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Abstract

In seeking to explain social exclusion, politicians, academics. and
commentators alike have highlighted the role of social relationships in securing
life chances. In recent years, these discussions have been characterised by three
debates; those around the underclass, social cohesion and social capital. Each
offers a commentary on the causes of social exclusion and community breakdown
which is rooted in a focus on the social interactions within deprived
neighbourhoods. As a result these debates raise many questions about the
relationship between people, place and the public realm.

This thesis contributes to our understanding of these issues by looking at
these issues using a social psychological approach. Using a methodological
framework grounded in the paradigm of social representations it analyses the
cognitive actions of individuals and groups within a locality. This reveals how
they generate and maintain a “cultural stock of knowledge”, the social
relationships which underpin this “lifeworld” and its influence on the life chances
of the residents. In particular this research looks at the impact of this lifeworld on
public services and regeneration projects in the research area, seeking to
understand what effect the lifeworld has on their success or failure.

This thesis builds on previous studies grounded in sociological and
anthropological research methods in two ways. In the first instance it confirms the
importance ot socially constructed knowledge to social structures and the role they
play in life chances. Yet using a social psychological approach also offers an

innovative way of exploring how socially constructed knowledge is created.
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maintained and changed by individuals and groups in their mental processes. In
doing so, this thesis shows how important such knowledge is in determining social
networks, social acts and social change. It therefore reveals how a social
psychological approach to social exclusion can complement other forms of

research into this phenomenon.

‘s



Understanding The Lifeworld Of Social Exclusion

1. Chapter One

2. Chapter Two

3. Chapter Three

4. Chapter Four

i

. Chapter Five

6. Chapter Six

7. Chapter Seven

8. Chapter Eight

9. Chapter Nine

Appendix A1

Appendix -2

Appendix A3

Appendix Bl

Contents

Why would we want to understand the Lifeworld of
Social Exclusion?

Just what 1s Social about Social Exclusion?

Theorising the Lifeworld

Haringey - One Borough. Two Worlds

'he Production Process of Social Representations

Good Neighbours And Social Cohesion in Noel Park

The Public Realm. Neighbourhood Renewal and Nocl
Park

The Contribution of Gatekeepers to the [.ifeworld

The Benefits of a Social Psyvchological Approach

Basic Demographic Information on the Resident
Participants

Question Schedule Used For In-Depth Interviews with
Residents

NUD*IST Schemata For Resident Responses

Basic Demographic Information on the Gatekeeper
Participants

Page

OS5

117

188

19
‘ol
i~

281



Appendix B2

Appendix B3
Appendix C1

Appendix C2

Appendix D1
Appendix E1

Appendix E2

Appendix E3
Appendix F1
Appendix F2

Appendix F3

Acknowledgements

Bibliography

Question Schedule Used For In-Depth Interviews with
Gatekeepers

NUD*IST Schemata For Gatekeepers
Pre 2002 Ward Boundaries for the Borough of Haringey

Regeneration Initiatives Operating In Haringey During
The Research Period via Ward

Newspaper Readership Chi Square Tests
Friendship Chi Square Tests

Ethnicity and Attendance at Community Meetings Chi-
Square Test

Stay in Area Chi Square Test
Councillor Contact Chi Square Tests
Awareness of Noel Park Initiative Chi Square Tests

Awareness of SureStart Chi Square Tests

376

37"

382

383

384

389

393

394

395

397

400

402

404



Chapter One: Why would we want to understand the Lifeworld of Social

Exclusion?

Concern about the impact of poverty and inequality on socicty is not a new
discussion to the UK. Nor are the on-going political and academic debates about
the responsibility of the state in relation to thesc issues. From the creation of
workhouses to the introduction of social security. throughout British history
successive governments have been concerned with alleviating poverty. In recent
decades these debates have been shaped by discourses around the concept of social
exclusion (Page 2000: De Haan 1999). This interest has been given new impetus in
the last cight years under the Labour Government which has made tackling social
cxclusion a priority. In 1997 it set up the Social Exclusion Unit (St-U) to co-
ordinate this work across Whitehall.

There are many arguments about the definition ot social exclusion (Levitas
1998: Burchardt, Le Grand & Piachaud 2002) but, broadly characterised. this is a
debate about the impact of poverty and deprivation on both the quality of life and
lifc chances available to individuals and particular communities within society.
lHere 1 draw on the concept of life chances as defined by a recent Fabian Report
which uses the term because it combines a concern about opportunitics with a
concern about the factors that aftect opportunities™ (Fabian Society 2005 p.13).
Whilst the concept of quality ol life brings to mind the present condition of
society, the idea of life chances also retlects how these debates look at the long

term and sustained consequences of disadvantage and incquality on peoples” lives.
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Thus this is a debate not just about contemporary equality of opportunity, but also
about the social, environmental and economic factors which throughout a person's
lifetime may determine their life outcomes.

The concept of social exclusion brings into question how these factors are
related to a number of other social ills which are in turn are both cause and
consequence of poverty and inequality themselves. These include factors such as
poor educational attainment, poor health, persistent unemployment and high levels

of crime. At its inception the SEU described social exclusion as:

“A shorthand label for what can happen when individuals or areas
suffer from a combination of linked problems such as
unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime
environments, bad health and family breakdown. The Government
has policies that are targeted at reducing all of these individually,
but the Government programmes have been less good at tackling
the interaction between these problems or preventing them arising
in the first place.”

As this definition reveals, the debates around social exclusion bring
together an awareness not just of the impact of poverty on peoples’ lives but also
of how many of the problems listed interact which each other. Thus, this is a
debate not just about the way in which poverty affects peoples’ lives, but also the
way in which the experience of these problems is often interconnected. To that end
there is now a substantial body of research which shows how individuals who

experience one of these factors tend to have a higher chance of experiencing the

others as well (Gordon et al 2000). Critically, existing research has also shown that

' Social Exclusion Unit introductory leaflet, Cabinet Office 1997.



the chances of experiencing any of these factors increases as income levels
decrease (Barry 2002).

If the social exclusion debate can be said to have broadened the awareness
of the consequences of poverty for society, it has also increased interest in a wider
range of causes of deprivation as well. Thus, the social exclusion debate has
increased interest in the social as well as economic origins of deprivation.
Research has focused on how social structures such as the educational system and
social relations such as family may help mitigate or exacerbate economic
conditions (Kiernan 1998: Hobcraft 1996: Glennerster 1998). In short there is a
concern to find out what is social about social exclusion. This interest in social
structures and relations has also been motivated by a recognition that some social
groups within society appear to be more at risk of social exclusion than others.
Research has shown that factors such as gender, ethnicity and disability exacerbate
the likelihood of the experience of deprivation (Modood et al 1997: Burchardt
2003).

In tandem with this interest in how specific groups of people appear more
at risk of social exclusion than others has also been a recognition that some
neighbourhoods appear more at risk as well. Research has consistently shown that
there is often a geographical dimension to the experience of social exclusion with
particular parts of the UK being much more likely to suffer from high crime. poor
housing or poor educational attainment (Parkinson and Kearns 2001 : Buck 2001:
Lupton and Power 2004). Whilst interest in neighbourhood effects pre-dates the
discussions of social exclusion, the combination of these debates has led to a

greater attention on the social structures and social relationships which are present



within those geographical areas. In her review Taylor (2000) highlighted how
many of the policy initiatives the current Government has put forward to tackle
geographical deprivation are similar to those instigated by previous
administrations in previous decades. However, as Taylér pointed out, what is new
to both these policy initiatives and the current academic debates around social
exclusion is a focus on the community and social relationships which exist within
deprived areas.

Thus, whilst previous discussions of neighbourhood effects have looked at
how environmental factors, such as poor housing, affect their occupants the social
exclusion debates have brought into sharper focus the covariance of these factors
within particular areas (Power and Tunstall 1995). At the same time the interest in
how some social groups appear to be more at risk of exclusion than others has
moved from a solely quantitative analysis of the existence of certain social
groupings, such as the presence of those from Black and Minority Ethnic
communities, within a neighbourhood. There is now a concern to explore what
role the community bonds or cultural values individuals who live in the same area
possess and how this impacts on their experience of poverty.

Within this debate the terms culture and community are often used
interchangeably, with both being used to refer to the notion that there is a set of
values. ideas, behaviours and identities which are held by individuals and groups
which in turn are seen to influence life outcomes for their holders in various ways.
In these debates social exclusion becomes a function of community membership,
whether that community is defined through a social category such as ethnicity or

by virtue of residence in a particular location. This is because exclusion is seen as



an inevitable consequence of the social relationships. or lack of them, in which
those who are part of these communities or neighbourhoods participate.

Defining what constitutes community is a difficult process especially at a
neighbourhood level (Mumford and Power 2003: Richardson and Mumford 2002).
As one commentator has reflected on both the academic and public policy debates
“community can mean everything or nothing”.” In this research I have taken the
definition put forward by Richardson and Mumford of community at a local level
to refer to the “social infrastructure” that “makes neighbourhoods into social
systems” (Richardson and Mumford 2002: p.203). In this definition they
encompass both the shared consumption of services and facilities which are often
provided on a geographical basis, and the social networks and social customs
which are part of the social organisation in a location. Their work then looks at
how neighbourhoods are affected by changes in both these factors.

Three specific strands of thought have, I argue, been influential in
increasing interest in these social organisational structures at a local level. The first
strand centres on the concept of an “underclass” and the discussions considering
whether cultural values affect life chances. The second debate is around the
concept of social cohesion. These have looked at how social relationships,
particularly amongst ‘those of differing ethnicities, prevent or encourage social
exclusion. The final interrelated strand of debate is around social capital. These are
interested in how social relationships allow individuals and communities to access
resources. As | will discuss in the next chapter. many aspects of these debates are

not mutually exclusive. Furthermore, all have sought to offer explanations as to

? “View from the Top™ by David Walker Guardian Newspaper Wednesday 27" July 2005
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how social relationships and the cultural ideas, values and activities that define
them affect life chances. So too in all three of these strands there is a strong
emphasis on how social relationships which are geographically defined are
connected to social exclusion.

Taken together these three strands of debate - the underclass. social
cohesion and social capital - now offer a substantial body of theoretical debates
around the impact of social interactions at a local level on social exclusion.
However, much of the actual research into neighbourhoods has looked at particular
facets, such as poor educational attainment or healthcare services in a locality,
rather than the social relationships present per se making it difficult to confirm or
refute the theories themselves. There are also many limitations with the way in
which these debates characterise the social relationships they consider. I will
discuss in the following chapter how frequently these debates have taken a
simplistic approach to social relationships, seeing the presence of any social
relationship as equally influential to all their participants. This discussion will
show how some of these debates are based on an analysis of cultural values or
social relations as a quality of collective entities such as communities or social
groups. However, the evidence posited for this is given at an individual level such
as personal behaviour. This means that variation within communities or social
groups, either socially or spatially defined, is not often acknowledged or analysed.
As a result I argue that the relationship of the individual to the norms. values and

ideas which are communicated as part of social interaction has not been ftully

explored.
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My research seeks to make an original contribution to our knowledge of
social exclusion by looking at these issues from a different perspective. It will
focus on the role social relationships play within a deprived neighbourhood as a
source both of opportunities and resources. Thus the research will address the
question of what is social about social exclusion. It will also look at how those
who participate in these social relationships at a local level themselves view these
factors and what impact this may or may not have on their life chances. It is the
argument of this research that considering this psychological context can shed new
light on the complex subject of social exclusion.

By investigating how individuals who live in an area designated as a place
of deprivation think about the various facets of their local environment 1 will
explore how the ideas, values, social norms and social interactions present in a
geographical area impact on the life chances of residents. I believe that the role
that individuals and communities can play in interpreting their own environment,
each other and the opportunities and resources available to them is an integral part
of understanding the life chances experienced by individuals and communities. In
this way I will show why this is an aspect of social exclusion whose importance is
at presently undervalued.

In developing a research project to investigate these issues | have been
influenced by those social theorists who have sought to integrate an overarching
analysis of social and economic structures with an appreciation of the relationship
these have to the cultural and social milieu of modern life. In particular I believe
the work of both Habermas and Bourdieu brings together an appreciation of the

power of economic relationships to create and maintain social inequalities with
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recognition that these inequalities pervade not just wider social structures but the
communicative content of everyday life.

It is for this reason that I have chosen to draw on the Habermasian notion
of a lifeworld in defining my research project. Habermas (1986) described the
lifeworld as the “cultural stock of knowledge”, the content of which helps to
socialise the individual into the economic order of modernity. This is because
culturally learnt knowledge helps us explain, and predict in a meaningful way, the
world around us. We gain this understanding through our interactions with society.
learning and developing our own stock of knowledge and experience on which to
base our common sense of everyday life. In this way the concept of the lifeworld
acknowledges that we do not start each morning as a “tabula rasa™ coming to terms
with our environment anew. Instead we are meaning-seeking beings that actively
use a wealth of experiences, ideas, images and predictions we already have to
comprehend our everyday existence.

Habermas's work highlights how those experiences and ideas are not
accidental but instead the product of a particular social order. Thus, their content
helps to assimilate us into that order. Others have defined similar concepts. For
example, Bourdieu described the “habitus” which is “a system of acquired
dispositions” (Bourdieu 1990:p.13) each person develops in life whose content
conditions our actions and practises in everyday life. Again in Bourdieu’s work the
contents of the habitus are not benign, but instead purposefully uphold the social
order. For both theorists the social and cultural artefacts of society are not minor
elements of modern life, but part and parcel of its shape and form because they

express the social structures. These authors share the recognition that how we
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understand the world around us is not an accident of perception, but systematically
shaped by the social forces of modernity to help reproduce existing social
structures. In an unequal society the lifeworld, or our individual habitus, serves to
replicate those inequalities because it socialises us into a way of thinking and
acting which supports and sustains them.

Whilst social policy perspectives such as Habermas and Bourdieu can offer
a way of appreciating the relationship between the macro economic structures and
the micro everyday cultural and social experiences that constitute the lifeworld,
their perspectives focus predominantly on the societal level at which these
phenomena occur. In particular they do not explore how the lifeworld is perceived
by the individual or offer a way of understanding how individuals interact with
social structures through their everyday practises. Furthermore, this analysis offers
an overly static view of the relationship between cultural practises and the social
order, in which the lifeworld tends to reify existing social structures and
inequalities.

In the next chapter one of the problems I consider with the current
discussions on the role of social relationships in social exclusion is that they are
too broad brush. This is because they seek to identify often complex phenomena at
a societal level and so tend towards generalisations about the level of uniformity
between group members. This also reiterates the static perspective these
sociological analysis have of such social relationships which is at odds with the
dynamic reality of modern culture in which there are a multitude of competing and
contrasting ideas and values held by both individuals and groups. I believe that to

understand the importance of social relationships to life chances requires a
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theoretical approach which can fully appreciate the intricacies of the social
interactions which underpin such relationships from both a social and individual
perspective. To that end, I have chosen to bring to the concept of the lifeworld an
analytical framework grounded in a social psychological approach.

Social psychology is a discipline grounded in considering how social
Interactions between individuals, individuals and groups and groups and groups
operate. It has been described as the “social anthropology of modern society™
(Moscovici 1987: p.517). This description reflects how social psychology provides
a detailed body of research into the cultural and social practises, ideas and norms
of modernity. In essence it is the study of the lifeworld par excellence because it
takes as its concern how interactions between differing individuals and groups
generate knowledge and so influence their life chances. It therefore offers a body
of work which I believe complements the sociological work of Bourdieu and
Habermas. Whilst social psychological researchers have only recently begun to
contribute to the debates around social exclusion, there is a substantial body of
research into social interaction which I have been able to draw on in framing the
research approach this thesis presents.

In particular I have been strongly influenced by the social psychological
paradigm of social representations and the work of Serge Moscovici (1984: 1988:
1998). Moscovici identified social representations as the supply of psychological
and cultural images, ideas, values and actions which we use to understand and
communicated about the world around us; in essence common sense in action. In
this way social representations appear as the verb to the noun of the lifeworld as

they are the way in which the lifeworld is operationalised. Thus. as the lifeworld is
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the “cultural stock of knowledge”, so social representations are the individual
components of this collection. They are the backbone of knowledge which informs
the ideas, images, identities and behaviours groups and individuals use in everyday
life to communicate with each other about any topic. It is this knowledge and the
information it generates which in turn we use to understand the topic in question
and to communicate about something. Whilst Moscovici first posited the paradigm
of social representations in the early 1960s, there is now a substantial body of
research and analysis which draws on this idea and offers further theoretical and
empirical clarification on how these processes operate (Doise 1990: 1993, Farr
1990, Wagner 1995). Thus I propose to use a social psychological spotlight to
illuminate an area of social policy interest.

In this research I will show how this “cultural stock of knowledge” used by
residents within a deprived neighbourhood is critical to defining the attitudes,
activities and aspirations of those individuals. The thesis will explore how this
lifeworld is an important resource for both individuals and communities, offering
them the intellectual tools with which to understand both their current situation
and future prospects. Within the context of a neighbourhood this approach offers a
way of analysing which social relationships, if any. are critical to forming the
lifeworld at a local level. It is then possible to investigate what impact the contents
of this lifeworld can have on the life chances of both individuals and social groups
in the locality. This then will help refine our understanding of how activity within
the lifeworld both perpetuates and challenges inequality.

Yet social representations theory not only offers a way of understanding

how such knowledge is used but also how it is created. 1 will therefore also explore
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how both individuals and groups in their communication with the world and each
other come to develop this common sense. Analysing the process of representation
by both individuals and groups reveals that the way in which knowledge is created
is not accidental. I will show how through the representation process individuals
and groups can actively participate in the social construction of knowledge and so
either reinforce, or challenge, social structures. In this way I argue social
representations theory offers a dynamic account of the relationship between
individuals, socially constructed knowledge and social change.

To investigate the issues I have raised in this discussion I chose to conduct
fieldwork in an area of the UK designated as a poor neighbourhood by the
Government policy agenda. The research area was a small geographical area in
receipt of Neighbourhood Renewal funding to tackle the prevalence of factors
such as poor health, poor educational attainment and persistently high
unemployment. Drawing on previous social representational research approaches,
I interviewed one hundred members of the local community. This consisted of
seventy residents and thirty gatekeepers who were individuals who worked in the
research area but participated in the shared discussions in the locality.

In these interviews I looked in detail at how the participants viewed
themselves, their neighbours - or the residents of the research area in the case of
the gatekeepers - the local environment and the projects seeking to regenerate the
area. | used the information gathered from these to build up a detailed picture of
the social representations circulating in the research area and the sense of

community. social values, ideas and practises which these representations helped
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to support and sustain. The bulk of this thesis details the evidence gained from
these discussions.

The thesis is structured in the following ways. Chapter Two provides an
overview of the debates around neighbourhoods and social exclusion. It will
consider in detail the three debates I identified that have characterised discussions
of what is social about social exclusion. Chapter Three then sets out the social
psychological analytical framework 1 used in the research. It also details the
methodology behind this research. In keeping with the neighbourhood research
approach to which this thesis seeks to contribute, the fourth chapter offers a
detailed quantitative analysis of the levels of social deprivation present in the
research area. This offers a counterpoint to the qualitative nature of most of the
research presented and helps to provide the reader with an overview of the
economic and social context in which the research took place.

These three chapters act as a background to the main body of research
findings which are presented in chapters Five, Six, Seven and Eight. Chapter Five
starts by considering process of representation, showing the way residents and
gatekeepers shared ideas, images and attitudes which they then in turn drew on in
their everyday life. This chapter will analyse how social representations help
generate the common sense on which both residents and gatekeepers draw. Yet, as
well as showing the similarity in the shared representations participants had, it will
also show the differences in representations. This will reveal how the lifeworld is
not an arena of thought control but a site of contested and contradicting ideas and

images reflecting the different perspectives of those who contribute to it.
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Chapter Six then moves to the content of these representations in more
detail and the way in which the participants viewed the social relationships in the
research area. As already discussed, these social relationships are the source of
much theoretical debate. In this chapter I will look at what evidence can be found
to either support or refute the portrayal of neighbourhoods and poor communities
identified in Chapter Two. In particular this chapter will consider the debates
around social cohesion and social capital, looking at how those who live in close
proximity with each other interacted and what resources and opportunities this
offered to residents. Chapter Seven then moves to consider how the residents
interacted with the public realm in the area, showing the representations residents
held influenced their consumption of public services and participation in the
political and civic structures. It will show that the way in which residents
represented the neighbourhood they lived in had substantial implications not just
for the democratic culture of the research area but also the Neighbourhood
Renewal work itself. Chapter Eight then offers a detailed examination of the issues
raised by the previous three chapters from the perspective of the gatekeepers. This
chapter will look at their contribution to the ideas, images and values circulating in
the research area and how in turn they used these in their work. This chapter will
investigate how their views corroborated and conflicted with the views of the
residents and what this meant for the efforts to regenerate the research area.

The final chapter of this research will then return to the central premise of
this research. It will discuss how taking a social psychological perspective to the
social exclusion debate offers fresh insight into the topic. Looking at the issues

raised by the theoretical debates about what is social about social exclusion, this
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chapter will argue public policy must recognise the importance of the
psychological context present within a neighbourhood to the future life chances of
its residents. In its entirety, this research seeks to contribute to the debates
identified by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) in its emphasis
on the theme of social stability and social exclusion — what is the relation between
social values and divisions in society and does diversity necessarily mean
deviseness? Thus, by researching the nature of social exclusion from a
psychological perspective, the research seeks to contribute to our understanding on

the role of cultural and social values in both creating and tackling social exclusion.



Chapter Two: Just what is Social about Social Exclusion?

In the previous chapter I gave a brief overview of the argument that this
research project will make. | identified how the discussion of the social
relationships considered integral to social exclusion has been dominated by three
particular discourses about the “underclass™. social cohesion and social capital. In
this chapter I propose to look in detail at those debates and what evidence there is
available to either support or refute their arguments. This chapter theretore serves
as a literature review of the debates to which this research sceks to contribute.

It is important to note that this thesis does not view social exclusion as
solely a phenomenon of social relationships. This research has been informed by
the “working definition” of social exclusion set out by Burchardt. Le Grand &
Piachaud (2002). They wrote “an individual is socially ¢xcluded if he or she does
not participate in key activities of the society in which he or she lives™ (Burchardt.
LLe Grand & Piachaud 2002: p.30). Whilst these authors identify four diftcrent
dimensions of exclusion — consumption, production, political engagement and
social interaction - this thesis is primarily concerned the dimension of “social
interaction™ and how at a local level this atfects life chances. This does not mean
that this thesis intends to rank these dimensions or imply one Is more important
than another. As these authors identified. given the nature of social exclusion it is
critical to have a multi-dimensional and dynamic approach to tracking its existence
and the impact of measures to tackle it within British society. Thus this thesis

seeks 1o help in the process of refining the measurement and public policy



interventions particularly around our understanding of the social dimensions of
social exclusion.

Chapter One highlighted how in defining the social dimensions of social
exclusion there has been interest in the social relationships present at a
neighbourhood level from two directions. Firstly, this interest has come from those
concerned with a long tradition of neighbourhood research and the analysis of
deprivation within geographical areas. Secondly. at the other end of the spectrum,
those interested in the social causes of persistent poverty and inequalities have
come to focus on the evidence of a spatial dimension to these issues. This chapter
will begin by considering how neighbourhoods have become the focus of interest,
both within academic debates and Government policy making around the social
exclusion agenda. I will then explore the second category of research into
neighbourhoods. In the introduction [ identified the three strands of thought which
I argue have defined interest the social causes of poverty at a neighbourhood level.
In particular I will discuss the legacy of the underclass debate and the ongoing
discussions around social capital and social cohesion. As part of this, I will
highlight how these discourses have characterised the importance of social
relationships not just to individuals but to regeneration initiatives and the vibrancy
of civic life.

Having outlined these theories, I will show there is concern about a lack of
research into the issues these debates raise, and the need for further investigation
into the questions posed about the relationship between poverty and culture. This
chapter therefore serves a double purpose to this thesis. It sets out the current

debates and relevant ideas into which this research seeks to offer insight. It also



serves to show how at present there has only been limited investigation into the
way in which those who live or work in a deprived neighbourhoods view their
localities and each other and what relationship this has to their life chances. As
such I argue the psychological context of neighbourhood remains relatively
unexplored. The following chapter will then outline how the research presented in
this thesis seeks to address both the current debates and shed new light on this

aspect of social exclusion that I argue is at present undervalued.

Social Exclusion and Neighbourhoods

In his “genealogy” of social exclusion De Haan (1999) discussed how the
term social exclusion was first attributed to the French academic Rene Lenoir
(1974). Lenoir described how economic and social changes were causing the
social fabric of France to disintegrate, leaving increasing numbers of individuals
and groups out of the structures of mainstream society. De Haan detailed the
debates surrounding social exclusion and the role of the state which Lenoir’s work
engendered both in France and amongst the wider European body politic. Indeed,
the concept has now pervaded European political discussion to such an extent that
the European Union has been “committed” to fighting social exclusion, for
example within the Amsterdam and Maastricht Treaties, since the beginning of the
1990s. The exception to this trend, as De Haan pointed out, is the UK. Deacon and
Bradshaw (1983) chart how during the 1970s and 1980s, British discourses were
much more centered on proving that the welfare state had either abolished or

propagated poverty. It was only in the mid 1990s, when the concept of social
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exclusion became more prominent, that the emphasis moved from a wholly
economic focus on the effects of low incomes to a broader interest in the
connection between a range of social phenomena and deprivation (Alcock 1997).
Social exclusion may be a relatively new concept to British social theory
discussions, but over the course of the last fifteen vears it has become its main

concern. As Page commented:

“One reason for the speed with which it has been taken up may be
that it describes a phenomenon that already existed. but lacked a
suitable name. There is not singlc widely accepted definition of
social exclusion. Like “poverty” it is a term that describes a
concept that is recognised intuitively, but is much harder to define.”

(Page 2000: p.4)
The relationship between the concepts of poverty. deprivation and social exclusion
is subject to much argument and often used interchangeably (Allen., Cars and
Madanipour 1998: Oppenheim et al 1998). Several authors have catalogued the
differing discourses which define discussion of social exclusion in the UK (Byrne
1999: L .cvitas 1998: Somerville 1998) and | do not propose to repeat them here. Of
particular interest to this thesis is the way in which those discourses and the public
policy process around social exclusion has developed a neighbourhood focus. Yect
for public policy to take a neighbourhood focused approach to tackling deprivation

is not original. As Taylor has pointed out

“to those who remember the wave of initiatives that were put in
place to tackle urban deprivation in the late 1960s. there is a
familiar ring about current policies™ (Tavlor 2000: p.1020).



There is certainly a strong body of evidence to support such an approach.
emanating originally from the long tradition of research within urban geography
and social policy around the impact of the physical environment on life chances.

This research has identified “neighbourhood effects” which detail the
concentration of deprivation within spatial areas (Atkinson and Kintrea 2001
Parkinson and Kearns 2001: Buck 2001; Lupton and Power 2004). So too research
has identified how the spatial provision of services. or non provision. can be
critical to understanding the problems associated with social exclusion (Mohan
2002). Smith (1999) discussed the pros and cons of an area based approach.
considering the evidence of co-variation of various indicators of deprivation and
geographical areas. As she highlighted, from a purely practical standpoint the
concentration of the problems identified with social exclusion in particular places
makes a neighbourhood perspective on public service delivery rational.

These debates have in themselves been hugely influential in informing the
approach the British Government has taken towards social exclusion. In 1998 the
Government published a report “Bringing Britain Together: A National Strategy
for Neighbourhood Renewal” (Cabinet Office 1998) setting out the evidence that
poverty and social exclusion had become concentrated in “worst estates” which
had defined their policy approach. Following this, in January 2001 the
Government set up Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU) and published its
Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy “A New Commitment to Neighbourhood
Renewal: National Strategy Action Plan™. This argued that within the UK where a

person lived could disproportionately affect their life chances so that public policy
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interventions should ensure that “within 10 to 20 years, no-one should be seriously
disadvantaged by where they live” (Cabinet Office 2001a: p.2)

This strategy put neighbourhoods at the forefront of tackling poverty and
deprivation. It concurred with Smith’s argument that this approach was suitable
because the majority of the population access the resources which can help
overcome social exclusion within their immediate locality. To complement this
strategy the NRU was set up to coordinate this approach through the work of the
eighteen “policy action teams”. These were government cross-departmental groups
set up to tackle issues such as housing management and access to financial
services. In addition, a Neighbourhood Renewal Fund of £800 million was set up
to channel funding into the eighty eight most deprived areas in the UK. The money
was designed to be used by local authorities to achieve a series of benchmarks
relating to outcomes around employment and education. health and social care
within deprived neighbourhoods.

In 2004 the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit published “Making It Happen in
Neighbourhoods: The National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal — Four Years
On” which reaffirmed the commitment to working within neighbourhoods (ODPM
2004). Alongside this, the Strategy Unit published “Improving the Prospects of
People Living in Areas of Multiple Deprivation in England” in January 2005
which continued to put the Government’s case for a neighbourhood focus in
tackling social exclusion (Cabinet Office 2005). As the progress of the
Neighbourhood Renewal agenda within Government attests. the emphasis on
neighbourhoods as the locus of social exclusion has come to dominate not only

service delivery but policy and rhetoric on social exclusion. Indeed. the Strategy

26



Unit report noted that there are now over seventy separate area based initiatives
targeting deprivation at a neighbourhood level funded by central Government.

As Taylor (2000) has commented, it was in the 1990s that such urban
regeneration initiatives were first merged with a restoration of interest in
community and social relations at the same level. In particular this has occurred
alongside attempts within social geography and urban policy research to move
from ecologically grounded descriptions of neighbourhood to definitions which
also encompass not just the physical but economic, social and cultural
relationships which are spatially situated (Galster 2001). Reflecting this merger,
Ruth Lupton’s discussion of the interest in neighbourhoods identified two distinct
strands of neighbourhood research. She highlighted the tradition within British
sociology of studying communities which are geographically based (Young and
Wilmott 1957). Furthermore, as I described in Chapter One, she also identified an

alternative set of debates which:

“reflects a growing interest in the effects of neighbourhoods on
individual social and economic outcomes. Here, the neighbourhood
as an entity is of less interest than its impact on the people who live
in it” (Lupton 2003: p.2).

It is this second strand of thinking which I argue is defined by the debates
around the underclass, social exclusion. social capital and social cohesion. This
reflects a move from an emphasis of neighbourhood research as concerned with a
purely spatial examination of the impact of services to a more mixed discussion of

the social and cultural factors at play in any geography. In the following sections

of this chapter 1 will focus on these debates both within academia and Government
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policy. I will show how they have characterized neighbourhoods, focusing
especially on the debates around social capital which I argue has come to dominate
discussions of what is social about social exclusion. As Lupton has commented
“rarely has the neighbourhood enjoyed as high a profile in public policy as it does

today” (Lupton 2003: p.1).

The Underclass and Community Breakdown

The first strand of social thinking which I argue has influenced discussions
of the link between social relationships and social exclusion are the debates around
the notion of an underclass. Now largely discredited, I do not propose to develop
in detail this argument but I believe the impact of these debates on social policy
around social exclusion has been substantial. This term has now become a
politically charged concept and has largely been abandoned (Somerville 1998).
This was mainly due to the way in which it came to be associated with the work of
one particular writer Charles Murray whose work argued that the behavioural

conduct of the poor was at the root of their continuing poverty. Murray wrote:

“The underclass does not refer to degrees of poverty, but to a type
of poverty. It is not a new concept. I grew up knowing what the
underclass was [...] they were defined by their behaviour.”
(Murray 1996: p.23)

Murray. and those who agreed with him, argued that state welfare systems were

encouraging this behaviour and so poverty. They argued for cuts in welfare



provision to encourage the poor not to be “dependent” on the state and so take
action to alleviate their own position (Mead 1992).

Murray’s argument that cultural forms of behaviour were linked to poverty
is not a new argument and in their discussion of these debates Taylor Gooby and
Dean (1992) highlighted how poverty has been discovered as a problem through
British history. Indeed, in the 1960s Oscar Lewis’s anthropological studies of the
“culture of poverty” showed the “effects upon character” poverty had (Lewis
1965). He argued a “social pathology” developed from living in poverty which in
turn affected the life outcomes of future generations such that poverty could be
inherited. In the same vein, in the 1970s Keith Joseph, the then Secretary of State
for Health and Social Services, gave a series of speeches detailing the cycle of
deprivation (Joseph 1972).

Both Lewis and Joseph focused on the idea of learnt behaviours which kept
individuals in poverty in contrast to economic factors. Yet as Macnicol (1987)
pointed out, whilst many contemporary commentators on the underclass view this
debate as having originated with Oscar Lewis’s work, similar ideas of a pauper
class have existed in British society for over two centuries. Indeed the first public
provision to aid poverty “poor relief” in the eighteenth century distinguished
between those who were “genuinely” poor and “paupers” who were supposedly
poor due to their own laziness.

Murray’s thesis was strongly discredited at length by most academics in
the UK. His arguments were refuted for being both politically motivated and
without empirical foundation (Kleinman 1998: Walker and Howard 2000: Taylor

Gooby and Dean 1992). As Walker and Howard have argued. the ¢vidence of a
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socially homogenous or self-aware group who could be said to share such a set of
values was non-existent as those who experienced persistent unemployment came
from a variety of backgrounds and tended to move in and out of employment
rather than be permanently unemployed. However, these ideas did cross the
political divide in the UK. The main left wing exponent in the UK of this approach
was Frank Field MP who argued welfare was the “enemy within” because its rules
made dependency inevitable when there were few well paid jobs available (Field
1996: 1997). Others argued the underclass was a way of identifying the wider
effects of economically based divisions on society without acknowledging the role
of the state in tackling deprivation (Townsend 1998). As Somerville (1998)
described, some writers argued structural relationships within the labour market
disadvantaged particular sections of society and so created an underclass (Wilson
1990). Indeed, the term “underclass” had been used by Rex (1973) two decades
earlier to describe the economic position of “other than white” minorities in UK
society.

Another response to Murray which again began in America but also came
to influence UK discussions was communitarianism. Communitarian discourses
shared the “underclass” analysis that culturally learned values caused people to
behave in ways which excluded them from the mainstream of society, but
explicitly sought intervention by the state to correct immoral values and so
reintegrate those individuals. Etzioni (1998: 2000) and Selznick (2002) stressed
the role of family and education in teaching the appropriate forms of behaviour for
civic life. Etzioni argued those who experienced social exclusion required the

“restoration of moral voices™ to guide them in acceptable conduct. He argued
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social inclusion would require Governments to propagate communities which offer
such guidance. He identified good communities as “self regulating™, using shame
and pride to teach their members good conduct thus associating community with
conformity. Thus the socially excluded are excluded by holding a culture which
does not propagate social control.

How then does this discourse affect the characterisation of neighbourhoods
as a source of social exclusion? Certainly within these debates neighbourhoods are
critical as the scene of inculcation into bad forms of behaviour. Here proximity

equals influence and the “ghetto culture” infects all residents:

“Britain has a growing population of working-aged, healthy people

who live in a different world from other Britons, who are raising

their children to live in it, and whose values are now contaminating

the life of entire neighbourhoods - which is one of the most

insidious aspects of the phenomenon, for neighbours who don’t

share those values cannot isolate themselves” (Murray 1996: p.25).
The inference in this argument is that the problems neighbourhoods face, such as
lack of jobs or poor healthcare, are not matters to be solved by state intervention
but indicators of the cultural values of residents.

There is also evidence that this debate was influential on the present
Government and its approach to social exclusion. For example. the Commission
on Social Justice report (1994) on which the Government’s welfare policies were
founded discusses the need to break welfare dependency. So too. in opposition the
Labour Party regularly highlighted “the underclass™: the 1997 Labour Party

election manifesto contained a pledge “to stop the growth of an 'underclass’ in

Britain” (Labour Party 1997). Now in Government the Labour Party has ostensibly
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moved towards a different discourse. John Prescott, then responsible for the SEU

acknowledged:

“Nowadays, "social exclusion” is part of the everyday language of
policy-makers, politicians and professionals such as teachers and
social workers. Yet a few years ago, it was virtually unheard of.
We talked about "poverty" or "the underclass". But "social
exclusion" was confined to academic circles. Changing the jargon
doesn't mean much in itself, but, in this case, it indicates a
fundamental shift in the government's approach to tackling this
significant social issue. It indicates that we have developed a
sharper understanding of social problems and the complex links
between them”

However, the concept of a culture of dependency on the state for those in poverty
continues to shape policy and political discussions. In an article entitled “It really
is the end of the something for nothing days”, Tony Blair wrote people “have a
responsibility to accept work, train themselves for jobs, be flexible in the jobs they
take and avoid dependency where they can.”* So too it was suggested the
Government would withdraw child benefit for “feckless” parents who “let” their
children persistently truant from school’.

Most recently the themes of the underclass debate have started to reappear
in ministerial discussions the in the first half of 2005. This has been with an
explicit acknowledgement of the influence of Etzioni® and led to a Government

7”

crusade against “a culture of disrespect’”. The press coverage and public debate

has been framed within the presumptions of the underclass discourse that parents

“The Blairites Big Dilemma™ The Guardian Tuesday January 15 2002.

“1t really is the end of the something for nothing days™ Daily Mail 10th May 1998.

“Blair Plans to Punish Bad Parents™ Sunday Times April 28th 2002.

“Guru of Shame Advises Blair” Sunday Times 22™ May 2005.

*JS-style uniforms for yobs in ncw disorder crackdown™ The Observer Newspaper May 15* 2005.
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of young offenders are responsible for a moral breakdown within society which
results in poor behaviour by young adults or “vobs™. This mainly punitive
discourse firmly lays the blame for incivility in society at the door of the
individuals’ parents and the choices they make in parenting such as what time to
spend with their children or the family eating habits. In the reporting of this debate
the signs of social exclusion such as crime, unemployment and poor educational
attainment are linked with social breakdown at a neighbourhood level through the
depiction of no-go areas, dominated by unruly thugs.

It is these forms of rhetoric which have led some to argue that whilst the
Government has dropped the language of the underclass from its discussions of
social exclusion, they have continued to be influenced by the idea that lcarned
behaviours are critical to life chances (Lister 1996:2000). Colley & lHodkinson
(2001: p.335) stated “appearing to re-instate a concern for the social. it [the
Government| locates the causes of non-participation primarily within individuals
and their personal deficits.” These authors argued the use of an “aggregated
concept of social exclusion”™ whereby the socially cxcluded are identified by
categorics and stereotypes reflect the influence of the “underclass™ discourse and
its concerns about the “deficits of individuals™ as personitications of a trend.

It is certainly true that both in popular and political mythology the concept
of dependency retains currency - as does a stated need to address deviant

behaviour associated with social exclusion. Walker and Howard comment:
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“while neither the more dramatic of Murray’s conclusions nor even
the existence of an underclass are widely accepted among
academics in Britain, many popular commentators have taken as
gospel the existence of welfare dependency.” (Walker and Howard

2000: p.12)
However. others have pointed out how the Government's actual policy approach
towards welfare and social exclusion in office has not retlected this viewpoint
(Hills 2002). So too others have argued that its effect has been felt in other ways
and that the contentious nature of underclass debate has led to a dismissal of any
analysis of the role of culture in social exclusion (Perri 6 1997a). As these authors
show. whilst Murray’s ideas may have been rejected by the mainstream of policy
and academia in the UK the controversial impact of the ideas of the underclass

lingers on.

Social Cohesion and Community Breakdown

The second strand of debate about the social causes of social exclusion
revolves around the discussion of the conditions under which social relationships
bring people togcether: in short the concept of social cohesion which is then
presumed to manifest itself in community. Whilst these debatcs are not limited to
those areas with large concentrations of people on low incomes. interest in social
cohesion and community has been dominated by a concern that these factors are

linked to social exclusion. This is in part due to the social capital debates which



have made these links and as I will discuss there is a large overlap with the
discussions around social capital.

A rough caricature of the social cohesion debates is to say that they are
about how the perceived connection between social relationships and social
stability. This is manifested through social order with those social groups who are
more cohesive living in a more harmonious fashion (Halpern 2005). This differs
from the social capital debates which focus on a wider range of manifestations of
the benefits of particular social relationships and which I will examine in the next
section of this chapter. Furthermore, the social cohesion debates have been
dominated by a particular concern around whether cohesion can be achieved or
maintained amongst people who come from differing ethnic backgrounds. Most
pertinently for this research, in common with both the underclass and the social
capital debates, the discussions around social cohesion have also been dominated
by a geographical focus.

It is within the social cohesion debates that the term community is often
used loosely to refer to notions of collective solidarity. As Kleinman (1998: p.10)
stated “the current vogue is that social inclusion has something to do with
community, with networks, with belonging”. Within the debates about social
exclusion, the excluded are depicted as lacking these qualities. Whilst many
writers have discussed how the concept of “community” is open to many
interpretations (Howarth 2001: Hoggett 1997) I argue in these debates it is often
used to describe social group similarity because it is this which is assumed to be

the quality of social relationships which generates social control.
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It is difficult to delineate the discussions around social cohesion and
community. Kearns and Forrest identified how these debates are often vague and
there is a lack of clarity as to what social cohesion actually “is™ and how this is
related to life chances. However, this does not prevent the term from being

influential;

“Typically it is used in such a way that its meaning is nebulous but
at the same time gives the impression everyone knows what is
being referred to. The usual premise is that social cohesion is a
good thing, so it is conveniently assumed that further elaboration is
unnecessary....the kernel of the concept is that a cohesive society
‘hangs together’; all the component parts somehow fit in and
contribute to a society’s collective project and well-being: and
conflict between societal goals and groups, and disruptive
behaviours, are largely absent or minimal” (Kearns and Forrest
2000: p.996)

As this description revealed, there is a concern within these discussions
that social order and control are related to social cohesion and. importantly, vice
versa. These debates presume social order requires social cohesion and the
evidence of indicators of deprivation such as high crime rates or poor educational
attainment is also taken as evidence of social breakdown (Meegan and Mitchell
2001) Watson (1999) pointed out that in these debates social heterogeneity 1s seen
“as a form of social disorganisation” in itself, with the diversity of poorer
communities contrasted with the apparent uniformity of the characteristics of those
living in more affluent areas.

This discourse has influenced discussion of the role of neighbourhoods

because of the implication areas that have higher levels of poverty are less likely to

be places of social order. As Kearns and Forrest commented:
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“the current orthodoxy in much research and policy is that societal

cohesion builds from the bottom up via the social practices and

relations within residential neighbourhoods™ (Kearns and Forrest

2000: p.1010)
Thus, the head of the SEU Moira Wallace stated “it is essential that
neighbourhoods are not seen simply as places, but above all as communities™
(Wallace 2001: p.2165). This highlights the assumption shared material conditions
within a locality equate to shared social and cultural dispositions. Indeed. in
common with the debates around the “underclass™. the discussion of social order
and an absence of anti-social behaviour have also encouraged an emphasis on
personal behaviour. Kearns and [-orrest went on to identify within the debates
around social cohesion several “constituent” dimensions of cohesion including
“common values and civic culture”™ which reflected a “common set of moral
principles and codes of behaviour” (Kearns & Forrest 2000: p.997). These debates
therefore focus predominantly on the social relationships and their behavioural
norms between individuals and between groups at a local level. This is in contrast
to broader definitions of a socially cohesive community which identify the
functions of a “social infrastructure™ that bring together both services and
resources and social networks and organisation (Richardson & Mumford 2002).

As Kleinman (1998) and Meegan and Mitchell (2001) point out. much of
the interest in social cohesion. social conflict and deprivation has focused on
cthnic diversity. This can be scen not least in the Government appointed Cantle
Report into the riots in Burnley and Oldham in 2001 (Home Otfice 2001). This

report recognised that the riots were racially motivated and argued this retlected a



social disunity. It explicitly linked social exclusion to this social disunity by
arguing many of the policies designed to tackle social exclusion would also
“contribute effectively to the development of community cohesion™. It also
focused on the cultural causes of social disunity. It stated that tackling the

problems which caused the riots required:

“A civic identity which serves to unite people and which expresses
common goals and aspirations of the whole community can have a
powerful effect in shaping attitudes and behaviour. Shared values
are essential to give people a common sense of belonging” (Home

Office 2001: p.12).

These debates identify ethnicity as a key marker of culture, viewing
cultural differences between differing ethnic identities or a lack of access to a
common identity between those who share resources within a geographical area as
likely to cause community breakdown. In response to concerns around ethnicity
and social cohesion, the Government set up the Community Cohesion Unit within
the Home Office which has focused attention on how to improve community
relations, with the emphasis being on ethnicity as the primary identifying mark of
community. At the same time there is a belief that neighbourhoods with a greater
level of ethnic diversity will be more likely to be less cohesive because of the level
of diversity per se (Goodhart 2004).

In response to this debate, Watson argued that in these discussions
community is viewed as shorthand for a simplistic concept that all members are
similar in all aspects. She maintained that it is critical to understand the tensions

that exist within communities that arise from differences and to distinguish
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between “where they are productive and where they simply represent
concentrations of disadvantage.” (Watson 1999: p.91) Others have argued that the
focus of the “community cohesion” debates around social relationships between
differing ethnic groups displaces attention from the real causes of inequality and
racial prejudice in British society (Ben Tovin 2002). Others have argued the need
to maintain a theoretical separation of concerns around neighbourhood,

community and identity. As Healey pointed out:

“These days, many people live in several networks at once,
choosing alternative identities and living with the possibilities of
multiple identities. Social networks intersect with each other and
cluster in particular places, but these places are not necessarily
residential neighbourhoods. They may not even be physical spaces
but may exist on the airwaves or the Internet.” (Healey 1998: p.55)

Healey’s comments reflect how viewing community and questions of
cohesion or division at a solely geographical level raises the danger different social
groups which co-exist in particular areas will be lumped together. So too it is
possible important social relationships which influence life outcomes may not be
adequately understood because they exist beyond geographical borders. In
response to this, Watson called for an acknowledgement that within any
neighbourhood individuals, households and communities will have access to
different resources and opportunities and that such variation should be
acknowledged. As such she echoed those who look for a range of resources
including social order and control to be available through social relationships. It is

an interest in the resources available through social interaction which defines the

debates around social capital.
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Social Capital and Social Exclusion

The third strand of discussion around the social relationships relevant to
social exclusion is perhaps the most influential in recent vears on Government
policy making. These are the debates around the concept of social capital. both as
a function of neighbourhood relations and in its own right as an indicator of life
chances. These debates contain echoes of the ideas already discussed and to that
end the distinction between the social capital and social cohesion debates is
blurred. The concept of social capital has become increasingly popular and there is
now a rich debate about it, with contributions linking it to a range of topics
including economic conditions (Woolcock 1998) health outcomes (Campbell ct al
1999; Campbell 2000) levels of crime (Cote and Healey 2001) or engagement in
the public realm (Hall 1997).

In his review of the social capital debates, Portes (1998) identified the
development of the concept through the work of Bourdieu (1985) and Coleman

(1994). Portes argued it:

~stands for the ability of actors to secure benefits by virtue ol
membership in social networks or other social structures™ (Portes
1998: p.6).
Coleman sought to use the term to “import the economists’ principle of rational
action for use in the analysis of social systems proper” (Coleman 1988: p.597)

seekine to use the concept as a way of categorising the benefits accrued to
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individuals through their social contacts. Coleman argued that. like “credit slips™,
individuals will accrue social capital through good deeds or acts of trustworthiness
which can then be cashed in at a later date. Thus, it makes sense to individuals to
act in social ways which will help accumulate such goods.

Lang and Hornburg (1999) have described how this is a debate which, like
the underclass debate, has come to be dominated by the work of a particular writer
Robert Putnam (Putnam 1995:2000: Putnam et al 2003). Whilst the work of
Bourdieu and Coleman on social capital was value neutral, simply seeking to
acknowledge social structures as generators of resources, Putnam identified
particular forms of social capital which existed within societies. Thus social capital
discourses which build on his work focus on the way in which social relationships
and interactions integrate or exclude individuals from the social structures of
mainstream society (DeFilippis 2001: Lang and Hornburg 1999).

Coleman was primarily concerned with how social behaviour helped an
individual acquire capital. In contrast, Putnam has focused on how society as a
whole benefits from the accumulation of social capital linking it to economic
prosperity, quality of life and civic engagement. As a consequence Putnam’s work
has re-ignited both academic and public policy interest in the connection between
social networks, social cohesion, economic outcomes and notions of civic society
(Edward & Foley 1998). Following Putnam’s initial work there is now a
substantial theoretical body of work on the concept of social capital and its
usefulness to economic and social policy making (Halpern 2005: Paldam 2005).

Putnam outlined social capital as the qualities of “successful communities™.

He wrote:
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“The core idea of social capital theory is that social networks have

value [...] social capital refers to the connections among

individuals — social networks and the norms of reciprocity and

trustworthiness that arise from them.” (Putnam 2000: p.18-19)
Thus, those communities which are not successful are those which lack the social
capital to progress. Putnam’s own research across differing countries showed that
states with higher levels of “civic engagement” such as membership of churches.
local committees or sports clubs tended to be more economically and socially
productive (Putnam 2000). In this research Putnam specified two forms of social
capital. Firstly “bonding” capital, which were the social bonds within communities
that helped their members support each other. Secondly he identified “bridging”
capital as the social links that allowed communities to interact with other
communities.

Crucially for the research interests of this thesis he argued that there was a

lack of both amongst those who are socially excluded:

“where social capital is lacking, the effects of poverty, adult
unemployment, and family breakdown are magnified, making life
that much worse for children and aduits alike” (Putnam 2000:
p.317).
Using this idea some UK research has concentrated on showing a lack of the traits
associated with a positive “community culture” such as trust in socially excluded

communities (Williams and Windebank 2000: Hibbitt et al 2001). As Butler &

Robson comment
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“The dynamics of social capital have therefore largely been framed
in terms of improving the situation of communities thought to be
impoverished in respect of their social capital ‘stocks’.” (Butler &
Robson 2001: p.2145)

Putnam’s focus for these community relationships was predominantly at
the neighbourhood level. As Kearns and Forrest (2000: p.1010) point out the
debates around social capital have strongly influenced neighbourhood regeneration
programmes because “a key implication is that without sufficient social capital,
regeneration policies will not take root or be sustainable.” Putnam put his
argument simply: “community matters. In places were people know their
neighbour’s names, crime is lower” (Putnam and Leigh 2002: p.15). Other social
capital researchers have linked social capital with neighbourhood stability and the
capacity of geographically based communities to thrive (Temkin and Rohe 1998).

Reviewing these debates, some contributors have commented that the way
in which the social relationships which matter in tackling social exclusion have
been portrayed have been defined as “neighbourliness™ (Crow 1997), particularly
in Putnam’s conception of social capital (Lang and Hornburg 1999). Others have
argued the presumption that deprived communities are somehow less neighbourly
is a cultural stereotype and that many affluent neighbourhoods have low levels of
social interaction. As Salmon has commented “it should be noted that the same
burden of expectation is not placed on those of us who have been able to ‘buy’ into
a better quality of life” (Salmon 2002: p.52)

Part of the difficulty in determining what social capital is and how it may

manifest itself comes from difficulties in trying to measure its existence in the first

place in a way that would allow comparisons between different areas and difterent
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social groups (ONS 2001a). Using Putnam’s premise that it is reflected in levels of
associational behaviour the research evidence to support or disprove Putnam's
argument is mixed. Hall’s (1999) own study of associational activity in the UK
disputed Putnam’s analysis showing that in contrast to America overall levels of
associational membership in Britain are as least as high as they were in the late
1950s. This view is supported by the UK Government’s own research into social
capital (Haezewindt 2003) although has been challenged by Putnam himself
(Putnam and Leigh 2002).

I believe this focus on associational behaviour encourages the emphasis on
neighbourhoods within social capital research. Put simply, the associational
activities used to measure its presence, such as Parent Teacher Associations or
sporting clubs, are often organised at a neighbourhood or geographical level.
Furthermore, some researchers have argued for a solely “grassroots” approach to
social capital (Paldam 2005) which inevitably prioritises local social interaction
over other activities as indicators of social capital. Indeed, others have claimed that
the problems in identifying a robust way to measure social capital stem from the
differences between neighbourhoods (Roberts 2004).

Yet defining social capital through a relatively narrow number of indicators
such as formal associational behaviour inevitably involves making assumptions
about what social activities are important. As a result some have argued that this
may overplay the evidence that social capital does not exist within neighbourhoods
and so its role in social exclusion. Lowndes (1999) pointed out these measures
may substantially underplay the amount of social capital created and maintained

by women because it does not consider the informal networks which often provide
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childcare. Gordon et al (2000) have argued that one of the key factors in social
exclusion is the lack of income with which to participate in formal social activities
such as paid membership clubs highlighting the limitations of Putnam's measures.

Thus there is a danger within social capital debates that correlations may be
confused with causation. For example, Putnam can be criticised for presuming a
lack of desire to participate in deprived neighbourhoods, in part caused he argued
by a culture of television watching, rather than allowing for the possibility of a
lack of financial means to participate as an alternative explanation. Put simply, it is
expensive to go bowling but that does not mean those on lower incomes do not
wish to engage in such social activities. Cattell and Herring's research (2002)
showed substantial support and trust based behaviour within socially excluded
communities, suggesting civicness of a community cannot be measured by
membership of formal associations such a church or Parent Teachers Association
alone.

These ongoing debates around how to measure social capital compound the
difficulties in understanding the interplay between individual. community and
neighbourhood as researchers dispute what else might be an indicator of social
capital and at what level associational behaviour is important. For example, some
researchers have argued for measures of social trust to be used alongside indicators

of associational behaviour. Temkin and Rohe argued:
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“A society with high levels of social capital is one in which

individuals trust, or feel a mutual sense of obligation toward one

another. This feeling of trust, then creates an environment wherein

people feel comfortable socializing with neighbours and other

relative strangers because people expect others to behave in

accordance with social norms that encourage mutually beneficial

interactions” (Temkin & Rohe 1998 : p.64)
Yet research into the relationship between trusting behaviour and membership of
different kinds of organisations has shown that associational behaviour in itself
does not necessarily make a person more trusting (Stolle 1998). These wrangles
are often defined by what researchers identify as social capital e.g. is it
participation in associations in which case analysis of the key differences such
links will make tend to be at a localized level. Alternatively, is it related to social
trust in which case national measures mean that this can be extrapolated as a
quality of a particular society. Research into this has often served to further
confound the issue and in his review Halpern discussed how this confusion has led
to an ever increasing range of social phenomena being called social capital
(Halpern 2005: p.13-19).

The difficulties in measuring social capital make the term seem like the
elephant in the room; it is such a big concept that researchers dare only speak of
aspects of it rather than the whole. Those who have tried to create more inclusive
measures have ended up with a mix of factors that do not necessarily support each
other as individuals and groups can score well on one indicator but not another.

Thus Paldum (2005) combined both membership of voluntary organisations and

goodwill as well as indicators of social trust in an attempt to include all the
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differing qualities which have been associated with the term within social policy.
Yet as Stolle showed, these things may reflect different underlying social
processes rather than a factor which could be called “social capital”. Whilst the
debates around how best to define social capital continue. it is clear that the
emphasis on finding a measure that allows comparison between neighbourhoods
will persist. Yet what is not questioned is the idea that social capital has a role to
play in determining the future fate of neighbourhoods and their inhabitants.
Leaving aside how best to define social capital, other critics have argued
that however this is done it is imperative not to forget the insight of Coleman and
Bourdieu. In particular they stress the importance of measuring social capital in
relation to other forms of capital such as economic or human. DeFilippis criticized
Putnam for seeing social capital as a positive quality in itself and detaching it from

economic capital. He argued:

“if social capital as sets of networks means anything, it means that

some people will be connected and others not....if everyone is

connected, then everyone by definition would lose the benefits of

those connections because they would no longer gain capital from

them”. (DeFilippis 2001: p.792-793)
DeFilippis’s maintained that because the focus within Putnam’s work is primarily
on the abilities of individuals to form social capital — whether through their sports
club or their political party — it does not allow for the structural economic
inequalities which exist within British society to be included alongside this

analysis. Put simply. there is little benefit to be gained from a shared work ethic if

the jobs are not available. As Alex-Assensoh pointed out:
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“noticeably absent from Putnam’s work is any viable attention to
the ways in which structural factors affect access to organisational
involvement, engagement, and social capital” (Alex-Assensoh

2002:p. 203)

These arguments share a concern that focusing on the social interactions
experienced by those in deprived neighbourhoods is a way of displacing attention
from the economic and structural causes of poverty. Writers such as Alex-
Assensoh and DeFilippis point out that if social capital is seen as both the critical
factor in social exclusion and a quality of individual activities, such as the choice
not to participate in organisations, this absents the state from responsibility to
tackle economic causes of social exclusion itself. Responding to this, Marxist
contributions to the debate have sought to reposition the concept of social capital
as a reflection of the “socialisation of the capital-labour relationship” (Roberts
2004: p.478) so reaffirming the importance of economic relationships to social
capital.

Indeed, the social capital, social cohesion and “underclass” debates have all
predominantly looked at culture as a quality of collective rather than individual or
personal actions with the collective often being the neighbourhood itself. Many
criticise this approach within social capital debates and argue Putnam makes no
attempt to analyse how relationships within communities may differ. which could
lead to differing capabilities within communities to access resources (Cattell

2001). As Warren et al stated:
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“making use of social capital as an analytical construct requires a
shift from the individual to the community as the unit of analysis
for strategies to combat poverty. Social capital is a collective asset,
a feature of communities, rather than the property of an individual™
(Warren et al 2001:p.1).
DeFilippis has argued that it is not possible to suggest something exists or is

absent at a community level but only measure it as a function on individual

qualities. He wrote:

“if communities are outcomes, they are not simply outcomes of the
characteristics of those within them, they are also outcomes of a
complex set of power-laden relationships — both internally, within
the communities, and externally, between actors in the
communities and the rest of the world.” (DeFilippis 2001: p.789)
This reflects the difficulty in Putnam’s work in explaining how social relationships
can affect individual life chances within neighbourhoods because social capital is
only perceived as a quality of the whole community. Thus whilst social exclusion
debates have been able to assess how the economic resources an individual
possesses influence life chances, individual responses to the social opportunities or
problems they face in life are often not explored. Perri 6 (2002) has developed this
theme in his work by differentiating between forms of social networks within
groups and their concomitant forms of power, organization and exclusion.
It is this focus on a neighbourhood or community level rather than the
interplay between individuals which means that the boundary between the debates
on social capital and social cohesion are blurred. When defined as an outcome of

social groups rather than individual interaction, social capital is interchangeable

with social cohesion rather than a term for the resources available to “community™
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members (Lin 2001). The similarities are both in the terminology used and the
focus. In their review of debates around social cohesion Kearns and Forrest (2000)
also identify other constituent parts of a cohesive society as “social networks and
social capital” as well as “territorial belonging and identity”. This conceptual
intermingling encourages the focus on neighbourhoods as a social whole at the
expense of understanding why outcomes can be different for some individuals or
groups within geographical areas.

As I have already stated, for the purposes of this chapter a distinction has
been drawn between the social cohesion and social capital debates but these should
be seen a complementary and not conflicting discussions. Certainly the discussion
of the resources an individual can gain from their social relationships could offer
interesting insights into our understanding of social cohesion amongst individuals
and what this may mean for those concerned with tackling social exclusion. For
example, in his work Portes (1998) argued that strong ties within excluded
communities can act as “negative social capital” when those ties “trap” individuals
into particular forms of behaviour. He gave examples of groups such as street
gangs in which individuals do not seek to better themselves for fear of the derision
of their peers. Thus, gang members have strong social capital from their
relationships with each other, but it is a form of capital which serves to limit the
life chances of the individual rather than expand them.

In this analysis social cohesion reflects the way in which resources are
accessed through social relationships identifying strong social bonds as having the
capacity to enforce particular forms of conduct and values: social capital becomes

the method by which “community™ is operationalised (Kcarns and Forrest 2000).
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This highlights the difficulties with Putnam’s approach and the notion that
economically successful communities have high levels of social capital. As
DeFilippis (2001) has highlighted, there are other social groups in society in which
there are low level of social capital but high levels of financial capital. He argued
wealthy neighbourhoods such as gated executive estates fit the description Putnam
gives of isolation and a lack of cohesion amongst members. In the light of this,
DeFilippis urged that caution should be exercised in viewing a lack of social
disorder as the same thing as a high level of social capital. Thus. both Portes and
DeFilippis challenge the picture painted of how social capital or cohesion will
manifest itself, particularly amongst those on low incomes, and what this could
mean for life chances.

Szreter (2002) argued that subsequently Putnam has accepted socially
excluded communities do have social bonds which can be considered as social
capital, but the difference is the type of bond. Szreter contended that socially
excluded communities may have a large store of bonding capital but lack the
bridging capital which gives them access to resources in more affluent
communities. In refining the distinction Puttnam made between “bridging” and

“bonding” capital, Szreter introduced “linking capital” which existed between:

“unequal agents][...] where those involved are nevertheless despite
the manifest inequalities, endeavouring to achieve a mutually
agreed beneficial goal (or set of goals) on a basis of mutual respect.
trust and equality of status.” (Szreter 2002: p.3)
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Thus, tackling social exclusion requires both those with and without capital to
forge social bonds which can redistribute social capital. Yet DeFilippis (2001)

argued this was naive:

“we would not expect rich people to willingly turn over their

mutual fund portfolios or, less hypothetically embrace poor and

non-white students in their schools without a confrontation. Why

do we expect that this form of capital would be somehow

different?” (DeFilippis 2001:p.801)
These arguments echo those which have argued that social exclusion is about
social networks with the excluded being those who are not part of networks which
provide access to resources e.g. jobs or healthcare (Granovetter 1974: Perri 6
1997: Lin 2001) Others have suggested that in the modern world such theories
offer a way of understanding the importance of non-familial ties and networks in
determining life chances (Pahl and Spencer 1997).

Further driving the interest in local factors and social capital or cohesion is
the interest in the relationship between these concepts and political activity. Both
Edwards and Foley (1998) and Lister (2000) have emphasized the political
struggles behind many of these discussions, with differing discourses defining
what good civic life is, how it operates and how it is manifested. It is clear that
within both the social capital and social cohesion debates a link is made between

engagement in civic and political life and social exclusion. Describing social

cohesion Kearns and Forrest argued:



“in a cohesive society, one would expect widespread support for

political institutions and general engagement with political systems

and institutions rather than indifference or disaffection towards

them.” (Kearns and Forrest 2000: p.997)
Similarly within the social capital debate, and particularly within the work of
Putnam, voting and participation in civic activities is used as an indicator of social
capital. Again the organization of political representation through geographical
areas means that interest in political activity as a facet of social capital adds to the
emphasis on neighbourhoods in these debates.

Edwards and Foley have criticized Putnam for moving away from the
original emphasis of the work of Coleman and Bourdieu on how social networks
are used by individuals and groups to share resources. Instead, they argued,
Putnam focused on particular forms of behaviour, such as joining trade unions or
voting, as social capital to the exclusion of others. This, they argued, was a “social
psychological” viewpoint because it prioritised certain “norms and values” such as
civic participation above recognizing the value of social relationships in
themselves to their participants. Thus they accused social capital researchers of
developing measures which were “context independent”. These view associational
behaviour in itself as producing a particular set of social outcomes. rather than
considering what qualities of social participation may or may not produce the
desired forms of behaviour.

Edwards and Foley identified what they termed the “civic republican

tradition” inherent in Putnam’s work. This, they argued. was predicated on the

view that social practices reproduced:



“certain moral commitments among the citizenry and that these

have their roots in traditions of community minded-ness and public

spiritedness that are endangered in an individualist and consumerist

culture” (Edwards and Foley 1998: p.12).
In particular they challenged Putnam’s focus on associational behaviour in itself as
an indicator of social capital. Echoing the critique of measurement of social capital
raised by Cattell and Gordon, they argued that it was difficult to suggest that

membership of a bowling association engenders the same level of social concern

as membership of a church:

“there is no doubt that associational life does generate mutual trust,
habits of co-operation and participation, progress in achieving
related norms and values, and important social networks. The
question is which kinds of associations do so, under what
circumstances, and with what effects for the polity?” (Edwards &
Foley 1998: p.15).

In response to concerns raised by writers like Edwards and Foley, Halpern
called for a refinement of the arguments about social capital rather than an
abandonment of Putnam’s thesis all together. In common with Bourdieu and
Coleman, Halpern argued for the need to consider not just levels of associational
behaviour but what such associational activity offers. Acknowledging the criticism
of just looking at associational behaviour, Halpern put forward a more limited
conception of “associational membership” which can distinguish between diftering
forms of association and their demands of membership. Halpern labeled

membership of organizations such the National Trust, which has remained stable

or cven risen in the UK in recent years, as “cheque-book membership™ because

54



membership requires nothing more taxing than sending in a cheque. He contrasted
this with other forms of social interaction and community activities such as church
or trade union membership which require a greater level of commitment from
participants.

Building on this, he argued that there are three basic components of social
capital — networks, norms and sanctions - which are interconnected at the
individual, community and social level. These, he argued. can be seen both in
associational behaviour and in social trust measures. He then dismissed other
attempts to measure social capital as “overstretching” the concept. Using this
approach, Halpern claimed researchers such as Hall have been “too optimistic™ in
their assessments of social capital in Britain.

Halpern maintained that Putnam is right to be concerned that social capital
is deteriorating in the UK and highlighted evidence that UK membership of
Churches or associations such as Trade Unions is falling. In addition to
associational membership, Halpern also identified national measures of social
trust. For example, he pointed out a marked decline in the numbers of participants
within the British Crime Surveys reporting their neighbours to be helpful. Halpern
also emphasised the disparities between different social classes and these measures
of social capital highlighting research which shows that membership of all

organisations is increasingly skewed towards the middle classes. He stated:

“perhaps more accurately we should place the UK's middle classes
in a category of gently rising social capital, and the manual classes
in a category of falling sharply” (Halpern 2005 : p.216).
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However, this again raises the issues previously discussed in this chapter about
access to organizations versus intent to join and how to measure the impact of less
formal social activities such as childcare networks.

All these debates reflect the difficulty of matching the theory of social
capital with the reality of modern life in a way which is meaningful for the social
exclusion agenda. As Paldam commented, “there is far more theory and
speculation than measurement” of social capital (Paldam 2005: p.649), a problem
that I argue accounts for the intermingling of many concepts and the conflation of
a number of issues described here. In response some have argued that the
usefulness of Putnam’s work has been to start a debate rather than to offer a robust
theoretical perspective (Edwards and Foley 1998).

Yet even if many academics have rejected his theory, Putnam’s ideas
continue to influence public policy. This has prompted one commentator to

suggest:

“these days it would seem to be the case that New Labour is
prepared to use social capital as a remedy for social problems in
communities in a way that it once used other concepts such as
‘social exclusion’ (Roberts 2004: p.482).
Within the Government’s work on social exclusion there continues to be a strong
emphasis on social capital and civic renewal with these being seen as linked to
“more effective neighbourhood renewal and sustainable communities™ (National
Audit Office 2004: p.1). Furthermore, the Government now has several policies in

place which are designed to “build social capital” which focus on “civic

regeneration. volunteering and community self —help” (ONS 2001: p.22) The
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introduction of “Community Empowerment Networks” as part of the
Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy illustrated the Government’s belief social
capital is lacking in deprived communities. The Government also listed social
capital and social cohesion as objectives of its neighbourhood renewal programme
as a way of supporting and increasing “community self-help activity in deprived
neighbourhoods” (National Audit Office 2004: p.7).

Notwithstanding the difficulties in measurement and the heavily theoretical
assumptions about both the cause and effects of social capital, interest in the
relationship between social interaction and life chances remains. Each of the
differing perspectives discussed so far shares the view that social interactions
matter to varying degrees. This is because they are seen as a source of resources,
be it access to networks, moral guidance or forms of capital. Thus, the question is
not whether social interactions matter at a local level but rather how they matter to
both the individual and the society in which they exist. As such there is also a
shared assumption that these relationships can help us understand the concept of
social exclusion. Given the high priority given to understanding what is social
about social exclusion, it is clear further research into the questions these debates

raise is required.

Informal Social Networks and Social Exclusion - A Different Perspective

In looking to address the issues these debates raise it becomes clear that

hampering any analysis is a lack of empirical evidence on which to judge these

theoretical perspectives. As already discussed. there is a substantial body of
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research which details the co-variance of a range of social ills and particular
geographical locations. However, a review of the literature available reveals only
limited research into the social and cultural relationships within the same
locations. These studies also have a tendency to rely on quantitative data to
explore these issues.

This has been criticised in both social capital and cohesion debates and in
neighbourhood research. As Lupton acknowledged, with quantitative data it is
hard to differentiate what issues are related to place, what to individuals and what
to a complex interplay of the two (Lupton 2003). Bauder is highly critical of those
who seek social and economic causes within the same area arguing that “statistics
do not explain why neighbourhood and individual circumstances are correlated”
(Bauder 2002: p86). He is damning of the way in which statistics at a
neighbourhood level have been interpreted to match the cultural and social
perspectives of the theories discussed. He argued that at the root of many
discussions about “neighbourhood effects” is an implicit assumption that issues
such as teenage pregnancy or drug consumption are “inherently pathological and
indicate social dysfunction” and as such reflect the poor behaviour of those who
live in deprived neighbourhoods.

To counterbalance this Bauder argued we must consider the possibility
“neighbourhood effects may only measure the degree to which neighbourhood
context facilitates or constrains assimilation to dominant cultural norms” (Bauder
2002: p.89). His argument reflects the possibility that what is considered cohesion
or civic activity may be a cultural ideology which overlooks the informal social

networks which do not confirm to the dominant ideal of social capital. As a result

58



research which uses these ideals such as that discussed so far may simply reflect
this ideology about the relationships between people. place and the polity.

In common with Lupton and Power (2004), Bauder identified the lack of
qualitative or ethnographic research which could help illuminate the often complex
relationships between individuals, communities and neighbourhoods. Others have
also suggested the way in which deprived communities and neighbourhoods are
identified in the process of research can be exclusionary in itself. Mohan argued
that whilst we understand the structural and economic factors which link
neighbourhoods and social exclusion, more work needs to be done on the “cultural
processes of stigmatisation”. He argued that in defining what is a social cause of
exclusion and what may be an economic or socio-structural problem affecting an
area, poor communities can be further excluded by the reputations assigned to
them which stigmatise not only the location but the inhabitants. He wrote “moral
geographies are thus constructed and reproduced, devaluing communities and
those who live there, and undermining efforts at regeneration” (Mohan 2002:p.72).
Thus, in common with Bauder. Mohan urged caution in associating a causal
relationship between social and economic indicators of deprivation because of the
difficulties in understanding complex cultural phenomena in this way.

I believe Bauder and Lupton and Power are right to highlight a
comparative recent lack of actual research into the questions around
neighbourhood and culture that the previous debates raise. This gap is further
highlighted by the interesting results gained from studies which have attempted to
investigate the relationship between social relations and some of the deprivations

associated with social exclusion. These have. for example looked at the
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relationship between health and social capital (Cattell 2001) or criminal behaviour
and moral values (Halpern 2001). There also exists a body of social psychological
and geographical research into the relationship between places of residency and
social, economic and psychological well-being. (Halpern 1995: Herbert and
Johnston 1978). More recently Government research into “active citizenship™ has
tried to analyse the friendship networks people have at a local level to investigate
social connections in neighbourhoods using national data (Home Office 2003). 1
will discuss this research in more detail in Chapter Six.

All these studies hint at the importance of both neighbourhoods and
localised social relationships in explaining particular factors associated with social
exclusion. However, research which looks directly at social relationships within
neighbourhoods is still comparatively rare in part because of the difficulties in
exploring such a multifaceted subject. Indeed, even those studies which have
attempted to investigate these issues at best reflect the difficulties of so doing.
Sampson et al (1999) argued that the “social mechanisms” which mediate

neighbourhood effects required further investigation. They asked:

“Why, for example, should concentrated poverty (which is, after
all, the concentration of poor people) matter?” (Sampson et al
1999: p.633).
Sampson et al’s research into deprivation and social control of children and
anti-social behaviour revealed a very mixed picture as they found that these issues

interacted with affluence. population density and population stability. Their

research also revealed the complexity of the relationship between economic.

60



structural and social factors in any one locality. The authors pointed out that whilst
their results showed that social processes could be measured between
neighbourhoods, there was also a considerable variation within neighbourhoods
around adults intervening in the behaviour of children.

Crow (1997) argued that this lack of evidence, or patchiness of its
collection, does not allow for the comparison of different but potentially
controversial theories. Yet, as Lupton and Power identified. this has not always
been the case. Classic ethnographic studies have analysed the social context
associated with different levels of deprivation (Young and Willmott 1957:1960:
Mogey 1956) Indeed Coates and Silburn (1970) specifically addressed the
question of the existence of a culture of poverty in their ethnographic study of a
deprived community in St Anns, Nottingham in the early 1960s. They argued that
there was a “common context” which provided the backdrop to life in the area and
ultimately the life chances of the residents.

There is also a strong tradition of anthropological research into cultural and social
relationships that look at what would now be termed the cultural causes and effects
of social exclusion. These show how qualitative research into the questions raised
by the concepts of social capital, social cohesion and social networks could bring
insights into modern public policy making. Mainly conducted in America,
researchers such as Carol Stack (1974) Sally Engle Merry (1981) and Ida Susser
(1982) undertook ethnographic research into social relationships within poor
neighbourhoods. Thus Stack considered the social networks that existed between
poor black families in urban Chicago and how these facilitated resource sharing

and emotional survival in the face of extreme poverty. Merrv looked at fear of
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crime and the responses of differing ethnic groups to the same urban
neighbourhood and Stusser considered the conflicts between working class
residents of a poor area of New York and the city’s administration. Like the work
of Oscar Lewis already discussed, each of these studies offered a detailed
description of the daily lives of residents. In common with the classic community
studies, each author sought to contextualise these experiences within the broader
cultural and social structures of the area.

More recent research has illustrated that social exclusion can have a
“cultural effect” as part of a wider analysis of the impact of social deprivation on
neighbourhoods (Page 2000: Mumford 2001: Mumford and Power 2003) Other
ethnographic research has attempted to give voice to the residents of deprived
areas to complement these more traditional research approaches to deprived
neighbourhoods. The most striking example of this was Tony Parker’s study into
the lives of those living on a housing estate in the early 1980s which brought
together the individual perspectives of a range of residents (Parker 1983).

These studies hint at the complexity of the relationships between social and
environmental factors in understanding social exclusion. As a result Lupton (2003)
has argued that interest in neighbourhoods should be less fixed on neighbourhood
effects per se and more on the benefits of a localised approach. She suggested that
despite the often inconsistent and weak findings of neighbourhood research there
is still a place for area-based initiatives and a focus on neighbourhoods for service
delivery because it is at a local level that individuals and communities are most

able to adapt to differing local needs in tackling particular inequalities.



This insight can be applied to the debates around the intluence of social
relationships on social exclusion and neighbourhood change: the difticulties
highlighted in the discussion in this chapter show that just as caution must be
exercised in arguing that all members of the same social group have the same life
chances so too the same can be said of inhabitants any neighbourhood.
Neighbourhoods are clearly important in understanding social exclusion. but so
too they are only one factor of the picture. The relative lack of research into how
social relationships within a geographical area may or may not contribute to social
exclusion in practice compared to theoretical discussion appears to only confuse

rather than clarify this issue. This thesis aims to help rectify this problem.

This discussion has given an overview of the current debates within the UK
around the complex relationship between social and economic causes of social
exclusion. It has identified how the concepts of ““social capital”, “social cohesion™
and “ncighbourhood™ have been intertwined with earlier philosophical and
political discourses including those of the “underclass™ and communitarianism. In
particular it has explored how in recent policy and academic discussions the
concept of social capital has been used to link social relationships with social
deprivation. However, what research there is shows social relationships to be more
complex than these theoretical perspectives acknowledge. Explanations of why
social contacts matter to life chances are broadly defined. with little to otfer when
trving to understand why social interactions can make some individuals. and

indeed some arcas. more or less disadvantaged than others. FFurthermore. | beheve
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that too little weight at present is given to the views and perceptions of those who
live in the neighbourhoods in question.

This research therefore seeks to address the questions these debates raise in
two ways. Firstly, it will look at the social relationships present in a deprived area
to see what evidence can be gained of their role in the life chances of the residents.
Given the limitations identified in this chapter with the approach of the current
debates around social exclusion to these two concerns. this thesis will use an
alternative theoretical framework grounded in a social psychological perspective.
As 1 will outline in the next chapter. this will therefore offer a second benetit to
these debates by providing an analysis of the psychological context of a deprived
neighbourhood. I argue this can bring new insight into the complex issues of
culture, community and social interaction these debates raise.

The subsequent chapters are as follows: the following chapter will describe
the social psychological theoretical perspective which this research will use as a
framework. In keeping with the discussion of neighbourhood research Chapter
Four will provide a detailed quantitative analysis of the indicators of deprivation
and social exclusion in the chosen research area. These two chapters will serve as
a background to the main body of the research presented in Chapters Five. Six,
Seven and Eight. These chapters and the analysis they offer will build a picture of
the complexity of social relationships within the research area and their impact on
the life chances of the residents. Chapter Nine will then return to the themes
identitied in this chapter and discuss what light a social psychological perspective
can shed on the questions this chapter has raised about what i1s social about social

exclusion.

64



Chapter Three: Theorising the Lifeworld

In the previous chapter | identified the debates around the importance of
social relationships to deprived neighbourhoods. I argued that there was a need for
further research into the questions these debates raised. particularly around the
complex interactions between people. place and life chances. In this chapter [ will
show why I believe a different approach to these questions grounded in a social
psychological perspective can offer fresh insight into the social dimensions of
social exclusion. This thesis will then present the outcome of a rescarch project
designed to test that proposition. This chapter will therefore set out the theorctical
basts for this approach and the consequent methodology used in the research.

In Chapter One | acknowledged the influence of the work of Habermas and
Bourdieu to my research concerns. | will explain how these theorists share a
concern for cxploring the relationship between social structures and social
practices, identifying how both serve to sustain the other. To provide a context for
this research I will begin this chapter by setting out briefly the respective concepts
of the “lifeworld™ and “‘habitus™. However. 1 will also argue these sociological
approaches offer a predominantly static description of this process. As a result |
believe they focus on the societal outcomes of the lifeworld. to the detriment of
our understanding of the interaction between the individual and social structures.

To redress this. | propose to use the social psvchological paradigm of
social representations. | argue that its emphasis on the interactivity between
socicty and the individual offers a way of understanding the often complex and

contradictory facets ot the lifeworld. In this way 1t supplements those soctological
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perspectives that have analysed how cultural practices translate into social
structures. In aiding our comprehension of the phenomenon of social exclusion, I
will show how it offers a way of exploring how social interactions between
individuals and groups at a local level operate to secure or challenge particular
social structures.

Having set out the theoretical perspective which underpins this research.
the remainder of the chapter will detail the research methods used. I will explain
how my practical research methods were influenced by both the community
studies tradition of neighbourhood research and the substantial body of social
representations research. The final sections of this chapter will then detail how the

fieldwork presented in this thesis was undertaken.

Habermas, Bourdieu and the Lifeworld

In their work both Habermas and Bourdieu have analysed how the
economic processes of modern capitalism manifest themselves within the social
and cultural practices of modern life. Each writer has shown how social customs
and habits serve to reify the existing social order. Both offer a way of
understanding how inequality is created and perpetuated not just through economic
activities but also through social structures and cultural systems. In this section |
will examine in more detail two sociological concepts - the “lifeworld” and
“habitus” — which have been particularly influential in structuring this research.

In this thesis I have used the term lifeworld to detine the realm created

through social interaction in which ideas. images, experiences and attitudes are
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learned and shared. It can also be termed common sense: the knowledge on which
every person draws in order to understand and interact with the world. and its
inhabitants, around them. I have drawn this term from the social theory of

Habermas:

“the lifeworld appears as a reservoir of taken-for-granteds, of unshaken
convictions that participants in communication draw upon in co-
operative processes of interpretation....we can think of the lifeworld as
represented by a culturally transmitted and linguistically organized
stock of interpretive patterns.” (Habermas 1989: p.124)

This “cultural stock of knowledge” (Habermas 1986: p.131) is the
background to everyday life. The practices and ideas we gain from this cultural
reserve are more than a list of basic rules of behaviour for society: they are the
contents of the lifeworld that assists a person in acquiring a sense of who I am and
what does someone like me do. As such it helps to integrate individuals and
societies into the economic order of modernity by socializing them into its
customs, practices and activities. In particular it legitimizes the nature of our
society because it is through communicating with each other we learn about the
world, from explaining how we make decisions through democracy to the rules of
road safety. Thus, as we interact with each other and share this “cultural stock of
knowledge”, we not only acquire information but also reinforce the social structure
of society.

Habermas argued that the capacity of humanity to determine its own future

had been weakened because social structures, such as the economy. were being

overtaken by an instrumental rationality. His concern was that “‘systems-
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mechanisms” such as capitalism or religion were imposing their own logic on
society so that these were determining the shape of society rather than the will of
humanity as expressed through democratic decision making. He described this as
the “colonisation” of the lifeworld in which these systems were imposing their
rules on society, so that it was their logic which was defining what is common
sense. Thus, the lifeworld is dominated by economic ideas and theories which
propagate the imperative of economic liberalism and encourage countries to
organise their economic activities in line with free market economics.

Habermas feared that decisions about resource allocation were not being
made to ensure that all members of society benefited but instead by the dictates of
these systems mechanisms - so that literally money ‘does’ the talking. Thus he
argued that in the ideas, images and actions within the lifeworld one could trace
the effect of such systems mechanisms and their deleterious effect both on society
and communication. In this analysis the causes of social exclusion are to be found
in how the lifeworld accommodates, and so assimilates, individuals and societies
into the dictates of such systems.

There is much common ground between Habermas and the work of
Bourdieu. Like Habermas, Bourdieu’s analysis of social interactions identified the
way in which social practises serve to reinforce social strata (Bourdieu 1986:
1990: 1992). Bourdieu's analysis of society is based on the notion that individuals
and groups have different amounts of capital with which to secure their place in
society. Bourdieu identified four different forms of “capital” - economic. human.
social and cultural - which define the social strata and the life chances of the

individual. Alongside cconomic capital which was the financial wealth of an
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individual, human capital was their productive capacity. In contrast cultural
capital, such as a degree or a Flaubert novel, derives its power for its owner on the
basis of the status it has within society as a marker of membership of a social elite.
In this analysis social relationships affect life chances because of the resources to

which they provide access. Bourdieu stated:

“social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potential resources
which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less
institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition
— or in other words, to membership in a group — which provides each
of its members with the backing of the collectivity-owned capital, a
“credential” which entitles them to credit, in the various senses of the
word. These relationships may exist only in the practical state, in the
material and /or symbolic exchanges which help to maintain them”
(Bourdieu 1986: p.8).

In Bourdieu’s work all those who act within a social space have differing
levels of capital, banked in different forms, which determine their place in society.
Understanding the presence of inequality in society requires then recognizing
economic inequalities, such as poverty, and also access to other forms of capital.
In order to maintain their position within society, groups will act to use or restrict
access to the resources available to them. Thus, networks of friends may share
employment opportunity knowledge with each other and so the friendships are a
form of capital in themselves. In this analysis understanding the place of someone
within society., and hence those who are excluded, requires understanding how
capital is distributed throughout society and how access to capital is secured.

Like Habermas, Bourdieu argued that our social and cultural world reflects

the way in which such capital is distributed. Bourdieu (1992) identified this as
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symbolic capital which provides symbols, languages. ideas and valucs whose
content implicitly upholds the existing social order. Echoing Habermas's concept

of the lifeworld, Bourdieu described the notion of ““habitus™:

“a system of acquired dispositions functioning on a practical level as
categories of perception and assessment or as classificatory principles
as well as being the organising principles of action™ (Bourdieu 1990:

p-13)

The habitus a person acquires reflects their membership of a particular
social group so that their actions, values and ideas serve to maintain the status of
their group. This is not simply a personal collection of attitudes towards particular
subjects such as art or education, but a whole ethos of living which delineates the
person within the social milieu. Whilst the concept of the lifeworld refers to the
entire social and cultural framework of a society. the habitus is the social
framework specific to the individual. Thus, the lifeworld contains the common
sense of the whole society. whilst the habitus refers to the particular common
sense which reflects the social group of which the individual is part.

This habitus is not something which is psychological or conscious.
Bourdieu is explicit that it is a reflection of the social world within the individual
rather than a product of their own personalized thought process. Thompson
described it as “not so much a state of mind as a state of the body. a stage of
being™ (Thompson 1992: p.13) which is learned through socialization. Thus the
thought processes which create the habitus are ingrained in a person’s being. and

reflect the social order in which they live. In turn our interaction with society
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serves to reinforce this learned habitus, so causing us to act in ways to preserve it
and the status it offers for ourselves and other members of our social group.

Therefore, for both Bourdieu and Habermas, modemnity is structured by the
struggles over resources within society as a whole which in turn our cultural and
social world reflects. The lifeworld, or each persons’ habitus, help to sustain those
struggles by reinforcing a particular common sense about how resources should be
allocated. To that end their work helps to clarify how everyday social and cultural
practices are not simply incidental to social inequality but part and parcel of its
many forms.

There are several differences of opinion between Bourdieu and Habermas.
For example, Habermas argued that reason is a universal quality of humanity, and
so all citizens have the potential ability to take part in consensual decision making.
He argued that equality required a public realm in which all members of society
could participate in a discursive democratic process to determine the shape of
society. Bourdieu viewed this as a worldview designed to uphold the cultural
capital of intellectuals and particular conceptions of ‘“liberal democracy”
(Wacquant 2004). However, both share a concern for how power legitimates itself
through the practices of the social as well as economic realm (Poupeau 2000).
Thus, both examine how communicative practices such as language and the media
help to sustain a particular world order.

These ideas have provided an overarching narrative to the research this
thesis presents because they encourage us to consider how inequality occurs not
just within the economic realm but also shapes social and cultural conventions.

However. there are both practical and theoretical limitations to using them to
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sustain concrete research practices. For example, Habermas offered the ideal of
communicative actions free from constraints as the test against which to judge
modern society. Emancipation for individuals and groups alike from conditions
such as social exclusion came from the rational reconstruction of knowledge free
from the constraints imposed by the system-mechanisms (Outhwaite 1994). Yet as
Benhabib has highlighted, the conditions Habermas required for decision making
are far removed from the reality of the complex moral discussions which pervade
contemporary society (Benhabib 1992).

Thus, this ideal situation, whilst honourable, serves only to highlight how
different the experience of the public realm as a place of social interaction is for
most people in reality. Furthermore, this ideal situation offers little to help explain
how the multitude of social relationships which most people have in real life, as
well as their relationship with the institutions of the public realm, affect their life
chances. As such this remains a theoretical principle rather than practical principle
which can be applied to a deprived neighbourhood in pursuit of answers as to what
is social about social exclusion.

Bourdieu conducted detailed sociological analyses of different kinds of
habitus and its manifestations, for example in the media (Bourdieu 1996) or within
French society (Bourdieu 1986). These studies have been concerned with
exploring phenomenon at a societal level, looking at how different groups within
French society expressed their dominance or subservience through the production
of French culture. They reflect how within both the work of Habermas and
Bourdieu the emphasis is on the collective construction of habitus. or the

lifeworld. as a phenomenon of groups. This has the effect of making social
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structures seem more permanent and static than the reality of modern cultural
practice suggests because their work shows how pervasive is the dominant social
order. Indeed, both Bourdieu and Habermas's work suggests cultural practices
serve to maintain the status quo and as such act to conserve rather than challenge
social structures.

Yet, the proliferation of countercultures and the reflexivity of culture in
which actions seek to subvert as well as sustain social structures is at odds with the
more uniform nature of the lifeworld which these theories portray. Put simply,
modern civilization contains many ideas, images and customs which both are
supportive of and opposed to systems mechanisms such as capitalism and religion.
In response to this Habermas has acknowledged the potential of “new social
movements” to challenge the domination of systems-mechanisms logic within
society (Habermas 1989: p.392). Bourdieu has also detailed how differing groups
can challenge the rules of the social world in which they operate (Bourdieu 1993).
However neither proposes a perspective that can locate the role of individuals in
these processes of resistance and change except solely as a member of a social
group.

It is also difficult in this account to explain the origin of counter cultural
ideas and new social movements. If an individual or a group can only use socially
constructed knowledge which is ingrained within them. it is not clear how ideas or
social structures are challenged: in short where dissent and conflict with the
prevailing social order is manufactured. Furthermore. this analysis does not
explicitly acknowledge the presence of counterarguments and ideas within

everyday life and how these may be used to affect the life chances of individuals
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and groups. To view such counterarguments as existing within critiques of society
as a whole, such as the anti-globalisation movement, underestimates the role of
opposition and disagreement with ideas at a local level. Conflict with the social
conditions of society between individuals, between groups and individuals and
between groups is not only expressed through social movements but also in day to
day practices and customs. As such these analysis look for a greater level of
congruity with the current social order and in social relationships than the messy
reality of society suggests is the case.

As discussed in Chapter One, one of the concerns this research seeks to
address is the way in which observations are made about society on the basis of a
broad brush view of social relationships which does not take account of variation
between individuals. Whilst both authors acknowledge there will be power
struggles within society which repeat themselves within the lifeworld or between
differing forms of habitus, this struggle is only a social and not also an individual
experience. This reflects their emphasis on societal processes, yet it offers little to
help explore the differences between individual interaction with the lifeworld and
socially constructed knowledge.

This focus on social structures also presumes that individuals will have a
dominant identity or social group which defines them. Yet, as Thompson
acknowledges, given the multiplicity of social groups that any individual could
belong to. such as gender, class or ethnic group, at the societal level it is difficult
to define which group membership is most important in explaining how

individuals participate in the lifeworld. In particular I believe that both theorists
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present an unrealistic view of the unity and cohesion of thought within groups and
indeed within individuals around any issue.

In the light of these issues, two concerns have determined my research
approach. The first is to have a practical research method which can be applied to
the real world in exploring the dynamics of social relationships within a deprived
neighbourhood. The second concern is to use a theoretical framework which can
accommodate the complexity of communicative and cultural practices in modern
society, especially in relation to individuals as well as groups. Building on the
theoretical insights to be gained from the work of Habermas and Bourdieu, I argue
that a social psychological perspective can overcome the difficulties I have
identified. In particular, it offers a way of exploring the role of individual and
group interpretation of the lifeworld in life chances. I also believe the social
psychological paradigm of social representations offers a body of empirical

research which shows how this approach can be applied to a research project.

Social Representations Theory

In the previous section I argued a broadly sociological approach to social
exclusion, grounded in the work of Habermas and Bourdieu, could be illuminated
further by the introduction of social psychological thinking. Before I outline the
social psychological tools 1 have used in this research to demonstrate this point.
believe it is important to clarify the distinctions between social psychology.
sociology and social policy in order to highlight the original contribution a social

psychological approach can make to public policy discussions.
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Whilst many other social science disciplines have a long history of
contributing towards social policy debates, social psychology has in contrast has
often been absent. In 2001 the British Psychological Society conference noted how
many public policy concerns were around issues on which social psychology had
much to offer, yet had not contributed. It posed the question “Where is the Social
Psychology in Government Inquiries and Evidence-Based Policy?” This
discussion reflects how when psychology has been introduced into public policy or
social policy debates it has tended to be as a clinical discipline rather than as a
social science. Thus, whilst some psychological researchers have looked at
particular aspects of the debates discussed in Chapter One, these contributions
have often investigated the relationship between mental health and social capital

(Mculloch 1999).

Of particular interest to the concerns of this thesis. the BPS conference
highlighted social psychological discussions around group interaction and conflict,
social identity and social cohesion as areas of research where social psychology
could offer substantial insights in the causes and consequences of social exclusion
(BPS 2001). In this research I will show how social psychological approaches do
not just look at questions of mental well-being but are grounded in a broader
appreciation of the relationship between cognitive processes and social and
cultural constructs. In doing so I will show how contributing a social
psychological, as opposed to clinical psychological. approach to public policy

issues can offer new insights into matters of public policy.
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The absence of social psychology from public policy discussion does not
mean that its research concerns and theoretical approaches are resolutely distinct
from other social sciences. Indeed, social psychology is often misunderstood
because of its roots in both cognitive sciences and sociological and
anthropological disciplines. Many have charted the history of the development of
social psychology as a science in its own right (see for example Farr 1996) I do not
propose to repeat these discussions here, however they reflect the crossover that
exists in the philosophical interests, research approaches and theoretical
perspectives used between the discipline and many other social sciences. As such
it is inevitable that those who read this research from different social science
backgrounds will find much common ground. So too in the previous chapter I
acknowledged the range of studies from within the multi-disciplinary approach of
social policy which mirror aspects of this research. In particular I discussed how
community studies and anthropological studies of both recent and past decades
have used similar techniques and looked at the similar areas of social policy
concern.

Yet | believe a social psychological approach offers new insights into these
questions because it focuses on these issues from a different perspective. In
particular, it brings together an analysis of how individual and group cognitive
processes interact with the environment to produce a stock of knowledge. This is
novel in comparison with sociological, community study and anthropological
approaches because it specifically locates the process of knowledge production
both in the individual and their mental capacities and in the social and its cultural

values and norms. The explicit emphasis on the cognitive. as well as social effects
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and aspects of social exclusion, contrasts with those analyses which have sought to
look at how social practises are played out in individual lives predominantly as
part of wider cultural or social structures. As such it builds on the insights to be
gained from other traditions of research because not only does it confirm the
importance of socially constructed knowledge to social structures but also goes
further in offering a way of exploring how socially constructed knowledge is used
by individuals in their mental processes.

Furthermore, in keeping with the concerns identified by the British
Psychological Society, I will show how social psychological tools challenge us to
look at issues that have not previously been part of the discussion of social policy
approaches to social exclusion. In particular [ would highlight the analysis in
subsequent chapters of the role of identity formation in individual and group social
behaviours and the cognitive effort required in making predictions about the future
as two examples of the innovative thinking a social psychological approach can
bring to social policy. Whilst several of the studies 1 highlighted in the
anthropological and community study tradition have also looked at identity, these
have considered the concept predominantly as a social function. In contrast, as |
will outline in this chapter, social psychological approaches to identity focus on
how they are a joint production between individuals and their social environments.

The border between social policy and social psychological approaches is
even more blurred within the social psychological paradigm | have chosen to use
in this research. Farr detailed how during the 1960s when social representations
theory was first presented to French academia it was seen as a sociological

discipline rather than psychological per se (Farr 1996). This is because its
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emphasis on the relationship between the individual and social processes stood in
contrast to the more experimental approach of social psychological analysis that
had been propagated predominantly in America since the early 1900s. As Farr
documented, these American traditions were rooted in a natural science
perspective that sought to categorise social psychological enquiry as being about
how individual behavioural traits were created within society. In the critical

textbook “Social Psychology” Allport argued :

“There is no psychology of groups which is not essentially and

entirely a psychology of individuals. Social psychology must not

be placed in contradistinction to the psychology of the individual”

(Allport 1924 p.4)
By comparison, social representations is a paradigm which has developed within a
particularly European tradition. This means it has drawn explicitly on sociological
approaches such as those of Durkheim and Levi-Strauss, linguistic and
hermeneutic analyses as well as the developmental psychological work of
Vygotsky. As a result it contrasts strongly with the more American approaches
that sought to examine cognitive capacities of the individual as distinct from any
environmental influence. Those familiar with sociological approaches to cuitural
analysis may also find parallels within social representations to the work of Berger
and Luckmann on the social construction of reality (Berger and Luckman 1967)
Garfinkel and the ethno-methodological approach (Garfinkel 1967) or even Robert
Merton (1948) and Thomas Kuhn (1962). The broad range of influences this

paradigm has used and the tradition of sociological analysis of cveryday practises

and their relationship to economic and social structures that writers such as
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Habermas and Bourdieu come from make it difficult to demarcate with absolute
clarity the distinctiveness of social representations theory. However., it also creates
a space of shared roots which mean that this social psychological approach can
complement rather than contradict sociological analyses of social exclusion.
Indeed, others have discussed at greater length the contribution of sociological and
anthropological thinking to the evolution of social representations as a paradigm
although yet again I do not propose to repeat them here (see for example
Moscovici 2000)

Rather, in the following discussion [ will detail how I believe the premise
of social representations research meshes with, and so helps overcome, some of
the limitations I outlined in the previous section in a solely sociological analyses
of the questions raised by the debates in Chapter Two. In particular, in detailing
the process by which social representations are created, maintained and mutated as
both a cognitive and social act I will show how this social psychological approach
explicitly describes the role of individuals and their mental functions in the
production of cultural knowledge. By bringing together an appreciation of both the
psychological and social roots of knowledge I believe this offers social policy a
new tool with which to understand the cultural stasis and development many social
science disciplines have sought to explore.

To explain how I intend to use this paradigm to supplement a social theory
approach this discussion is split into two sections. The first will outline the basic
premise of social representations theory. This will show how it serves to
complement rather than contradict the work of Habermas and Bourdieu. In

particular 1 will argue that it recasts the lifeworld as an arena of interaction
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between the social world and the individual. It therefore offers a way of

recognizing the role of the lifeworld as both a product and producer of social

structures. The second section of this discussion will then look at what this

approach offers in addressing the issues around the role of social relationships in

social exclusion. To aid the discussion of the differences between a sociological

and a social psychological approach to a social policy issue Figure 1 outlines some

of the key themes of each:

Figure 1: Sociology, Social Psychology and Social Policy Compared

Sociology Social Psychology Social Policy
Emphasis Societal forces e Individual within Public Policy and
and frameworks social realm Government
perspectives
Social Social theory e  Sociological Multi-Disciplinary
Science Economic e  Anthropological — Economics
Influences Structural Cognitive Social theory
analysis psychology Anthropology
Historical trends Psychology
Cultural theory
Key Themes Relationship e Individual and Policy problem
between group interaction solving
economic and e Cognitive processes Empirical research
social structures within social world
Analysis of ¢ Social construction
production of of knowledge
power e Social
relationships representations
within society as
a whole
Individual Role of ¢ Role of individual as Individual as
individual within agent of social benefactor of
social groups group public policy
Group Role of groups in | ¢ Role of individuals Group as
determining in forming groups benefactor of
social structures public policy
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Social representations theory was first outlined by Moscovici (1961: 1984:

1988: 1998: 2001). He described social representations as:

“the contents of everyday thinking and the stock of ideas and the
connections we create as spontaneously as we breathe. They make it
possible for us to classify persons and objects, to compare and explain
behaviours and to objectify them as parts of our social setting.”
(Moscovici 1988: p.214)
I believe the theory of social representations helps us understand how the lifeworld
comes into existence. Like Habermas and Bourdieu, Moscovici was concerned
with how knowledge is used by individuals and groups to secure their place in
society and how that knowledge is created. Moscovici identified social
representations as the communicative practices which transmit the lifeworld
between people. They are the nuclei of everyday knowledge. underpinning the
mass of ideas, images, identities and practices which infuse contemporary
thinking. The lifeworld is thus the sum total of social representations which
circulate in communications and interactions amongst individuals and groups
within society.

This theory developed from Moscovici’s own early work which considered
how different sectors of French society responded to the ideas of Freudian
psychoanalysis (Moscovici 1961). In this work he analysed how differing
representations of Freud’s work were created by social groups. finding Catholics
responded to and read psychoanalytical theories in a different way from those who

identified themselves as Communists. Thus each group responded to information

in a way which upheld their social position and belief system. This analysis echoes
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Habermas and Bourdieu’s argument that communicative practices serve to
integrate and socialise individuals into a particular social order. Subsequently
social representations theory has been taken up by a number of researchers and in
a number of research projects, which I will discuss presently. and have helped
refine the paradigm.

The emphasis social representations theory puts on the process of
communication makes it much more interactive than within the work of Habermas
and Bourdieu. Within their writing, the lifeworld or habitus is the result of the
social structures in society; as such knowledge is a product rather than producer of
social structures. In contrast, social representations theory points to a more
dynamic process of construction in which the lifeworld is both created by and
creates social structures. Rather than social representations being a commentary on

everyday life, they are integral to its existence:

“people analyse, comment and concoct spontaneous, unofficial
philosophies which have a decisive impact on their social relations”
(Moscovici 1984: p.16).

This is due to the way in which social representations theory prescribes the
production of knowledge. Moscovici (1984) argued as individuals and groups
come into contact with “the unfamiliar”, they seek to “anchor” it to relate what is
new to what is known. In this process meaning is attached to the unknown by
associating it through either its similarity or difference with a known category.

Once something has been allocated a category in this way, it can be “‘objectified”

or given an identity which helps people communicate about it. An example of this
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could be how scientific innovations such as genetically modified foodstuffs are
understood. Thus, the unfamiliar concept is first identified as a foodstuff so that it
can be compared with other objects in society. Then through discussion within
society it is categorized as a kind of food in order to distinguish it. perhaps as
designer food, which helps us to understand how the new object is related to
existing objects.

That category itself is determined by the knowledge used to anchor it, as
people approach something new within the context of their previous knowledge. In
common with Bourdieu and Habermas, social representations theory proposes that
the process of knowledge creation reflects the social conditions in which it is used.
Thus, in this categorization process we can trace the influence of social structures

on the production of knowledge. As Wagner described:

“the concrete social conditions subjects live in provide the space of
experience within which new knowledge can be objectified and
integrated into the stock of common sense™ (Wagner 1995: p.13).
Knowledge about all artifacts in society be they people. places, objects or
ideas, is created according to the knowledge pre-existing within any society.
Thus, social representations theory argues that knowledge creation is not an
accidental or impartial process but shaped by the social milieu in which those who
participate in its construction exist. Adding to this argument. other social
psychologists have argued that in addition to considering how knowledge is

created we must also look at how power to categorise can also used to ignore

something (Gervais et al 1999).
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However, this construction process relies on cognitive practices both of the
individual and of society. By acknowledging the role of individuals and groups in
actively constructing knowledge, the process of representation gives individuals
and groups the capacity not just to be influenced by representations but also to
influence them. Thus, whilst sociological approaches such as Habermas and
Bourdieu have discussed how powerful the processes of communication and
language are within society, a social representational perspective looks at this issue
of communicative practices from the process of individual cognition upwards as
well as from the social structure down. In doing so. social representations theory
elevates the role of individuals and groups to a point where they help in
determining the contents of their own lifeworld in comparison to Habermas and
Bourdieu.

Rather than individuals or indeed groups having no capacity to alter
collectively held knowledge or collectively challenge social structures,
Moscovici’s analysis offered an explanation as to how an individual or a group can
also change representations and so social structures. This reflects how social
psychological approaches seek to build on the sociological tradition of considering
the role of social structures to include an analysis of how individuals interact with
such structures. As Parker (1987) pointed out, Moscovici’s work is heavily
influenced by. but ultimately in opposition, to Durkheim’s concept of collective
representations (Durkheim 1933). Durkheim's shared classifications of the
“conscience collective” are ubiquitous to all members of a society and form a
cohesive way of thinking for all. In contrast social representations are specific to

particular groups or communities, which taken together form the lifeworld. As
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such in modernity, there are a number of representations about any one issue or
subject which exist in the stock of common sense.

Returning to the example of food technology, we can see that there are a
range of ideas circulating about this topic in modern society. For example. some
challenge the place of genetically modified foodstuffs as food in society. seeking
to reclassify them as unnatural because of their concerns about technological
processes used in their production. Thus, alongside a representation of genetically
modified foodstuffs as a scientific advance exists a counter representation of
“Frankenstein foods”. These representations are communicated through the images
and ideas, such as natural or technological, which have meaning within society.
This example shows how the ability to challenge the representation of any object
or subject is not just the preserve of social movements or counter cultures, but is
inherent in the process of representation. This is because in modern society the
multiplicity of representations which exist mean there are a range of ways in
which an individual or group could decide to anchor and objectify something to
make sense of it.

Indeed, Moscovici’s other body of research was concerned with
understanding the role of minority and majority groups and the knowledge they
create in securing social change (Moscovici et al 1969). It therefore reversed the
emphasis implicit in sociological analyses that social influence is always exercised
to ensure conservation of the status quo. As he commented "It is the *have nots’.
the outsiders. the oppressed. not the ruling elites. who change society”™ (Moscovici
1976: p.82) Thus. social representation theory offers a way of understanding the

capacity of knowledge to produce social change at both a micro and macro level.
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The picture that social representations theory presents of the lifeworld is not one in
which knowledge is accepted by all. Rather knowledge is a more fluid construct
which is open to being contested. In turn this allows for the social structures which
replicate the lifeworld also to be challenged and contested. In many ways this idea
echoes schools of Marxist thought that consciousness is a precursor to social
change.

Yet at the same time social representations theory points out how powertul
knowledge is, because it acknowledges that even if a representation is contested it
is influential. As Laszlo pointed out “social representations do, however. not
equate with shared beliefs. They are, rather, common reference points” (Laszlo
1997: p.156 — 157). By being the framework which defines knowledge on a topic.
social representations set the terms of reference for the topic regardless of whether
that knowledge is resisted. Social representations research is concerned with
identifying these “common reference points”, looking at both the process by which
social representations are transmitted and their content. Bachmann & Staerkle
commented “an important phase in each study of social representations is the
search for a common map or cognitive organization of the issues at stake”
(Bachmann and Staerkle 2003: p.78) This reflects how in reality there are a range
of competing and contrasting ideas, images and experiences which circulate in
society about any subject but at the root of these will be a set of common themes
which are their genesis.

Yet this raises the critical question as to which representation will be used.

when. by whom. and for what effect. Differences between individuals and groups
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as to how they represent a topic cannot be accounted for as a matter of chance. As

Breakwell has argued:

“one of the major problems currently with the theory of social representations is
that it cannot explain why a particular social representation takes the form which it
does” (Breakwell 1993: p.2).

Within modernity, the lifeworld is an arena in which there are many contradictory
and competing images, ideas and experiences. However, for most individuals and
groups daily life is not a continual series of questions and counter arguments and
uncertainty about their knowledge. In response to this question Breakwell argued
for the introduction of theoretical concepts from another social psychological
paradigm, social identity theory, as a way of “determining the work [the social
representation] is made to do above and beyond simply making the new familiar”
(Breakwell 1993: p.2). Here she contended that it is a person’s sense of identity
which is the lens through which they will view different sources of information.
The way they will chose to interpret something will dependent then on how that

interpretation affects their sense of identity.

The role of representations in creating and maintaining individual and
group identities has been developed in several social representational studies
(Duveen and Lloyd 1986: Gervais and Jovchelovitch 1998). This research showed
how the representations held at a social level are used by individuals to think
through their everyday lives and so understand their place in society and what they

should do. think. desire and expect (Jovchelovitch 1996). For those concerned with
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how representations may be changed then it is question not just of the particular
representation itself but what it offers to its owners as a way of defining
themselves and how any change would affect the identity in question. To explore
the relationship between identity and knowledge, Chapter Five offers several

examples of how identity influences the process of representation.

Yet whilst identity may well give a purpose and meaning to the
representational process, it would be a mistake to presume that this blinkers
individuals or groups to knowledge which is contradictory. In considering how
individuals and groups deal with competing ideas or values Moscovici introduced
the concept of “cognitive polyphasia” (1998). Put simply this idea also can also be
called irrationality. Here Moscovici subverted the assumption within social science
that humans are innately rational in their thinking. He removed any presumption of
logicality or consistency in the representations people use, by arguing that often
individuals and indeed communities will hold a number of conflicting ideas that
they will use at different times to explain themselves and their activities. This
inconsistency, or irrationality, is not troubling to individuals and groups because it

is rarely challenged and so made conscious.

In line with this research into identity using the social representations
paradigm has shown how individuals and groups are capable of thinking many
different and competing ways about themselves at the same time ((Jovchelovitch
and Gervais 1998). This aspect of social representations theory echoes the work of
Goffman (Goffman 1971). Goffman used the analogy of a theatre to describe how

people had a number of “roles™ they learn to play in life such as mother. teacher or
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British citizen. Goffman argued individuals and groups would play the role that
their audience felt they should play in order to have a successful performance. In
common with social representations theory Goffman acknowledged individuals
and groups could have a range of roles they played, some of which may conflict,
but would chose which role to play depending on the context in which they found
themselves. Like social representations theory Goffman argued individuals and
groups were not simply reflecting the social environment in which they existed but
capable of actively chosing to play particular roles in their world. These roles were
in turn were socially constructed and learnt by individuals through their interaction

with society.

The principle of “cognitive polyphasia™ or acknowledgement of the
irrationality of humanity does not simply extend to conflicts between contrasting
representations about identity but to all representational activity. As a theoretical
concept it offers a method of overcoming a difficulty often present in qualitative
research, that people can be both critical and complimentary about a subject
without feeling this is in any way troublesome or needing to preference one
viewpoint over the other. Within social representations theory opposing ideas or
images are linked by their relationship to the underlying representation.

It therefore highlights how even conflicting ideas are connected. Thus a
woman could be aware of a competing range of ideas about the role of women in
modern society, and so be influenced by their existence. She can then seek to
portray herself using images. ideas and acts which reflect this representation as a

way of communicating about herself in any given context. Other researchers who
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have built on this argument have shown how individuals may use differing coping
strategies to reconcile differences in knowledge but that these differing forms of
knowledge can continue to co-exist (Foster 2001: Wagner et al 1999). Indeed as
this research will show respondents often contradicted themselves within their own
interviews, either explicitly or at later points, and that consistency is not
necessarily a prerequisite for the use of social representations.

Social representations theory proposes a dynamic account of the
relationship between knowledge and social structures as expressed through the
lifeworld. Complementing the work of Bourdieu and Habermas. the paradigm
offers a way of understanding how what people think and understand about
themselves and their society interacts with social structures. Moscovici’s work
argued it to be one of mutual influence, where the knowledge individuals and
groups acquire is both socially constructive and socially utilized. This is the same
for any concept. whether it is genetically modified foods. the role of women in
society or the science of chemotherapy.

Understanding the place of any social phenomenon within modernity
requires analyzing not just the processes by which agents acquire knowledge about
it but also how that knowledge is maintained and how or why it changes. The
lifeworld is the arena in which individuals and groups collate the knowledge which
they use to define themselves, their aspirations and actions. Social representations
are the tools they use for this process. Thus by looking at how knowledge is
constructed and used we can gain a greater understanding of the lifeworld and its

impact on life chances.
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What Does The Theory of Social Representations Offer Research Into Social

Exclusion?

Having outlined the theoretical perspective of social representations it is
possible to return to the issues raised in Chapter Two and reappraise what it can
offer on the debates around social cohesion, social capital and neighbourhoods.
Acknowledging the importance of the lifeworld to life chances encourages us to
look for the social representations which create and maintain knowledge at a local
level. The debates discussed in Chapter Two identified the importance of social
relationships to life chances. The role social representations theory attributes to
communicative practices focuses our attention on the relationship between the
social construction of knowledge, social interaction and life chances. For the
concerns of the debates in Chapter Two this encourages us to look not just at the
existence of social relationships within a locality, but what knowledge these
interactions offer their participants and how this is used.

Many of those working in the social representational paradigm have begun
to address these issues. In her research in Brixton Howarth (2002) used the social
representational paradigm to explore questions of identity and community at a
local level. She argued “communities, as | understand them. are built on and
through social representations” (Howarth 2001: p.230). Howarth detined
“community” as something which must be recognized, or represented. to exist.
This recognition can come from those who are members of the “community™.
Recognition can also come from those who are not members of a community but

use a category as a way of describing a group of people. Breakwell described these
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categories as “assigned identities” given to a group of people such as a negative
stereotype (Breakwell 1983). These identities are then sustained through a shared
set of practices, ideas and rituals which are used to represent that particular
“community”. Both Howarth and Breakwell argued that without the
acknowledgement of the existence and importance of any “community”, it
members will not act to support or sustain those social relationships and any
obligations this may entail.

Here we can see how Bourdieu’s concept of social capital is complemented
by a social representations perspective because the representation defines what
expectations a member should have of community membership as a way of
accessing resources. This echoes the criticism of the prescriptive nature of
Putnam’s version of social capital made by both Portes (1998) and Defilipiss
(2001) discussed in Chapter Two. They challenged Putnam’s emphasis on
particular kinds of resources as social capital and instead argued that all social
relationships are capable of transmitting resources to their members and that some
of these can have a negative social impact as well as positive ones. Here | would
add that a representation can be positive or negative as well. For example, the code
of omerta which reputedly binds members of the mafia in a silence about their
activities is a representation which engenders a social bond by the constraints it
places on its adherents.

Rather than there being qualities which are universal and define
“community”. each “community” is particular to the representations which build
it. Thus. the social order which Etzioni admired within the Orthodox Jewish

“community” is not evidence of community per se but cvidence of the



representations of appropriate behaviour on which that community rests. This
perspective encourages researchers to look the representations which may help
generate a conscious shared identity. This in turn can then be the foundation for
the behaviours, 1deas and values that sustain a social bond.

A social representations perspective also causes us to ask in what context a
social bond can be created that engenders a sense of “community”. As Reicher
argued, the meaning of any identity, whether chosen or ascribed. changes
depending on the historical or environmental context in which they are used. He

wrote:

“what it means to be British, Catholic or whatever is something that is

a historical function of politics, economy and culture.” (Reicher 1996:

p.322).
This context may well be spatial in the form of a neighbourhood, a shared
experience such as living through a disaster or based on a cultural practice such as
a shared religion. What is critical in this analysis is that the social bonds of
community need to be recognized to be meaningful. This approach has

implications for both our understanding of community cohesion and social capital.

As Breakwell stated:

“the defining property of a social representation is not simply that it
should be shared. The predicted internal structure of the representation
and the extent to which it is dispersed within a recognizable group or
social category will depend on the functions it is serving”. (Breakwell
1993: p.1)
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The appropriate representations which define any social relationship may
well include how economic and social resources should be distributed and so
reflect economic and social resource allocations. Thus I argue it is not the
associational behaviour in itself which accounts for the benefits of membership of
a particular social grouping, but the representations which define how such
associational behaviour is conducted. Clearly it is not enough for individual
members of a social group to acquire capital for it to be helpful to all members of a
group. For membership to be a way of earning social capital there must also be a
representation which means membership requires both the acquisition of and
sharing of such resources as well as the actual action.

In this research I have drawn on the concept of community at a
neighbourhood level as defined by Richardson and Mumford (2002). Their
characterization of community as a “social structure” at a local level reflects the
need to look beyond assumptions about how community will manifest itself.
Rather than focusing on prescribed forms of behaviour, such as participation in
neighbourhood forums or regular contact, they argued that research should be
concerned with looking at how social relationships and organisation facilitate the
dissemination of opportunities and resources at a local level. A social
representations approach adds to this analysis an awareness that it is important to
explore the way in which members of a social group view their social relationships
because it is a critical part of that social structure: to consider what they believe
their “community” obligations are alongside evidence of how social networks may

or may not facilitate access to them.
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The previous section also discussed how individuals and groups deal with
conflicting representations. In any metropolitan area it is highly likely that many
competing ideas and values will be present. Here the concept of “cognitive
polyphasia” and acceptance of irrationality helps account for the intricacy of
community relations because it allows for the maintenance of several competing
representations at the same time. Thus people can use British. Brick Lane. London
and Muslim cultural artifacts and participate in the creation and maintenance of
varied identities to varying degrees. The critical questions for those concerned
with community cohesion within a locality are not just what represcntations exist
but how they are used, or rejected, by residents and what this tells us about the
lifeworld in the area.

However, for public policy making this poses a different challenge. Rather
than positing a straight causal relationship between a representation and the action
of an individual or group towards something, it presents a more complicated
policy perspective. At a local level analysis is required not simply of the content of
representations about a subject but also their range and their process of production.
This marks out the difference between acknowledging the importance of the
lifeworld to life chances and researching this process in practice in a locality with
a view to using the outcomes of such research in public policy. As Wagner pointed
out, psychological theories tend not to offer “general laws™ which can be used to
deduce future behaviour. but instead reflections on culturally and historically
bounded situations (Wagner 1995).

Thus this research doesn’t look for universal rules about social exclusion

and the lifeworld. Instead it seeks to highlight the importance of the lifeworld to
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life chances in the first instance. Yet it also shows the potential for representations
to shift, harden or respond to conflicting images and symbols, so raising the need
to challenge any notion that representations are permanent. This is not to suggest
that individuals or indeed societies are constantly changing their minds, but to
underline the importance of recognizing that fluidity in the lifeworld is part and
parcel of a modern world in which a range of representations co-exist.

Recognising the fluid nature of the lifeworld, and the range of
representations about any one concept at any given time, is critical to developing
an awareness of how representational activities operate in the real world. Indeed,
representations exist within all forms of interaction and communication, not just
personal interaction but social and collective forms including the media and
culture. In a modern world with global communication technology. people live and
travel across cities and continents regularly, and interact with friends and families
across the globe.

This creates particular problems in trying to pin down what the social
representations present in any one geographical area will be, as it is likely that
ideas. images and indeed identities are imported and exported continually. The
porous nature of modern communications, especially in a major city, means that
the representations in any location will always be a product of activity both within
and outside of any geographical area. Thus, any research can only offer but a
partial picture of their role. Yet this is not just a question for psychological
research but for all research into neighbourhoods where resources will move in

and out more or less continuously (Lupton and Power 2004b).
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Furthermore a social representational approach offers a new wav of
thinking about the question of what role neighbourhood plays because it helps us
question how neighbourhood itself is defined. If the premise of social
representations research is accepted, that all our conscious knowledge of any
subject or object is socially constructed, then neighbourhood becomes not just a
descriptive fact of place but a concept as laden with images, ideas and experiences
as any other. Thus like the concept of community we can see that for
neighbourhood to be a meaningful entity it has to be objectified and anchored
within common knowledge. A social representational approach encourages us to
ask how any neighbourhood is represented and what this means for its residents
and service providers. As this research will show, when such a psychological
approach is taken towards neighbourhood, it offers new insights into regeneration

and social exclusion at a local level.

Conducting Research Using the Social Representational Paradigm

In his discussion of the “meta-theoretical aspects™ of social representations
theory., Wagner acknowledged the “increasingly complex conceptual structure of
contemporary social representations theory” (Wagner 1995: p.18). Many
researchers have sought to tease out the conceptual and operational difficulties
within the paradigm and have been highly critical of Moscovici's original
arguments (McKinlay and Potter 1987: Potter and Wetherwell 1987: Abric 1984:
2001) Alongside this. there is now a substantial body of social representational

research which otfers practical evidence of the way in which the theory can he a
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tool for understanding the complex interplay between social. psychological and
cultural values. Social representational research has brought new insights into our
understanding of subjects as diverse as death (Bradbury 1999) healthcare
(Jovchelovitch and Gervais 1998: Herzlich 1973) mental illness (Jodelet 1991:
Foster 2001) public awareness of bio-technology (Bauer and Gaskell 2001) protest
movements (Di Giacomo 1980) citizenship (Bachmann, Staerkle and Doise 2003)
stereotypes and values (Bergman 1998) and childhood (Chombart de Lauwe 1984:
Duveen and Lloyd 1992). Whilst these studies consider very different subjects,
they take a similar approach in seeking to explore social representations not in the
laboratory but in the real world. As such they show the capacity of a social
representational perspective to provide a framework for understanding the
complex interplay between psychological perceptions, environmental conditions
and social structures in ways that can be captured from real life situations.

These studies have used a range of methods which are both qualitative and
quantitative. There continues to be debate and discussion as to how best to
operationalise social representations so as to investigate them (Bauer and Gaskell
1999: Spink 1993). Both Spink and Flick highlight the problems in trying to
investigate something which is applicable as both a social and individual concept
(Spink 1993: Flick 1993). Spink argued that we must differentiate between
studying the process of representation and its content; between the way in which
sense is made of something and the lifeworld which is drawn upon in making
sense. This requires a research method which can study both the process of
representation and content of the lifeworld with an acknowledgement that any

separation is to help guide a research approach rather than a reflection of reality.
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With that in mind, Chapter Five of this thesis looks at the evidence of the process
of representation in the research area. Chapters Six, Seven and Eight consider the
content of the representations uncovered by the research.

Often studies have focused on understanding the communicative practices
of society through which social representations are manitested. Many researchers
have used quantitative approaches such as multivariate analysis to explore these
communicative practices (Macek et al 1997: Di Giacomo 1980: Giorgi and Marsh
1990). However whilst acknowledging that such techniques can be useful, Gaskell
pointed out “data reduction techniques can be blunt instruments, unable to identify
subtleties in the views people hold” (Gaskell 1994:p.2). In response to these
concerns many other social representations researchers have highlighted the value

of qualitative approaches (Spink 1993: Flick 2000). Flick stated:

“Qualitative methods have not only played a central role in the
research about social representations, but also have a specific
importance for keeping the programmatic promises of the approach.”
(Flick 2000 p.45)
Flick discussed how representations live not in numbers, but in words and
symbols, and as such social representations research needs a way of looking at
how these are used. Building on the insights of Gervais et al (Gervais et al 1999) |
would add we must also consider what is not talked about or acknowledged to be
equally important. The absence of a language or image to describe something can
be as powerful as a representation. I believe qualitative approaches are well suited

to exploring both the absence and presence of images and ideas which reflect the

intricacies of the lifeworld.
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Adopting a qualitative approach to the research focus of this thesis also fits
well with some of the concerns about social research raised in social policy. As
pointed out by Bauder (2001) there has been a comparative lack of qualitative
research into social exclusion alongside the emphasis on quantitative measures of
change such as increasing or falling levels of unemployment. Others have argued
that in public policy debates the use of ethnographic and qualitative data has been
ignored to the detriment of public policy. This is despite the potential for such
approaches to “uncover many subtle patterns of behaviour and experiences that are
difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain with more conventional research
techniques” (Wilson 2002: p.17) So too the tradition of community studies
research discussed in the previous chapter shows how a qualitative approach to
social relationships at a neighbourhood level can be informative. In particular in
considering how to frame the research in this thesis I have drawn on the work of
Willmott and Young (1957: 1960), Coates and Silburn (1970), Whyte (1943), and
Mumford and Power (2003).

Furthermore. I believe the insights into how the lifeworld operates which
can be gained from a qualitative approach is particularly important in trying to
make sense of the potential psychological causes and consequences of social
exclusion. Statistical analyses have shown correlations between many different
forms of deprivation in neighbourhoods. A qualitative approach can complement
this research by exploring the lived experiences in which these relationships exist.
In choosing to use a qualitative approach I also drew on my experience of previous
research and in particular my Masters research into social security which also used

a qualitative approach to investigate social representations.
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A range of qualitative approaches have been used in both social
representations research and the community studies tradition. These range from
focus groups (Foster 2001: Howarth 2002) to detailed interviews (Herzlich 1973:
Jodelet 1991: Willmott & Young 1957: Mumford and Power 2003) to free word
association (Lahlou 2001) participant observation (Jodelet 1991: Coates and
Silburn 1970: Whyte 1943) or media and content analysis (Stockdale 1995: Farr
1993). Learning from the way in which these studies had been conducted. I
decided that in dealing with the potentially difficult and sensitive subject of
neighbourly relations, individual interviews with participants would be the best
way to proceed. In reporting the outcomes of my research I have chosen to quote
the residents and gatekeepers verbatim including the phrasing they used. As a
result some of the language is not grammatically correct or in full sentences which
reflects their speech patterns. However, in keeping with the importance that social
representations attaches to the discursive process | have chosen not to adjust this
except where absolutely necessary to make the quotation intelligible.

Whilst the majority of research presented in this thesis is qualitative in
nature, one of the arguments presented in this research is that analysis of the
psychological context of social exclusion can offer insights which then
complement other methods of research. It is also my belief that this can work in
reverse so Chapter Four provides a detailed quantitative account of a number of
indicators of social exclusion within the research area. In addition to the
quantitative analysis of statistical indicators of deprivation and exclusion in the
research area. | took notes about the public meetings and events | attended in the

research area. as well as making extensive notes about my thoughts during the
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time [ spent in the research area. Where relevant, these ethnographic forms of

additional data are presented in this research.

Selecting a Research Site

In the previous chapter I discussed how neighbourhood has become a key
theme of social exclusion policy and debate. I therefore used this interest to guide
the research area chosen. To define a socially excluded neighbourhood I
considered Government policy initiatives and in particular Neighbourhood
Renewal (Cabinet Office 2001a). At present under this scheme as much as 10% of
the total population of the UK lives in a neighbourhood which qualifies for
renewal funding. Thus, one in ten people in the UK is potentially affected by the
neighbourhood renewal regeneration work.

I decided to site the research in London. In 2000 the Government published
the “Indices of Deprivation” on which its regeneration strategy for Neighbourhood
Renewal would be based (ODPM 2000). In 2004 this was updated but the message
was the same; London contains some of the most deprived areas in the country
(ODPM 2004). This data shows that London has five out of the ten most deprived
boroughs — Hackney. Tower Hamlets, Islington, Newham and Haringey®. 27% of
London’s Super Output Areas’ (SOA) are amongst the 20% most deprived
nationally (ALG 2004b). Studies have shown that a significant and persistent

amount of deprivation in London is concentrated in the six London boroughs of

* Hackney is the most deprived borough in England, Tower Hamlets the second. Islington the fourth, Newham the
sixth and Haringey the 10" (ODPM 2004).

? Super output arcas were introduced in the 2004 Indices of Deprivation as a unit of measurement which was a
consistently sized geographical arca with a mean population size of 1.500.
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the Lea Valley - Tower Hamlets, Hackney, Newham, Haringey, Waltham Forest
and Enfield (Cattell 1997). I therefore chose to conduct my research in this area of
London. The only restriction on choosing one of the boroughs was on Waltham
Forest where I am a local councillor.

London is also the site of substantial affluence. Using the 2004 indices
Richmond upon Thames is the 300™ and Kingston upon Thames is ranked 266"
out of 354 English boroughs. London is therefore a region in which wealth and
poverty live cheek by jowl. In choosing which of the eligible Lea Valley boroughs
in which to conduct my research I took this into account and chose the borough of
Haringey. Approximately 43% of Haringey SOAs are amongst the 10% most
deprived in the country, but as the local authority points out these are
overwhelmingly concentrated in the eastern side of the borough( Haringey Council
2005f). In contrast the western side of Haringey has some of the richest SOAs in
the country. Out of the 34,378 SOAs in England., two of Haringey’s are ranked
22,110 and 22.106 for deprivation indicating the level of wealth of their residents.
Thus whilst not the most deprived of the five boroughs, it is a mirror of the
contrasts between severe deprivation and substantial wealth which characterize
London. [ therefore argue that it is in boroughs such as Haringey that such
contrasts are keenly felt.

As a result of the levels of deprivation present in the borough Haringey
received substantial regeneration funding, the details of which are set out in
Chapter Four. At the end of 2002 Haringey Council published its neighbourhood
renewal strategy ‘“‘Narrowing the Gap” which identified the contrasts in wealth

within the borough (Haringey Council 2002b). It set out five target areas for
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intervention and from these I chose the Noel Park estate. This estate was a
residential area adjacent to Wood Green Shopping Centre with Tottenham to its
eastern side and Muswell Hill to its west. As such its close proximity to areas of
both wealth and poverty mirrored the contrasts in affluence and poverty within
London. In Chapter Four I provide evidence of deprivation on the estate which

forms a backdrop to this research.

Constructing the Question Schedule for Residents

Prior to conducting the research I spent a number of days having informal
discussions with both service providers and residents to learn about the estate and
to help clarify the interview process in advance. | also undertook extensive
background research into the history of the area, and read as many recently
published papers on the condition of the area as I could find. These ranged from
the local newspapers. to local authority studies and newsletters or magazines
produced in the Haringey area. I used the information I gained in these
conversations and information gathering exercises to sharpen both the focus of my
research and improve my own understanding of the locality.

In deciding how to assemble my research participants I have drawn on the
practical experiences of the community studies tradition of research previously
mentioned. Each of these very different studies shared a similar approach to
recruiting suitable participants which were not grounded in seeking statistically
representative samples per se but rather a snapshot of life in their research area.

Recognising the barriers to finding participants these studies encountered. I used a
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range of methods to contact people who live in the Noel Park area. For example
initially I attended several community meetings, both formal and informal. to find
participants. This was of limited success given the low participation in such public
activities in the area. However, I was extremely grateful to those who ran the
projects and groups at which I was able to access some people for both
encouraging residents to take part in my research and providing separate rooms for
me to interview participants.

Whilst aware of the difficulties and dangers (Mumford 2001) I decided to try a
second method and had more success in approaching residents directly for
interviews outside their homes and in public spaces. This approach echoed the
research method pioneered by Stack (1974) who sought to avoid any negative
connotations of being associated with authority figures within a community by
making direct contact with potential participants who were residents in her
research area rather than asking official representatives such as housing officers to
introduce her. She also spent time building up trust within her research area in
order to gain access to residents through direct contact.

For my own safety and so as not to intrude I decided only to do this during
the daytime, to let someone know where I was at all times and to only approach
people who were outside their properties at the time. [ also found several residents
who then recommended to their neighbour that they should take part in the study.
To engage those for whom English was not their first language in the research |
produced a leaflet explaining my project that was written in English. Farsi.

Albanian, Gujerati, Urdu and Somali. | handed this out to explain my activities and
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my interest in the area to potential participants. I chose these languages on the
basis of discussions with those working in the area.

Given my intention to interview a large number of residents, I decided to
pilot my research on the estate itself. To my relief I found that with one or two
adjustments, the question schedule worked well and I was able to proceed. Overall
I conducted seventy interviews with residents, seeking to talk to a range of people
from across the estate. My basic criterion for choosing to interview residents was
that they were living within the boundaries of the Noel Park Neighbourhood
Initiative. I was also conscious of the 2001 census data and during the course of
the research I sought to ensure that those people interviewed broadly reflected the
demographic diversity of the area that the census revealed. I did this with the
assistance of local residents and council and voluntary sector groups operating in
the area.

Whilst the vast majority of interviews were conducted with individuals, a
small number were by necessity conducted with two or more participants present.
In some cases this was due to the presence of a translator or another resident such
as a family member or a neighbour. In others this was because of the context in
which the participant was willing to be interviewed such as sitting in their front
garden with a friend or with their partner in the home. To have asked the other
person to leave would have risked the interview not taking place at all and I judged
that often their contribution to the discussions that took place offered additional
insight into the representational process. Where these additional participants

contributed to the discussion | have recorded this in the text.
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Appendix Al gives some of the basic demographic information about the
participants. This shows that there were thirty-five female respondents, thirty-three
male and two families who took an equal part in the discussion. Forty-two of the
respondents were council tenants, seventeen were home owners, seven were
housing association tenants and four privately rented their accommodation. It also
shows the age variation of the respondents with six being under twenty years old.
ten being between twenty and thirty years old, twenty-one being between thirty
and forty years old, ten being between forty and fifty years old. seven being
between fifty and sixty years old and sixteen being over sixty years old. The
appendix also details the ethnic mix of the sample and shows that only thirty of the
respondents were of exclusively white English heritage. The majority of the
research took place over seven months between February and September 2003.

I used a mix of techniques in the in-depth interviews to help draw out the
representations used by respondents and in particular the episodic interviewing
technique outlined by Flick (2000). This technique involves encouraging
participants to provide examples to explain their viewpoints. It helps draw out how
respondents make sense of the information around them by asking them to set it in
context as part of a narrative or episode. To help frame the interviews I
constructed an interview schedule which I explained from the outset to the
respondents. 1 used the same open questions around these topics. trying to make
the conversations as discursive and informal as possible so as to encourage
narratives about the research area. This approach has also been recommended as
one which encourages participants to explain their perceptions in depth (Foddy

1993).
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Where | felt a comment required further explanation I used prompts and
pauses as part of my interview technique as described by Krueger (1988). I chose
to record all the interviews so that I could take part in the discussion with the
respondent without interrupting the flow of conversation to make notes. The
shortest interview I conducted with a resident was twenty minutes and the longest
was two and a half hours, however most averaged around forty-five minutes to an
hour. I considered offering a financial incentive to residents to take part but found
that it was not necessary to the recruitment process as the majority of people I
approached were willing to participate in the study.

I have set out in detail the question schedule I used in Appendix A2 but
briefly the interview was divided into three sections. The first was focused on the
respondent their life history as well as their general views on the neighbourhood
and its inhabitants. This section sought to explore many of the issues raised by the
social capital and community cohesion debates through investigating associational
behaviour within the locality. In particular the first part of the interview was
designed to find out if residents had regular contact with their neighbours and if so
of what kind and how important they felt this to be. As part of these discussions |
also encouraged residents to talk about their neighbours and describe them to me.

The second section then looked specifically at Noel Park itself and the
quality of public services in the local area. Developing the argument within social
capital debates about the link between social interaction and civic society this
section looked at how respondents viewed key public services such as education
and healthcare services and attitudes towards the local authority and political

representation. In this section I deliberately used open ended questions to try to
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avoid leading the respondents into specific answers about what they considered to
be problematic in the local area. In the final section the focus was specifically on
the neighbourhood renewal work. For this I identified three key areas of work
being undertaken - the street wardens, SureStart and a project to tackle
unemployment - which I discuss in more detail in Chapter Four. I discussed each
of these schemes with the residents to explore their awareness of the schemes and
their views on the regeneration process as a whole including the neighbourhood
forum the Noel Park Initiative (NPI). Finally, I finished the interviews by asking
the residents about their long term plans and whether they intended to stay in the
area or would like to leave.

Having obtained my data I used the NUD*IST computer aided research
programme to help analyse the data (Lewis and Silver 2004). The suitability of
computer aided research programmes to studies such as this one has been well
reported (Coffey et al 1996, Cresswell 1998). This is because it is useful as a way
of consistently cataloguing underlying themes or representations. As many
researchers have also pointed out, using CADQAS software is particularly helpful
in qualitative analysis because of the possibility of “data promiscuity” whereby a
large quantity of data is generated through the interview process. not all of which
is of interest (Fielding and Lee 1998) With that in mind I developed a thematic
approach to coding the data generated in the interviews (Flick 2002).

Thematic coding is similar to the grounded theory approaches to research
used in sociological forms of qualitative analysis. Strauss and Corbin (1990)
outline how research conducted in this way looks at all the data collected and

seeks variables within the data or “themes”. This “open coding” process then
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allows the researcher to look for themes that reoccur within the data. Thus. after
conducting the interviews I transcribed all the interviews with residents and looked
for recurring themes and ideas that arose during the discussions. Having done this.
I then considered which themes were interconnected and so had particular
meaning in relation solely to each other and also which themes only occurred
within particular groups within the research, an important research outcome in
itself. This then helped me produce a schematic by which I categorized all the data
arising from the interviews. Kelle (2000) also highlights the importance to these
approaches in seeking out differences as well as similarities which was reflected in
the schematic.

Having identified the major themes within the research [ then allocated text
from all of the interviews to these themes. Throughout the research I have chosen
text from these interviews to indicate these themes accordingly. This schematic is
set out in Appendix A3. This shows how the schematic was broadly divided into

the following themes:
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1. Demographic characteristics.

2. Social interactions and characterizations of the social life of the research
area.

3. Descriptions of the residents of the research area.

4. Descriptions of the physical environment of the research area.

5. Perceptions of problems within the research area.

6. Thoughts towards public services.

7. Thoughts towards the local authority services.

8. Thoughts towards local and national governance.

9. Thoughts towards the regeneration projects.

10. Predictions about the future of the research area and future intentions.

The statistical data presented in this research was analysed using the SPSS
programme. It should be noted that all the Chi-Square results presented refer to
differences between the respondents in the study only. As such, they highlight
variations within this population, rather than reflecting inferences about the

estate’s residents as a whole.

Constructing the Question Schedule for Gatekeepers

Alongside the interest in the representations used by residents I also sought
to analyse the representations used by those who were “gatekeepers’™ to resources

on the estate (Portes and Landolt 1996) These are people who wielded power over
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the residents in different ways through their role as service providers e.g. shop
keepers, teachers or those working on the regeneration programmes on the estate.
Others have argued that it is important in understanding how neighbourhoods
change to view not just the evaluations of an area made by those who live there but
also “intermediaries” (Galster 2001). To investigate the impact of such people |
interviewed thirty gatekeepers to complement the interviews with residents. As
Chapter Eight will discuss only a small minority of gatekeepers in the study were
also residents of the Noel Park area and indeed Haringey. yet it was also clear in
both the residents and gatekeepers responses that their representations were critical
to life chances in the area.

In recruiting gatekeepers I sought to balance respondents between those
working within the public sector on the estate and those with private or
commercial interests in the area. In total twelve gatekeepers worked in the private
sector, one in the voluntary sector and the remainder within the public sector. Ten
respondents were female and twenty were male. Six were under the age of thirty,
seven were between the age of thirty and forty years old, seven were between the
age of forty and fifty years old, seven were between fifty and sixty years old and
three were over sixty years old. Eighteen gatekeepers were white and twelve were
of non-white ethnic backgrounds. Appendix Bl gives the basic demographic
details of the gatekeepers who took part in this research.

Again I used a range of methods to contact these people including
approaching those working on the neighbourhood renewal projects in the area as
well as attending local business forum meetings and directly approaching local

service providers such schools and the health authority. | also chose to record the
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interviews so that I could focus on asking questions of the respondents. The
interviews with the gatekeepers were all around forty minutes to an hour. All the
gatekeeper interviews were conducted on a one to one basis with the exception of
one which took place with three gatekeepers who worked together and wanted to
be interviewed all at the same time.

The interview schedule for the gatekeepers shared a similar focus to the
resident interview schedule, but was necessarily adapted to reflect the differing
relationship gatekeepers had to Noel Park and is contained in Appendix B2. Thus
the first section of the interview focused on the role each gatekeeper played in the
area and their general views of the inhabitants of the estate. The second section
then asked for their views on service provision in the locality and their opinions on
how their service was viewed by both residents and other service providers. The
final section of the gatekeeper interviews then looked in detail at their views of the
NPI, neighbourhood renewal as a concept and the neighbourhood renewal projects
in Noel Park. In common with the approach used to analyse the responses of the
residents, the NUD*IST programme was used with the data gained from
interviews with the gatekeepers. However, given the different status of their
relationship to the estate, a different set of themes was used to code them. The
same thematic coding approach to coding and analysing the data as used with the
information arising from the residents’ interviews was also used with the
gatekeepers' transcripts. The schematic used to code Gatekeepers interviews is

reproduced in Appendix B3. The broad themes the gatekeeper schematic used

were as follows:
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1. Demographic characteristics.

2. Social interactions and characterizations of the social life of the research
area.

3. Descriptions of the residents of the research area.

4. Descriptions of the physical environment of the research area.

5. Descriptions of working in the research area

6. Perceptions of problems within the research area.

7. Thoughts towards public services.

8. Thoughts towards the local authority services.

9. Thoughts towards local and national governance.

10. Thoughts towards the regeneration projects.

11. Predictions about the future of the research area and plans to remain

working in area.

Data Protection and Ethical Concerns

In order to ensure the anonymity of all respondents in the research, any
data which could be used to identify participants has been removed from the
extracts reproduced in this paper. In particular any discussion which may lead to
recognition such as reference to ages, places or specific experiences has been
removed. Whilst this has in some cases meant not using some particularly
pertinent examples within this paper this is to protect the identity of those who

took part. This caution raised a number of questions for the research. In order to
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test whether where on the estate residents lived influenced their lifeworld it was
necessary to find a way of recording this fact. Therefore each street name was
recoded with a colour, but any identifying characteristic for each street discussed
was removed from the final transcript. Whilst a copy of the code was retained
during the research process in a separate place from the interviews to aid the
coding of data, this has now been destroyed. Each interview is therefore described
as a colour and a number unrelated to the respondent.

Given the smaller number of gatekeepers each was coded with a number
which was unrelated to the respondent. Any data which could identify the
respondent has been removed from the final transcripts e.g. identifying references
to their job or business locations. Whilst a copy of the code was retained during
the research process to ensure a consistency in the coding process, this has now

also been destroyed.

This chapter has detailed the theoretical framework and research
methodology for the research this thesis will now present. The subsequent chapters
will show how within a deprived locality there could be discerned a set of shared
ideas, images, identities and activities - in short social representations - which
formed the lifeworld of Noel Park and were integral to the lives the residents led.
Analysis of these representations is intended both to offer insight into what is
social about social exclusion and also to give a more detailed picture of the

importance of this lifeworld to life chances.
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Chapter Four: Haringey - One Borough, Two Worlds

In the previous chapter I explained my decision to site my rescarch in the
Noel Park area of Haringey. As an area in receipt of Neighbourhood Renewal
funding it typifies the kind of areas that are the focus of interest in the debates
presented in Chapter Two. In keeping with the body of neighbourhood research I
discussed, and as a foil for the qualitative nature of the research presented in this
paper, this chapter will provide a detailed quantitative analysis of deprivation in
the Haringey and Noel Park areas. This will show how the Eastern wards of
Haringey persistently experience much higher levels of unemployment, poor
health, poor housing, crime and low educational attainment than the Western
wards. Having outlined the social context ot Haringey 1 will then discuss
Haringey’s neighbourhood renewal strategy in place at the time of the research.
Following on from this I will provide a detailed breakdown of the evidence of
deprivation in the research area Noel Park. This research will show why data such
as that presented in this chapter can be complementary to an analysis of the

psychological context.

The Demographics of Haringey

[.ike much of the rest of London's inner suburbs, Haringey developed in
response to the building of railway lines. T'his coincided with. and significantly
contributed to. the crowth of the city itselt. Tottenham. llornsey and Wood Green

were. until the nineteenth century, relatively isolated villages. which the extension
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of the railways turned into suburbs (Haringey Council 1991a). The Borough of
Haringey was created in the mid 1960s from the merging of the former municipal
boroughs of Hornsey. Tottenham and Wood Green. Today the borough is roughly
eleven square miles in area, with a population of around 224.000 people. The
population of Haringey has grown by 8.6% since 1991 and is projected to grow by

a further 21.1% by 2021 (Haringey Council 2005a)

Figure 1.1 Map of Haringey Ward Boundaries 2002

New Wards (As from May 2002)

Source: London Borough of Haringey

Haringey is an ethnically diverse borough. At the time of the 1951 census,
only five in every hundred people living there were born outside of Haringey. By
1966. however, this had increased to more than eighteen in every hundred and by
1971 to 25% of the borough’s population. By 1981 this had grown to 45%. The
1991 Census shows 29% of Haringey residents came from black or ethnic minority

communities (Haringey Council 1991b) and in 2001 this had risen to 34.4% (ONS
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2001b). The Council estimates that the people of Haringey speak 160 different

languages (Haringey Council 2005a). Figure 1.2 details the ethnic mix of the

borough as a whole in 2001.

Figure 1.2: Ethnicity of Residents of Haringey in 2001

Ethnic Group Total Population Percentage of
Haringey Residents
White White 98,028 45.3
Irish 9,302 4.3
Other White 34,752 16.1
Mixed White & Black Caribbean | 3,205 1.5
White & Black African 1,551 0.7
White & Asian 2,329 1.1
Other Mixed 2,761 1.3
Asian Indian 6,171 2.9
Pakistani 2,046 1.0
Bangladeshi 2,961 1.4
Other Asian 3,348 1.6
Black Caribbean 20,570 9.5
African 19,879 9.2
Other Black 2,928 1.4
Other Chinese 2,444 1.1
Other Ethnic Group 4,232 2

Source : ONS 2001b

There are clear ethnic divisions within Haringey as ethnic diversity
increases substantially going from west to east. The 2001 census shows 16% of
Alexandra and 13% of Muswell Hill western wards are “non-white”, whilst in the
east in St Ann’s it was 40% and in Bruce Grove it was 52% (ONS 2001b).
Research shows this to be a 27% increase in the numbers of minorities within
Haringey between 1991 and 2001 (Lupton and Power 2004¢c). Census data also
shows how the make-up of the non-white population in Haringey had changed

substantially over this time period. In particular between 1991 and 2001 the Black
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African population has doubled. During the same time period the Indian
population has fallen by 15%, the Bangladeshi community by 3% and the white
population by 1% - although this change may be accounted for by changes in the

definitions used in the census (ONS 2001b).

Within the research it became apparent that the presence of refugees
locally was a source of controversy for many residents and whilst it is difficult
accurately to track refugee communities there are some indicators of their presence
within the borough. The 2001 Census found a total of 36.336 migrants in
Haringey, many of whom were born in world regions that have historically
provided refugees and according to the council the borough has the 9th highest
proportion of migrants in London (Haringey Council 2005b). The most recent
figures show that there are around 3,548 known asylum seekers in the Borough
although as the local authority highlight this doesn’t take account of any

placements in the borough by other authorities (Haringey Council 2005b).

In 1997 the Council undertook a study into its refugee population
(Haringey Council 1997). This estimated the refugee population of the borough to
be between 18.400 and 20.000. Respondents to the survey were from thirty three
different countries of origin, with the largest groups from Turkey. Somalia,
Ethiopia, Eritrea, Zaire and Sri Lanka and people of Kurdish. Somali, Turkish or
Ethiopian ethnic origin accounted for 70% of the total respondents. This survey
also showed evidence of a geographical concentration of refugees with more than
70% of respondents” postcodes being in the south and east of the borough around

Tottenham and Wood Green. More recently, the local health service reported 419
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unaccompanied asylum seekers in Haringey in 2000 (Barnet, Enfield and Haringey

NHS Trust 2001).

The age profile revealed by the census shows Haringey to be a borough of
young adults with nearly a third of the population aged between thirty and forty-
four and a quarter of the population is under eighteen (ONS 2001b). In contrast.
those over sixty make up just over 11% of the population. By comparison in
London 16.3% of the population is over sixty and 22% is under eighteen.

Haringey is divided into twenty three wards, with forty two sitting
councillors. Of these fifteen are Liberal Democrats and the rest are Labour and
there are no Conservative councillors. At the time this research took place it also
had two Labour MPs- Barbara Roche (Hornsey & Wood Green) and David
Lammy (Tottenham)'’. It is important to note that for the 2002 local elections the
boundaries of these wards were reassessed, which means that some data presented
here is given on the old ward boundaries. Where possible the new ward boundary
is identified and Appendix C1 gives details of these changes.

At the end of 2002 the Comprehensive Performance Assessment of
Haringey Council services by the Audit Commission categorised the council as a
“weak™ two-star council stating “services provided by the Council are generally
weak” (Audit Commission 2002). During the time period in which the research
took place the services provided by the authority were reassessed and in 2004 this

rating was improved to “fair” with the Audit Commission stating “"Haringey has

19 At the General Election in 2005 Barbara Roche lost her seat to the Liberal Democrat candidate Lynne
FFeatherstone.



made improvements in social care, environment and education services over the

last year” (Audit Commission 2004).

Income and Poverty

Figures from 2002 and 2003 show around 11% of Haringey's residents are
in receipt of income support and incapacity benefit and clearly show the marked
east/west split in the experience of poverty (Haringey Council 2005c). As Figure 3
shows there were approximately five times more claimants of income support in
Northumberland Park than Highgate and around four times as many incapacity

benefit claimants.



Figure 2:1 Income Support and Incapacity Benefit Claimants in Haringey 2002/3

All Claimants | Claim Rate All Claimants | Claim Rate

Income Income Incapacity Incapacity
Ward Support 2002 | Support 2002 | Benefit 2003 Benefit 2003
Alexandra 295 4.22% 280 3.82%
Bounds Green 875 12.36% 625 8.33%
Bruce Grove 1,145 14.74% 765 9.35%
Crouch End 395 5.06% 350 4.30%
Fortis Green 330 4.44% 305 391%
Harringay 730 9.52% 605 7.52%
Highgate 300 4.15% 280 3.66%
Hornsey 805 11.89% 605 8.56%
Muswell Hill 255 3.87% 300 4.29%
Noel Park 1,220 15.89% 930 11.43%
Northumberland
Park 1,555 20.32% 1,000 12.32%
St Ann's 1,030 12.20% 805 9.01%
Seven Sisters 1,080 13.19% 790 9.16%
Stroud Green 715 9.37% 590 7.47%
Tottenham
Green 1,305 16.72% 900 10.89%
Tottenham Hale | 1,320 16.71% 810 9.71%
West Green 1,070 14.02% 755 9.26%
White Hart Lane | 1,370 19.27% 850 11.30%
Woodside 885 11.73% 720 9.01%
Haringey 16,655 11.65% 12,270 8.14%

Source : Haringey Council 2005¢

Whilst poverty in itself is not an indicator of social exclusion, it is clear
that those who live in the further eastern wards tend to have much lower incomes
and are much more reliant on welfare payments to make ends meet. In this annexe
to this chapter 1 have reproduced the map of income deprivation in the 144 SOAs
in Haringey. ' This shows clearly how low incomes are concentrated in the eastern

wards of the borough — in stark contrast to the west. Also reproduced in the annexe

' Super Output Areas — please refer to discussion of this category in Chapter Three.



to this chapter is the map of income deprivation affecting children in the borough

revealing the extent of child poverty in the eastern half of Haringey.

The Economic Context

Haringey is a borough of small businesses. mainly production and service
industries rather than manufacturing based activities. According to the council
there are 8,300 businesses in Haringey employing a total of 60,300 people. 95.2%
of businesses in the borough employ less than twenty four people (Haringey
Council 2005d). Only 7.3% of local industries employ more than 200 people but
they account for 35 % of employment. Between 1995 and 2002 the size of these
sectors didn’t change, however there was a drop of 33% in the number of medium
sized businesses in the borough (North London LSC 2004). This research shows
the Council itself is the largest single employer in the borough with around 9,000
employees across all its services and that retail and wholesale distribution is the
largest industry in Haringey, accounting for 21% of jobs followed by real estate
and renting activities. The dominance of the service sector is shown by the number
of companies registering for VAT in the Haringey area with over 400 new real
estate companies between 1998 and 2001 and another 200 wholesale and retail
companies, compared to a small fall in manufacturing and hotel based work
(NOMIS 2002). The same survey showed employer dissatisfaction with the
workforce in Haringey is substantial — 18% of employers report a skills shortage

compared to just 9% in Enfield and 11% in Barnet.



The census also shows how important the local economy is to local
residents as almost a third of the working population are employed within the
borough (ONS 2001b). It reveals that 7% of residents aged 16-74 have never
worked, and the largest social class was lower managerial and professional
occupations which accounts for 23% of the local population. However. as Figure
3.1 illustrates, looking at occupational status via ward reveals how those with
higher levels of qualifications are concentrated again in the western end of
Haringey and by contrast those in low skill jobs or the long-term unemployed are
much more likely to live in the eastern side. GLA research points out that in
comparison with other London boroughs, Haringey is one of the most divided by
the qualifications of its residents — with Highgate in the west having one of the
highest levels of residents with higher level qualifications (61%) in London (GLA
2004a). Conversely, in Northumberland Park 60% of residents have no

qualifications at all.
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Figure 3.1 Occupational Status of Residents In Haringey In 2001
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Alexandra 1,033 2,467 378 257 241 95
Bounds Green 609 1,909 649 441 542 155
Bruce Grove 435 1,613 943 673 956 182
Crouch End 1,371 2,976 400 212 197 82
Fortis Green 1,159 2,659 385 267 286 95
Harringay 735 2,105 625 445 581 130
Highgate 1,387 2,542 390 215 211 81
Hornsey 685 2,187 535 345 404 131
Muswell Hill 1,072 2,491 317 209 189 73
Noel Park 442 1,583 939 633 750 146
E;th“mbe”a“d 236 1203 | 1,052 |837 1,104 | 280
Seven Sisters 505 1,760 891 620 966 241
St Ann's 511 1,930 855 580 954 200
Stroud Green 1,036 2,608 479 338 334 148
Tottenham Green | 390 1,588 972 631 961 256
Tottenham Hale 333 1,406 1,036 748 1,081 253
West Green 502 1,605 899 725 819 209
White Hart Lane 227 1,061 972 742 836 194
Woodside 486 1,829 744 496 759 128
Haringey 13,154 K v f s 13,461 9,414 12,171 3,079

Source: ONS 2001b

Whilst Haringey has seen a substantial drop in the number of unemployment

benefit claimants over the past four years, it still has a level of unemployment

higher than the London average. In 1998 unemployment in Haringey was 12%,

falling to 9.5% in 2000 and 7.4% in 2002 and staying around this level up to

February 2004 as Figure 3.2 reflects. This compares to 6.8% in 1998 for London

as a whole, falling to 5.3% in 2000 and 4.9% in April 2002 and 4.8% in February

2004 (North London LSC 2004). In 2001 Haringey had the 14" highest level of
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unemployment nationally and one of the highest levels of unemployment amongst
16-19 year olds (31%) in London (ONS 2001b). Results from the 2001 census
suggest that long-term unemployment is a serious issue facing Haringey. 19% of
those who were unemployed were in a poor state of health, and 17% of these had a
long-term illness. Over 50% of unemployed Haringey residents had not worked for
over two years or had never worked. The census also shows Haringey had one of
the lowest levels of economic activity amongst residents in London with only
50.1% of residents active. This compares to 65% in Enfield and 64% in Waltham

Forest.



Figure 3.2 Unemployment Claimants in Haringey via Gender in 2004

Claimant count Claimant count rate (%)
Alls Males Females | All Males | Females

Alexandra 165 115 50 2.9 3.8 1.9
Bounds Green 335 245 90 6.3 8.7 3.6
Bruce Grove 590 435 155 10.9 14.3 6.5
Crouch End 245 175 70 3.7 49 23
Fortis Green 200 135 65 3.2 4.0 2.3
Harringay 480 350 130 8.1 10.7 4.8
Highgate 185 130 55 3.0 3.9 2.0
Hornsey 440 315 125 8.2 11.0 49
Muswell Hill 160 125 35 2.9 4.2 1.4
Noel Park 355 260 95 6.6 9.1 3.8
Northumberland

Park 840 650 185 17.6 24.5 8.8
St. Ann's 525 390 140 8.9 12.0 5.2
Seven Sisters 500 365 135 8.9 11.1 5.7
Stroud Green 405 290 115 6.3 8.5 3.9
Tottenham Green | 520 375 150 9.6 12.8 6.1
Tottenham Hale 590 435 155 10.8 14.3 6.4
West Green 410 295 120 7.4 9.5 49
White Hart Lane | 520 370 150 11.7 15.4 7.3
Woodside 365 260 105 6.6 8.7 4.1
Haringey 7,830 5,705 2,125 7.3 9.8 4.4

Source : GLA 2004b

Viewing unemployment benefit claimant data via ward also reveals a
substantial difference between east and west. As the data presented in Figure 3.2
shows shows. for both men and women there are much higher levels of
unemployment claimants in the eastern wards. In particular the north eastern
corner of Haringey (Northumberland Park. White Hart Lane and Bruce Grove) had
unemployment rates up to eight times higher than the English average of 3% for

the same period. Indeed Northumberland Park had the second highest level of



unemployment out of all 625 wards in London, and Muswell Hill one of the lowest
(the 529"™). The annexe to this chapter reproduces the 2004 index of multiple
deprivation employment indicators mapped across Haringey. This shows how
Noel Park in particular suffers from particularly high levels of unemployment in

comparison with other wards.

Housing

There are 93,963 dwellings in Haringey. of which 21,000 are council
properties (Haringey Council 2002a). The 2003/04 council tax for band D was £
1,174 compared to a London average of £1,058 (ALG 2004a). The 2001 census
show 46% of properties in Haringey were owner occupied. 20% were council
rented, 10.5% were rented from a registered social landlord and 20.1% rented from
a private landlord (ONS 2001b). In 2002/03 there were 2,446 unoccupied
dwellings in Haringey and 1.315 households were accepted as homeless by the
council which represents approximately 50% of the homeless applications that

were received (Haringey Council 2003).

This research shows that in 2002/2003 there were just over 4.000
households living in temporary accommodation but by December 2005 this had
risen to almost 5.000 (Audit Commission 2002). In 2003/04 320 properties were
sold under the right to buy scheme and by comparison 316 new housing
association dwellings became available for rent (Haringey Council 2004a) On

average the Council receives seventy applications a year from teenage parents of



which thirty are accepted for temporary accommodation (Barnet, Enfield and

Haringey NHS Trust 2001).

In 2001 Haringey estimated that 31% of households were living in
unsuitable housing. The most common reasons for unsuitability were major
disrepair and unfitness (17,144 households) and overcrowding from which 6,310
households suffered (Haringey Council 2001). According to the Audit
Commission in 2002 Haringey had one of the highest levels of tenants in rents
arrears in London and carried out a comparatively low level of repairs each year of
40,000 — 50,000 compared to an average of 80,000 in other similar London
boroughs. It also found that Haringey's repairs service was slow and more
expensive for tenants than private contractors and neighbouring boroughs. The
2001 census reveals that experience of this is again divided. with council and
housing association property concentrated in the east of the borough. Thus whilst
in Muswell Hill council property only makes up 8.4% of the housing stock. in
Northumberland Park it is almost 40% (ONS 2001b). Despite these problems the
tenant’s survey for 2003 showed 67% of tenants were happy with their
accommodation (Haringey Council 2005e).

The east west split is also present in property prices. At the time the
research took place in 2003 within the N17 postcode. which covers the wards of
Tottenham Hale, Northumberland Park, Bruce Grove. White Hart Lane and West
Green . the average price of all property types was £ 157.092. a flat was £ 119,461
and a terraced house £ 179.236 (Land Registry 2003). Whilst this is substantially

higher than the England and Wales averages (£148.523. £ 146,258 and £110.366
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respectively) this contrasts with the N10 postcode which covers Muswell Hill.
Highgate, Fortis Green and some parts of Crouch End. Here the average property

price was £325,313; a flat £ 215,288 and a terraced house £ 545.586.

Education

There are sixty three primary schools, eleven secondary schools, five
special schools and one pupil referral unit in Haringey. In 2003 an OFSTED report
showed 37.9% of primary school and 42.1% of secondary school pupils were
registered for free school meals in the borough- compared to only 22.8% of
primary and 18.2% of secondary school age children nationally (OFSTED 2003).
It also reported a high level of mobility of pupils with 29% of primary school
children entering and leaving the school roll at times which differed from the
normal points of transfer .Indeed across all schools the rate of mobility differed
from 3 — 71% of the school roll and around 12% of all pupils are refugees or
around 4,000 children. OFSTED highlighted that Haringey children speak 160
languages in their schools with 47% and 51% of primary and secondary school
children having English as an additional language.

In 2001 the education service of Haringey was outsourced to Capita as a
result of intervention by the Secretary of State for Education and Skills after a
damning OFSTED report in 1999 showed poor performance by the LEA
(OFSTED 1999). This service has now subsequently been returned to the local
authority after the repeat inspection in 2003 showed substantial progress including

all secondary schools reaching the Government tloor target of at least 25% of
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pupils achieving five or more A-C grades at GCSE. However at the time of the
research, Haringey Secondary schools remained below the national and Inner
London averages. In 2003 nationally 52.9% of pupils gain 5 or more GCSEs at
grades A-C but only 39% of pupils did in Haringey (DFeS 2003). The aggregation
of results across the borough hides a lower level of attainment in the east of the
borough. At Northumberland Park Community School only 20% of pupils and at
White Hart Lane Secondary School only 27% of pupils gained 5 or more GCSEs
at grades A- C in 2003. In contrast, 71% of pupils at Fortismere School in
Muswell Hill and 49% of pupils at Hornsey Secondary School for Girls achieved
this level. Whilst school results continue to improve on previous performances, the

differentials between east and west persist.

Health and Social Care

In April 2001 a new health authority was created which covers around
800,000 people in Barnet, Enfield and Haringey. This includes three hospitals - the
Whittington Hospital NHS Trust and the Royal Free Hospital in the Highgate area
and the North Middlesex Hospital in Barnet. The 2001 census shows the number
of people reporting a long term illness or disability to be slightly lower than the
national average — 15.5% compared to 18.2% for England and Wales (ONS
2001b). However. this data shows it varied substantially from east to west. For
example. only 691 residents of Muswell Hill reported “not being in good health™

in contrast to 1.282 in White Hart Lane.



The Haringey PCT created at the same time covers sixty three surgeries
and is a teaching trust. In its annual report the Haringey PCT reports that it met
and exceeded 117 of the Government’s 120 targets for PCTs (Haringey TPCT
2002). A GLA survey showed that in Haringey access to a GP was above London
average of 85% of residents and in line with the national average of 90%.
However, of those residents who took part only 20% reported seeing a GP on the
same day compared to 29% nationally (GLA 2004c). Despite this Haringey
Teaching Primary Care Trust has only been awarded one star in the 2004/5 NHS
Primary Care Trust star ratings (Haringey TPCT 2005).

There is evidence of a strong link between geography and health outcomes.
As Figure 4 shows those living in the western wards have significantly higher
chance of living to 75, with all except South Hornsey (Stroud Green) being well
below the standardised mortality rate for London. In contrast, many of the eastern
wards have significantly higher levels of mortality and in particular those wards in
the south eastern corner of Haringey such as Tottenham Green (Tottenham
Central) have ratios nearly double those of the western wards. There is a less
obvious but similar pattern in the incidence of low birth weight with most of the
eastern wards experiencing higher levels of low birth weight compared to the
western wards.

It is noticeable that most of the Haringey wards have a higher level of low
birth weight than the London average of 8.3 per 100 live births. The exceptions are
the affluent areas of Archway (Highgate) Muswell Hill. Fortis Green. Crouch End
and. interestingly. the much more deprived area of White Hart Lane. A much

stronger east west split appears in the mental health admission ratios for cach
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ward. All the western wards, with the exception of Archway. show reported levels
of mental health problems which are lower than the London average. In contrast,
seven eastern wards have ratios over double that of the rest of London and hence
more than four times the number of cases than their borough neighbours in

Muswell Hill.

Figure 4: Deprivation Healthcare Indicators by Ward in Haringey in 2002"

Standard Rate of Low birth | Mental health

Mortality Ratio Weight babies Admission Ratio

for under 75 (per 100 live 14

births)"

Archway 70.7 11.7 136.3
Alexandra 79.5 10.1 99.7
Highgate 81.0 2.9 46.5
Hornsey Vale 83.5 5.9 116.1
Crouch End 86.0 6.4 119.8
Bowes Park 97.2 53 150.1
Muswell Hill 99.7 4.6 98.9
South Tottenham 102.6 7.5 208.9
Park 103.0 11.0 203.6
West Green 103.4 9.7 178.7
Coleraine 103.6 12.3 201.4
Woodside 107.2 7.8 185.4
High Cross 109.0 8.6 174.7
Fortis Green 109.5 43 71.4
Harringay 110.2 9.8 128.3
South Hornsey 110.8 12.6 221.0
Green Lanes 1159 8.6 151.6
Noel Park 116.0 10.3 236.9
Bruce Grove 123.4 14.0 209.5
Hornsey Central 131.9 11.4 192.3
Seven Sisters 135.7 9.1 112.6
White Hart Lane 137.8 3.0 149.6
Tottenham Central 164.5 8.3 207.1

Source: Haringey Council 2002a- Summary of Health and Social Services

2 Comparable figures for this data and Haringey as a whole not available.
"*L.ow weight babies are those born weighing under 2500g.
"“The figures are standardized to take into account differences in the age and sex profile of the population.
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Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour

Haringey has 680 police officers, thirty Police Community Support
Officers, twenty-seven council street wardens and five police stations (Haringey
Council 2004b). In 2003/4 there were 2180 fewer offences in Haringey than in the
previous year amounting to a 5.6% reduction in crime. However, looking at
recorded offences between 2003 and 2004 reveals that residents of Eastern wards
experienced much higher levels of crime overall than previously (Metropolitan
Police 2004). As Figure 5 reflects, this is particularly true in relation to violent
crime, with residents of Tottenham Green roughly four times more likely than
residents of Highgate to have experienced a violent attack. Noel Park stands out as
an area in which there was a high level of crime which will be discussed in the
research. However, it should be noted that the same dataset for Noel Park shows
457 violent offences, 161 burglaries and 616 incidents of theft occurred per 1.000

people in 2000/1.
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Figure 5: Recorded Crime in Haringey by Ward for 2003-4"

Theft and Burglary Violence Drugs

Handling Against the | Offences
All people offences Person
Alexandra 33 16.1 9.9 2.6
Bounds Green 41.7 20.4 20.4 3.1
Bruce Grove 52.5 18.2 28.3
Crouch End 83.6 27.2 13.1 2
Fortis Green 43.5 17.7 14.8 2.4
Harringay 79.5 20.4 29.3 12
Highgate 63.3 21.9 9 0.9
Hornsey 34.7 94 2.7 3.9
Muswell Hill 69.3 18 12.5 2.1
Noel Park 211.7 18.6 50.2 13.6
Northumberland Park | 66.2 17.7 36.3 13.7
Seven Sisters 40.8 20.2 25 6.7
St Ann's 48.9 18.5 23.4 6.1
Stroud Green 51.1 21.8 14 1.5
Tottenham Green 76.4 25.7 39.9 349
Tottenham Hale 65 14.1 29.7 8.6
West Green 39.9 11.8 22.8 11
White Hart Lane 41.6 17.3 273 5.9
Woodside 63 18.1 31.1 18.8
Haringey 63.8 18.6 24.6 8.5

Source: Metropolitan Police 2004

Focus on Youth

The demographic evidence presented previously shows how children and
young adults make up the majority of residents in Haringey as well as detailing
some of difficulties young adults face, particularly in their educational careers in
the borough. Other research has shown that borough-wide 46% of suspects

stopped for street crime in Haringey were between fifteen and nineteen years old

i Figures given offences per 1,000 population.
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(Haringey Council 2000a). As Figure 6 shows during the course of the year 2000-
2001 young adults in eastern wards were more likely to be accused of criminal
activity, with the number of youth crime allegations broadly higher in eastern
areas such as Noel Park, St Anns (Bruce Grove) and South Tottenham when

compared to Highgate (Archway) and Stroud Green (Hornsey Vale).

Figure 6 also shows how there is also a much clearer link between spatial
areas and teenage pregnancies. Across the borough, statistically one in every
twenty teenage girls was pregnant but this rose to more than one in every ten in
Northumberland Park (Park), St Anns (Bruce Grove) and Seven Sisters wards
(Haringey Council 2000a). This was in contrast to areas such as Crouch End and
Muswell Hill which had no incidence of teenage pregnancy during the reporting
period. It is also clear many children in Haringey experience disruption early in
life. In 2001 there were 500 “looked after” young people in the borough, over half
of whom (253) are teenagers and 200 of these were in foster care (Barnet, Entield

and Haringey NHS Trust 2001).
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Figure 6: Youth Crime and Teenage Pregnancy Indicators By Ward In Haringey

Pregnancies per 1,000 15— | Total Youth Crime
17 yr old women in 1998 Allegations between April
2000 and March 2001

Crouch End 0 311

Muswell Hill 0 225

Alexandra 34.62 233

South Hornsey 35.48 176

South Tottenham 37.68 320

Woodside 38.64 406

High Cross 46.75 211

Archway 47.07 49

Noel Park 59.84 652

Highgate 60.39 67

Hornsey Vale 62.71 87

Hornsey Central 66.32 218

Coleraine 70.3 191

Harringay 72.45 331

White Hart Lane 75.95 282

Tottenham Central 78.31 251

Fortis Green 84.67 179

Green Lanes 88.95 187

West Green 89.4 264

Bowes Park 89.8 197

Seven Sisters 99.12 157

Park 100.98 270

Bruce Grove 110.29 308

Haringey 51.8 5672

Neighbourhood Renewal in Haringey

Source: Haringey Council 2002a

It is clear from the above analysis that the eastern side of Haringey has

experienced and continues to experience severe levels of deprivation. It has

therefore been the target for many of the Government initiatives to tackle

deprivation. Figure 7 lists the scores of each of the pre 2002 boundary Haringey
wards on the Multiple Indices of Deprivation 2000 which were used to calculate

neighbourhood renewal funding eligibility (ODPM 2000). The scale used six



different composite indicators of deprivation which were based on thirty-three
individual measures. The six scales were income, employment, health deprivation
and disability, education and training skills and geographical access to services
and housing. These were used to provide an overall indicator of deprivation
assessed at ward level across all of England and Wales. Thus, Figure 7 shows the
rank of each of the wards in Haringey for deprivation out of the total 8.414 wards
in England and Wales.

As an indicator of inner city deprivation and especially of deprivation in
London, this index has been heavily criticised by researchers employed by the
GLA for weighting some indicators of deprivation, such as housing. more than
others and for ignoring “key domains” for inner city deprivation such as
environmental factors (GLA 2002) The new indices of deprivation for 2004 use
the 2001 census data SOAs to enable a more detailed picture of the levels of
deprivation and gives differing weights to the composite factors (ODPM 2004).
However these indices continue to be disputed by representatives of the London
boroughs as underplaying the level of deprivation within the city (ALG 2004).
However, as Chapter Two discussed, both these scales reaffirm the level of
deprivation in the Eastern side of Haringey. As a comparison the annexe to this

chapter reproduces the map of the 2004 indicators across the borough.
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Figure 7: IMD 2000 Scores For All Wards in Haringey

Rank of Index of Multiple Deprivation

2000
Coleraine 115
White Hart Lane 136
Park 170
Tottenham Central 197
Bruce Grove 207
High Cross 254
South Tottenham 426
Seven Sisters 440
Noel Park 564
West Green 857
Green Lanes 882
Woodside 950
Harringay 1118
South Hornsey 1143
Hornsey Central 1383
Bowes Park 1388
Hornsey Vale 2227
Crouch End 3553
Fortis Green 3786
Muswell Hill 4406
Highgate 4419
Alexandra 4729
Archway 5632

Source: ODPM 2000

As a result Haringey was awarded a total of £12.004 million between 2001
and 2004 by the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund. compared to £26.472 million for
Hackney. £5.745 million for Waltham Forest and £4.184 million for Enfield, three
neighbouring boroughs (DTLR 2001a). In addition to this, Haringey also received
£50.12 million for New Deal for Communities partnerships; this compares to £38
million for Hackney and £52.92 million for Islington (DTLR 2001b). At the time
of the research there were five SRB projects in Haringey (Haringey Council
2001b). Furthermore nine wards qualified for Objective 2 European funding which

is targeted at areas “in need of industrial restructuring and affected by urban
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decay” (LVSTC 2005). Appendix C2 details where these activities were taking
place at the time of my fieldwork.

At the end of 2002 Haringey published its neighbourhood renewal strategy.
“Narrowing the Gap” which sought to narrow the gap between the east and west of
the borough (Haringey Council 2002b). To that end the Haringey Strategic
Partnership identified five areas of the borough where deprivation and the need for
service improvements appeared to be the greatest and where the NRF money was
targeted; it should be noted that these were not defined by ward boundaries but
built around fourteen smaller district boundaries. As Appendix C2 shows. there
was a substantial level of neighbourhood renewal activity underway already in

these areas. The five areas were

e Wood Green town centre with Noel Park ward and parts of Woodside
e Tottenham Green, Seven Sisters and parts of St Anns

e Northumberland Park (Park and Coleraine wards)

e White Hart Lane ward

e Bruce Grove/Tottenham Hale including Broadw<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>