buy council houses, and shares’. This construction of citizenship is however highly
class biased obliterating the construction of citizenship in welfare state that aimed at

“treatment as equals’ (Edwards 1988 cited in Yuval-Davis 1997: 85, Lister 1990, 1997).

Citizenship rights of racial and ethnic minovrities and multi-cultural policies

Welfare rights as well as the political rights of citizens are affected by the formal and
informal practices within the society. The allocation policies adopted by many local
authorities are based upon ethnocentric assumptions about what constitutes a normal
family. However there are major differences in household composition amongst the
different ethnic groups in Britain. These ethnocentric assumptions about what
constitutes a normal family structure have a major impact on the access of Black and
minority ethnic groups into public housing. Asian households, for example, are likely to
be larger than white households since they are nearly four times more likely to contain
more than three adults, and more than six times likely to contain over two children. The
difference in household structure contributes to the higher occurrence of overcrowding
in Asian households. Allocations’ policies, based on assumptions that naturalise the
nuclear family, do not allow for diversity in household structures. As a result, they are
either excluded from council housing altogether or forced to restructure themselves so
that they fit with the ‘normal’ pattern. Development of new housing was hampered by
the national government housing finance policies, which eliminated the prospect of

developing larger units of dwellings (Morris and Winn 1990).

African Caribbean family structures too are likely to differ from the nuclear family
based on a male breadwinner model, for there are greater numbers of people cohabiting
or female-headed single-parent families. When the local authorities have a policy

restricting the eligibility of cohabiting households they are denied access to the public
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housing. Local authorities may adopt a formal or informal policy of allocating smaller
property to single parent families. Thus, families in both cases experience indirect
discrimination. In the latter, however, where a policy is adopted informally, families are
likely to experience more direct discrimination as the rule is more likely to be applied to

black single-parent families than to their white counterparts (Morris and Winn

1990:102-4).

The most problematic aspect of citizenship rights for racial and ethnic minorities relates
to their social rights and to the notion of multi-culturalism. The poor and working
classes are constructed in terms of racial and ethnic collectivities through multi-
culturalist policies. These collectivities, it is suggested, have collective needs resulting
from their structural disadvantages as well as their different cultures. Countries such as
Canada, Britain and the USA have officially adopted multi-cultural policies. It is argued
that to overcome the outcome of racism in practical terms rather than just ideological,
collective provisions and positive action, based on group membership, are the only
measures to be taken that are effective (Burney 1988, Young 1989, Yuval-Davis 1997).
As Yuval-Davis (1997: 77) argues, it is quite problematic when the provision relates not
only to differential treatment in relation to access to employment or welfare, but also to
the different cultural needs of different ethnicities. It includes the provision of
interpreting and translation into various minority ethnic languages by various
departments of the welfare state, including housing. However it may also include
providing financial support to religious organisations. In most extreme cases, it may
involve calls ‘to enable the minorities to operate according to their own customary and
religious legal systems’ (e.g. the Rushdie Affair in Britain). Embedded in this perception
of ‘different- cultural needs’ is an essentialised notion of culture. The implicit
assumption in this is an essentialised notion of culture. Culture, however, ‘is a rich
resource, usually full of internal contradictions, which is used selectively by different
social agents in various social projects within specific power relations and political

discourse in and outside the collectivity’ (1997: 43).

Multi-culturalist policies are criticised by the Left on various points. These include the
fact that they ignore the issues of power relations, and they accept as representatives of
minority groups whose social positioning in terms of class and power are quite different

from those of the majority members of that community. Also, they emphasise the
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differential cultures of members of minority ethnic groups rather than their similarities
and commonalities resulting from their shared experiences in a racist society.
Furthermore, these policies assume ethnic minorities as homogeneous ignoring the
conflicting interests and differential power relations within them. Cultures and cultural
needs are not fixed and highly heterogeneous yet multi-cultural policies tend to reify

their boundaries and essentialise the characteristics of these cultures (Yuval-Davis

1997).

Participation, empowerment, and group difference

Recent arguments on democracy note the existence of other differences between
individuals such as ethnicity, gender, class, and age, and call for recognition of group
differences. Some propose institutionalisation of group differences so that the
disadvantaged and marginalized groups are provided with opportunity and mechanisms
to express and exercise their differences and influence policy formation processes.
However, such arguments remain problematic because they are based on assumptions
that homogenise and naturalise social categories and essentialise differences fixing
boundaries around them. Some argue that group-based concept of rights do not
necessarily lead to more egalitarian structures and that group representation is
problematic since it gives rise to questions such as: Who defines the group? Who is in
and who is out? Who speaks for the community? (Benhabib 1996, Eisenstein 1984,
Fraser and Nicholson 1990, Phillips 1993, Young 1990a).

Certain factors can interfere with the participation of an individual in the life of the
community of which s/he is a member. Poverty, for instance, spells exclusion from full
participation, as Ruth Lister (1990) argues, and diminishes the citizenship rights of a
significant proportion of the community. Moreover, these rights are all too often eroded

further for Black and ethnic minorities, women and the disabled.

Participation of women in national politics is very low: In the welfare states of Western
Europe it varies between 2 and 10 per cent and in Britain and USA the figure is less than
5 per cent. Although the figures slightly improve as we move to local politics their
relatively better position in terms of local politics only re-confirms the fact that their
numbers increase as the power of the office decrease (Phillips 1993). Even in Nordic

countries where women have higher rates of political representation they remain absent
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in those corporations that hold the most significant and social powers that are controlled

by men (Yuval-Davis 1997).

Lister (1997) argues that feminism is on the camp of strong democracy where what
matters is empowerment as well as the ultimate policy results. She further maintains that
the analysis of systemic inequalities - not only between women and men, but more
generally between oppressed and dominant social groups - raises important question

about empowering people not only as individuals but also as members of specific

groups.

The notions of ‘power’ and ‘empowerment’ are central to participation and participatory
processes. As mentioned in Chapter 1 (see page 50) Foucault (1980: 98) observes that
there exits horizontal power not just hierarchical. Describing how power operates
‘through a net-like organisation’ he highlights that as individuals circulate between its

threads they are constantly undergoing as well as exerting this power.

Anthony Giddens (1991: 211-4) makes a distinction between two notions of power: the
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