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SUMMARY OF THE CONTENT

Between the end of the 1960s and the beginningeo1970s, under the aegis of “Community
Development” (CD), the Dublin inner city subaltem@mmunity struggles raised implicit and
explicit political questions which differed substiaily from those previously raised by the
‘official’ republican and socialist left. These mii®ns concerned the lives of miscounted
people, their place in the city and the resourceslable to them. They developed in
unprecedented forms of political organization, whifor not being concerned with entering
the domain of representative state power, kept slebras at a subjective distance from it.
However, this independence had a short life. From 1980s CD projects began to be
rearticulated and ‘depoliticised’ under a bureaticrdramework of funding streams,

management, expertise and service delivery. Theapmg emphasis on state defined
concerns, concepts and modes of organization, dk agsethe decline of the original

intellectual independence from the state apparditas, progressively led to the present,
paradoxical situation in which the taking away tdte funds- officially justified by the

financial crisis, and part of wider austerity measuimposed by the Irish state - is

experienced by CD groups as their death knell.

Through concepts of ‘post-party politics’, as fotataed by contemporary sociological and
political theory, | evaluate CD’s original politicapproach. After analysing CD’s history as a
‘political sequence’, | give an in-depth overviewpresent institutional tendencies, drawing
from oral contributions by activists, state ageamsl policy makers, participatory methods
and ethnographic observation . As a provisionalclu@ion, | point to possible future

scenarios and provide some recommendations forvant@al re-construction of CD’s

independency, which, in my view, can only be ackitlsy returning to the ephemeral events

and the spontaneity of life shaping Dublin’s inngy popular neighbourhoods.



1. INTRODUCTION



This thesis is about popular protests that eruptelde inner city of Dublin during the second
half of the 1960s and that subsequently evolvedndependent grassroots organisations
under the aegis of Community Development (CD). Mooacretely, | examine the way in
which from around 1966 these struggles raised oii@nd explicit political questions, which
differed substantially from those previously raidgdexisting political formations including
the republican and socialist left. These questmrecerned the lives of ordinary — to put it
with Ranciere (1999:32) - “uncounted” people andeligped in unprecedented forms of
political organisation. Not being particularly cemeed with entering the domain of

representative state power these organisationgyechert a subjective distance from it.

Central to my argument is the idea that, contrarwhat most literature gives to understand,
and despite its name, what is called “CD” in Duldlid not develop as the continuation of an
existing project or tendency among social and jgalitmovements. | also argue that -
although it is usually analysed from the point @w of a state type of logic, as if it was a
state process, and despite its name - CD did em#ldp from an intrinsic evolution of state
apparatuses, or from a bureaucratic type of logisgheme), as the present situation would
suggest. Instead, it developed in the context dhiatorical rupture with previous modes of
political thought and organisation; a rupture tbpéned an unprecedented space of political

creativity and innovation.

These original experiences and their distance ftben state and state-oriented forms of
political organisatioh have been challenged through the years. Espedialfy the 1980s

there has been a tendency among CD projects tcediculated under a bureaucratic
framework of funding streams, management, expedise service delivery. The prevailing

emphasis on state oriented concerns, concepts adeésyof organization, as well as the

! |.e. organisations whose aim is to seize stateepohvough different means.



declining of the original “intellectual” independsm from the state apparatus, has
progressively led to the present, paradoxical sdnan which the taking away of state funds
- officially justified by the financial crisis, angart of wider austerity measures imposed by

the Irish state - is experienced by CD groups as tleath knell.

My purpose here is not that of presenting a congnsive historical account of these
processes. Whenever | could, | tried to rely on(tueprisingly little) historical research done
by others. Rather, my intention is to reflect oa pblitical significance and consequenazs
these original experiences, which | interpret asomating with ‘macro-processes’ taking
place at global scale. Although these ‘inventianghe field of CD politics and organisation
have been intermittent and precarious, having éspeed processes of depoliticisation, they
have nevertheless left an indelible mark in pdlitithought and praxis. Furthermore their
depoliticisation highlights ambiguities and ‘weakses’ whose analysis is fundamental for

the eventual development of new and more consisteagriments in this field.

1.1 New forms of politics and Marxism’s epochal crisis
Map of the inner city of Dublin. The norh and southside are divided by the river Liffey.
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In Dublin, so called “community” activism is root@ta phase of ruptures and unprecedented
innovations in politics at global scale, which ®ually referred to as “1968” — corresponding
to the year of their maximum expansion worldwide.réality this ‘1968 sequence’ lasted
from the mid-sixties to the end of the seventiescburse being shaped by disparate themes
such as decolonization and national liberationggfies, students’ uprisings, anti-capitalist
revolt, counterculture, new political energies aniiatives in the Socialist world - which
produced events like the Cultural Revolution anel Frague Spring - and so on. It was in
Connery’s (2009:184) words “the foregrounding ohew time, a time toward futurity”; a
time in which new emancipatory movements were cgnimto being, often in antithesis to

the ‘orthodox’ left and its traditional modes ots and political organisation.

As we know, these dispersed, heterogeneous andimgmtal struggles did not coagulate in
forms of thought and organisation capable to litgfeevolutionise societies’ — although they
introduced many fundamental changes at variousldevéeologically, they failed in
producing a unitary and coherent agenda for tramsftion - to the extent that (after the
failure of state-Marxism/socialism) the problem tife re-founding of a large scale
emancipatory agenda (meaning a “universal” planthe emancipation of humanity) is
nowadays still open. The lack of such a unifyingrada reflected in the still “unconsolidated
ideological nature of early 21st century politi¢€oombs 2011:138). Whereas the existence
of the traditional left was based on - and legitied by — its supposélstorical role (the fact
that it viewed itself as the agent of a progressiwsorical process ), after the 1960s and
1970s political movements and events “no longerehavfloor nor a horizon that gives
historical validity to their battle” (Ranciere 2012Nhich is an issue they constantly find

themselves dealing with.



My study develops from a point of view that is mmi@l to that epochal fracture in the field of
political thought and organisation. This perspeximplies a radical rethinking of categories
on which politics has traditionally relied; andghi will illustrate, is something that social

sciences are not always keen to do.

It should be noticed that Marxism constitutes tpeentre of this fracture. As Alessandro
Russo (1998) observes “one can trace back to tB@sl&d 1970s a growing uncertainty, not
only about actual political value, but also abdu¢ tultural substance of historico-social
categories such as class, class struggle, modesodfiction, the state, equality, political
parties, and so forth” (Russo 1998:180). Indeed \lie advent of the sequence that we
usually indicate with “1968” an entire network obnamon referents for politics lost its
consistency at various levels. According to Rugisiml.(p 180) although this contested body
of knowledge is intrinsic to Marxism’s conceptugparatus, it is not limited to it. It has
affected all those fields in which Marxism congdta an “essential factor of cohesion” (ibid.

p 180).

One of these fields corresponds to Social Sciedehel Foucault was the first to diagnose
the danger that this disciplinary body could ‘cpia’. Indeed i.es mots et les chosé$he

Order of Things” (2004) - first published in 1966after describing the central role human
sciences played in modeepistemehe concluded that their crisis could lead to aen&ual

collapse of this unitary network of knowledge —wdifich ‘Man’ constitutes the centre, i.e.
what needs to be conceived and known. In this spabéch is essentially a space of
conscious as well as unconscious representatiamahusciences found their ‘precarious’
homeland. In this perspective, Foucault (2004:42@¢tically warned that man could be

“erased like a face drawn in sand at the edgeeo$éa’”.
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Marxism has been a central “factor of cohesion” $ocial sciences - not just because it
integrated them as they were still unstable endlvengp disciplines. Paradoxically,
Marxism’s structural contribution to the consolidat of social sciences was also related to
the harsh reactions that it sparked amongst scholar other words, the process of
constitution of (for example) sociology as a unjtdrscipline, found in the polemics against
Marxism an essential propulsive and cohesive fg&oss0:2008). Russo elaborates this idea
offering examples from Weber and Durkheim. These twodern founders of sociology
developed a consistent part of their thought inosgtpn to Marxism. For example, one of
Weber’s starting points is the refutation of thetenalist conception of history — as he
develops it in his “Protestant Ethics” (Russo:2008)his view, who played the main role in
historical development were the material vicisswidof the Calvinist doctrine of
predestinationnot class struggleOn the other hand, the point at stake in Durkbeim
“Division of social labour” (Russo0:2008) was th&etmodern forms of labour division
should be regulated by ‘organic solidarity’, not ‘bgvolution’. These ‘reactive’ (in relation
to Marxism) positions by founders of modern sodiglcare symptomatic of Marxism’s

(active and passive) centrality in the body of kiemlge of that discipline.

Beyond social sciences Marxism has played a certdi@lin the entire modergpisteme of
which, again, it was not just a component amongsérs. Indeed, although it “played a
sourly critical and even threateningly apocalypttz” (Russo 1998:180), it also constituted
“the ideological orientation of that network of kmiedge” (ibid. p180). Marx, in other
words, is the author of ideas that shaped therdestof modernity. His vision of politics was
intertwined with science and history, to the extiat Marxism professed to represent “all of
modern historico-social rationality” (Russo 1998)deed it became a highly elaborated

discipline (‘scientific Marxism’) that was capalie dispute at all levels of knowledge and

11



thought — and that at the same time was addrefistngasses as the only subject capable to

break the bourgeois state machine.

At least from 1848 state systems developed also as a reaction twidvtaand to the danger
that its embodiment in poor people’s organisatiand struggles could bring. Examples of
institutional forms of the state that have beetugriced by Marxism in their development are
state-party systems. Without the constitution ofkees parties and their legalisation in the
last decades of the ¥ entury — a concession that was evidently aimeteiv containment
and normalisation — the spread of parliamentamamsuld not have happened as it did and

mass political parties would not have evolved asniincleus of sovereignty (Russo 2008).

The advent of new forms of politics and the crisidgviarxism’s conceptual apparatus have
had long lasting consequences at various levals. ot just refer to the collapse of state-
Marxism and of the main Communist Parties worldwafter 1989, but also to the end of the
‘geopolitical’ balance of which Marxism constitutadsort of cornerstone. The disruption of
this balance corresponded to the triumph of libdeshocracy, as well as to the beginning of
its permanent destabilisation. On the other hasdl, mentioned above, the new forms of
emancipatory politics that emerged from the 196dsndt achieve to fully replace the old

ones - especially in terms of a universal referirat previously was to be fund in history (as
history of class struggle). This failure has retedaemancipatory/egalitarian politics into a
sort of limbo, where a new sequence is still tadbbene and whergthe cramped, besieged

experimentalism of a few groups” (Badiou 2008:42)seeking ways to achieve this. As
Antonio Gramsci (1972:276) highlights “the criseneists precisely in the fact that the old is
dying and the new cannot be born. In the interregraugreat number of morbid symptoms

appear”.

2 1848 was the year of the European Revolutions knawsome countries as the Spring of Nations or
Springtime of the Peoples. This revolutionary whegan in France in February and spread to manyparo
countries and parts of Latin America.

12



1.2 Post-party politics

Although the “1968 sequence” did not manage to peeda coherent and ‘universal’
‘agenda’ for egalitarian change, that does not ntbahit failed to present common themes
and tendencies that have been identifiable in robsts expressions in different contexts.
One of these themes — a fundamental one in thgsaasalf CD and nevertheless central to the
crisis of Marxist politics — is the rejection ofethparty’ as a form of political organisation.
This was a huge rupture in a historical phase whbee party model constituted the
cornerstone of politics - both in the revolutiondigid (revolutionary Marxist parties and
national liberation parties) and in the governmkinédd (parliamentarian multi-party systems
like liberal democracies and single-party systeothsas Socialist States). The ability to re-

thinking politics outside the party frame was aecachievement of the 1968 sequence.

In this perspective | describe CD’s original apmtoas experiments in ‘post-party politics’,

or ‘politics without party’ - as this idea has bedveloped by contemporary sociological and
political theory - among others by Badiou (2005)aMy (2006), Ranciere (2006), Neocosmos
(2009) and Russo (1998). Post-party politics “metinad politics does not spring from or

originate in the party. It does not stem from tkghthesis of theory and practice that
represented, for Lenin, the Party” (Badiou 1998)1P®litics without party springs from real

situations, from what ordinary people can thinky aad do in those situations. Therefore in
this perspective “there are political sequencestigal processes, but these are not totalised
by a party that would be simultaneously the repregmn of certain social forces and the
source of politics itself” (Badiou ibid. p113). AMessandro Russo (1998:181) puts it, the
problem that the fading of the historical functiohthe parties and the advent of post-party
politics posed “is how to reflect on each politistuation as singular and endowed with its

own proper mode of political thinking, not simplg aelonging to what we could call the
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modern political episteme, or to the space of modmlitical and historical knowledge”.
According to Judith Balso (2010:26), post-partylifics proceeds of its own”, meaning that
it finds its own referents in itself, in the singukcontexts in which it develops. “Its thought —
says Balso - most be intrinsic to itself, (...)stnot a matter of objective analysis, but is only
possible from a perspective of a new political gpihat has been instituted at a distance from

the state” (ibid. p26).

Since the 1960s all the most marking political egpees have developed outside and
sometimes even explicitly against the party repregre model, which up to that stage had
monopolised modern politics. This model started le criticised because of its
bureaucratising and depoliticising tendencies. Maciyvists came to the conclusion that, as
John Holloway (2005:174) puts it, “control of thate tends to become control by the state”-
with tremendous depoliticising consequences ases#ted in parliamentarian democracies
and real existing socialism. In socialist contélte Chinese Cultural Revolution (CR) can be
considered as representative of such a shift tasvpost-party politics. Especially during
CR’s first phase (1966-1968), workers and studerganised in a multitude of independent
formations outside the ossified Communist Partyictvin China — same as in other socialist
states - was the only admitted source and locysolitics. So “the crucial content of those
political disputes was the basic condition of podititself, of its organisational conditions”
(Russo 2009). CR broke with the idea that politioaanisation should be acting as a
separate body, within the state and ‘on behalhefgeople’ (or ‘the nation’, the ‘working
class’, and so on), suggesting that it should atsteend with people’s lives and be part of

their ownstruggles for emancipation.

The explosion of creative energies which shapedhibrézon of post-party politics “was

entangled with the epochal closure of a networlpdlitical culture” (Russo 2006:273): a
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culture for which the party (independently from itdeological orientation) was the
fundamental political space. As | will illustrateom the late 1960s in Dublin this shift made

independent political organising and therefore @Ssible.

Relevant to this post-party disposition in Irelamals a process of transformation that affected
the republican movement and which lead to the 186 between ‘Provisional’ and
‘Official’ IRA. Indeed, after the unsuccessful Berd Campaign (1956 — 1962) many
Republican activists had come to the conclusionttingr elitist approach was out-dated — it
did not reflect the spirit of the time. They undemsl that in the name of taking established
truths to the people, they had have often cut tleéras off from the new facts and creative
thinking of the time. As Holloway (2010:63) writéany form of organisation that focuses on
changing society on behalf of the workers (the ptw people, whoever) will tend, whatever
its declared intentions, to weave acts of rebelbank into the social synthesis of capitalism.
The state is the most obvious example of such @gaon”. Thus Republicans’ emphasis
shifted from vanguardism and military/clandestirteuggle to more genuine and open
political activity. This translated into open suppéor popular protests, especially those
related to housing, which were spontaneously taglage in many urban areas. | will refer to
the Dublin Housing Action Committee DHAC (see Clea8) as a key example of this post-
party configuration in Dublin. Although it involvegeople from republican, socialist,
feminist, catholic (and so on) backgrounds, DHAQdtical subjectivity is irreducible to the
sum of these components. Its brief but intense rexpee contributed to the opening of a

political space in which CD was subsequently ableansolidate.

1.3Primacy of politics over organisation/institution

As | previously argued, from the second half of 18¥60s the expansion of post-party/CD

organisations in urban Ireland was mainly thécomeof growing mobilisations claiming
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social control of housing, services and local tnstins. This draws the attention on one idea
which (being tightly related to that of ‘post-papylitics’) is central to this thesis: namely,
the idea that moments of political intensity aret nartificially’ created by formal
organisations or institutions. On the contraryPagen and Cloward (1979:xxi) highlight, it is
“the sheer excess of political energy among thesegswhich itself breathes life” into the

idea that “organisations can be developed andisesta

So the Idea that | will put forward here is thatifocal organisations/institutions are the
controversial outcome, the consequence of subgcéimnancipatory processes, not the
opposite. They constitute the attempt to presenck gve consistency (a stable form) to
subjective political energies, which are perceiasl being ‘spontaneous’, and therefore
precarious and evanescent. But it is just the exest of these energies that makes an

organisation “political”.

The case of CD is revealing. What | define (Chaggras CD forms of alternative
institutionality trigger from political processesy situations of conflict, and not from an
agreement with the state or a ‘social contractwewer, as long as those subjective processes
and energies have weakened almost to the pointhaustion, the organisational forms that
they themselves had generated and sustained aldedsto undergo a process of decline,
which is on-going, and of which is difficult to fsee an end. | will argue that the necessity
to always balance organisation with political sehjsty is something that those who are

concerned with CD’s fate should keep in mind.

As lillustrate in the theoretical section (cha@gr politics in this thesis is defined as a form
of subjectivity that operates outside institutiolegjitimate areas. It consists in the opening of
new possibilities that are overlooked, or considerebe impossible from the point of view

of existing structures. CD politics consists in @$ding issues which are excluded from the
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agenda of both the state and formal, state-oriemégutesentative political organisations (no
matter if internal or external to the parliameard advocates people’s power to control their

own lives.

This does not mean that such politics is unorganierather means, according to Badiou,
(2005:122) “one organised through the intellecuiatipline of political processes, and not
according to a form correlated with that of thet&ta- for this latter form is depoliticising.
So talking about CD in Dublin is not like referring a model of organisation that can be
applied or imposed to a specific situation — agditure gives to understand. Its main feature,
in the words of Aine, a Dublin based activist,hattit develops “organically”, out of people’s

inventions and practices in-situation.

As Kelleher & Whelan (1992:26) describe this apploét all starts with a need for action in
a particular locality or issue. This can be expedsgsn general or particular terms, i.e.
‘something has to be done’ or ‘something has taldmr@e about’; once the need for action is
articulated, the direction of what happens subsattyes influenced by the vision motivating
individuals involved”. CD’s original re-inventingf @articular forms of collective action, for
being performed in informal contexts of social tielas, is ‘light’ by nature. It is fluid,
temporary and intermittent. It contrasts with tleenfalistic rigidity and rituality of formal

organisations.

In the light of this broad political meaning thaadcribe to CD as well as of its location in a
specific historical phase | will analyse its depoisation, which, as | said, goes until the
present. Indeed CD’s initial independence from skete had a short life, although it was

intermittently reactivated for short periods of éiralong the following decades.
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In 2004, at the time of writing their seminal wayk CD in Ireland (the most detailed work
that has been written on this subject), Powell @edghegan (2004) posit that the sector was
faced with a choice between two approaches, tls fieing “rejectionist” and based on
alternative models of development seeking to reclaivil society” for “democracy”, and
the second being based on a cooperation in the “Reanomy” and therefore in a
partnership with state and capital. For the timadpewith the rise of so-called financial crisis
and the hostile attitude the state is showing td&&D organizations, the range of ‘choices’
seems to be changed substantially. On one handtaie and capital are not showing any
interest anymore in continuing the partnershipti@awith the ‘community sector'— at least
not in the terms in which it had been establisti&al.the other hand, although a rejectionist,
uncompromisingly independent stance has become at@nyd ‘civil society’ and
‘democracy’ are evidently too politically vague asadturated concepts to become guiding
principles for political thought and action. Indeed the moment ‘civil society’ and
‘democracy’ are used almost interchangeably totpoira neo-liberal model, which is being
imposed on a worldwide scale. On one hand ‘demgtradhe key-word of this consensus
and, as Alain Badiou (2005) argues, it has becorsertaof “authoritarian opinion” (p. 78).
To the extent that “it is forbidden not to be a denat” (ibid. p78). On the other hand, as
Collins (2002:93) argues, civil society should kers as part of the State apparatus — even if
not government or statutorily driven. It is themefoimportant to articulate political
perspectives for CD’s future, which go beyond thetoric of democracy and civil society.
An inventive attitude is required from CD. One tlstup to the challenges of the present.
However, such a heuristic attitude should be alssiasned by a return to CD’s political

‘tradition’, and the original experimentationsnvblved.

1.4 Chapters’ outline
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In the next chapter (nr 2) I will discuss some @édphical questions around which the
theoretical approach of this thesis rotates. Dsiomswill mainly address the categories of
politics and the state. The ontological distinetlmetween politics and the state, which is not
always taken for granted in social sciences, ctutei a central theoretical knot in my
analysis. Drawing on Badiou’s theoretical apparadtwdl illustrate how the state constitutes
the ontological prerequisite of every historicatigb situation. State power is constant. It
consists in the unequal distribution of places famdttions; in a way that groups individuals
in relatively fixed and clearly identifiable categs. On the contrary, politics is not a
permanent fixture of society. Being subjectiveh@is a sequential and intermittent nature,
which constantly exposes it to its own exhaustibrcan only find some continuity “at a
distance from the state” (Badiou 2008:650); otheewt tends to depoliticise and to assume a
form which is correlated with that of the statea{stpolitics). Based on these theoretical
remarks | will advance the idea that today, a wayind a solution to CD’s crisis is to

reinvent its politics at a distance from the state.

In Chapter 3 | will reconstruct CD’s political paftom the 1960s to nowadays. In the first
part, historical reconstruction develops from tlenpof view of the singular inventions that
CD groups were capable of in Dublin. Here | wiNgiconcrete examples of the idea of post-
party politics at a distance from the state — im¢rdbduced it from a theoretical perspective in
Chapter 2. Particular emphasis will be put in tlbétisal significance of these experiments
and in the unprecedented possibilities they haveneg. In the second part | will take into
analysis the process of depoliticisation of CD,ckhachieved its peak during the Partnership
Governance phase. | will illustrate how from thetge the movement has tended to give up
its independence towards a more formal and ingintat conception of CD as a ‘sector’ of

the state.
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Chapter 4 is devoted to the methodological appraaahinformed the present study. | will
first give a brief account of what does “methodgibgiean and its purpose in the field of
social research. | will emphasise the fact thattagqoe of current methodological practices is
necessary if one wants to critically address thestjon of the present and future possibilities
of social sciences asfeee form of enquiry. | will also discuss the fact thabst of this
research refers to a present in continuous and eyjmlution which compels the researcher to
not just refer to what happened but also to whaldceventually happen. The category of
‘possibility’ is central to the field of politicdt has been nevertheless omnipresent in the
accounts of those who have been involved in thé®aech, in the form of prescriptions,
predictions or just simple hopes. Finally | willteninto details of the tools, mainly in depth

interviews and ethnographic observation that | usezbllect ‘empirical data’.

Chapter 5 will be the first of three chapters @hyinased on collected empirical data
(although some data have also been used in theribatsection) where current tendencies
are analysed. Here | will deal with CD’s positioris va vis the state. Notions of
bureaucratisation and statification will be centeathe analysis of CD’s depoliticisation from
different points of view. In the first part | ceally discuss the problem of funding. In
particular | criticise the consensus that exist®mgnactivists and scholars that funding is the
main cause of bureaucratisation and therefore dmpsdtion. Indeed, although there are
certainly funding-related dangers that activisteusth be constantly aware of, there are
nevertheless examples of groups that receive fgndiom the state and yet do not
depoliticise. On the other hand one should notie¢ ih (capitalist, neo-liberal) urban context
a complete financial independence from state arpgitatais virtually impossible. | will
advance the idea that CD groups should treat fignds a ‘secondary contradiction’ and

attempt to pursue autonomy at a political levdteathan finance-wise.
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In the second part of Chapter 5 the case of Commiresponse, a CD group operating in
the south inner city will be taken into analysionder to evaluate the complex ways in which
bureaucratisation affects CD projects in terms roffgssionalization, i.e. the imposition of

expert, technical knowledge as the principle rulmgituation. Expert knowledge has the
capacity to abstracts issues (heroin epidemic e dise of CR) from the socio-political

context and conditions which alone give them megan8o these issues acquire a life that is
separated from that context and can be managedhébygtate and its technocrats. To be
accessed by ordinary people and democratised (ViiClD’s mission), these issues need to
be re-politicised and their technical quality showerbe, at best, only partly independent of

socio-political content.

In Chapter 5's last section | will address a termgethat CD groups had since the beginning,
which is that of creating community institutionsn @ne hand | will show how these
alternative forms of institutionality have beenthé same time experimental, innovative,
strategic and rooted in the socio-historical textef the neighbourhoods in which CD
developed. On the other hand | will argue thatbieing easily articulated to state procedures,
this institutional tendency has constantly expogeD organisations to the risk of

bureaucratisation and professionalization.

The aim of Chapter 6 is to analyse the (still emgt potentialities of CD in terms of
autonomy and independent politics. In the firstisacl will introduce the notion of ‘organic’

— as it emerged in my fieldwork. According to mammyynmunity activists, ‘organically’ is the
way in which CD should relate itself to a situati@@rganic’ means that CD is not a model,
something that can be imposed to a situation bgiderts (or by the state) but something that
develops intrinsically to it; it is the result ot@ple’s creativity and capacity to independently

organise and take a lead in the solution of theiblems.

21



In the second part of the chapter | explore the adsnutual support groups, as they have
been developing with the support of Community Respadn the south inner city of Dublin. |
consider mutual support groups as an interestimgraxent in CD, since it constitutes an
attempt to counter bureaucratisation and to rettuam ‘organic’ approach. A similar analysis
is done in relation to public consultation meetings assemblies. Their potentialities are
explored through the analysis of the case of ‘ComitguFirst’, which | consider to be a rare
and interesting example of micro-processes of conityue-politicisation from the bottom
up. | conclude by arguing that an important wapuash autonomy as far as possible is that of

working in order to create an environment that agerfavourable to it.

In chapter 7 | address a problem that in my viewtighe root of the crisis affecting CD at
present: the politicisation of young people and lgek of a new generation of activists
devoted to the cause of CD. In the first part of tinapter | address the problem of the failure
to emerge of a new generation of CD activists aadérs, despite the fact that young people
have always been a central focus in CD. Thereereral answers to this question related to
the professionalization of CD and to the powerfa@rgonalities of the old leadership.
However, | think that at present a key factor is<@mbivalent approach to youth, which is
ideologically condensed in the idea ‘anti-sociahdaour’. This approach, | will argue,
prevents the construction of a meaningful relatomiween activists and underprivileged
young people and thus the reproduction of CD aglitigal subject. In the second part | will
investigate the places in which CD concretely sdatself to young people, including youth
projects and so called Community Policing Fora (CPRvill show how in both cases the
approach to youth is informed by an ‘anti-sociaBhhviour ideology, which tends to
criminalise young people and to articulate the taesof their development in terms of
‘management’, (crime) prevention, diversion and tomn The CPF case is of particular

interest to this thesis because it constitutes dn@ahip version of previous forms of
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community self-policing which were independent amwhstituted as a challenge to state-

policing. In their practice the idea of anti-sodi@haviour was absent; it did not make sense.

CPF’s and youth projects’ policing/security appito@volves formal collaboration with the
police, which is problematic in my view. Indeed ergivileged neighbourhoods in Dublin
are shaped by a particularly tense (not to sayganiatic) relation between youth and the
Gardai — with young people being targeted, haragsddacialised in their day to day life. In
the third part of this chapter | will illustrate Wothis discrimination and targeting of
underprivileged young people works. Among variodsas | will focus on the use of the
notion of ‘scum’, which has racialising effects working class (especially young) people,
playing — together with ‘anti-social behaviour’ - aentral role in dismissing them as
meaningful actors. “Scum” is synonymous with ‘rdleain French) which in 2005 was used
by Sarkozy to tag young people living in underpeged neighbourhoods in the outskirts of
Paris. This was eventually followed by the Banlieuests of winter 2005. In section 7.4
episodes of juvenile insubordination such as tivasieh in Dublin culminated with the 2006
Riot are interpreted as a response by youth taiicgl and discrimination. To conclude | will
critically address the ineffectiveness of CD to miegfully deal with such events - and more
in general with young people’s rage and latent rdssil will suggest that in order to
overcome its impasse (which is in large part ‘gatienal’) CD should return to its ‘organic’
approach and get meaningfully involved in ordinpgople’s struggles — like for example

those informally carried out by underprivileged gigypeople (youth riots).

To conclude, | will point to possible future scdapnar and give some political
recommendations for a possible re-politicisationGid, which, in my view, can only be
achieved by returning to the micro-events shapiifig ih Dublin’s inner city popular

neighbourhoods’.
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2. STATE, POLITICS AND THE DEPOLITICISATION OF COMM UNITY
DEVELOPMENT
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In this chapter | will discuss some philosophicalestions around which the theoretical
approach of this thesis rotates. Some of the caadbat | introduce here are of a quite recent
use in the field of social sciences. Others, dedpating more familiar to scholars, are given a

different meaning from the conventional one.

Fundamental to this work are the categories oftipsliand the state. Interestingly enough,
their distinction is not always clear or taken fpanted in the field of social sciences, which
still find it difficult to really think politics otside the (broad) domain of the state. As | will
illustrate, the concepts of politics and the stead overlap in the main sociological
traditions. This ambiguity should be dissolved witetomes to analyse a movement such as
CD. Indeed, excluding the initial phase of its &mee in Dublin and other intermittent
sequences, CD has always maintained an ambivadesitiqn in relation to politics and the
state. In my view, this ambivalence, this lack aflear separation between politics and the
state in the praxis and thought of CD is a key eispkthe impasse which this movement is
experiencing at present. Although this crisis issemsually articulated in economic terms,
along this thesis | will illustrate how money juginstitutes a secondary element to it. The
main reason of CD’s downfall is not just that itshiaeen affected by austerity measures
implemented by the state. Rather it has to do ustfailure to reproduce itself as a political
subject. This failure, | will argue, is due to tlaet that CD politics have entered too much the
field of the state - having lost that “distance”ialh in the theoretical perspective outlined in

this chapter is vital for politics.

As | will show in Chapter 3 from a more historicahd empirical point of view, were
precisely these historical exceptidnthese moments of “intensification of an inexiseh

(Badiou 2003:133), these moments of ordinary pésebjectivation (i.e. moments where

% Here | refer to for example the anti-drugs movenf€@oncerned Parents Against Drugs), or the straders
movement, which both developed in the 1980s. Septeh 3.
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course of action did not just follow historical ¢imgencies or objective conditions dictated
by the “state-of-the-situation”) that allowed CD b@come a key movement in Dublin’s
political landscape. When those exceptional ensrgiere reabsorbed or neutralised, the
organisations and the institutions which they aboted to produce simply faded away.
Where they managed to survive, it has been becthesg[had become] more useful to those
who control the resources on which they depend thathe lower class groups which the

organizations claim to represent” (Piven & Colwaxdl.

In the first part of this section (2.1) | will agtlly address the idea of ‘community’, which is
intrinsic to the notion of CD, and which seems &do fashionable in Ireland nowadays. |
will argue that this consensus is due to the amtyigni this concept, which tends to suit very
different, frequently conflicting discourses. Thetcal investigation on the idea of
‘community’ reveals its ontological links with thé&tate. | will suggest that the
disentanglement of CD from the field of the stat@inecessary condition for the solution of

its crisis.

Reflection on the notion of community directly lsa the question of politics and the state,
to which the main part (2.2) of this chapter isidateéd. Here | will address the ontological
distinction between these two categories, which,l asid, is underestimated in Social

Sciences and nevertheless constitutes a centaktiwal knot in my analysis.

Drawing on Badiou’s theory of the state, based setaheoretical approach, | will illustrate
how the main feature of the state is to be constiaudeed it constitutes the ontological
prerequisite of every historical-social situatiddtate power is based on the fact that it
operates as a principle of distribution of placed &nctions; in a way that groups human
beings in relatively fixed and clearly identifialdategories. On the contrary, politics is not a

permanent fixture of society. It has a sequentral atermittent nature, which constantly
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exposes it to its own exhaustion. It can only fsame continuity “at a distance from the
state” (Badiou 2008:650); otherwise it tends todliéipise and to assume a form which is

correlated to that of the state (state-politics).

Finally, in order give a background to what | thiiskthe singularity of CD in Dublin, in
section 2.3 | will explore some of the politicaluwadities which were introduced during the
1960s and 1970s on a worldwide scale. | will thecadly justify why | think that CD might
be considered part of that historical rupture, wheaditional political concepts and forms of
organisation entered in an irreversible crisis, ttoey ended up restricting politics to the

terrain of the state.

2.1 Deconstructing the notion of CD

Framing the notion of CD in Ireland is particuladgmplicated, not so much because of the
complexity and fluidity of those realities which common language go under the name of
CD, but because in Ireland this notion designaaesl angles) a variety of subjects, which
are frequently contrasting and irreducible to eatiter. However, although the concept of
CD designates forms of organisation and historjgadcesses which do not coincide,
literature, including the academic one, and thetgneajority of activists keep referring to it
as if it was something unitary (“the communggctor”); as if every institution which goes
under the aegis of Community Development sharedescommon roots or the same spirit.
As | will illustrate along this thesis this is noeally the case, because the intricate
constellation which today is still referred to asctor’, or ‘pillar’ of the Irish civil society, is
crossed by “horizontal” and “vertical” lines or gagrhich disrupt its supposed uniformity

and harmony.
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‘Horizontal’ gaps are historical. They separatelitiea to which in different epochs the
designation Community Development was given. Thepdst among these gaps is situated in
the late 1960s dividing political organisationstteenerged during and after those turbulent
years, especially in urban context, from previoxseeiences. Although pre- and post-'1968’
CD organisations are referred to with the same nalifierences are so substantial and so
self-evident, that to consider them as being coesxte, or even in some way politically

related, is inaccurate.

For example, the oldest ‘tradition’ of CD in Irethms represented by Muintir na Tire, a
movement which saw community development as anientself: the development of a
unified, self-determining and caring community irpaish or other self-contained locality.
This traditional voluntary form of organization wpsedominantly rural, originating in the
first half of the last century and strongly infleeal by Catholic social teaching, exposing the
virtues of neighbourliness, self-reliance and iredefence from the state (Collins 2002:96).
Nevertheless, it used to work in an essentiallyseomtive way, drawing its leadership from
the clergy, teaching and medical professions (L@@3219). It had little in common with
‘post-1968’ organizations which were inspired by timnovative ideas and organisational
forms displayed by workers’, students’, civil rightnd feminist movements active on a
global scale. Therefore, | find it also inaccurédespeak about a “first” and a “second
generation” of CD, as many authors (Geoghegan ameelP2006, Collins 2002) do, because
despite emphasizing a divergence between the tvemeigtions’, the very notion of

generation implicitly presupposes some sort ofuredt continuity.

On the other hand, vertical gaps refer to diffeesnamong groups that operate in the same
historical period. The present situation is paraditc in this regard. There are groups that

are directly rooted in the pioneering experiendesd60s and 1970s, groups which were born
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afterwards but which assumed the spirit of thatirb@gg and others that do not have
anything to do with it. The spectrum includes sportubs, youth projects, community
policing fora, drug task forces, charities, movetaenampaigning for justice in urban

regeneration, NGOs and so on.

The use of the same name to designate such diffeaejects’ is obviously puzzling, but
since activists like to refer to themselves indistively as ‘community developers’ or
‘community activists’, seeming to be really attagthe this nomination, it would be pointless
to invent a new name for this ‘second generatiofust for the sake of using it in my
dissertation. Therefore, considering that ‘Commuritevelopment’ stands for a fuzzy
assemblage of different types of experiencesMitagh to make clear that here | am focusing
on what is normally referred to (inaccurately on waw) as ‘second generation CD’, with a

particular emphasis on its urban, autonomous ahticabexpression.

A central aim of the first part (Chapters 2 an@Bbhis thesis is therefore to theoretically and
historically ‘define’ this object, which in my wie can not be taken for granted under the
generic name of CD. | find this important not jUst a matter of academic/historical
accuracy, but also because central political issnesat stake here. On one hand | think it is
important to emphasise the originality of thesep&mments’ in poor people’s self-
organisation. Although this originality is hardlyengeptible today (because it has been
muddled by processes of normalisation, and bectneseurrent ideology strongly negates
people’s independent capacity to self-organisepitstitutes a historical fact. Its study can
benefit a much needed re-foundation of CD. On therchand, to be critical (‘to discern’ in
Greek) is central to the activity of researchingadAcontrarily to what advocates of
‘researcher’s neutrality’ argue, to be criticaltastake a position and break with ambiguity

(see section 2.5 and Chapter 4), and this is songetlshould do in relation to CD. Finally,
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the very notion of community, as | am about tosilhate, is ontologically linked to the State.
The disentanglement of CD from the field of thdesia a necessary condition for the solution

of its crisis.

2.1.1 The problematic concept of ‘community’ as soe of misunderstanding regards the

positioning of CD in relation to politics and theate

An aspect that generates at the same time ambhiguigsyinderstanding and consensus around
CD as a form of organisation is the very notion ‘@mmunity’. This word is quite
fashionable nowadays. In recent years, accordingdieson (2001:221), “it has acquired a
profitable currency which, resulting from the freqgay of its use, has effectively masked a
discreet influence”. ‘Community’ seems to have acsal significance to people in Ireland
(Tovey & Share 2000:335) — much more than ‘socitdy’example. Recently, Andreas Hess
(2007:25) noticed that a quick Google search utitekeywords ‘Ireland’ and ‘community’
numbers around 45,000,000 results, while ‘Irelaaral] ‘society’ just 23,300,000. Although
results produced by a web browser can not be cereddas representative of a country’s
‘culture’ or linguistic preferences, the numericsgloportion between the two results is

striking.

In my view, in Ireland there is consensus arouraittea of ‘community’ because it suits

almost every type of discourse, ‘from the lefthe tight'. It is profusely used by the state, by
policy makers, by the excluded, by minorities, mpngervative people who see it as the
cornerstone of social order and stability, by rotitanwho consider ‘community’ to be the

antidote to modernity’s illnesses, by utopians vimagine emancipation as the constitution
of a ‘community of equals’, and so on. Communitg iword that given its apparent neutrality
and the fact that everyone has its own idea of conityican be applied to a broad variety of

situations without hurting people’s feelings. THere it is legitimate to suspect that a
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reference to ‘community’ can also be suitable fottadse populist discourses that to some
extent want to keep themselves in this ‘safety zafeconsensus. As Hess (2007:11)
highlights — “hardly a day passes without a pahii¢ social scientist, or public intellectual

referring or appealing to some sense of community”.

Notions of community are definitely ambivalent. @nme hand a sense of security, of
‘belongingness’ and solidarity are essential far @éxistence, or for the ‘development’ of a
‘community’. Communitarian rhetoric promotes thettrn to an immediacy and unspoiled
authenticity where there is no social distance betwhumans” (Hess 2007:17). However this
is not always the case. For example, ‘security’ &ndhenticity’ sometimes can only be

achieved through the exclusion of others; “thedbgingness’ associated with solidarity may
be constituted through the not-belonging of othaignificance may actually signify the

reproduction of unequal roles and relations (...)aretl values amongst members of one

group may result in the segregation of or evenevioé towards another (Shaw, 2007:28).

In this sense ‘community’ also entails a nihilistacet: “it is as if authentic community -

highlights Zizek (2009) - is possible only in cotalis of permanent threat, in a continuous
state of emergency” (pp. 23). This is because trestcuction of a communitarian type of
‘association’ involves also a certain degreeseparation community versus community.

Moreover, a community cannot exist on its own, “oten always encounter, even in
community based thinking, the vision of a largetitgna public that either consists of other
communities or a larger humanity” (Hess 2007:19).e8ch community is always in a need
of something bigger than (or very different frontgelf in order to make sense. This need
makes the idea of a ‘cosmopolitan community’ absand the existence of each community
paradoxical. Indeed, each community’s identity wEsifrom an ‘act of faith’ to a precedent

and external ‘truth’ (a sort of master, totem ocammunal substance), which can not be

32



called into question. In this sense the notionashmunity (and its related practices) entails a
primordial element, a sort of irrationality, which difficult to rationalise. Of course this is
not just a linguistic/conceptual problem. It haparussions on the contexts to which the

idea of community is articulated.

Philosopher Alain Badiou has put new light on tasicept. As | will illustrate below, In his
ontological perspective the state is a communitanaeta-structure’ where communities are
‘parts’ or ‘subsets’ of the state; which he defimasthe operation that prevents the break-up

into pieces of the parts — i.e. the subsets of whatesented — interdicting disorder.

In the light of this meaning of community | will lgsto what kind of community does the
notion of CD refer? Is the objective of CD thatoofilding or reinforcing communities in the

sense of subsets of the state?

2.2 Politics and the state: an ontological distorct

A theoretical assumption of this thesis is thatdhgegories of politics and the state should be
considered as separate. On the one hands thesstate capable of genuine politics. It just
produces what we may call “state-politics” (Badki09; Holloway 2010; Neocosmos 2007),
a type of activity that subdues politics to theeativity of the state-of-the-situation (Badiou

2007) and its management.

One should notice that in the sociological traditipolitics and the state are usually viewed
as virtually equivalent. In the perspectives of fwonders of modern sociology such as Marx
and Weber for example — beyond the obvious difiegenbetween their theories — the
investigation of social stability and change is mhaibased on the fact that there is no
principle of distinction between politics and thats (Russo 2008). In the Marxist categories

of “history of class struggle” and “revolution” pits and the state are indistinguishable:
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they almost completely overlap. Weber is even nareestic; according to him politics is
nothing more than the conquer and distributiontatespower (Russo 2008). However a main
concern in my thesis (and in the theoretical apgrohat informs it) is how to describe
emancipatory and egalitarian politics (and the geant produces) starting from the

heterogeneity of politics and the state.

Indeed, despite these overlaps in the sociologi@lition a basic difference should be
stressed here. “Politics is intermittent, wherelas $tate, despite the incessant historical
mutations of its particular forms [socialism, panhentarianism, fascism, centralism,
governance etc.], is a structural invariance” (Ru2806:675). This point is fundamental.
Politics, according to Alain Badiou (2005, 200708)) has a sequential nature: it is not a
permanent instance of society. In other words &herno politics in general, only specific
political sequences” (Lazarus quot. by Neocosmd@®ZB7), which entail a starting and an
ending point. On the contrary the state is consiauig the ontological prerequisite of every

historical-social situation.

For being constantly exposed to its own exhausti@i,not entailing any guarantee of a
mechanical continuity (as normally the state, afractural invariance, does), politics always
needs to be sustained by certain subjective engageamd creativity; otherwise it tends to
turn into state-politics and depoliticise. Moregvauring the gaps separating each sequence,
politics almost needs to be reinvented from scraftis is because, in this perspective, each
political sequence is something unique and unrepé&at and after one ends, many of its
‘tools’ (such as forms of organization, analyticaincepts, declarations and so on) become

obsolete and ineffective.

In other words, on the one hand the ‘normality’ &stdbility’ of any type of state depend to

certain extent by the absence or tight control ofitigs. On the other hand political
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dynamism can only find expression “at a distanoenfithe state” (Badiou 2008:650) — as

something that can not be reduced to objective itond.

According to Badiou the state is a structural awem functional to the preservation of a
status. It is in its nature to prevent the develeptof ‘independent’ forms of organisation
and subjectivity. This is because it conceivestpslias “an exclusive sphere to which only
authoritative sources have access, and in relationhich the public is very much on the
Outside” (McAleavey 2012). For example parliameat@sm, through the electoral
procedure, produces a class of ruling politiciarm vare provided by parties. This process
transforms the “plural subjectivity of opinions @overnment into a functioning unity
founded on consensus” (Neocosmos 2009: 289). Thedafuental principle of
parliamentarian politics is thereforeot that ‘people independently think’ — i.e. that they
dispose of the capacity to critically reflect anet apon the situation - but rather that they
have opinions regarding the government (Lazarust.qby Neocosmos 2009:288).
Citizenship is thus relegated to a disempoweringdtbek: “if ordinary citizens have no
handle on state decision-making save the vote,hard to see what way forward there could
be for an emancipatory politics” (Badiou 2008a:3Indeed emancipatory politics is
“independent” to the extent that it “is not an apmor a consciousness [regards to what

exist]; it is a thought which fixes new possibési’ (Badiou quot. by Neocosmos 2007:66)

However, attempts to produce independent formsobfigs, no matter how meaningful and
pacific they are, tend to meet state repressionthAsase of the 15M movement in Spain is
currently showing (spring 2011), people’s attemfusinstitute permanent assemblies in
public squares — claiming independent decisionalgsoupon the situation — are being
repeatedly targeted by police repression. Thigbse 15M is a movement that responds to

a fundamental idea of independent politics: “thath@ power possessed by those to whom
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no particular motive determines that they shoulereise power, that of the manifestation of
an ability which is that of any one” (Ranciere 2p1owever, politics is just admitted by the
state as state-politics; as an activity that dassimvolve people’s thoughts and desires but

just that they let themselves be represented witlerdomain of the state.

Above | introduced the idea that the state strestweality according to a communitarian type

of system. Let us now see more in detail whatnigsns.

2.2.1 The constitution of the state and the statetmstitution of its objects

The state-in-itself (beyond the specific forms aishassumed historically), “is an objectivity
without norm. It is the principle of sovereignty, @ercion, functioning separately, essential
for the collective as such” (Badiou 2005:83). Tiiea of separationis of a central
importance to understand the way in which the staieks. The state is separated to the
extent that it does not entail a direct relatiothwor a correspondence to the situation, i.e.
with the infinite elements that compose it. Instéaere is a principle of mediation between
every social situation and its state, consistingainmechanism which is essentially
representative. In this perspective the state ihimg but the distributive principle that
regulates social life according to “communitariaadicates or predicates of subsets” (Badiou
2005:83). Indeed it is typical of the State notawmit subjectivity, but to be oriented
exclusively toward ‘parts’ or ‘communities’, towadhe sub-grouping of individuals in
infinite subsets of which it constitutes the prpiei of unification. Ranciere (2006) would
describe this process as “distribution of the d#a%i meaning the distribution of places and
functions amongst the various elements that compuseituation. This separation gives to
the state a structural effect superpower with mdarthe situation, i.e. to what is simply

presented. Badiou’s (2007) theory of the staténésdutcome of a philosophical elaboration
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of Cantor'd set theory. Due to the mathematical complexitytti§ theory | will here
introduce a simplified version of it, which mighe lvisualised in Fig.1. After a technical

introduction of this theory | will give a more itrative explanation of Badiou’s approach.

Fig 1.: the structured presentatiom (Situation) and its metastructurg (the state of the

situation).

Situation State (of the situation)

According to Badiou, if every situation (se} is presentation of itself, of the people that
compose it and of the elements that belong toatvery situation is also given as Stafg (
that is, as the internal configuration of the partsubsets — therefore as re-presentation. The
state ) does not recognize the single elements as indiegménbut it just includes them as

belonging to multiple sub-groups (or sub-categgries

The authority of the Statef) over the simply presented situation) (is based on the

mathematical law that there are always more patilssets) than elements. This is to say that

* Georg Cantor 1845-1918 was a German mathemattoéen known as the inventor of set theory, which ha
become a fundamental theory in mathematics.
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the representativemultiplicity of the state £) is always of a higher power than the

presentativanultiplicity («) of the situation.

So, to do an example, the elements of the Iristomalt set can be grouped in the same way
according to the subsets of tax payers, registexadrs, employed workers, teachers,
unemployed, single mothers, students, HIV posipeeple and so on. Of course then, an
individual can belong to several of these subdetsexample one can be an unemployed,
Dublin 1 born, single mother. These are all prehos that the State uses to categorise
individuals — to hierarchically dispose them in gwbups - to include them or to exclude

them (as illegal migrants, or asylum seekers fangle). However, these predications do not
say anything about the substantial complexity of imdividual (say any single mother) as a
living, thinking person. Badiou argues that alscsituations where someone is called into
guestion as an individual by the state, whatever dincumstance, “this individual is not

counted as ‘him’ or ‘herself’, he is consideredaasubset. (...) Not as Antonie Domblase —
the proper name of an infinite multiple [a pure dieing] — but as {Antonie Domblase}, an

indifferent figure of unicity constituted by therfoing-into-one”(Badiou, 2007).

Peter Hallward (2003:86) offers a useful visualstration of how this Cantorean model
works. Take a page of print: one can not say howymabjects’ there are on it. Unless he
knows whether to count letters, words, sentendess, etc. The first necessary operation
would be to specify the range of definitions (sugsdistinguishing letters, words, sentences
and lines, before counting the elements that fatleau each definition — say the number of
words beginning witha, the number withe, the number with 3 letters and so on. An
extensional approach would accept the validity mfy aort of “combinatorial” approach to
collection, no matter how arbitrary it is. In thisse the page would be the operation of

making one of an infinite amount of subsets. Lilavithe State follows the logic of a
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‘superpower’ which is infinitely superior to thesations as infinitely superior is the number
of subsets over elements. The defining conditiothefState is therefore to exert power pure
and simple through this arbitrary grouping, notyomver those individuals who fall under its

jurisdiction (under its counting into parts), bwea and especially over those outsiders who

do not (for example illegal migrants).

As Hallward (2003) highlights, a set theoretic dodyy of the state confirms as a fundamental
law of being a central insight of the Marxist arsadyof the state: the state business relates not
to individuals per se (the elements) but rathegrtaups or classes of individuals (ibid. p96).
So the Marxist assumption that “the state is alvthgsstate of the ruling class” means that it
represents or arranges the existing elements dfitixtion in such a way as to reinforce the
position of its dominant parts; independently fréine qualitative attributes of these parts

(ibid. p96).

The state does not present things, nor does itlyneopy their presentation but instead,
through an entirely new counting operation it regants them in a way that groups them in
relatively fixed, clearly identifiable categorieBgdiou 2007). These categories constitute the

criteria according to which the state recognisesviduals.

It could be argued that this mechanism of distrduivorks as a sort of multiculturalism —
“one of the offshoots of human rights discourseatddNeocosmos 2007:55), which was so
smoothly taken over as an ideology and a form gaoisation by western societies. Zizek
(199:216) defines multiculturalism as a “racismhnat distance” to the extent that it promotes
‘respect’ for “the Other’s identity, conceiving thather as a self-enclosed ‘authentic’
community towards which the multiculturalist [stat® intellectual] maintains a distance
made possible by his/her privileged universal pmsit(ibid. p216). Moreover, through its

celebration and reproduction of cultural/commumatar authenticities and differences,
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multiculturalism has the capacity to articulatedahus depoliticise) any social issue as a
simple matter of identitarian and symbolic (culturbnguistic etc.) confrontation and
negotiation between subgroups or communities. iBhwecisely what happened in Northern
Ireland where universal political issues raisedhsycivil rights movement (issues that could
concern both the catholic and protestant ‘commesiitihave been articulated in terms of
identitarian/ethnic conflict- where politics is @shadowed in favour of technocratic

management.

In Neocosmos’ (2007:40) view, “the state systenadliicevacuates politics from state life in
favour of technique (...) it systematically transferm pre-existing emancipatory politics into
a technical process to be run by professionalsnf@es, economists, lawyers, judges,
administrators, etc.) under its ambit within buratic structures and subjectivities”. A
research hypothesis put forward by some young achbhave been discussing with recently
is that 1960s Northern Irish political movementpalgicised for they did not manage to
keep a political distance in relation to the statel so they ended up reproducing the

(multiculturalist) categories imposed to them bg fystem.

What Badiou (2007) aims to illustrate through thet —theoretical approach is that the state
does not deal with individuals as subjects whocagable to think, but only as members of
specific communities or subgroups which are somehmiuded in its count of the parts.
This means that the state is not organised ondhbis lof the principle of equality — according
to which each individual should be counted as &iwe.example, in a public debate on the
new migration bill recently organised in Dublin (2@/2010) by a group of students, Luke (,
a young Dublin based African activist, describitgyrelation with the Irish State argued that
“instead of dealing with people, it deals with gaiges”; meaning that the state just accepts

to dialogue with him and his colleagues under tveddion that they speak as members or
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leaders of a specific subgroup or community. Fandp@ ‘migrant’, Luke is not supposed to
be speaking as an independent citizen, but jush asember, or a spoke person of the
Zimbabwean or African community in Dublin. Thus iseconsidered from the deterministic
point of view of his supposed cultural/communitarieelonging, that is to say from an
element that iprecedent and externab him. It is just from that identitarian point efew

that Luke’s words are taken into considerationhsystate.

A similar example has to do with the “Surprise Gaahce” which was recently organized by
a group of independent NCABtudents and hold as a form of protest in theagaatijacent

to the Department of Education in Dublin. Their @& to be admitted into the department
in order to talk with the minister was declined lwr arguing that she would just negotiate
with officially elected representatives of the stntlbody, i.e. the Student Union. This, again,
is an example of how the state does not recognisgependent subjectivities’ as its
interlocutors; it does not deal with people’s thiatidput it just deals with representatives of
recognised categories or subgroups (students snctse). It is in this sense that unions (no
matter how ‘radical’ they are) might be consideesdbeing apparatuses of the state. They
depoliticise workers’ (students’) politics by tagimt away from their control and translating
it in partial claims to be articulated and managattin the terrain of representation, i.e. of

the state.

Genuine politics is the opposite. It exists onlyhe claims and actions of those who have no
‘place’, no justification. Thus according to Neoouss (2009:284) “emancipatory politics is
universal and not linked to any specific interasts 'for all' never 'for some™. It is in this
sense that for Badiou emancipatory politics dods‘nepresent’ anybody: “Politics begins

when one decides not to represent victims (... xdiie faithful to those events during which

® The National College of Art and Design is locaie®ublin. | was present at the event, that tolsice the
1/12/2011. Some might be found at the following limtp://wsm.ie/c/students-occupy-department-edunatio
surprise-conference
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victims politically assert themselves (...) PoBtia no way represents the proletariat, class or
nation (...) it is not a question of whether sormegtwhich exists may be represented. Rather
it concerns that through which something comexist &hich nothing represents, and which

purely and simply presents its own existence” (Badquot. by Neocosmos 2007:64).

It is essential to repeat and clarify that by tadkiof the state and the (anti)politics it
establishes, we include ‘civil society’ which, eventhe apparently oppositional roles it
might assumes, is part of what is counted. Disonsswith grassroots activists (and what
CD activist have to say about this matter is paléidy significant) help us to understand how
civil society organisations often end up playindkey role in depoliticising conflicts by

jumping in with ‘capacity building’ and ‘educationhterventions that are designed not
primarily to strengthen the oppressed in their @ivnggles but to bring them into order and
to play according the rules and expectations ofdimainant order by teaching them to be
better 'stakeholders' (Butler & Ntseng 2008). A awmity activist (qQuot. by Butler & Ntseng

2008) from the Eastern Cape NGO Coalition argueavihg observed social formations and
their politics, | have this question to ask: Whyitishat every time the Poor come together,
NGOs and Leftists jump in and take over? In tkemventional praxis they provide capacity
building. Whereas my observation is that capacityding demobilises people, it takes them

away from their original agenda”.

At the end of the day NGOs and civil society in g@h “are not only funded by government,
but operate on the basis of the same subjectivity tchnicism, and in fact precisely
undertake state functions (Neocosmos 2009: 27®y tefuse political anger and dole out as
aid or benevolence what people ought to have bt.righey alter the public psyche. They

turn people into dependent victims and blunt thgesdof political resistance...It's almost as
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though the greater the devastation caused by bewmlism, the greater the outbreak of

NGOs” (Roy quot. by Neocosmos 2009:273).

As a last example of this idea, think about howoattr the world the ethnic/communitarian
notion of ‘immigrant’ “has in fact served, in a g@nsual manner, first to conceal and then to
drive out the [universal] word ‘worker’ from the ape of political representations” (Badiou
2005:121). This brought to a further fragmentation labour (which made it more
manageable) and frequently to ‘ethnic conflictsvimen workers, such as those that in 2009
took place in Britain where workers strike in psitat the use of migrant (Italian in that case)
labour. Protests caught by surprise up to 17 reéeeand power plants all over the country.
Many placards directed their fury at Prime MinisBrdon Brown, who at the Labour party
conference in September 2007 had promised: “Thaursvision: Britain leading the global
economy . . . drawing on the talents of all to tadritish jobs for British workers The

saying ‘to govern is to divide’ certainly seemedtipent as in this case.

Politics, when it exists, presents itself as a urgtwith representative/ distributive
procedures. It does not consist in the pluralityh@ opinions and (communitarian/cultural)
points of view, but in the prescription of the pbggy of a rupture with what there is, i.e. the
hierarchical and communitarian distribution of @a@nd functions. “The fiction of political
representation, in pretending to advance the istem@ others, must therefore be swept aside
in order to make way for the reality of politicalogesses, for it is only then that a singular
political sequence can begin to take shape. Pallitiobinding is therefore the creative act
whereby subjects, in renouncing any outside intefes, break with routine and begin to

empower themselves as collectives. (Badiou 200y Xxi

In other words, ontologically, if the state-in-ifsés nothing else than the distributive

principle that regulates social life according tmfmmunitarian predicates or predicates of
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subsets”, as | will illustrate below, unlike andaagst the state, egalitarian politics is what
interrupts this distribution in terms of determtiéscategories, hierarchy, social status and so
on. Notions such as “Immigrant’, ‘French’, ‘Araland ‘Jew’ cannot be political words lest

there be disastrous consequences. For these wamdsmany others, necessarily relate
politics to the State, and the State itself tdatgest and most essential of functions: the non-

egalitarian inventory [décompte] of human beind®ddiou 2005:94).

Now, does CD means to build or to reinforce comm@siin the sense of subsets of the

state?

As | will illustrate in the historical section (Cpier 3) of this thesis, although most of
literature analyses CD from the point of view of #tate, as if it was part and parcel of state
processes, this is just a partial truth. Today comty development definitely refers to
something nebulous, state-dependent and fairly Idiegged; something that is fragmented,
specialised, professionalized and bureaucratiseseMer things have not always been like
that, or at least not for everybody. For now, basedhe theoretical perspective outlined in
this chapter, we can advance the idea that thegantyiin which CD is currently prisoner is
nothing less than a lack of separation in its gaxid thought between politics and the state.
This lack is depoliticising. However, it is not pdde to resolve this ambiguity with a
(Hegelian) dialectical synthesis, for the fact thalitics and the state are not two faces of the
same coin. The hypothesis that | will advance is thesis is that to overcome this impasse a

sort of recommencement is necessary.

2.2.2 A politics of emancipation/resistance at atdince from the state

As we have seen, according to a set-theoreticappetive, the state is basically the endless

management of the differences of the subsets of wharesented in a situation — it is the
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infinite ‘communitarian’ distribution of places andunctions. If this counting of

communitarian differences constitutes the objetstiaf the state-of-the-situation, in what
does a politics at a distance from the state cta¥sis the following pages | will argue that
such a politics should be (1) egalitarian and tloeee(2) it should not follow the agenda of

the state.

(1) Politics at a distance from the state transsermbmmunitarian and cultural
differentiations; it transcends all those ident#arconnotations that are pre-existent to each
individual. As Badiou (2001:25) says, “the whothkieal predication based upon recognition
of the other must be purely and simply abandoned. tke real question - and it is an
extraordinarily difficult one — is much more thdtrecognising the Same”. Sameness, more
than difference, is therefore a concept to whiclligagian politics should be oriented.
Politics — to put it in Ranciere’s terms - , cotsi®f a set of practices guided by the
supposition that everyone is equal and by the attem verify this supposition (Ranciere

1992:58).

By addressing the category of ‘equality’ one shaelcbgnise that nowadays it is somewhat
obscure, its positive values being neverthelesemo. The idea of equality carries with
itself the discredit of a bureaucratic and disaigty vision which has been imposed during
the 20th century assuming two different —frequeoihposed — facets. In the first version,
deriving from the socialist tradition, equality h@presented the obligation to be ‘the same as
the others’, a kind of disciplinary standard to ghevery citizen had to adapt. In the second
version, deriving from a liberal/ social-democratiiadition, ‘equality’ has represented the
‘starting line’ on which individuals had to be bght into alignment, in order to be able to

‘equally’ participate to the big existential ‘rac@hich only ‘the best’ could win.
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It is time however to subtract this notion from lisreaucratic, substantive and identitarian
articulations, which condemned it historically. Asmaxim for political action, equality
should thus not be linked to any form of particiijaor difference, but it should intervene in
any circumstance in which difference is formulateddomination or discrimination. In this
perspective ‘difference’ is not a political mattert the ordinary stuff of human life (Power &
Toscano 2009:42), it is something internal to imtlnal subjectivity itself, to its continuous,
inevitable becoming other, to its being excessovalt forms of categorisation. As Badiou
puts it with philosophical precision “there areraany differences, say, between a Chinese
peasant and a young Norwegian professional as batmgself and anybody at all, including
myself” (Badiou 2001:25-26). As | said, categoilisat- the unequal counting of people
based on identitarian attributes - is a state mhaee In opposition to it, politics needs to
propose the idea that ‘sameness’ is also possiblhe-sameness of a political project, a
shared commitment to a political goal outside histd constraints such as tradition, or
national, cultural, racial, ethnic, religious orgorate bonds. The fact that people do this or
that, that they come from here or anywhere els#, ttey speak this or another language,
whatever their ‘culture’, are elements that do pivent them to participate together to an

egalitarian political process.

(2) Speaking about egalitarian politics, | argueat it is just possible with a certain degree of
autonomy. To be — as Badiou (2008:650) puts it -a“distance from the state” means that a
politics follows the rule of equality not being wttured or polarized along the agenda and
timelines fixed by the state. “Those dates, forneple, when the state decides to call an
election, or to intervene in some conflict, declarar on another state. Or when the state
claims that an economic crisis makes this or tlatrge of action impossible” (Badiou

2008:650). These are all examples of what Badidls ¢eonvocations by the state”, i.e.

where the state sets the agenda and controlsniregtof political events. “Distance from the
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state” means that a political procedure developieviing its own references, independently
from what the state deems to be important or nohis’ distance protects political practices
from being oriented, structured, and polarized lhy $tate” (ibid. p650); ‘the state’ being

understood in the broad sense that | introducedqarsly.

This ‘distance’ is a crucial point to be taken ionsideration when researching political
organizations such as CD. Indeed the degree tohwthiey ‘distance’ themselves from the
state is indicative of their level of politicisatioDeprived of their distance from the State —
political organisations tend to be absorbed inttestlynamics. As | will elaborate in chapters
5 and 6 a symptom of the lack of independence@rais currently experiencing is the fact
that after it has been affected by cuts it was @ldé¢ to represent its own crisis in economic
terms. However, in my view, the problem is not jigsteact to adverse state policies, but to
produce powerful collective processes irreduciblany form of bureaucratic management.
At least, this is how CD projects started to opeiatthe inner city of Dublin four decades

ago.

Lack of distance from the state does not just con€D. It is a problem affecting many
collective experiences at present. There are m#mr @xamples of movements that show a
lack of ability to maintain this distance and emdpolarising “along the agenda and timelines
fixed by the state” attributing (more or less caassly) a central symbolic value to it. Think
for instance about the recent student protestseiarid (2010), whose content could not get
beyond a condemnation of the cuts, and whose nxgiregsion was a sit-in staged in front of
the Department of Finance, which was violently reetbby the police. Or think about the
protests organised by the unions against the cudsttze ‘right to work’ campaign. Their
weekly marching to the Dail had more or less sinolatcomes to the students’ mobilisations

(although with a lower attendance).
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But also think about big international protestsiasfathe G8 or other world elites’ meetings,
which from the 1990s have become theatre of dematimts, riots, militarised cities, thrilled
expectation of the event, ritualisation and so®@entral to these initiatives are the state and
its power, which convoke people in their ‘domaimipgosing them to follow their agenda. To
be clear, in each of these cases people’s indmgma legitimate. The courage and
commitment of students, workers and activists gshoogé honoured. And the state is
nevertheless something that politics necessarigds¢o deal with. However, this does not
mean that politics should be submitted to a stgenda that dictates timing and modality of

political events.

At the end of the day the examples | just mentioo@ustitute attempts to hit state power at
its ‘heart’ (the Dail, the Department of Finance t&8). However, this approach is bound to
failure because as Umberto Eco argues, the Statendiéheart. Rather, the problem is to
generate a collective ‘hearts’ and ‘thoughts’, wh&re subtracted from the “cold monster’s”

(Foucault 2005) anesthetising power.

This alignment with the state is a symptom of pmditweakness. Why instead of going to the
Department of Finance — the economic heart of tide s- students do not attempt to organise
in a more decentred way inside their facultiesinjyto generate more consistent and long

lasting processes?

‘Negation® — activists argued in the seventies, a phasemasimuch more turbulent than the
present — should always be submitted to the movespasitivity (Tigqun 2003); meaning

that to build one’s own independent politics shaalldays be of a bigger concern to activists
than organising ‘against’ something (the state,tahetc.). Badiou (2008) developed this

same idea. According to him there is a need tochefar “a new formulation of the problem

® Overt antagonism, clash with state and capital.
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of critique and negation. (...) It is necessary (.0)gb beyond the concept of a negation
taken solely in its destructive and properly nagatispect. Contrary to Hegel, for whom the
negation of the negation produces a new affirmatiothink we most assert that today
negativity, properly speaking does not create angthew (...) it does not give rise to a new
creation”. On the contrary, “the point where antanse of thought subtracts itself from the
State, inscribing this subtraction into being, ¢iates the real of a politics. And a political

organisation has no other goal than to ‘hold ohtodained step that is to providéadyfor

that thought” (pp. 652).

The reason why | consider CD (see Chapter 3) teulsl an original experience is certainly
for the subtractivecapacity that this movement has shown -espedialilye initial phases of
its existence. Its distance from the state allo®&dto generate political positivity irreducible
to negation — i.e. irreducible to the clash witle state. CD’s capacity to create forms of

alternative institutionality (Chapter 5) is a siggant expression of this instance.
2.3 The 1960s, the invention of a new politics ar@D.

In the first part of this section | have analyseavithe state, as a principle of sovereignty and
coercion, simply constitutes the operation thatentés the break-up into pieces of the parts —
i.e. the subsets of what is presented — interdjatiisorder. | have also made clear that this
principle is typical of the state in itself and thi®re valid independently from the fact that it
might be organised in a socialist or a parliameataway — also independently from the fact
that it might be ruled by one or more parties. ‘éhalso anticipated how since old tools and
concepts of emancipatory politics (Socialism, naism, NLS, social democracy) became
ossified in their overlapping with the state, tbenfulation of new concepts for a politics at a

distance from the state and the detection of nemdgaof political subjectivity (or just their

 Subtraction is “a negation, but it cannot be it with the properly destructive part of negatip..) what
subtraction does is bring about a point of autonomy
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possibility) are tasks that urgently need to beentadken. The problem of the “reinvention” of
politics regards CD closely. As | have anticipatadijrst political recommendation is that
community groups which are interested in their v@tion look back to their ‘roots’ in order
to get some inspiration — rediscovering the spidtt at the time allowed them to break with
an old (statified) conception of politics. In thesction | will explore some of the political
novelties which were introduced during the 19603 5870s on a worldwide scale and | will

theoretically justify why | think that CD might lm®nsidered part of that historical rupture.

A problem that | see as having been central toetrents shaping the 1960s and 1970s on a
world wide scale is that of the supposed emancipai@pacities of the state - which is tightly
related to the problem of the seizure of power. Wag before the 60s, 20th century’s
politics were permeated by the conviction that pesg consisted in organising collectively
with the aim to seize and control the state - Ws the case, “irrespective of whether the
victory is insurrectional or electoral: the mentsahema is the same” (Badiou 2008a:182) -
the biggest discovery or invention of the 60s cetesi in the possibility of a collective,
independent politics, which is not properly aimedhe conquer of the state and its power,
and which is not just organised around state paliticategories (state-politics). As |
emphasised previously ‘the state’ here is not “eorexd of as reduced to the government and
its repressive and administrative institutions igel army, justice)” (Balso 2010:28). It is
rather conceived as state-of-the-situation (in Badi sense), as something that “creates
many different modes of organising people: parttesge unions, associations, the media,

votes, elections, public opinion” (pp. 28) and 0 0

Central to this discovery was certainly the facttthe experience of socialist states had
shown for some time that far from withering awagte power continued, despite assuming a

different form. The Communist Parties, which hadrbeonceived as machines of liberation
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from oppression became themselves bureaucraticatppas for state stability. Indeed whilst
calling themselves socialist, states and relatatiegga“hugely corrupted political will and
subjectivity. In other words it [the socialist pdstate] was not at all a neutral political space,
nor was it easily neutralized, nor was it simplysgace that one could take over with
impunity. On the contrary, it increasingly appeaasdthe site specifically of a state politics,
determined by its own normative principles, ruled g&alues which were quite heterogeneous

to the hypothetical assumption that it would witheray” (Balso 2010:27).

Likewise, in many countries which had been libetaby popular movements from the
occupation of colonial powers, the hope that the state would provide more egalitarian
life conditions for its people quickly revealedeifsvain. In many post-colonial African
countries, for example, analogous colonial prastiwere continued by the new state and this
was justified by the need to overcome economic wnidgece. “The same coercive and
exclusive politics against the working people waogv justified in terms of building a nation.
In very few cases were attempts made to free acdueage the creative possibilities inherent
in the people. Not only did the state dominate tguaent, it did so by subsuming popular-
national interests to western ones and thus repnoguneo-colonial structures and practices”
(Neocosmos 2007:39). This reflected to certain réxthe experience of the Republic of

Ireland, where part of the colonial ‘machinery’ waken over by the new independent state.

So in socialist and post-colonial (and post-revohdry) countries it became evident that the
tendency of the state is to maintain inequalitrethe name of national wealth, whatever the
price to be paid for it. In this process the indegent ‘creativity’ and organisational capacity
of the people is suppressed in favour of bureaweci@gics. “The Stalinist party-state and the

democratic state parties” argues Balso (2010:2f9 fmoof of the fact that party fuses with
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state, and politics grows corrupt and criminal whefuses with the state”. It was such

context that 1960s’ movement rebelled on a worldvadale.

Obviously, the concrete contexts in which movemetageloped were heterogeneous, and
the spectrum of issues at stake very broad. Howéwuerpossible to argue that at the end of
the day the content of the struggles and centrifliqad issues were analogous everywhere.
For example, in China, given the mounting buredigaton and elitism shaping the ruling
party-state, a ‘Cultural Revolution’ (from 1966)asked with a myriad of independent
political groups developing outside a Communistty?&tate which could no longer be
considered as the ‘vanguard’ of emancipatory mslitSelf-organised workers and students
(Red Guards) produced very original political expentations destabilising party centralism

for some years.

In a similar fashion, the singularity of French M&68 “was that it separated and
distinguished workers and Communist Party, worked trade unionism, and opened up the
guestion of the [independent] political capacitytlod workers” (Balso 2010:22). A capacity
that was no longer possible to submit to the regmidion of official mass organisations
(parties, unions), which finally played a defensared reactionary role during the course of
the events. This was evident in the way in whiclons, in the name of the ‘working class

unity’, made a huge effort in order to keep workszparated from students.

In a similar fashion, with their slogan ‘the perabrs political’ feminist organisations from
all around the world unmasked mechanisms of opjgredswards women, which official
politics and the ‘patriarchal’ state tended to haadleéo consider to be out of their jurisdiction

and part of the ‘private’ sphere.

In Northern Ireland civil right movements developedhe folds and outside the Republican

movement, building alliances with the struggleoadinary people and developing a though
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critique of sectarianism and militaristic approach& similar process took place in the Irish
Republic where, as | will illustrate in the nexiaghber, community organisations were created
as a fresh arena for political activity, which aidt reproduce the centralized management of
the state, but offered unprecedented opporturftiespontaneous and independent action by
poor people outside the frequently ‘elitist’ angnesentative field of republican and socialist

party politics.

Although these processes taking place on a worklvecdale were frequently articulated
according to conventional political categories fasexample class, party, proletariat, nation
etc.), they evidently constituted a rupture witbrth They constituted the ‘demonstration’ of
a new political capacity irreducible to state-po#t This brought to an end an epoch of
guiescent political culture, and opened the polsitior a brand new conception of politics -

which was not yet formally elaborated in a newedilve approach, but which is reflected in
many experimentations that took place between 8684 and nowadays and of which CD is
(was?) a pertinent example. The ‘incompletenesghefrupture with the ‘old’ and the advent

of the ‘new’ is in my view the principal cause betpresent impasse.

Theoretically speaking, from about the 1960s aldog hegemonic conception of politics,
according to which there is an ‘historical objeetisgent’ that carries the possibility for
emancipation and that therefore just needs to lganised and synthesised by mass
organisations has progressively declined. The kimgrclass’, the ‘proletariat’, the ‘people’
can no longer be considered as being ‘subjectsstdrly’, and neither can be new surrogates
of class such as “the multitude” (Hardt & Negri 200Those new movements can not be
conceptualized as the result of conflict betwedas®es’ or specific social groups, or of the
pressure of ‘new productive forces’ on the backgobaf old ‘relations of production’. They

are not the outcome of ‘historical’ developmentn—ai Marxist sense. “In fact there is no
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subject of history, so much should be clear froma thilure of the statist emancipatory
experiments of the twentieth century. To think amaacipatory politics without thinking a
historical subject is precisely what social thenonyst help us to achieve today” (Neocosmos

2009:266).

In this chapter | have theoretically disentanglegl tategories of politics and the state, whose
separation is not always taken for granted in $aci@nces. | also illustrated how a distance
from the state - expressed as a rupture with tha oaegories (above all the ‘party’) of20
century politics - has been central to the moshiBgant 1960s and 1970s political
movements on a global scale. In the following secti will focus on CD organisations,
illustrating the concrete conditions under whickithexistence became possible in Dublin,

and giving an account of how this initiatives hawelved along the decades, until nowadays.
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3. THE POLITICS OF CD. A HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
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The argument that | will stress throughout thispteais that between the end of the 1960s
and the beginning of the 1970s, under the genegtsaof “Community Development”, the
Dublin inner city subaltern struggles raised imiplend explicit political questions which
differed substantially from those previously raisgdthe ‘traditional’ republican and socialist
left. These questions concerned daily life issuesfronted by ordinary people, and
developed in unprecedented forms of political orggtion, which, for not being concerned
with entering the domain of state power, positiotteemselves at a subjective distance from
it. This distance from the state allowed them taticmously re-invent original forms of
collective action in popular areas of Dublin. CI diot develop as the continuation of an
existing project or trend, but developed in theteghof an historical rupture with previous

modes of political thought and organisation.

During the last decades, however, this independéasebeing challenged leading to the
present crisis that, despite what is usually thougbes beyond economic factors. As | will
illustrate, the depoliticisation of Community Deeopinent — as that of many other
organisations and political projects that emergedrnationally between 1960s and 1970s -
consisted in the adjustment to a form correlateth&d of the state (statification). On one
hand this can be explained by the fact that CDegtsj ended up being ‘co-opted’ into
governmental schemes which required from them anfeguration under a bureaucratic
structure of management, expertise and servicevadgli The state, | will argue, being
concerned about the threat that these independgatnisations constituted to its own
stability, has attempted to bureaucratically incogbe and normalise them. On the other
hand, however, a more ‘subjective’ analysis revéladsfailure of CD groups to develop a
serious self-critical consciousness, especiallywbat concerns their relation to society and to
power structures as well as their ideological pasihg in a broader (international) political

landscape.
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Nevertheless the prevailing of an emphasis on-s¢ddéed concerns, concepts, and modes of
organizatiofi, as well as the declining of the original intetleal and political independence
from the bureaucratic apparatus has progressieelyd the present, paradoxical situation in
which the taking away of state funds -officiallysfified by the financial crisis- is experienced

by many CD groups as their death knell.

As | said, in this chapter | will attempt a reconstion of the historical unfolding of CD.
However, one should be aware that in the multigliof experiences that go under this name
the relationship between spontaneity and formaamigation, intuition and realisation had
never a linear and logical progression. This latkireearity affects the way in which one
might situates events and processes in a unitagycansistent historical framework. My
work here will not consist in giving an accountexkery single experience in the realm of CD,

but to try and situate key sequences in a broddrigal frame.

I'll start (3.1) by illustrating how dissatisfachowith representative and centralist forms of
organisation affected the republican movement tendio the famous split between
Provisional and Official IRA in 1969. Many actiwssfelt the need to re-conceive organisation
as something organic to ordinary people’s strugdlks those that in Dublin were taking
place around the housing issue. | will then (3.Bcuss how, out of that shift the Dublin
Housing Action Committee (DHAC) came up, an orgatds that | describe as a
guintessential post-party political formation, noterested in conquering state-power and
aimed to link and organise people living in inadeguaccommodation to squat vacant

property, and to resist evictions. Along the lifelee DHAC (which had a quite short life)

8 The fact that we refer to community developmentdsector” is significant in this sense. One of #ey
features of the recent framework is the conversiotnese large, unruly and challenging social mosets into
"sectors" (of the state) defined by policy, fundistgeams and institutional relationships. The 194103 even
the 1980s in Ireland saw a broader, sometimes ichbot nevertheless fertile relationship betweervemoents
whose issues often ranged very widely. As we hageoime "sectoralised" we have lost track of what's
happened to each other, and let the state defimeand what we are — grumbling about it, but acogpthe
basic fact and trying to push our own organisaliag&nda — the small version — within their stroesuas best
we can.
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many other groups started mobilising around isse&sed to housing, education, health,
informal labour and so on, opening the social/palltspace where CD started then to grow
(3.3). Here | will analyse CD’s approach — alsmtigh the information that | collected by

interviewing activists who have been involved sitice 1960s — as a form of politics that
springs from real situations; from what ordinaryople can think, say and do in these
situations. In the last part of this chapter | wilustrate how as long as those creative
political energies have weakened almost to thetpwiexhaustion, the organisational forms
that they had generated and sustained enterea iatisis. Indeed from about the 1980s CD
projects began to be rearticulated and ‘depoleatisunder a bureaucratic framework of

funding streams, technocratic management, expeatiseservice delivery (3.4). The phase
known as partnership governance has been the peahks @rocess of independency loss. It

took to the present situation where the destingDfis undecipherable.

3.1 Re-orientation of republican/socialist polittosvards ordinary people’s concerns

Community Development, as we normally intend thagion nowadays (i.e. self-activated
local groups informed by a social justice and e¢galn ethos), emerged in the 1960s as a
mode of independent political organisation inspibgdthe civil rights movement (Rolston
1980), and more generally by the new political atpieere characterising the second half of
that decade. This means that CD in Ireland — contta what most literature gives to
understand, and despite its name - did not dewadojhe continuation of an existing project
or trend, but developed in the context of an hisébrupture with previous modes of political
thought and organisation. Indeed during the dec&dd®©60, workers’, students’ and ordinary
people’s movements introduced powerful politicansformations which affected societies
on a worldwide scale. According to several auti@adiou & Pozzana 2005; Wang 2006;

Russo 2005), these events put into question thie @éntury’s entire political framework,
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particularly challenging its representative natuks. | have reharsed in Chapter 2, a core
feature of 1960s’ and 1970s’ movements was that éimeerged outside a ‘traditional’ party
type of framework, opposing the bureaucratisatioffecing centralised political
organisations and advocating people’s autonomopacy to emancipate themselves. ‘No
one can emancipate people on their behalf’ wasangling assumption of social movements

from the Chinese Cultural Revolution onwards.

CD developed in this break with a representatieatralised conception of politics. Indeed,
like in many other parts of the world in this deeaalso in Ireland there was a new radical
mood expressed through social agitation, which ginbwdramatic splits and unexpected
twists in existing political movemenitsinfluenced by crucial events taking place in vas
parts of the globe, activists’ perception was thaty soon things would have changed
profoundly and hopefully for the better. “There veageal sense”, as republican activist Tony
Heffernan (quot. by Hanley & Millar 2009:95) remeen$, “that we were on the verge of a
sort of very profound change all over the worldtWthe arrogance and confidence that only
18-years-olds can have, we were sure we were omettgee of revolution”. The Republican
movement for instance, after the period of deadlibek followed the unsuccessful Border
Campaign (1956 — 1962), recovered some of itsdoktical vigour by drastically redefining
its approach. Source of inspiration for this changge ideas and desires that in the 1960s
were inspiring workers and students in Europe ahoh&; national liberation movements in
Africa and Vietnam, civil rights movements in theSJ revolutionary movements in Cuba,
and so on. More concretely, the IRA shifted its Bagis from military/clandestine struggle

to a more ‘genuine’ political approach, aimed toalep its action as openly as possible.

° This effervescence was facilitated by the fact,tlas Acheson et al. (2004:85) observe, the 1960 w
characterised by a decrease in emigration, witltéimsequence that social issues and conflicts mere likely
to be addressed by younger generations at honher ridian abroad.
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The failure of the border campaign had illustratedleaderssuch asCathal Goulding,

Seamus Costello and Roy Johnston the “inabilitythef IRA to achieve its aims solely
through the force of arms” (Hanley & Millar 2009)28hey had come to feel that the
movement's approach had been eljtists attitude towards the mass of people being[ihat

Goulding’s own words] ‘we didn’t care what thesestaads want, we knew what is good for
them’. Contrary to that attitude, they had comethe conclusion that “the demand for
revolution should come from the people, not fronmwamber of people sitting in a back

room.” (ibid. p28).

In my view this shift was central because it inaaged a phase of critique and disaffection
with the representative and centralist approach ttie organisation had adopted up to that
stage. On the other hand, this change of persgettilly situated (a part of) the Republican
movement in what | should call a ‘1968’ type of gbsition. For example by 1964, Roy
Johnston, IRA director of education, was impredsgdhe example of Cuba where a broad
based movement, urban as well as rural had ‘upstage@arrow Moscow line Communist
Party and carried through a popular revolutioni¢ertin united Irishman October 1964 - in
Hanley & Millar 2009:38).In a similar fashion, Tony Gregory (1979) once salmbut his
mentor (republican activist Seamus Costello) thaing the 1960s he had come to realise
that the challenge of emancipation “would not benwsy a small though gallant band
divorced from the vital social issues of the day)(.To make progress from military failure
and disillusionment, it was necessary to involve ithovement in the issues that affected the
mass of the people, civil rights in the North andial equality in the entire country. To build
that movement was their new task, their way forwafahd this would happen not just by
“preaching theory”, argued Tony Gregory, but byamging “tenants associations, housing

action committees, community pressure groups arahg&regory, 1979).
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Also significant is the fact that during 1967 thaitdd Irishman (Republican movement’s
journal) had begun to take a more upfront linetwnYietham War, having previously called
for negotiationgHanley & Millar 2009:95).To the point that in a document titled “Ireland
Today” Roy Johnston argueHat agitation in Ireland had to be kept up andrdpblicans

had to become the driving force for a national riten front — the same title used by

Vietnamese revolutionaries (ibid. p116).

Finally, in January 1969 the IRA outlined its pglilm a major statement (ibid. pl16)
explaining that it was “no longer an elitist ford&orced from the struggles of the people but
a revolutionary army, whose role was to assist gheple in what is THEIR liberation
struggle”. The word “their” was deliberately writtén capital letters so to emphasize the fact
that the organisation had stopped seeing ‘the pé@gsl an abstract category that political
organisation had to represent and act for, butibgsts which had to be protagonisttiogir

own emancipation. Republicans rejected to be a favoeettain extent ‘separated’ from the
rest of society, and started articulating theilstxice to concrete processes which were close
and real to the people: strugdte (the working class, the people, the nation etcddsaly

turned into strugglevith.

Also typical of a ‘1968 disposition’ is the ideath(industrial) labour isot the only possible
place where political struggle can be organisedw N®litical organisations can always
emerge out of social conflicts and contradictioAsd this especially occurs in ‘hybrid’
situations, when people are not kept in their ovatg As Badiou says referring to his own
experience of 1968 “we realized, without really ersfanding it, that if a new emancipatory
politics was possible, it would turn social clagsifions upside down. It would not consist in
organizing everyone in the places where they wdyat in organizing lightning

displacements, both material and mental” (Badio®0280). In Ireland, as in many other
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countries, struggles were not anymore concentratddctories and other working places
where traditional approaches wanted them to beictest. “Work issues overlapped with

issues that were key concerns of the communityll@er & Whelan 1992:4).

3.2 The community acts: the Citizen's GrievancesBurand the Dublin Housing Action
Committee (DHAC)

The process of transformation experienced by theuBlecan Movement during the 1960s
lead to a campaign of open support for (and intemgrao) ‘spontaneous’ dissent and daily
struggles emerging in popular contexts. In Duldim,important step in this direction was the
creation of the Citizen’s Grievance Bureaux. Thé&ator of this project was Proinnsias De
Rossa, then a young Republican activist and novolwaMEP who had gained some political
experience in the inner city having previously caigped for Sinn Fein. Inspired by the
activities of Britain’s ‘Citizens’ Advice Bureauxhe decided to create an Irish version of it in
Dublin. “The November 1965 issue of the United Irishmaniedrthe first advertisement for
the Citizen’s Grievance Bureaux, which was goindnodd “weekly ‘clinics’ for those with
housing trouble” (Irish Times 1968:8). In a city evh social services largely depended on the
Catholic Church *“the office was soon inundated wittters requesting assistance,

overwhelmingly on the issue of housingianley & Millar 2009:130)

Amongst the various issues around which spontaneounflict was rotating at the time,
housing was certainly the most significant in urla@eas and especially in the inner city of
Dublin. What is generally remembered as the ‘1960issing crisis’ was fired by widespread
abuses, by rack-rent landlords and the failurehef government to fund a local authority
housing construction programme. Indeed Dublin’sypaion had grown from 1961 to 1965
by a greater proportion than in any five yearseiatcleast 19Q0rhousands of families were

living in overcrowded housing, in near slum corah8, the north inner city resembling a sort
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of “unknown world of crumbling tenements set agaiasjarring backdrop of opulent
eighteenth century architecturéanna 2010:1016). After dramatic incidents suchthes
collapse of two eighteen century tenements whidledki4 people in 1963, nearly 1200
Georgian houses were evacuated for demolition asn@rgency measure across the north
and west inner city. However, these measures war@ust dictated by safety concerns. The
displacement of poor people from the city centrs algo part of a long term project aimed to
regenerate and gentrify that area of Dublin. Aswi see in Chapter 5 the Dublin City
Council has not given up yet with this agenda. aliph after 1982 considerable resources
were put into the provision of better quality honfes social housing tenants in the city,
politicians and ‘stakeholders’ still consider tleenoval of the poor from the city centre to be
a necessary measure for a city that aims to bacttte for global capital. Paradoxically, the

financial crisis has been the excuse to move steps $orward in this project.

Between the 1960s and 1970s, according to a CDistctperating in the north inner city
(Lisa), residents started to recognise that keysdawts that had a massive impact on them
were taken elsewhere and that people who were taffelby these decisions had been
excluded from the decision-making process. The m@shatic of these decisions was that to
remove them from the city centfdoy demolishing the Georgian houses in which theyew
living. As Lisa, remembers: “at that time the Dubf{Corporation decided that they would
remove all the local council estates around thesafhey needed more space for business in
the city centr&. Indeed, the north inner city had remained architally intact until the late

1950s, when two policies were implemented by thelibuCorporation®; namely the “road

1% Gregory Deal, see below in this chapter.

" part of Dublin Corporation’s strategy was the comgton of 7 fifteen-storey high-rises in Ballymon the
northern edge of the city housing nearly 20.000pfed-irst tenants moved in in 1966. The developgmers
separated from areas of non public housing by fadPconcrete wall.

12 plans were drawn up involving major motorway nekeooffice developments and car parks. There iftes |
attempt to maintain the residential nature of tireer city (Kelleher & Whelan 1992:19)

13 0ld name for Dublin City Council (DCC).
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widening policy™ (Hanna 2010), and, even more influential in thstidetion of the fabric

of the north inner city area, the “dangerous buaigipolicy” (see below).

These were the first issues around which local lgewpre campaigning. “The local authority
said that these decisions were decisions for thed guf the city, but they were totally
ignoring the lives of people who were living ingharea. And they started to say: we need
your land now, and we are going to move you ouhisf area” (Lisa). People’s response was
quick: “they basically said no, that that wasnit.fAnd that was the beginning of the housing
action movement and the community leaders like TGnggory etc... they all came around
that issue. And it was very much the beginninghis irea. People needed to mobilize so

that they had some say in decisions which were rat#svhere” (Lisa)

Conflict around housing had quickly escalatedugust 1965 when homeless families living
in Griffith Barracks (an old army quarters locatedthe south inner city) while awaiting
accommodation barricaded themselves into the pdasca form of protest. A total of 18
families, 87 people in all, were housed in overaed and unsanitary barracks where men
and women were segregated after 10 pm. There whedavire on the walls and soldiers on
guard duty (Hanley & Millar 2009:43). Gardai evealty moved in to remove the barricades
and evict the homeless families who then marcheasadhe city to Mountjoy Square where
they set up homes in wooden shacks and tents oerddiad site. The encampment was
adjacent to the United Irishman offices at SinmHAeadquarters in 30 Gardiner Place, which
eventually became theentre of much of the agitation (ibid. p43fter the IRA became
embroiled in the struggle over evictions voluntestiegted distributing leaflets arguing that
every town in Ireland should be the property of ple®ple who live in it (Hanley & Millar

2009:42-43).

14 Which developed from a report on Dublin traffichsiitted by Karlheinz Schaechterle to the Dublin
Corporation in 1965 (Hanna 2010, 1020) which eeathflvidening many of the principal streets withire{(...)
area and the demolition of their buildings”.
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As a result of conflicts like the one that tookgaan Griffith Barracks, independent political
committees were formed in many urban areas, gathesrdinary people together with
republican and socialist activists. For examplés thas the case of the Dublin Housing
Action Committee (DHAC), which resulted from the nkaf the Citizens Advice Bureaux
(republicans), the Irish Workers Party (and, evemremactively, its new Connolly Youth
Movement), the Irish Communist Organisation, andneolocal residents’ groups. An
important ally of DHAC was Fr. Michael SweetmanJesuit priest and one of the few

radicals emerging from the Catholic Church at threet(ibid. p88).

DHAC's heterogeneous composition is central hemabse it reflects the political dynamism
that at the end of the 1960s characterised manyements on a worldwide scale. As an
organisation it was (to some ext€hindependent, it developed in a decentralisedidastit

did nor claim to be representative of a class finoathodox Marxist sense), it did not
organise action according to official and predefimgeologies, it acted politically in relation
to concrete (daily life) situations, and it was mohcerned with entering the domain of state
power -“we agitate solely for the implementationoof 5 points plaf?” declared Mairin De
Burca (Irish Times 1968:8). These features makeDKRAC a post-party organisation in

every respect DHAC was the first independent organised groupatetan active part in

!> Of course, many key activists had a party-politisackground (indeed before the 1960s there wés lit
activism outside party organisations). And of ceusshile organising independent committees suctDiH&C
these activists were still involved in party pa#i However, my point here is not to illustrateudden radical
shift in activists’ lifestyles. My aim here is th@v and analyse the emerging of a new tendendyeirfiéld of
political organisation; a tendency which broke wtite 2¢' century’s left-wing ‘orthodox’ tradition and which
has had crucial consequences on emancipatory gzolifihis historical shift is absolutely independéoim
individuals’ life courses. Likewise, the fact theterwards many activists got involved in parliataen politics

on a full time basis, achieving in some cases p@asitions (like for example Proinnsias De Rossa gmow

a Labour MP), does not change the fact that tlsibhical process/rupture had actually taken plabe.fact that

in many countries there are well known 1968ers whthe following decades joined conservative parte
became rich bankers is certainly not enough to idisthe historical relevance of “1968".

8 The DHAC called for: 1. The declaration of a hmgsemergency and the adoption of emergency measures
provide adequate temporary family accommodationmiaking all vacant accommodation available as djvin
accommodation. 2. The introduction of byelaws tohilit the demolition and conversion to other uskléving
accommodation. 3. The repair of dwelling by Dubfiorporation where landlords refuse to do so. 4. an
immediate halt to the building of prestige offidedks and the redirection of the capital and labauolved to
the construction of family accommodation. 5. Holasns of 100% for low income citizens, at low iesrrates
(Irish Times 1968:8).
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struggles related to the housing crisis. Its cagpeonsisted in picketing landlord’s homes,
demonstrating at Dublin City Council’'s meetings @eaing to build houses not office

blocks, and eventually in the occupation of vaganperty(Hanley & Millar 2009:89)

In the first issue of “Squattel”, the DHAC's broadsheet, one can read: “we wilbrépn the
latest developments in Landlord racketeering, et squatting etc., as well as publicising
the numerous successful agitations we are wagingebalf of the homeless and rack-rented
workers of Dublin. (...) The most politically advamcmembers of the DHAC have taken the
ultimate step in the present housing agitationy th&ve squatted in some of the idle, surplus
property owned by speculating Landlord parasites). Actions speak louder than words and
one homeless family squatting in some Rachman's ptbperty is worth a bellyful of

promises from the so-called Socialists of Fiannadfd.abour” (DHAC, 1969).

The campaign assumed a sort of ‘universalisticetdor it defined all families living in

inadequate accommodation as homeless. As repuldatanst Sean Dunne saw it, “the main
thing was to get the homeless involved, they didmelved and some joined the movement
as well” (Hanley & Millar 2009). “Throughout 196&d 1969, the DHAC was consistently in
the press, for example, by helping families ressictions resulting from Dangerous
Buildings notices, hitting a member of Dublin Corgiton in the face with a dead rat, and
resisting office” (Hanna 2010:1031). In January 89 Inchicore, where the organisation
had gained considerable notoriety, activists weiding residents who had barricaded
themselves inside their cottages rather than becatdd in Ballymun. When Gardai
attempted to break the barricades and evict thdliéna riot erupted and 24 people
including DHAC members (among which Sean Dunne,inrBras De Rossa and Jim

Monahan) were arrested (Hanley & Millar 2009). In iterview with the Irish Times

I The first issue of “Squatter” can be downloadechtp://cedarlounge.wordpress.com/2008/06/16/tfte-le
archive-squatter-broadsheet-of-the-dublin-housictipa-committee-june-1969/
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(1969:8) De Rossa argued: “we don't set out to dspectable public figures. We want to
force attention on the problem and force actionto®@urs is only a short term solution. But
I'd like to emphasize one thing. Our gripe is nathwhe officials or the councillors or Dublin

Corporation. Our battle is against conditions, agfaihe system”.

In 1969 DHAC activist Dennis Dennehy was imprisof@drepeatedly ignoring court orders
to vacate the property he was occupying in Moun§quare. He went on hunger strike upon
imprisonment, which led to a wave of violent prégescross Dublin. During his incarceration
there were nightly marches from the General Posic©to Mountjoy Prison, while on

Saturday 28 of January, 1970, 400 people staged a sit dowtegtren O’Connell Street

Bridge. Dublin ended up resembling Derry as chaptmtests filled the streets and violent
conflicts with the Gardai ensued (Hanley & Mill&@(®). People’s Democracy, a civil rights
movement en route from Belfast to the General BdBte held a meeting numbering 800
people outside n.20 Mountjoy Square to protest atlmihousing situation in both parts of
the island. The fiftieth anniversary of the FirsaiDthat fell in January 1969 was also
exploited by Dennehy’s supporters. They recalleel plast highlighting the gap existing
between the revolutionary aspirations of the fousndé the state and the political and social
achievement of their successors. Likewise, a gafugtudents supporting Dennehy carried
banners proclaiming “Evictions: English landlord868; Irish landlords, 1968-69’ and ‘50th

anniversary of homeless families and enforced” (ela& Millar 2009).

Despite the declining of the DHAC from its peakaativity in 1967-1969, it had definitely
opened a fundamental political space in Dublin;ualitgtively different one from that in
which ‘pre 1968’ organizations used to operate. TH&AC constituted an experimental
space where political ‘intellectuality’ and ordiggpeople tended to blend with each other.

During the following two decades this space wasaggpdly occupied and activated by non-
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party forms of political organisation. Many of tlesrganizations are generally grouped
under the CD banner. Under this name they arecg#rating in the inner city of Dublin.
Along the decades their ‘untraditional’ approacls h#racted at the same time support and

suspicion from the political left.

Indeed, since the beginning CD was influenced ligidations deriving from the emergent
women’s movement, whose themes strongly contribtddte rupture with a centralised and
vertical mode of organisation. Organising methodsphasised consensus and democratic
decision making in groups, linking the personaltb@ political, and emphasising the
importance of self-determination and control ovee’s life” (Kelleher & Whelan 1992:5). It
also took advantage of this crisis of centralisrd sepresentation attracting a wide number of
disillusioned activists and proposing a new readihthe problems affecting deprived areas

in Dublin.

3.3 The formation of community action groups in ##840s

In the early 1970s, two of the first community antigroups, North Central Community
Council (NCCC) and Fatima Development Group arose ftenant action groups in the two
concerned areas. These affiliations of inner @tyants groups literarily “took up the legacy
of the DHAC and campaigned on housing issues” @felt & Whelan 1992:4). They also
believed that people were not involved in critidacisions affecting them, that “the north
inner city [in the case of NCCC] was not getting share of grants, particularly amenity
improvement grants and that grants coming into d@hea were controlled by outside
agencies” (Kelleher & Whelan 1992:27) like for exaenthe Catholic Youth Council which
they also criticised for not having a bottom upsture and because it tended not to hire local
people. Other groups followed in different partstioé city, such as Ballymun, Tallaght,

Blanchardstown and the south inner city (Achescal 2004). These groups operated under a
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range of different names and titles, such as ‘actgroup’, ‘community coalition’,

‘community council’, ‘development association’. Byectly mobilising affected people they
confronted the consequences of national patterns unémployment, educational
disadvantage, lack of public services, uneven udeuelopment and irresponsible planning”

(Acheson et al 2004:89).

Projects were initiated by activists and ordinagople who saw CD as a fresh arena for
political intervention, offering unprecedented oppaities for spontaneous and independent
action outside the elitist and hierarchical fiefdrepublican or socialist party politics. It also
constituted a move away from a passive waitingpgolicy solutions towards more direct
action where local activism had an agenda of atratichange (Motherway 2006:11). This
approach operated distinctly outside the stateesystnd its laws. It was barely tolerated by
the authorities, and strongly under-resourcedpdigtics did not consist in the affiliation to
existent parties or ideologi€sbut in the uncompromised effort to articulate tfagy by day
issues of people inhabiting the most deprived ané#ise city. Movement leaders and spokes
persons were normally born in those same neighloodgid having known through their own
lived experience the consequences of poverty aradusign afflicting those areas. CD
activists were people coming from the inner city avere brought up in conditions of acute
poverty. Throughout their life they all tended &main loyal to their working class roots.
Some of them were people who had developed somwopsepolitical experience in trade
unions or in left-wing or nationalist parties. Hoxee, having been disillusioned by that
experience, they decided to quit and try with dedént engagement which consisted in
directly confronting real issues affecting disadeged people, without the mediation of a
formal, representative body. As Damien, one of' pih@neers’ of CD in Dublin refers: “I was

committed to the communist idea and committed éopidrty. And | wasn'’t getting anywhere,

18 Although this did not excluded the fact that membeould be affiliated to parties and have a stipng
ideological view
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and the idea of selling to people an ideology, whémt they needed was jobs was
contradictory. And the politicians of the left cdujet out and complain that there were no
jobs but it didn’t change anything so | got engagéith that way of working and | kind of

dropped out of the Communist Party and | assochattdthis alliance around local issues”.

Tony Gregory's® adherence to the DHAC first and then to CD wasivatgd by the same
type of frustration with official politics. Sincdn¢ age of 16 Gregory had been involved in
left-republican party activism. From that experienbe learned the basics of local
campaigning. When he rejected the car bombing ceyngeeing waged in Northern Ireland
by the Provisional IRA and became disenchanted thigh“ideologism” of the Official IRA

in the early seventies, he decided to concentrateaal activism of a post-party nature such
as CD. As his comrade Mick Rafferty (2010) rememb&Fony got involved in community
work, like many of us, coming from a republicansocialist background. In Tony’s case it
was of course from both of these traditions tha¢mmerged. In ways he was disillusioned not
with republicanism but the feuding and the bittes¢hat plagued the movement. This
bitterness would see his one time republican me&eamus Costello, murdered around the
corner from where Tony lived. (...) Likewise with tlsecialist parties, they had lost their
radical momentum for the sixties and seemed rerfrot@ the struggles that Tony now

wanted to embrace”.

Nevertheless, this frustration with official, cealised and representative politics was not
limited to the pioneering activists; also during tfollowing decades it continued pushing
people towards CD. People who in their privatediveere struggling against authoritarian
education, against the hierarchical managemenhaf tvorking place or union, against a
social and familial model which was grounded ornripathal domination and so on were

certainly attracted by a CD model. For exampleeAim (today) well-known south inner city

9 Probably the most famous CD activist in Dublin
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CD activist, who was frustrated with the male doation and bureaucratisation affecting the
union and the factory where she was working atetiek of the 1970s, decided to move to the
Simon Community (SC). SC was a CD type of orgaimsagstablished in Ireland in 1969,
based on the twin principles of non-judgementalpsupfor the homeless and campaigning
for an end to homelessness. As Aine told me dwuingeeting we had at the family resource
centre in Saint Michael's estate, where she iseatly involved, her frustration with the
union reached its momentum after the boss of tt®ifa where she was working decided to
move the machines to the wall: “(...) and | told ke tother women working there that we
cannot accept this situation, we can’t work in gheenditions facing a wall, and we have to
bring the union in here. They agreed to bring themiin and there was a man who came and
asked: give me a psychological reason why that afédicts you in your work, because the
boss has the right to have the machines whereverahés. And | just thought that’s the end

of it, so | left and | moved to Simon’s”. (Aine)

In some cases people became CD activists afteriexpes that heavily shaped the course of
their lives pushing them towards that type of imemhent. For example, Monica got involved
in anti-heroin campaigns and addiction supporiatites since the 1990s after the problem
had knocked at her own door. “My son was an adahck that situation devastated the entire
family. We knew nothing about addiction and we dottl get information on the problem or
help at all’. After her son committed suicide ofidesperation, she joined CD projects who,

with few resources were struggling against the sliejgidemic.

As | mentioned above, the innovation introduceddy consisted in the direct mobilisation
of people around matters concerning their own livesonsisted in the appropriation of
emancipatory claims from party vanguards, from ttate and from other related

representative mechanisms, which, at the time, \wereeived by many activists as being
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politically exhausted — as Rita’s contribution malaear. This approach bypasses the old
leftist distinction between ‘reformist’ and ‘revaionary’ politics (Neocosmos, 2009), to the
extent that while it does not give up the idea grassroots emancipatory process, it is not
concerned with the achievement of state powerheeithrough Revolution, nor through
elections. And when state power is not at stakeghlights John Holloway (2005:173) - “the

whole conception of struggle shifts”.

So, community workers were people like Damien, Tokyck and Aine who started to
engage in this type of activity which | describe ‘pglitical’, but not in the conventional
sense of the wofd As Damien highlights it was “political with thensll ‘p’ (...) It was a
political activity but it wasn’t aimed at a poliitoutcome [such as winning an election] (...)
it was aimed at solving a particular problems ndy. problem as a community worker is
how we make real difference to people in theirydafieé”. As Mark — another early-stage CD
activist — puts it, the point was “to tackle thsuss that prevented them living life to their full
potential”’, that prevented people, in other wortts, take control of their immediate
conditions of existence. And this process could gtart by addressing ordinary day to day
issues, like “the conditions of peoples apartmethies collection of rubbish, (...) the window

on flat 28 is broken: why isn't it repaired, whyegoit take 3 months, etc.” (Mark).

Of course local committees were not in the positmiclean the streets and fix houses. But
being their voice a collective one, they were dblenpose those basic demands to the local
authority. However, the aim was not simply to dethdelivery by the state and turn people
into passive service receivers. Community basethiivies also involved practices of auto-

didacticism, the production of pieces of actioneggsh on people’s living conditions and the

set-up of political campaigns on the most dispadiateto day issues - from housing to street

%0 See theoretical chapter.
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selling, from rubbish collection to after schoolpport. In this scenery every minor issue

could potentially become political.

Although from a traditional leftist point of vievhis might sounds like an individualist —
essentially apolitical - pursuing of mere indivilmeeds, according to Felix Guattari (1984)
(in a piece that by the way he wrote contemporasigb@emancipatory politics “should be
something that redirects people’s demands, théuralaunderstanding of things, and does so
out of the simplest situations; [it] creates trasbut of events that common sense would say
were quite unimportant — out of the problem of tlo@isewife and the kitchen cupboard (...).
Only by slow steps — though there are sudden istguttaps — can one work back from such
situations to the key signifiers of capitalist pawe..) The social subjectivity becomes open
to desire and at the same time continues to int®dhe peculiar, the unpredictable, the

nonsensical, into the coherence of political disset(pp. 202).

Accordingly, while local committees were taking dpy to day issues such as the ones
described above, they were also setting the grdondiscussing and addressing major
political questions. A fundamental point, howewegs the belief in the ability of ordinary,

un-skilled and miscounted people to critically thend to consequently take action in order

to change their own world.

3.4 State responses to people’s independent oejams.

| argued that the first phase of CD in the inn& of Dublin was related to the experience of
urban popular movements such as the DHAC, beingeshdy a subjective rupture with
traditional forms of political engagement, by arcompromised independence from the state
apparatus and by a strong emphasis posed on ptgxitai ordinary people and

experimentation. “Stand up with the poor insteadtahd up for the poor” is a slogan coined
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by South African slum-activists, which neverthelessculates very well the nature of CD’s

initial approach.

However - as for Alain Badiou — political sequenaes precarious by nature. They tend to be
exposed to mechanisms of repression, normalisatidrireincorporation into the state-of-the-
situation. As we have seen in Chapter 2, not aaiypére an ontological distinction between
state and politics — in the sense that the firstastant” and the second is “intermittent”
(Russo 2006:675), and that the state in itsetigapable of politics — but whenever a political
subjectivity comes into existence, its relationhniihe state is deeply problematic. The only
type of ‘politics’ admitted by the state is whaadBou would define as “state-politics”, a sort
of political fiction which is devoid of any subjéat¢ dimension, just entailing a bureaucratic
and ritual content, and which is basically aimedhe management of the situation. State-
politics is a political ‘fiction’ to the extent th# always comes down - in Badiou’s words - to

ensuring “the continuation of what exists” (Neocasn2009a).

In the context of CD the invention/discovery ofstimndependent political space, as Rolston
(1980:149) puts it, was not merely theoreticallimited to the field of activist conscience.
On the contrary, there was the practical evideheg¢ $uch politics constituted a source of
instability and could not be really integrated inh@ capitalist state, both local and central.
The nature of this threat — highlights Rolston -asxseen not just by researchers, nor just by
political activists eager to explore it, but alspthe state, concerned to manage the working
class” (p. 149); and concerned, | would add, tanmadise forms of organization that were

potentially undermining it.

One should notice that the strategies that thé btate put into place to control independent
CD organisations differed substantially from thextggies it had adopted previously for other

types of movements. For example during 1950s ar@iD49due to the general political
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climate and the nature of the actions undertakertheyRepublican movement, the state
response was mainly police-oriented and basedemxhrcise of a military type of response.
However, with the emerging of organisations of & mygpe in the course of the 60s, one can
witness a qualitative change with respect to thtes attitude. With the 1970s governmental
attempts to interfere and control those unprecedepeople’s self-organising experiences
became more sophisticated and oriented to incluggtatification) rather than just to
confrontation/repression. As | will illustrate, tead of trying to literarily eradicate the
movement — as it was the case when dealing witanpiéitary organisations for example —
the state was now trying to depoliticise it by takiit away from people’s independent

control and rearticulating it as ‘service provisiaithin the terrain of state bureaucracy.

The ‘co-option’ of independent CD organizationsoist community and voluntarsector—
i.e. into a ‘pillar’ of the state - and subsequgritie idea of ‘partnership’ are rooted in this
inclusionary approach. The fact that, from the ¥&hd especially in the 1980s “anti-
poverty strategy became a core feature of sociitygoPowell & Geoghegan 2004:113)

constitutes an evidence of this shift.

On the other hand CD did not just act as designatetim’ of these processes. Some of its
own features actually facilitated depoliticisatiomo begin with, the very notion of
“Community Development”, which (as discussed in @ba 2) generates consensus and
misunderstanding, can be easily manipulated anapted by the state. Furthermore the fact
that these independent political organisationsemesl an unprecedented capacity to engage
with marginalised people and generate alternatvm$ of institutionality (see Chapter 5) in
areas “where the state and its agents were makmted and narrow inroads, posed an
excellent investment in state building” (Collins02098). “Ironically” — Collins remarks — “it

was precisely because of its oppositional tendertbi@ CD proved so attractive to the state”.
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In this perspective, it is not surprising that pdweplayers in the state apparatus became
strongly supportive of notions of community andgyaction, for it was seen as a low cost,
effective means of binding and reinforcing the abfabric, especially in areas that were out

of their control.

It should be clear that this is an attempt to dbecsome general tendencies that can not be
considered as representing every singular (co-optexperience within the vast CD
assemblage. For instance, this is not to say toat the 1970s the state stopped using its
repressive and military apparatuses (courts, poleceontain political movements. In the late
1970s for example, as street sellers vehementlpsgzgpwith mass demonstrations and civil
disobedience their being banned from the northriraiey of Dublin, the police did not
hesitate to violently attack the crowd. And furthere, when Tony Gregory and Christy
Burke became spoke persons for those informal werfteainly working class women), they
themselves were jailed for two weeks. Tina, a comitglactivist once noted that “one is not

really a community development activist if she hasbeen arrested”.

What | am trying to highlight here is that durirat historical phase it has been possible to
observe a tendency by many western states to amldpss confrontational approach in
relation to social agitation and to manifest unpoemted interest and support for issues
related to poverty, marginality and disadvantagais hew ‘awareness’ (or ‘rediscovery of
poverty’ as some like to describe it) can be imetgd in different ways. On one hand this
could be seen as a sort of “democratic experimenal (Sabel 1996). In a geopolitical
balance shaped by the Cold War, confrontation batwbe Soviet and the Capitalist blocks
was not just carried out in military terms, but ahxed a sort of competition between two
universalist models, each of which tried to affits1superiority, also from the point of view

of the implementation of egalitarian policies. “Beyl the enormous ambiguity this produced
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and the encompassing glow of empty propaganda dseyeboth sides, the opposition
brought an intrinsically civil element that ultinett concerned the question of which of the
two systems was better equipped to bring aboutitagah conditions” (Russo & Pozzana
2005:209). This was one of the reasons why militeopflict between the two fronts
remained only potential and confined to a seriel®adlized wars. This competition between
opposing conceptions of state-egalitarianism digadt interest the two opposed super-
powers, but strongly influenced many other areathefglobe, including Europe. After the
collapse of the Soviet Union, liberalism remainbd bnly game in town, not needing any
longer to demonstrate its superiority in relationrival social systems. This, as we know, has

led to an erosion of social rights and egalitapahcies in western countries.

On the other hand, as | mentioned above, from I@&@rds the pressure operated by social
and revolutionary movements became very strontheqgoint of forcing many countries to
confront issues related to redistribution of wealflemocratization of the education and
equality in general. Many states took advantagenaif situation to ‘incorporate’ dissent into
their administrative machinery. In this process $keds were planted for that reorganisation
of society, which is known as neo-liberal goverreancta process in which authoritarian
institutions such as the government, the army,cpplmedicine, employment/training and
housing authorities have begun to recognise thiealiions of centralised state activities and
advocate greater individual involvement and comityuoontrol of policy implementation,
policing, crime prevention, health promotion, enyphent, creation of estate management of
local authority housing{Cullen 1989:98) — measures which at first sigitt ba interpreted

as equivalent to a CD approach.

In Ireland this ‘rediscovery of poverty’ overlapsthvthe establishment of the National

Committee on Pilot Schemes to Combat Poverty (191#3¥ operation followed the pathway
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opened by the first EU poverty programmes and waselty linked to them. In other

countries this agenda had already been implemdotesbme time. For example the “War on
Poverty” legislation was first introduced in the B$ Lyndon B. Johnson. Ten years later in
this same country the 1974 Housing and Communityeld@ment Act established a new
approach to funding community development progrdrased on local needs rather than

national directives. In the UK community developierojects were introduced in 1969.

3.5 Poverty | and the co-optation of CD
‘Poverty 1’ (1974-80; officially called National IBt Schemes to Combat Poverty) can be

considered as the starting point of a new govertahexpproach to deprivation in Ireland.
This scheme funded over 20 projects in rural afhmrareas, working with specific groups
who were deemed to be powerless. Significantlyfgssoonalcommunity workerga concept
which was introduced at that stage in Ireland) wergloyedfor the first time and while
some projects were contracted out, others werasély dispatching workers to widespread
localities to work with deprived communities (O’'@mide & Walsh 1990:329). Cullen
(1989:100) describes Poverty 1(P1) as a progranfraeromunity self-help initiatives which
constituted “the first attempt by statutory authies with the support of European funds to
promote, resource and support the development ainumity organisations to tackle
poverty”. Poverty “was defined in structural tefmgth attention being drawn on the fact
that its elimination “would require redistributiari resources ad power in society” (Kelleher

& Whelan 1992:7). P1 had 5 core objectives:

=

. to develop new and innovative strategies and tegtas for dealing with poverty

N

to provide greater participation of the poor
3. to contribute to the evolution of effective longrtepolicies against poverty

4. to increase understanding and public awarenesswarty and its causes
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5. to bring about practical intervention in areas epuvation or among groups in need
(Combat Poverty Agency, 1981:82).

The programme involved the appointment of sevennconity development officers, who
were entitled to provide training, information aswpport for local CD initiatives. Four pilot
projects were envisaged, for which EU funding wasght, including a welfare right project,
a home assistance project, a community action refsgaoject and a social service council
project. In 1975 funding was granted by the EUtfoee of the projects, excluding the social
service council project. Project workers adopted thantle of local activists, hoping to
initiate a movement for structural change in asgam with disadvantaged communities.
They pursued two main activities: first, the seftup of centres to resource and empower
poverty groups; second, the initiation of economahemes which would encourage the

development and marketing of local resources (@h€ide & Walsh 1990).

According to Powell and Geoghegan (2004:82), theNBfional Committee was composed
both of statutory and community representative$ whe aim of overseeing the programme.
It declared to adopt community development as asnrmodel of action, which it defined as
“an education process which enables people to beamnscious of the social, political and
economic process that affect their lives and te t@dtion to improve the quality of their lives
and that of the communities in which they live”.eltederating “of groups on common issues
was also seen as central to the programme (KelhMghelan 1992:7). Although this might
sounds (and was certainly embraced) as an impatémtvement by CD, i.e. a sort of public
recognition of its efforts and an attempt to pravitlwith a suitable institutional support, and
although there are authors (Tovey & Share 2000:3%Bp insist in defending the
‘oppositional’ nature of the programme, | arguet thaonstituted a first effort by the Irish
state to put its hand on processes that were totloet of its control. Amongst the strategies

which were put into place stand out the sharing common notions (community
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development, poverty, participation empowerment.)et¢the framing of a sort of
hierarchically structured umbrella organizatiom.(ia basic representative body), and the re-

formulation of local activism as communitork.

In my view, the fact that P1 was a top-down intiatneeds to be emphasised. This is evident
in the way it was conceived as an organisation.éxample, the national Committee itself
had no autonomy of its own. As news magazine “Speth(in Powell & Geoghegan
2004:82)recorded, it “was always just an advisory sub-cotta®ito the Department of
Social Welfare. Its members sat in a voluntary capand had full time jobs elsewhere”.
The assumption that the programme had adopted CEB asodel of action was therefore
contradictory. Indeed P1 was shaped by a strongeseptative and managerial imprint,
which is contrary to the original understandingseff-activated local activism. Very soon

these sort of internal contradictions ended upnfraigting the group and the project itself.

Initially activists were attracted by the schemedwse it seemed to put forward a CD type of
philosophy. The provision of funding was nevertBslembraced as a sort of victory in terms
of recognition. However, | have already mentioneel flact that sometimes, in the face of the
threat of big popular agitations “elites may oftgr concessions that would otherwise have
seemed improbable” (Piven & Cloward 1979:xxi). Thss why CD activists and their
expectations “to work with people and not ‘for’ the(Powell & Geoghegan 2004:83) were
quickly to come into conflict with members of thenemittee who had totally different
perceptions of the aims of P1. This caused a twthkdown in terms of communication

amongst the parts involved.

Indeed as Kelleher and Whelan (1992) argue, tlptura was due to the fact that at the end
of the day “in the 1970s, the concept of local peapganising to bring about change was

treated as aitlegitimate challengdy the established power structures”. Thus, thpgse to
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turn this idea into governmental policy turned ¢wtbe an illusion and P1 entered in an

irreversible crisis until it ceased to exist in 098

It is important to highlight that the implementatiof CD federations (as initiated by P1) was
central to the depoliticisation and statificatioh ©D in Ireland. Until then, voluntary
organizations tended to function independently fach other — with no umbrella structure
representing them as a unitary body. As Achesah. €2004) highlight, federating offered a
number of advantages, especially on what concetimeid relation to the state: “access to
government, the opportunity to make the case t@gowaent for improved resources, sharing
of knowledge and information, a place where welllkbshed organizations could help
newer smaller organizations to find their place gra”. This, as Piven and Cloward (1979:
xxii) highlight has a negative effect on indeperndanganisations, “because in their search for
resources to maintain their organisations [orgagiaee] driven inexorably to elites, and the
tangible and symbolic support that elites [can]vpfe”. In our case these were the basic

conditions of the constitution of CD as a ‘sector’.

Again, by saying this it is not my intention to aegthat in the 70s, with the introduction of
Poverty 1, CD projects were suddenly co-opted leystiate. This was just the (‘embryonic’)
beginning of a process which reached its peak & ghrtnership phase. Indeed with
partnership governance and the Celtic Tiger CD musgdions gradually achieved what
Rolston (1980:149) would describe as a “commumtgnvention industry”. That is a new
middle class of development professionals ‘colagspoor people’s struggles for equality,

turning them into bureaucratic forms of state pson.

3.6 The Gregory deal as part of the turn towardte giolitics
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During the 1980s, these containment and includi@tegjies continued to be implemented by
the state in order to respond to the rising socmmemic problems affecting Ireland, and the

forms of radicalisation that these problems wergegating.

On one hand, “the recession which saw escalatingmpfoyment levels, declining
expenditure in public service provision and theemeergence of a major emigration problem
among young people in particular, had narrowedsttape of state intervention in working
class (...) communities and given it a more manijestiercive character. Numerous social
surveys / ethnographic studies of such communitiethis period drew attention to the
increasingly hostile relationships between thesamanities and the state and its agents
(Collins 2002:93). In this context community dey@ioent was seen by state officials as a

possible mechanism of mediation between the statelsaffected populations.

On the other hand the economic and social probleintise 1980s gave rise to sequences of
strong radicalization that the state had to man@ageome way. These episodes had
controversial outcomes as for instance, was the foaghe ‘concerned parents against drugs’
(CPAD - next subsection) movement, and the (rejagdeiction of ‘community candidate’
Tony Gregory to Dail Eireann. Gregory, who suddeoiynd himself holding the balance of
power in March 1982 “used this advantage to streprto IRE200m in projects into the inner
city, dramatically succeeding in redirecting resmgr where mainstream political
representatives had failed” (Acheson et al 2004:8Bis success was certainly of a powerful
symbolic value for Dublin’s working classes. Tonye@ory, a man who was born and raised
in the deprived north inner city suddenly becameational figure. For the first time the
people who elected him experienced collective wvyctd hereafter, “a new awareness of
political processes and how they worked was deeelop the area” (Kelleher &Whelan

1992:29). As Lisa refers “Tony was elected and tad very much community politics and
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community organization and he managed to get aseagent for new houses to be built in
the area. It had a huge symbolic value for localptethat sometime you can actually change

things because | suppose many people before &lthkre was no point in organizing”.

However, if one evaluates this event beyond theseotional celebrations that go with it -
and one does this according to the theoretical/ogetiogical framework of this thesis - one
can uncover some ambivalence. Indeed Gregory'®eeiment also had depoliticising effects
to the extent that it linked CD to elections, ite.state-politics (the idea of a ‘community
candidate’ was introduced at that stage), whereghband action ardelegatedto one or
more representatives. Moreover Tony Gregory’'s victeestored faith in voting, a state-
procedure for which Dublin’s working classes usedave a sort of ‘natural’ rejection (that
CD has not seriously explored yet), and which i$ part of a CD philosophy. Finally,
Gregory’s success also gave a great symbolic valieleadership (him and his comrades)
that has not yet managed to ‘reproduce’ itSelfhe lack of a new generation of activists is

an issue (explored in Chapter 7) with which comrtyugroups are struggling at the moment.

Another critical point (this more familiar to a tefing audience) is that Tony Gregory in
order to be able to achieve the balance of power faeced to ally with and support right
wing Fianna Fail government. The programme - oalthn called 'The Summerhill
Agreement’, later dubbed the 'Gregory Deal' bypitess - finished when The Workers Party

deputies, once the balance of power passed to theted the government out of office.

Beyond the ambivalences of the Gregory Deal | finchportant to highlight the fact that it

was not just the outcome of a successful elect@iapaign. It was rather the peak of a cycle

2L 1t just reproduced itself at an electoral levelenh Maureen O'Sullivan presents herself as the géme
candidate’. However, her approach is very diffeffenin that of her predecessor, who did not justrajgeat a
representative level but constantly campaignedfm with his people — having also spent some timjail for
the cause. On the contrary Maureen does not lgelieprotest preferring a representative approachdirect-
democratic one.
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of poor people’s struggles that Tony Gregory hadagb supported in a ‘militant’ way. In

this sense, in my view, even more significant tian Gregory Deal, is the wave of popular
agitations around the heroin crisis that precededhis mobilisation generated an inedited
solidarity amongst people living in affected areaentributing to certain extent to the

electoral success of Tony Gregory who was perspimalblved in that campaign.

3.6 Reactivating CD: the Concerned Parents again&irugs (CPAD) in the 1980s

CPAD developed in the early 1980's out of Hardwiskeet flats in Dublin north inner city
and Teresa's Gardens in the south inner city. Tagement was initiated by local women
concerned with the threat of heroin to their clahdrindeed, despite the intensity and the
human implications of the heroin problem affectthg inner city of Dublin at the time the
response by the state was quite weak. Accordifutach (2005:764), for much of the 1980s,
“policies to deal with the social and communityeets of the heroin crisis were weakly
developed or absent, the main focus being on soorarol and crime issues”. There was a
sort of unwillingness to officially recognise thttere actually was a problem related to
drugs. To the extent that Tony Gregory, who wassaanh the movement, argued that the
goal of the police was to ‘contain’ the communitgther than preventing crime within the
community (in “Meeting Room” a documentary on CPAJim Davis, Brian Gray, 2010).
They somehow tolerated open heroin dealing in gedrneighbourhoods, preventing it to
spread to other areas of the city: “it was beerorigd, and while it was been ignored you
would have heroin drug dealers moving into inngy complexes exercising their trade”
(John). The problem was well known by the authesitiindeed a report of the Special
Government Task Force on Drug Abuse in 1983 madelitik between drug abuse and
“poverty and powerlessness” and recommended tagyeinvestment in youth and

community development facilities. However, no adlogovernment response followed, and
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this inaction generated an angry critique on tleaigd (Punch 2005:765). This was not just a
guestion of hiding the existence of a real problenth this behaviour the state also denied
the existence of people and communities who wengmgathat problem, and hence it can be
seen as part of a broader reality in which thesenconities were rendered invisible by the

state, considered not to be part of the citizenry.

Initially “many of those who worked in the commueg that were most affected were
alarmed and made strenuous but vain attemptsde the issue with the public authorities”
(Cullen 1989:276). After these first unsuccessfitérapts and because of the context of
neglect and containment, intense levels of commtbased action erupted and more
concrete forms of intervention were developed salaactivists, which converged in the
CPAD campaign. The spectrum of strategies includaective street protests and mass
gatherings of people who would march to a suspes¢ader's house and tell him to get out
of the area. They would forcefully evict suspeatedlers, making a line of people to remove
the furniture so that no single person could begdthwith any offence. Smaller groups of
people (often from other areas to limit the poditjbof revenge attacks) would call to the
houses of suspected dealers and tell them theydwbaVe to leave. Posters with the
photographs and addresses of dealers would be dp@staund the area locally. The
communities would mount permanent vigil at the erty their estates, preventing any
suspected dealer or addict from outside the ama éntry. These pickets were manned day

and night and became a permanent fixture of inigistreet life (Flood 2010).

Although it developed in a ‘CD style’ - with peoplmainly women) living in affected areas
directly activating in order to resolve their pretl without relying on the state, due to the
threats of physical retaliation by drug dealersrf@/ement soon came to be headed up by a

mostly male leadership of whom the dealers wouldnbee fearful (Flood 2010). After their
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initial success in driving dealers out, the Iristats identified CPAD as a threat and
considerable police resources were deployed to Isnthe organisation up including

prosecutions in the non-jury Special Criminal Cafrkey activists (Flood 2010). According

to Connolly (1997:67) “there is a good deal of evide to suggest that the Gardai would
have been prepared to tolerate the activities ®GRAD up to a point. (...) the point came
when violence was exercised by the organisatioavicting the drug dealers. As soon as
violence was used, media and politicians put bigplesis on armed defence and
involvement of the IRA. However the fact is thag gholice were persecuting members of the
movement using emergency powers of arrest andii@te “while you would have drug

dealers dealing immune from prosecution, agitatedmunities even more” (John). Indeed
the reality was that the work of the campaign watsthat of a few paramilitaries ‘sorting the

problem out’ — as mainstream media pictured thdamt the mobilizations of hundreds of the
people living in the affected areas (Flood 20168¥%eked a central output of this experience
was the constitution of autonomous community selfging systems “operating on terms not
of the state but of the community” (Connolly 1997).6Recently this ‘model’ was developed

as Community Policing Forum, an institution whicbdopts a partnership approach to
policing, and which due to its significance forshhesis and the present of CD will be

analysed in depth in Chapter 7.

The CPAD campaign represents a moment of strongasion whose consequences and
memory are still alive in Dublin. Certainly the wjgles engaged by Concerned Parents
Against Drugs in the 1980s and more recently by @oalition of Communities Against
Drugs and City Wide Drugs Crisis Campaign have gdiag progressive role in Ireland for
issues related to drug use, HIV and hepatitisortter to deal with these problems that have
always been quite snubbed by the state (whichxXamgle for long time refused to provide

neighbourhoods with needle exchange machines), eontynorganisations had to generate

86



their own analyses and responses culminating inctkation of independent community
institutions, which could provide an alternative tte state’s indifferent and exclusionary
approach. The reason why the government gave thier do the Garda to infiltrate the
movement and smash it was not just due to its ngaelt was because, once again, inner city
residents had shown outstanding self-organisinga@tes. As John (activist, politician)
argues “it was because the state recognized thatifthhis group of people can organize
themselves like this over drugs, next week it wdwddjobs, the week after it would be rent,
the week after it would be more local authority.d&hey tried for many years but they never
broke it and they actually lifted the spirit andnoounity representatives got themselves

together, begun to organize and they started ttifgassues that affected their areas”.

3.7 Partnership and incorporation (bureaucratisation and professioanlisation)

Beyond these moments of exceptional politicisatemound local issues, according to
Broderick (cit. by Motherway 2006:11) in the 198@form was the dominant theme in CD.
This is evident in the emphasis on structure anteducracy which characterised the
adaptation of local organisations to a “communityeivention industry” model. As |
mentioned above, in the mid-1980s, Ireland waspreaarious economic and social position.
The level of unemployment had grown since the &0s from 90,000 to 250,000 with
disadvantaged urban areas experiencing high caatemss of unemployed people. In this
situation shaped by “fiscal disarray and chroniele of emigration, the government turned
to the idea of ‘partnership’ governance” (PowellGoghegan 2004). This system eschews
any clear definition, describing itself as beingibontal, flexible, inclusive, decentralised
and articulated in more fluid divisions of powertween public, private and community
sector. In this supposedly intricate set of actprecesses, regulations and power-relations to

which so much literature has been dedicated duhadast decade, local non-governmental
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organisations are supposed to play a central Hiecever, the idea of governance is infused
with neoliberal ideology. The system to which iirge to, more than horizontal and equal, is
concerned with the construction of a sufficient semsus around the (neo-liberal and
inegalitarian) policies to be implemented. As th@r®nunity Workers Coop argued in 1989
(Trucker 1989:42) referring to the situation of @Dthe time, governance partnership “tends
to mask the unequal relationship that prevails. IMwaould be accomplished by social
partnership if local groups had a real say in pyolind decision making. The reality however
is more often one of confrontation and co-optientHe latter case many groups more or less
accept the terms or dictates of the agency in aebtain whatever support is available.

(Trucker 1989:42)

It is important to emphasise the idea that | statie put forward above, i.e. that the
partnership governance era was preceded by a pafri@drsening relationships between the
state and disadvantaged communities, which ledgmwath in independent radical politics.
Consequently, local partnership was embraced bysthie as “a sophisticated process of
State building” (Collins 2002: 99), allowing it textend its control into marginalised
communities in a less confrontational way. This wasceived much more benignly than
previous contentious periods of straightforwardigelrepression. As a CD activist who
participated to an open meeting on Community Degwelent (at Exchange Dublin
04/11/2010) highlights: “you could use partnershig a term representing a new way of
managing society that operated through mechanis¢ras were not very repressive but
inclusive if you like. Mechanisms that tried to tah situations by including them rather
than by excluding them. Mechanisms oriented toesyatically reproduce a depoliticised
political situation”. Considering the loss of aubomy experienced by CD in the last decades

this strategy has definitely been successful. Bestip governance is a state concept. And
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the adhering of CD to this type of model has inglgedepoliticising process of assumption

of a form correlated to that of the state.

According to some authors (Acheson et al 2004)a@artnership established itself as a key
theme of voluntary sector development in Irelanrathe National Economic and Social
Forum (1993) and matured as the fourth pillar eflational agreement in 1997. However, it
would be wrong to portray partnership as sometliag suddenly came to existence in the
1990s. Incipient partnership governance was eviderst number of situations some time
before, as individual voluntary organizations whel@wn into the bureaucratic process
(Acheson et al. 2004). | already mentioned the dwati Committee on Pilot Schemes to
Combat Poverty (Povertyl), dating 1974. In the E98@king a lead from the 1986 National
Economic and Social Council repoi Strategy for Development 1986-19@0series of
state-facilitated ‘national agreements’ betweerciagopartners’ — grassroots organizations,
business representatives, trade unions and the itgatf —ensued” (Powell & Geoghegan
2006:848). These corporatist agreements were sagpios address issues of poverty and
social exclusion being the role of the ‘communitydavoluntary sector’ “to represent this
marginalized constituency” (ibid. p848). So fromatthstage CD groups have been
increasingly delegated by the Irish state to corapenfor its role in welfare provision, from
which (in a neoliberal fashion) it progressivelyreated prioritising financial and market

related concerns.

In order to concretely implement the idea of paghg governance the government
established a variety of partnership companies hwivere aimed to support and include new
and already existing CD groups. Think for exampt®wt the Community Development

Programme (CDP). “Established in 1990, the CDP ewgdst community development as a

purported means of tackling poverty and disadvantahe CDP supports projects in
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geographical areas affected by high unemploymeveny and social exclusion, as well as
supporting projects working with specific targebgps (e.g. lone parents, Travellers, women,
gay and lesbian). Initially, fifteen projects wénaded. By 1999, there were eighty-three, and

in 2005, they number in excess of 140” (ibid. p849)

Another example of a partnership company is the KainPoverty Agency, which was
established in 1986 with the role of supporting gmdmoting CD. Its creation was an
important development towards the implementatiora gartnership relation between CD
groups and the state, as it provided for a statugopport role for CD. The CPA patrticipated
in the second and third EC Poverty Programme. GirerAgency’s other statutory functions
i.e. policy advise to the government, research podlic education, their support for
community development has been set in the contbxrguing for a broad anti-poverty
strategy within which community development is adasd to be a central component. The
idea of CD as a ‘sector’ or ‘pillar’ (of the states) central in CPA’s ideology. As a last
example, think about the Community Workers Coop @WWhen it was established in
1981, CWC was conceived as a large representasitvgork in Ireland, recognized by the
Irish state which has consequently provided congliftg. Despite the fact that CWC was not
conceived as a professional body, it conceived ledopolved at a local level, independently
from the fact that they were paid or not, as ‘weskeThis, in my view, was an important

step in the consolidation of the idea of communityk as a profession.

For in the 1980s the situation was affected by haglkes of unemployment, the delivery of
training schemes and work programmascame central to the evolving social partnership.
According to O’Cinneide (1990:330) “the growth afnemunity employment projects [was]
dramatic; by 1987, it was reckoned that 300 comtyugroups were active in local

employment and training initiatives, drawn mainiprh local authority housing estates

90



throughout the country”. These initiatives werersbg the state as a means to alleviate and
contain the increasing tensions felt at househottireeighbourhood level due to the growing
inequalities which characterised the post-indulstniao-liberal historical turn (Kelleher &

Whelan 1992).

CD employment initiatives were seen as suitablbeaised by the state in such conditions,
because they differed substantially from ‘tradiibn state-sponsored labour market
programmes, which are purely concerned with jobatmwa. In a CD perspective
“‘employment and training work [are seen] as a meahdackling a wider pattern of
community disadvantage. Unemployment is seen amgasocial, educational and political
issues, which call for a more general communityettgyment strategy with the participation
of the unemployed” (O’Cinneide 1990:330). Howevitre enclosure of these alternative
approaches into a partnership frame placed comgngraups in a new relationship with the
state. This “resulted in their increased dependemncthe state” (Kelleher and Whelan 1992:

9), which finally tended to depoliticise them andieutralise their political ‘effectiveness’.

Indeed the becoming ‘official’ of CD in terms ofcagnition and support by the state played
a central role in its “mainstreaming” (Meade, 2008% a result of this shift, processes of
state-building overcame emancipatory concerns. dltasved the state to “effectively extend
its legitimacy in situations where legitimacy warmed” (Collins, 2002:91). Through the
provision of funding, the introduction of a struatwf local development initiatives and with
efforts in implementing a coordination of commurbigsed provision, the central government
created the illusion of a vibrant civil society th@as accommodated within a supportive
policy framework. However, this process has madexiremely difficult to distinguish

between an ‘autonomous’ community organization andtate dependent ‘anti-poverty
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agency, with the result that volunteers have bemguently drawn into bureaucratic

structures which were often very different to wtiedy claimed to be.

After being included into partnership governancedtires where the state plays a key role,
CD activities became heavily scrutinised and to es@xtent manipulated by the state. As |
will concretely illustrate in Chapter @rofessionalizations central to this process. The shift
towards a business model in ‘community sector mamagt’ has placed considerable
emphasis on this idea. For instance the importafcperformance indicators has been
stressed. As a result community groups have besredoto engage in time consuming,
complex consultative exercises, like demonstratithg efficient use of resources,

commitment to achieving targets and the use ofayné&cmeasures in order to prove value for
money (Geoghegan & Powell 2006:857). In the UK thiknown as contract culture. Rolston
(1980:161) calls it “cybernetic model”, a system ieth requires efficient feedback

mechanisms on those projects where government msrggyen. It is in the context of these

feedback institutions - argues Rolston - that temiof ‘community leader’ (i.e. of a formal

hierarchy internal to CD) became important, becaugeto them that autonomy and funds
are given and it is also them who sit on the corte®mg which distribute the funds and
provide feedback to the government. These are theé &f processes that lead to what
Rolston (1980:163) defines as a “community induistaysystem that is antithetic to CD’s

original approach. “The ability to read, assimilated remain up to speed with the immense
volume of material generated by programs of statiervention works against the principles
of participation and bottom-up decision-making imiehh community activism has been

grounded, as does the ability to write funding sgls, take part in committee meetings,

manage high-speed work relationships and so ord. (f163).
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One could argue that in processes of bureauctatisatich as those experienced by CD, the
state shifted its attitude from acceptance and @upfthrough funding and formal
recognition) to strict ruling and control. “The t&a— argues Meade - has mutated from
generous benefactor to stern assessor and witteagtstruction of the terms of project
funding has reminded community organisations oirtbesn vulnerability’ (2005: 361). In
the 1980s, for example, a grant of IRE8 millionnfrthe European Commission was refused
by the government “as the commission required thatgrant be administered, not by the

central government, but by a local intermediaryitagon” (Kelleher &Whelan 1992:11).

Here it is important to highlight that even thoutite state has created institutions that
financially support CD groups, this does not mdaat each funded institution respects the
original ‘parameters’ of CD. In order to receivenfling one has to respect state-defined
parameters, which are frequently contrary to CDfslgsophy. On the other hand this
ambiguity generates a situation in which the steteomes the authority who has the power
to define (through funding provision) who ‘officigl is a CD organisation and who not—
with the result of creating a sort of hierarchy ttteomise groups and puts them in
competition with each other. Of course this processot really smooth but encounters
constant frictions at the ground level. The growimgeaucratic/financial dependency on the
state experienced by CD during the 1980s is wallidated in a position paper drawn up by
the central group of the Community Workers CoopeeafCWC), which describes the on-
going process as opposed to the grounding prircipé CD: “the process of
professionalisation is about gaining status (..i¥ i search for power, money and control
over the practice of community work” (O’'Donovan &aMry, 1992:56). Previously Dobson
(1988:2) had noted that “social work has becomenareasingly exclusive activity to be
practiced only by qualified professionals. Commynitork is seen as a method of social

work to be undertaken by professionals”. Not onlgf@ssionalisation and funding schemes
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had the effect to produce competition between idd&is and groups, but they ended up
distracting them from their original aspirationscluding self-determination and egalitarian

change.

As Seamus (Partnership worker) says: “the commusatyor has gone through a serious sort
of fragmentation, part due to its own complacerigypu like. Because we have gone through
a period of big wealth and a lot of community ongations took their eyes off the ball in
terms of what their reason to be was. We also haat Wwcall the professionalisation of the
community sector and you would have much more reidtiss people coming into the sector
who would not necessarily have an empathy withpgeeple with who they were actually
working, nor understanding where the community areetmerged from, possibly loosing

direction, been complacent and too comfortable”.

The problems of bureaucratisation and professipatidin will be extensively investigated in
Chapters 5 and 6. What is important to highlightehiss that these processes - that are
generally indicated in terms of co-option by thatet- have also a subjective facet of
acceptance and patrticipation by CD itself. In othverds CD was not just victim of the
inclusive action of the state. To certain extenagtively contributed to this shift. Indeed
according to Seanie “the government adopted thism@ahip model and they put it to us and
they asked: do you want to participate to it? Anel dilemma we were then faced with was
that for years we were in conflict with the stadad we didn’t make much progress. We had
some money here, some money there, but not in antiaEt amount. And conflict didn’t
work, so let’s try with this, let's see where we, ¢gt's give it a shot and we got involved in
it". The subjective involvement of CD in its refons1 a fundamental aspect to be taken into
consideration when discussing ideas and strateégiget this movement out of its present

crisis. As we will see in Chapter 5 it is not enbug condemn state austerity measures and
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claim that cuts should be withdrawn. Indeed itas & state designed scheme that is going to
‘save’ CD from its collapse. A reactivation of COpslitical energies can just be the result of

people’s subjective involvement at a distance fthenstate.
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4 METHODOLOGY
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In this chapter | discuss the methodological apgndhat informed the present study. | will
first (4.1) provide some ‘biographical’ details gig an account of my personal experience of
Dublin and its inner city, since | have been livithgre for more than three years for reasons
that are not directly related to my research, bunbre concrete day to day necessities. This
situation has provided me a particularly insightfaint of view on the studied context, which
| will present here. In section 4.2 | discuss the rthat ethnography plays in researching
marginalised populations and the issues it raisspgecially in relation to the interplay
between structural determinations (the state of ghieation) and subjective forms of

resistance and conflict.

This will lead me to address the problem of soechihethod’s “performativity”, i.e. the fact
that different approaches tend to literarily crediféerent realities that they pretend then to
“objectively” analyse. | will argue that “ontolaggl politics” (Law 2004:162) is something
that researchers should be aware of, and that sheyld always make their position and
values explicit. In my perspective research neiiyras just an ideological construction.
Therefore reflection is needed on cultural andtpali meanings within the field of social

science and on the way researchers situate thesifgpwork in that context.

After having discussed the epistemological basisngfmethodological choices, in section
4.6 | lay out exactly what concrete instrumentsifiyan depth interviews and ethnographic

observation) | used to collect ‘empirical data’twivhom and over what period of time.

To conclude | will discuss possibility as a methiodecal category. Indeed most of this
research refers to a present in continuous and syalution which compels the researcher to
not just refer to what concretely ‘happened’ bwtoato what could eventually happen.

‘Possibility’ is central to the field of politicdt has been nevertheless omnipresent in the
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accounts of those who have been involved in thé®aech, in the form of prescriptions,

predictions or just simple hopes.

4.1 Research, objectification and my subjectiveegiegmce of Dublin inner city

This research is based on a fieldwork conductedrfore than one year between 2010 and
2011. However, having been living in a key reseadchrea for around three years at the
moment of writing (July 2011), one could say thallection of data started well before at
informal level. | find it important to open my meitological remarks with this consideration,
because many of the ideas that | developed irtliesis derive from my personal experience
and subjective interpretation of studied placesppeand processes. This might sound like
obvious. However, the fact that | have been shaaihguse in a particularly poor area of the
inner city of Dublin was not just a choice dictatgdresearch related intentions. In my case it
was also due to economic constraints. Indeed, wdrdexes in Dublin knows that rents are
exaggerated, to say the least. On the other haitid juwgt a PhD scholarship one student can
not afford to live in an independent apartmentoaient a decent room in a middle class area.
So, in order to be able to save some money andrgetjually confortable room, one has to
be content with less ‘trendy’ locations such asdeample Mountjoy Square, Summer Hill,
Drumcondra, the North Circular Road and so on whack the places where Dublin’s
working classes traditionally live. These populationclude now many migrant workers (like

me) and their families who have come to Dublin dgitihe last 15 years.

At personal level, the fact that | have felt homehis neighbourhood, not just for choice but
for necessity, has allowed me to develop an unaiedgtg and a sense of solidarity with my
neighbours which | wouldn’t have experienced othsewor at least not in such an intimate
way. This approach also helped me to overcome itiguand cultural barriers which are

obstacle to someone like me who was born elsevdretgust came to Ireland.
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Usually, social sciences do not require researdoevgrk on and investigate themselves as
part of the project. Indeed there is a belief #@tolars “can construct consistent knowledge
on the situation as long as, and precisely thaoktheir being outside, at a prudent distance
which supposedly guarantees a certain objectii8ituaciones 2003). However, critique
has highlighted that this objectivity is authenéind efficacious “to the extent that it is
nothing but the other side of the violent objeatzatlon of the situation [that researchers]
work upon” (Situaciones 2003). Indeed what happerngaditional research is that it obtains
a highly ‘descriptive’ knowledge regarding its atije’but this descriptive operation is in no
way subsequent to the formation of the object, beedhe form of the object itself is already

the result of objectualization” (Situaciones 2003).

In many occasions the construction of my object tulewed a very different process.

Experiences that | ‘accidentally’ had in my daife |- i.e. outside ‘formal’ research settings
— heavily influenced my understanding of CD andplaees where it developed; as if it was
my object of study revealing itself in unexpecteay® and moments, and at higher level of
intimacy. To the extent that | can say that mynflates, the adjacent Chinese family, drug
addicts, pushers and groups of adolescents reguiariging out in the square’s park, the
local social centre, my non-Irish appearance, thiaily incomprehensible accent of the

grocery’s employee, the old men spending their @hthe local pub decorated with a mural
representing Bobby Sands and other IRA voluntedns wied on hunger strike, are all

elements that, despite not having been formallyestigated, are part and parcel of this

research.

4.2 Ethnographic observation and its role in resgag underprivileged populations
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Although this research does not belong to the &skeddl genre of the ethnographic
monograph, ethnography played an essential rolé iBthnographic approaches to social
research have been adopted by numerous disciphoksling sociology. They are usually
characterised by features such as a strong empbasexploring the nature of particular
social phenomena working primarily with unstructurédata, i.e. data that have not been
coded at the point of data collection in termsloged sets of analytic categories (Atkinson &
Hammersley 1994:248). To be investigated are gépwesa small number of ‘cases’,
occasionally just one in detail. Analysis of dataually involves explicit interpretation of the
meaning and functions of human action, the prodtiethich mainly takes the form of verbal
descriptions and explanations, with quantificataying a subordinate role (Atkinson &

Hammersley 1994:248).

Ethnographic observation is nevertheless an indsgde tool for researching
underprivileged populations and their organisatiéinst of all, according to Loic Wacquant
(2008:9) - a leading scholar in the field of ‘sdogy of deprivation and marginalisation’ who
set out the parameters of conducting research rgimeised communities — “ethnography is
useful to pierce the screen of discourses whirdingund these territories of urban perdition
which lock enquiry within the biased perimeter loé fore constructed object, and secondly to
capture the lived relations and meanings that anstgutive of the every-day reality of the

marginal city dweller”.

| nevertheless found the ethnographic approach agpyopriate to grasp the complexity of a
movement such as CD, which developed ‘organicalas | will define this concept in
Chapter 6) in underprivileged areas of Dublin. tdey to be successful in researching such a
‘rooted’ phenomenon, one has to become ‘organicvel. So | tried to develop what John

Law defines “knowing as embodiment” and “emotiotydli(Law 2004), i.e. a way of
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researching through the “hungers, tastes, discasfor pains of our bodies [and] opening

ourselves to worlds of sensibilities, passiongjiiiins, fears and betrayals” (Law 2004).

At the end of the day what we call ‘participant etv&tion’ should be a mode of being in the
world typical of researchers in general, since thag not study the social world without
being part of it. And | think that to some extenadhieved this belongingness, of course,
without leaving aside my foreign point of view thatlowed me to produce some

interpretations, which | hope the reader will fioxiginal.

As | started to illustrate in Chapter 2 (theordtisaction), this ‘embedded’ and subjective
investigation of the inner city of Dublin and iteramunity organisations has always been
articulated to the analysis of more objective “nogtructural determinations” (Wacquant
2008:10) - determinations that | have contextudliggough the concept of “state-of-the-
situation” (Badiou: 2007), a broad understandingSiate’ that goes beyond immediately
recognisable bureaucratic structures and appasmatuedeed, although in contexts (for
example) of extreme deprivation some of these &iras might be absent or week, the state
“still govern the practices and representations[tbése populations] because they are
inscribed in the material distribution of resoureasl social possibles as well as lodged inside

bodies in the form of categories of perception apation and action” (ibid. p10).

On the other hand one should notice that emphasiki® subjective-objective articulation is
nevertheless fundamental when it comes to breath“faisely self evident notions, and with
errors inscribed in substantialist thinking in termaf places” (ibid p.10), which scholar
frequently apply to apparently self-enclosed cotstesuch as, for example, underprivileged
neighbourhoods. Here lies the importance of a agsranalysis of the relations between state

structures of distribution of places and functicarsg subjective struggles for the construction
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of spaces of independency “in which the state ptageubly decisive role as the ground of

confrontation and as the interested protagonibiti(ip10)

4.3 Personal beliefs/ideology and the politicsesferarch

In relation to the idea of “knowing as embodimeaitid to the fact that my research has been
conducted in contexts of deprivation and resistdrst®uld also emphasise that my approach
to research and the ideas produced in this dissertaid not develop from a ‘neutral’
perspective. This has had important consequentéseaesearch process and outcomes. For
example my interest in the themes of equality, agaistice and emancipation goes beyond
the walls of the Academia. Such concerns broughtjusé after my arrival to Dublin in July
2008, to immediately look for realities matching npplitical and social aspirations.
Accidentally, the premises of Seomra Spraoi ‘autoogs social centre’ are adjacent to the
house where | live and this allowed me to partigip® its activities on a regular ba8is
Although this encounter was independent from myaesh purposes, the fact that | found
myself hanging out in a place like Seomra Spradiihgortant consequences on my project,
especially in terms of meeting activists committied the centre, many of whom very
informed on my research topic and available to saggiseful contacts for interviews or

interesting events which | could eventually papate to.

Although there are still many sociologists who stn the idea of ‘neutrality of research’,
which they consider to be functional to the productof ‘objective’ and ‘scientific’
outcomes, one should recognise that neutralithigfteld is just an ideological construction.

The approaches that define themselves as ideolgitzeutral’ and ‘objective’ are

2 Seomra Spraoi is an autonomous social centre inliD@ity centre. It is run by a non-hierarchicahti
capitalist collective on a not-for-profit basis hibsts workshops, gigs, political meetings, languagsons, film
screenings, a vegan cafe and so on. The centre sedde a hub of positive resistance in a city aociety
where public spaces have been eaten away by consom@roperty speculation and the culture of the ¢
http://seomraspraoi.org/
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frequently those that entail the most dogmatic degand intentions. As Carlos Frade
(2009:29) highlights “social sciences are heaviditizised, and more often than not by the
worst kind of politics, that which pretends or eeks itself to be an apolitical activity e

factoserves a very specific politics”.

Of course this applies to the entire disciplinapedrum. The series of hypotheses that
sciences generally implement constitute prescrgtioegarding the construction and
definition of reality. Indeed “however impersonaida‘formulaic’ the work of the natural
scientist, it stands in no ‘natural’ relationshipttwthe phenomena and events it describes
(...)” (Frade 2009). In just the same way “the hunsarences draw on common sets of
conventional devices to construct and convey ttigaracteristic portrayals of social sciences,
actors and cultural meanings” (Atkinson & Hamersi€®©4:254). That different methods
produce different representations has been a conamgument since Bruno Latour and Steve
Woolgar’s ‘Laboratory Life’ (1979). For example, Annemarie Mol’s (quot. by Law 2004 )
“The Body Multiple: Ontology in Medical Practiceto(which Law 2004 dedicates an entire
chapter), the study of atherosclerosis constitate®t necessarily coherent “object”. Mol’s
ethnographic study shows that there are differemsigns of the same disease, depending on
where and how it is investigated. As Law (2004:1d3bs it: “Method is not (...) a more or
less successful set of procedures for reporting given reality. Rather it is performative. It
helps to produce realities. It does not do so yresld at whim. There is a hinterland of
realities, of manifest absences and Othernessesnameces and patterns of one kind or
another, already being enacted, and it cannot ggti@se”. What is not always explicit in this
process, however, are the underlying politics: #H@cal meaning of each of these decisions,
in what way they involve a certain life-form, a t@@n way of perceiving the world for
instance, experiencing the time of existence astivending of a “genetic program”, or joy

as a matter of serotonin” (Anonymous).
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If we take seriously the fact that realities anedeted’ that they are not fixed and ‘natural’,
then the way in which we actually choose to perftimem has important political and ethical
consequences. In this perspective every stuthherentlypolitical because of what it makes
present and absent, visible and invisible. As Laghlights “the implication is that there are
various possible reasons, including the politiéad,enacting one kind of reality rather than
another, and that these grounds can in some mebsudebated”. This is what he defines as
“ontological politics” (Law 2004:162). In his vieresearchers should self-consciously reflect

on those politics as part of how they create tbbjects of study.

Also, we should not forget that the environmentwhich research develops is highly
bureaucratized and framed by specific politicalaans - which strongly influence research
outputs. Indeeddcademiaesearch is subjected to a whole set of alienatiaghanisms that
separate researchers from the vesaningof their activity: they must accommodate their
work to determined rules, topics and conclusionsinding, supervision, language
requirements, bureaucratic red tape, empty confesenand protocols constitute the
conditions in which the practice official research unfolds” (Situaciones 2003). For a matter
of ‘transparency’, these processes should alwaysbiert of self-reflection and critique by

scholars.

Researchers, according to Law (2004), should alwaajlse explicit their position and values.
This involves a reflection on cultural and politicaeaning within the field of social science
and on the way researchers situate their specibck wn that context. For Law it is
fundamental that we develop systematic “awarenbestavho is demanding which results
and who is to use them”, in order to bring “to lighe actual politics one is pursuing and thus
the gods or clients, if any, one is serving, andratouraging a consciously chosen politics”

(Law 2004). Although PhD research is less affettedhese systemic influences, it is out of
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doubt that in any research project philosophicdhical and methodological strands

intertwine — also in those which present themsehgea value-free exercise.

Thus, in order to unmask these tendencies, andebe regarding one’s aims, it is important
that researchers explicitly acknowledge the retasabsisting between their lives, desires,
ambitions (also political) and research activitythis idea, according to preeminent points of
view in sociology, there is nothing wrong. For exdenCharles Wright Mills (in Frade 2009)
asserts that admirable academics “do not split therk from their lives”; and that vocation
should not be separated from one’s achievementgik. “Only when pursued as a cause
which transcends oneself may the actual vocatipredtices induce a certain unity between
vocation and person which is the condition of mletvocations”. Of course this balance is
not always easily achievable; “how do we force ksa¥eber (in Frade 2009) - burning
passion and a cool judgment together in the samie’sdHowever, without vocation and the
passion it involves, social sciences would consist petrified technical activity, devoid of
any ‘higher’ ambition. “Vocation — argues Frade@2p- is therefore a choice which lifts the
human being out of his animal condition, that ctiodi of exclusive concern with oneself
and indifference to all causes, and, by so doiages life above its mechanical or routine
everyday course, transforming it into a consciouglyded venture”. Thus, it is not only a
choice of a career, but, as Mills (in Frade 2008)es, “a choice of how to live as well as a

choice of a career”.

4.4 Qualitative, quantitative research and the ephof “method assemblage”

Principles and methods that | discuss in this eactire inscribed in the field of so called
gualitative research, i.e. a type of enquiry theatds to be based on non-numeric data, as

opposed to its quantitative counterpart. Currerahy methodological consideration in Social
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Sciences is based on this distinction, which | @ersas being fundamental - but which has

been also object of critique.

For instance, also on the basis of what | have saidfar it is clear that a research
methodology spreads beyond the limits that we nblymenagine for it, including for
example “guestionnaires, interview design protocsiatistical or qualitative data analysis”
or even “laboratory benches, reagents and expetahanimals” (Law 2004: 40). Indeed,
being situated in a specific historic-social contersearch also encompasses a variety of
elements from which it is hard to distinguish theantitative from the qualitative side, like
“tacit knowledge, computer software, language skithanagement capacities, transport and
communication systems, salary scales, flows ofnitea the priority of funding bodies and
overtly political and economic agendas” (ibid. p4¥Yjrtually, argues Law in a slightly
historical-materialist tone, “the hinterland of ined (...) ramifies out for ever” (ibid p40) —

same as the hinterland of our research ‘objeetould argue.

So, in this network of processes tools ad actdrs,distinction between ‘qualitative’ and
‘quantitative’ has no objective conditions. Rathdr,is related to the aforementioned
performativity, i.e. the fact that our interactiongth the world create specific realities by
focusing on some parts and ignoring others - meathat ‘qualitative research’ stays for

‘emphasis on qualitative aspects of research’.

By analysing reality we craft boundaries and wagkielations. Thus “method does not
provide clarity about or simply describe somethihgt is out there, but (...) in a sense it
creates the objects or phenomena that it seekssirile” (Le Grange 2007:423). As part of
this process, some elements, (including methodstaold that guide people in discerning

reality), disappear and become naturalized or téegranted as background assumptions.

106



Given the multiplicity of “fluidities, leakages arhtanglements that make up the hinterland
of research” (law 2004), methods in social scierstesild not be conceived as self-enclosed
structural units but rather as “assemblages” as itea has been elaborated by John Law
(2004). “Method assemblage”, is a term that buitden the Deleuzean idea of assemblage as
a collage of eventually incompatible parts, whishby definition active and in flux. Thus
Law (2004) defines “method assemblage” not just asllection of different methods, but as
a composition ofepistemeand technologies which can put together a varidtyften
incompatible components, having the capacity tonaskedge unfolding processes and

practices, rather than just rigid structures” (ilpd1).

Concepts of “method assemblage” are useful whemewegnise that the realities in which
we operate (and therefore our objects) are fragedennultiple in their nature. It helps
researchers to “imagine methods when they no loegek the definite, the repeatable, the
more or less stable. When [they] no longer assuratthis is what [they] are after” (Law

2004). So, how can we deal with this multiplicitydacontingency?

There is no standard answer to this question, Isecamethod assemblage’ is not a ‘model’.
The notion of method assemblage just raises awssesrethe fact that when method is made
or enacted, it necessarily constructs boundarigsvdsm “presence”, “absence”, and
“otherness” (Law 2004). In my view it is up to rasehers to be aware of this
epistemological process and find creative solution®rder to capture what is generally
excluded by official methods. Nevertheless, by edieg the field of visibility researchers
should also make “space for ambivalence and antig(ibid. 90) without attempting to

distort reality into apparent clarity.

Law provides us with a list of examples of alteivmtways of knowing, which | find useful

to reflect on frequently forgotten sides of realife identifies “knowing as embodiment”,
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“knowing as emotionality and apprehension”, “knogvihrough deliberate imprecision”, and

“knowing as situated enquiry”. As | said beforeoling as embodiment corresponds to
knowing through our senses. Knowing as emotionalitysists in opening ourselves to
sensibilities, passions, intuitions and fears. Kmgathrough deliberate imprecision is about
reconsidering our conception of accuracy, and aboding ways of knowing the indistinct

and fluid without trying to hold them tightly. Filyg knowing as situated enquiry is about
rethinking how far knowledge is able to travel ambether it still makes sense in other
locations. As | said, these are not ‘models’ bt jgeneral orientations on how to broaden

our awareness as researchers.

4.5 Research ‘objects’ as dispositifs

In general, | believe that successful research ldhmspire new thoughts and open new
horizons ofpossibility (see below section 4.7) for future research. Opgsito possibility is a
central feature of academic knowledge itself, whicmever entirely closed but constantly
evolving. As Kappelar (quote by Le Grange 2007:4@@)s it “I do not really wish to
conclude and sum up, rounding off the argumen&sso dump it in a nutshell for the reader.
A lot more could be said about any of the topibsvte touched upon ... | have meant to ask
guestions, to break out of the frame ... The poimosa set of answers, but making possible

a different practice ...”

For instance the case studies that | analyse sndiksertation are certainly illustrative but not
representative of every experience in the fiel€Bfin Dublin. Representativeness of a case
is impossible to argue when dealing with such a enmnt. Indeed as | have illustrated in
previous chapters there is not a ‘totality’ of Qlor is representativeness possible in politics,
which by nature are singular and organic to specifintexts. No doubt there are resonances

between different contextAs | argued in Chapter 2 from a theoretical poinview, every
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political sequence is itself an assemblage of fitdi multiplicities” (Pozzana & Russo 2010),

of scenes, places, voices, actors, critical p@ntsso on.

As the notion of assemblage illustrates, the prodnof a work exploring a CD/post-party
approach to organisation, which has assumed diffei@ms at different stages - being
intermittently political - ends up arousing explaorg and descriptive needs, which go
beyond sociology’s traditional conceptual frame&e Treason is related to the fact that

organisations are first of all “dispositifs”, as|Baze (2007) describes this concept.

Like ‘assemblage’, ‘dispositif’ describes objedtattare “not fixed in shape, do not belong to
a large pre-given list but are constructed at leapart as they are entangled together” (Law
2004: 42). According to Deleuze’s (1991:159) vesual description, a dispositf “is a tangle,
a multilinear ensamble. It is composed of lineghdaaving a different nature. And the lines
in the apparatus do not outline or surround syst@heh are each homogeneous in their own
right, object subject language and so on, but ¥olltirections, trace balances which are
always off balance, now drawing together and thstadcing themselves from one another.
Each line is broken and subject to changes in tirecbifurcating and forked, and subject to
drifting. Visible objects, affirmations which cam iormulated, forces exercised and subjects
in position are like vectors and tensors. (...) thmegor aspects (...) are power, knowledge
and subjectivity [which] are by no means contourgeiy once and for all, but series of
variables which supplant one another” (Deleuze 1B®83-160). There are, for example,
‘lines of stratification or sedimentation” but al$imes of actualization or creativity”, lines of
“fissure and fracture” and so on. Untangling theed of a dispositif means in each case,
“preparing a map a cartography a survey of unegpldands (...) this is what Foucault calls
fieldwork”. Thus researchers have “to be positionedhe lines themselves; and these lines
do not merely compose an apparatus but pass thrvagtd carry it north to south, east to

west or diagonally” (ibid. p160).
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4.6 In-depth interviews

With the objective to design a metaphorical ‘maptiee CDdispositifin Dublin, | tried to
‘untangle’ some of the lines that made it a singalad unrepeatable social/political reality.

Fieldwork principally relied on ethnographic obssren and in-depth interviews.

The semi-structured in-depth interview represenis of the privileged instruments for

scholars who use a qualitative approach, sincdoiva a big freedom of exposition to the

interviewed (Poirier et al., 1995:15). The intewes just provides inputs in order to stimulate
the interviewed to talk about her own experiencand her free to follow the flux of her

thoughts and to present facts and ideas that sh&dsrs to be relevant in relation to the
studied context. This way, is the interviewed peraao provides elements and introduces
themes that at second stage will become relevatitetmbjectives of the investigation. The
semi-directive procedure also allows the intervieteeask questions aimed to clarify some
aspects of the narration or verify pieces of infation, which emerged in other interviews or
during observation sessions. It also facilitatesitttroduction of still unconsidered variables.
The construction of a list of key questions (whial necessarily evolve during the course of
the fieldwork) avoids forgetting important detaélad the narration drifting to non-relevant

fields.

More concretely | have conducted 26 semi direativeéepth interviews with people (15 men,
11 women - a condition of the research was thatggaants remain anonymous, so they can
not be named here see annex 1) who since the 1860s involved in post-party CD
organisations in Dublin. | also did 30 sessionstbhographic observation over a period of 2

years between 2009 and 2011, and, as | said abliwed for 3 years in a key area.

110



Interviewees were all people to different extemated to the CD scene in Dublin from the
1960s onwards. Interviews lasted from about ongvtm hours each, having taken place in
different settings such as offices, public spacafgs, community centres and so on. Almost
all interviews were recorded. Just a few of theeneanot recorded, due to recording machine
failure, short notice, or unsuitable (noisy) vemmoatext. In these exceptional cases abundant

notes were taken.

The first interview was suggested by my supervasmi conducted in a phase in which the
structure of my research project was still beinfingéel. So this first formal encounter with a

senior community activist helped me to developeam@r understanding of the overall topic.
By providing me with contacts for further interviswny interlocutor contributed to the

starting of a “snowball effect” type of proces®(ia process of expansion that builds upon
itself) on which the construction of my sample bagn based. This process was facilitated
by the fact that Dublin’s CD scene is not huge padple involved tend to know each other;

SO it was quite easy to get in touch with key abotors.

As | mentioned, the fact that | am an activist addlowed me to get in contact with CD
people through pathways that are internal to seu@lements. Indeed many CD people are
in touch with different types of activists and pafate to events that are not necessarily
related to CD (many were also involved in the ré¢@tcupy” movement). With a few CD
activists — after meeting them several times folyreahd informally - | also developed a good
relation that lasted beyond the interview and thdk possibly survive after my PhD is
completed. After the completion of this thesis lllwdontact interviewees who are still
interested in sharing and discussing my findingeriually their feedbacks will constitute an

important contribution to the writing of two arid out of this work.
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On what concerns collected data, each recordedviete has been archived and then fully
transcribed. In order to transform over 100 houfsresearch sessions into a coherent
argument, during and after transcription | highteghand commented key parts of the text
from which central ideas were extracted and eldbdral also identified arguments

resonating in different interviews and | groupeeénthin various thematic areas. | created
documents where these sections of different indgrsi are grouped in clusters, which
provided me with a sort of basic structure for ¢bastruction of the ‘empirical’ chapters (5,6

and 7).

The methodological perspective that | consideredefisg appropriate to in-depth interviews
and the general aims of this work is “ethno-so@alal”, as it has been introduced by Daniel
Bertaux (2003). Indeed, the ethno-sociological appin does not contemplate a hypothetical/
deductive reasoning. Therefore it is not based ohe tconstruction of
formal hypotheses from existing models, with tha af verifying them. It is instead aimed
to the study of historical and social realitiesabwhich,a priori, the researcher may not
be sufficiently informed (Bertaux, 2003:39). Thiayhe actual research question may be re-
visited as the research process develops, uncgvenderlying needs and dynamics. The
main objective of the ethno-sociological inquirytisunderstand how the ‘chosen’ object of
study works and how it changes over time. Basethennformation collected in interviews
one attempts to map social configurations, mecha)iprocesses and logics of action. An
original advantage offered by the ethno-socioldgicacedure is the possibility of taking into
account the diachronic dimension of the researcloatext, which obviously lacks in direct
observation. This allows considering the dynamitsaction and the configurations of
observed social relations from a historical/ pragatpoint of view (Bertaux, 2003:33), i.e
from the point of view of continuities and changemally it is also worth highlighting that,

for not being a statistical method, the ethno-dogic approach excludes the notion of a
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statistically representative sample. This is stlisttl by the idea of “progressive construction
of the sample” (Bertaux, 2003:44). Indeed, sin@&dhs no specific number of interviews to
determine the scientific nature of a work, Dani@rBux (2003:49) suggests a saturation
approach The attainment of saturation means that new ireew fail to provide additional

information but merely reiterate previously notexdterns.

Beyond interviews and ethnographic observatiors® @bntributed to the organisation of two
“public” sessions using a format in which CD aditgi and people interested in the topic
(CD) could, with some facilitation, engage in afseflexive process. This initiatives were
not formally linked to my project since they werevdloped by a group of activists
(including myself) concerned with issues that amalar to those explored in this thesis. The
aim of these two sessions was to collectively peedaritical analysis on CD. Indeed we
developed the idea that, perhaps due to bureasmtiati, CD activists were no longer
familiar with self-reflection and self-critique -hich in my view are key elements to the
solution of the impasse that the movement it iseeepcing at present. Exchange and
production of knowledge taking place in these sesshas been useful for research purposes
as well as for grassroots activism. In particulaoficed that the presence of people who were
neither academics nor CD activists has been a nteansn the sessions into a sort of public
event in which the ambiguous and counterprodudtivendary between activism (but even
academia) and the “outside world” could becomerbtlirWhen that is the case, activists and
academics are to some extent forced to speak eratiff language, which in my view is
essential for constructively exchange ideas witbhppe who do not necessarily belong to

those circles.

To conclude, | also conducted some archival rekearthe Irish Times’ (the main national

newspaper) digital archive and in the Irish Leftli@® Document Archive (an online archive

113



of materials relating to the lIrish left with docume leaflets, pamphlets, posters and

newspapers from the latter half of the 20th cenpliaged online in PDF forma®)

4.7 Possibility as a methodological category

A big part of this research refers to ephemeraltipal sequences and a present in continuous
and rapid evolution, which compels the researaherot just refer to what actually happened
(to fixed patterns) but also to what could everyulabhppen. ‘Possibility’ as a category is
nevertheless central to politics; and it has bemmipresent in the accounts by those who
have been involved in this research, in the fornprascriptions, predictions or just simple

hopes.

Although ‘possibility’ is a dimension that is cealtrto political situations, it is usually
dismissed by social research. As Neocosmos ar@&94) “social science today is unable
to rise beyond a description or analysis of whastexand seems incapable of thinking what
could be. This is why it is in crisis”. Moreovehet difficulty to think in terms of possibility

in the field of social science “has evacuated @slifrom its domain of thought” (ibid. p5).

Through a methodological approach that geographetdd define as non-representational |
tried to counter this tendency in my thesis. Duriggdwork | developed a commitment to
being open to new possibilities, “a kind of witnegsthrough which we are exposed to the
potential for being-otherwise” (Dewsbury, in Pog#08: 2) or, in Badiou’s (2007) words a
fidelity to the event as that through which newcgsaof thinking and moving may come into

being (McCormack in Popke 2008:2).

To let ‘possibility’ emerge in interviews meansdmphasise the subjective side of people’s

enunciations and not just interpreting them in lighat of a certain social/cultural context.

2 http://cedarlounge.wordpress.com/archive-index/
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Indeed the challenge posed by a political situatsothow to evaluate a decisive subjective
discontinuity. For the same reason that thougheiger fully absorbed into knowledge, nor is
subjectivity completely derivable from a cultur@lipcal situations are marked by a peculiar

excess of subjectivity with regards to the surrenggbolitical culture” (Russo 2006:679).

Social researchers dealing with (past or preseanitligal movements should seriously take
this point into account. Otherwise the danger isnterpret people’s enunciations from a
state’s (objective) point of view, from which it isnpossible to identify any form of
subjectivity. In the absence of the ability to thipolitics independently from a state
perspective “we necessarily revert to thinking tigio the prism of the state which is, to use a
computer analogy, the ‘default position’ of anytieorised politics” (Neocosmos 2009:266).
This can negatively affect the way in which postis studied and theorised in the academia.
If scholars continue to understand it as statetipslias determined by objective conditions,
they will just speculate around what ensures th#igoation of what exists. And what exists
today corresponds to what Badiou (2010:99) termapitalo-parliamentarianism”, the rule to
which every state has to adhere, with “its bassadlinotion of ‘democracy’™, and its “rabid

communitarianisms” (Neocosmos, 2009:2).

The themes that qualitative social sciences tendrivilege correspond to people’s ‘aims’,
‘life stories’, ‘expectations’, ‘perceptions’ oréaviours’. Thus researched populations
are usually questioned about what they remembetheiir past, about the way they
imagine their future or how they reactin frontaoihetwork of relationships, causes and
effects that are supposed to be given. In thisupgcto be eluded is the ‘present’ of social
reality; i.e. the way in which it is influenced bye words, desires and thoughts of those

who experience it directly.
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Moreover, since political situations are charastti by eventfulness and high levels of
subjective involvement, no scientific/objective eggch to the situation is suitable to address
them. Politics does not follow any historical, alijee or mechanical rule. It is not, to put it
with Neocosmos (2009:293) “a precise investigatioh what exists, in terms of
determinations, causes and laws, which may themipan answer to the question of what
may come”. Whenever it comes to existence, polifpceceeds on its own” (Balso 2010:16),
meaning that its conditions are subjective, intdiis itself. These conditions are nothing else
than the actions and declarations of those whara@ved in the political procedure. It is
only by addressing those elements that researchgsp the subjectivity of a specific
political procedure. Through a nonrepresentatieniective approach CD in Dublin can be
analysed as a singularity, as something that exced#ite determinism of objective socio-

economic conditions - and the present conjunctppeednended by its possibles.

So by conducting interviews and ethnographic oleem | did not just pursued the
reflection of the real (of objective conditions)tbalso explored the field of possibility by, as
Situaciones (2003) put it “looking into [ideas amd&ctices for the emerging traces of a new
sociability”. This does not mean to deny or undimeste more ‘objective’ aspects of my
object of study, but to subordinate them to theibjsctive counterpart. Indeed, if we are
implementing a ‘non-representational’ approachjof@ing Lazarus (cit. by Neocosmos
2009a: 13), investigation of what exists shouldsbbordinated to the investigation of what
could be, not the opposite way around. Indeed daogrto this author investigation differs
according to whether it relates to the categorthef‘possible’ or to that of the ‘extant’. We
are confronted with two different modes of thoughe first is analytical and descriptive, it

asks guestions regarding what exists; irrespedivhe eventual complexity of its research
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protocols and discoveries, it proposes the scientharacter of sites (lieux). The second is
prescriptive and has as its principal point of ertlre question of the possible (ibid.: 8). In
research possibles stem from subjective elememts as prescriptive declarations, desires

and acts by people who inhabit the studied sitnatio

‘Possibles’ are important because they can opemplatety new paths for research in social
sciences. They help to avoid what Wu Ming (2011)sca “toxic narration”: a narration that

does not do its job, that “deletes its conjunciilmmension”, that hides the hypotheses and
tries to narrow the chances to narrate otherwgséhibk other possible stories, other poetic

truths for the set of facts it refers to.
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5 CD’S RELATION WITH THE STATE. THE PROBLEM OF
BUREAUCRATISATION
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Previously | highlighted that while community bassttivism has been practiced in Ireland
for many years, it is only in recent times thatas become ‘official’ in terms of recognition
and support as Community Development, or the Conim@ector. Along with this shift,
processes of state-building (what in the theorktibapter, following Wang, | have defined
as “statification”) overcame political thought amdtion, leading to depoliticisation and
allowing the state to “effectively extend its legiacy in situations where legitimacy was
strained” (Meade, 2005) — these “situations” cqragsling to deprived urban and rural areas
and the autonomous organisations that had develapetiose areas as a response to
deprivation.

| consider bureaucratisation as being one of then mgmptoms of depoliticisation in CD.
Theoretically speaking, bureaucratisation is a dempmnd multifaceted process which
cannot be reduced to a single explanation or caumsked it can be described as the
‘becoming state’ (or entering the field of the stat in a broad sense) of a form of
organisation - or a social activity in general. Eaver, bureaucratisation of political
organisations, which is what interests here, taltase in the context of political sequences
which are singular as well as situated in specibistexts. Therefore it is impossible to give it
a sociological frame that might be valid for evgrgrticular case. What is ‘universal’ in
bureaucratisation is its outcome; i.e. the ‘becanstate’ and the depoliticisation of politics.
The aim of this chapter is to give an account and ctitically problematize the

bureaucratisation of CD from different points ofwi

In the first section (5.1) | critically address twblem of funding. In particular | criticise the
consensus that exists among activists and schdets funding is the main cause of
bureaucratisation. In my view the fact that fungbedjects tend to bureaucratise is in itself

insufficient to demonstrate that this process idir@ct consequence of funding. On the
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contrary, | argue that this is just a superficigguament that could possibly work during the
Celtic Tiger, but it is now losing its credibilityndeed, on one hand there are examples of
groups who receive funding from the state and gehat depoliticise; on the other hand one
should notice that in (capitalist, neo-liberal) ambcontext, economic dependency from
state/market is unavoidable.

In section 5.2 the case of Community Responsegjaegiroperating in the south inner city, is
subject to analysis in order to evaluate the wayhich bureaucratisation affects CD projects
in terms of professionalization. Through the imposi of expert, technical knowledge issues
are abstracted from their socio-political contextich alone gives them meaning. To be
accessed by ordinary people and democratised (Whi€iD’s mission), they need to be re-
politicised and their technical quality shown tq Bebest, only partly independent of socio-
political content (Neocosmos 2007:50).

Finally in section 5.3 | critically discuss whatéfine as CD’s ‘institutional tendency’. On
one hand | will show how CD institutions are inntive, strategic and rooted in the socio-
historical texture in which CD developdd. a context of permanent threat of displacement,
CD institutions acquired a double social/politigalue. Not only around them local people’s
involvement and politicisation has been organized,they have assume the symbolic value
of ‘strongholds’ to manifest an irremovable (ingtibnal) presence. On the other hand | argue
that, for being easily articulated to state procedu this institutionalising tendency has
constantly exposed CD organisations to the riskuseaucratisation and professionalization.
After providing a number of empirical examples, dnclude by reflecting about CD

institutions as forms of organisation that go beltre public/private dualism.
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5.1 The funding issue. Do CD projects tend to buceatise because they are funded?

In 2004, analysing the outcomes of their reseaRdwell & Geoghegan commented that
“what is striking about this data is that commundgvelopment in Ireland is almost
completely dependent on the state for funds” (p),l28d that CD was almost entirely
composed by paid workers. In light of recent cirstemces this statement sounds like an
alarm bell. Indeed over the last two years ther® een a sustained attack on community
organizations in Ireland, which has taken advant#fgeéD’s dependency upon (and overlap
with) the state. As | illustrate in Chapter 8, agks have been particularly severe and
endemic, mainly hitting those projects that arewed as more challenging and
confrontational. Currently, a shared feeling amadivists is that the state wants to
definitely get rid of the sector. Certainly the besy to achieve this is to cut funding and
leverage the hyper-bureaucratised relation it entaith CD projects. As | noted in the
introductory remarks, this situation is paradoxisatause although CD did not develop as an
intrinsic evolution of state apparatuses and famstj nor from a supposed ‘bureaucratic
rationality’ (a state scheme), cutbacks are seemény groups as a possible dead knell for
CD. In my view, this analysis is more emotionaltyvdn than rational.

In any case the imposition of cut-backs by the gowent had at least the result to take the
guestion of funding back to the mainstream, exgptie numerous ambiguities that shape it.
The aim of this section is to challenge a consdnsaw that sees funding as the main cause
of CD’s bureaucratisation and ‘existential crisighis critique will give me the opportunity

to re-frame the question of funding in a more raiovay.

During my encounters with Dublin based communitivésts the problem of the cuts and the

qguestion of funding emerged constantly. Accordingvhat they refer, bureaucratisation is
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particularly hard to deal with because of the fugdschemes in which CD groups are
tangled. Emphasis on so-called “performance indrsat(Powell & Geoghegan 2006:857)
forces projects to time consuming, complex confudaexercises, like writing funding
proposals, take part in committee meetings, demaingg the efficient use of resources,
commitment to achieving targets and the use ofayné&cmeasures in order to prove value for
money (ibid:857).

When CD activists analyse this situation they dike impression to believe that it was
money itself that corrupted CD organisations ammtled their autonomy: “projects - they
argue - can only operate in a certain way, theyrest&ricted because they are funded. And
organisations that were not state funded and teatrne funded changed their way of
working; it changes the atmosphere and the objestiit affects the energy with which the
organization was created” (Lisa,activist). Or, dgil€ (activist) bitterly observes: “I suppose
during the Celtic Tiger, when there was money adpun some ways it almost nearly
destroyed us”.

| think these quotes, and especially the last @mne,revealing of the ambiguities that at
present shape the question of economic sustaityabflitheir projects. Indeed, on one hand
there is a sense that funding constitutes the cati€eD’s decline; on the other hand this
perception strongly clashes with the idea that atkb constitute a possible dead knell for
CD. This ambiguity mirrors in the fact that many @ibjects are simultaneously fighting
against the cutbacks and seeing some benefiteifatt that they are not anymore involved
in funding schemes since they can now devote miore tb independent political initiatives.
As Lisa highlights “now the other side of cutbagkshat a couple of those senior community
activists have lost their job, and in some sengefthes them up and they are now involved
on a full time basis in whatever group or committegy want to be because they do not have

that responsibility of running a project”. In otheases, “there are also activists that” - in
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order to resolve this problem - “want now to crestenething that is not funded by the state

because it restricts them in what they want to(ticsa).

To be sure not having to deal with the state imgeof funding (after decades where this was
the leitmotiv) might be ‘refreshing’ for many aasts. But this raises many controversial
guestions such as: are we sure that the probl@mtisnoney itself, and that bureaucratisation
will vanish after funding schemes are taken off@giT why should CD be so concerned with
the cutbacks?) Is autonomy just a questioaaainomicself-sufficiency; or is there something
else that CD has lost with partnership and that idws to fight for? And even more crucial
to the scope of this section: is full autonomy gassin (capitalist, neo-liberal) urban

context?

5.1.1 The example of Chiapas

At present it is difficult to point to concrete emples of organisations experiencing ‘full
autonomy’, or full independency from state/capifdcieties are so globalised and processes
tend to be so interconnected that autonomy soumeffypmuch like utopia. Indeed an
example that is frequently brought up — one offévethat are suitable to this type of analysis
— is quite exotic and corresponds to the ZapatistaGhiapa&’. To be sure the Zapatista
experience has strongly resonated in many pattseofvorld, including western metropolises.
And for those who were inspired by them and wartedreproduce’ their experience the

problem has been that of thinking their autonomgaontexts, such as, for example, western

4 The Zapatista movement was able to achieve arenagented level of autonomy from the state, keeipiaig
such a subjective distance that they were ablettralise its repressive violence recurring totmal more
than military strategies. Interestingly enough Zlapatistas claim not to be interested in the seipfistate
power; their aim is the transformation of power #eey it is. And in fact they manage to keep thenesl- as
Badiou (crisis of the negative 654) would put fir-a state of semi-dissidence and conflictuakaltie with the
state” that allows them to keep it at a distance.
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cities, where living conditions and forms of strieggare completely different. As John
Holloway (2005) argues “we who live in the cities.X do not live within the sort of
communal support structures that exist in Chiapésdo not have land on which to grow the
basic foodstuffs necessary for survival, and we reog on the whole, accustomed to the
levels of complete poverty that is the daily expece of the Zapatistas of Chiapas” (ibid.
p170). Of course in cities it is “possible to ocgupnd for these purposes (as some of the
piquetero groups in Argentina are beginning to ta}, for most urban groups this is not an
option” (ibid. p173). To make it short, in citiesis actually impossible to reach the same
level of autonomy that the Zapatistas communiti@gehachieved in Chiapas. Indeed cities
constitute the core of capitalist oppression arulaation. Although resistance is constantly
produced in cities, their environment does notvalio complete independency (especially a
‘material’ one) from state & capital.

This simple fact sets the question of funding ureleompletely different light; in my view
debates around CD should take it more seriously.

As Holloway (2005) highlights, “urban autonomousups survive either on the basis of
state subsidies (sometimes forced by the groupagélees as in the case of thigueteros
who use the roadblocks to force the governmentue igioney to the unemployed) or on the
basis of some mixture of occasional or regular gargployment and state subsidies. Thus,
many urban groups are composed of a mixture of lpaapregular employment, of people
who are by choice or by necessity in irregular occasional employment and of those who
(again by choice or necessity) are unemployednafiependent on state subsidies or some
sort of market activity for their survival” (p174)hus if a Dublin based community group is
composed by just ‘volunteers’ it is fair to thinkat they have some source of income (i.e.
some form of economic dependency) outside the asghon. In this case, the fact that the

organisation does not depend on any form of disepiport by the state/market in terms of
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funding does not make it ‘objectively’ independémam these forces. But also think about
activists who were made unemployed by recent clktband yet chose to continue their
activity while receiving unemployment benefits; sshdoes not make them and their

organisation less materially dependent on the #tate they were before.

5.1.2 Funding is not an ethical issue

Whenever academics and activists discuss whetlgeadceptable or not that CD projects be
funded by the state, their arguments go back tathestion of the ‘nature’ of CD, as if this
was a sort of ethical question and as if money mwasself decisive in the evaluation of a
project. For example, Powell and Geoghegan (20@8) argue that the issue of funding
“raises the question of whether community develapmghould be seen primarily as a
response by indigenous communities to their s@italusion or as a strategy by the state to
utilise the inherent concept of self-help withimmoounity development to get marginalised
communities to take responsibility for the poveatyd other forms of exclusion they may be
experiencing”. In my view, to frame the problemPasvell and Geoghegan do is misleading.
Indeed their point of view to certain extent netgabtie analysis of the ‘objective’ conditions
(state, capital, the city) in which people and oigations are situated. And therefore it tends
not to recognise the fact that economic dependenty great extent inescapable in cities —

independently from one organisation’s ‘nature’ @oditical orientations.

As | emphasised since the beginning of this wor, i@ Dublin is a collectively organised
response to poverty and oppression, which generatguecedented political outcomes.
These experimental projects were ‘at a distancel @xcessive’ to any form of state

rationality. Politics — as | define this notion time theoretical framework of this thesis — is
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something that anyone can do, even the pooresorpdrs the world, and it does not
necessitate of funds in order to exist. Nevertlslgss not the presence of state funds what
compromises the politics of a project, because evithout funds this project would be
exposed to other forms of economic dependency.oM@ly’s answer to the question if it is
possible for a movement to lsempletelyautonomous is negative; especially in the context

of cities which are the quintessential locus ofitzdist expansion and exploitation.

So if we think the situation in these terms it msurprising that a group might decides to take
advantage of resources that the state makes aeailafpecially if this group is, as in the
context of CD, particularly poor in terms of restes. This simple fact does not necessarily
equate with the renunciation of one’s politics @edrch for autonomy. So, in my view Terry
Robson (2001) is not accurate when he concludésgheh interventions [funding schemes]
transform the ‘community’- based organisation frome moved by local, neighbourhood
considerations and accountable to local peoplen®influenced by the interests of the state
and accountable to its stringent financial contrdisdeed autonomy does not just correspond
to economic self-sufficiency. Even in a situatidnegonomic ‘dependency’ such as that in
which almost everyone is constrained in advancedalsst societies groups can still try and
“push autonomy as far as possible” (Holloway 20@8)1

This is not to negate that funding agencies agtdedime funding delivery with schemes that
at the end of the day are aimed to change the viaglould work, and depoliticise it. As
Mary highlights “community activism has become degent on funding and that is not how
community activism should be; people involved ie tirea should not need funding”. The
problem is that together with funding, many othliengs have changed: “funding hdsaped

more that it should haverhat people are doing; and people are caught iin tlay to day

126



struggle to keep their project going”. Funding @& wrong in itself; “if it changes the ethos of

what you do, if it transforms it in something elg&n it is wrong”. (Lisa)

At the end of the day it is important for urban GDups to be aware that this coexistence of
economic dependency and the will to develop autanmhy forces them into contradictory
situations (such as for example funding schemeswhich it is much better to recognise
those contradictions rather than to gloss over th@iolloway 2005:173). In my view this
awareness is fundamental in order not to be exptsestate manipulation and therefore
depoliticisation. However this awareness shouldhieeresult of a self-reflective activity that
has frequently lacked in the history of CD. Dughis lack, there never was (for example) an
anti-co-option alliance that attempted to produo#lective critique and resistance to the
pitfalls of systemic funding. On the contrary magnpoups uncritically accepted funding-
related processes of ‘reform’, while many othersen&ctually born out of this bureaucratic

frame.

In the context of capitalism, dependency on forttet are difficult to control exposes

community groups to problems and limitations thHaiidd be recognised. “The significance

of these limitations obviously depends on the ctiNe strength of the groups: in the case of
the piqueteros, for example, the payment of thie stabsidies was imposed by road blocks
and administered by the groups themselves” (ikld4p. This is the example of a group that
despite receiving funding from the state does nwe&ucratise; which demonstrates that the
problem is not money in itself. ‘Bureaucratisatig@ints to much broader processes. Money
might be accepted, but it should not constitutelastacle to the realising of peoples’ dreams

and objectives.
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5.1.2 Finessing and community work

Unfortunately, due to this lack of collective se#flexivity, those who try to resist this
bureaucratic logic, do it as individuals or singl®ups, and in a way that does not openly
challenge the system - and therefore with limitedambiguous outcomes, which certainly
can not be described as political, or emancipateoy.example, what seems to be a popular
strategy among CD groups is not to report in fugdapplications or assessments certain
activities that funding providers would not consittebe ‘suitable’. As a CD activist refers:
“As a development worker, they don’'t have all tleadls of the work | do. And | do a lot of
drama and it would be influenced by the work of Asitp Boal: theatre of the oppressed,
theatre of change, theatre of education etc... Sopfoject here is done with the people |
work with, most of them drug users, so this worlswary hidden, and | had to find the way
to do it because | knew that the state would notlfthis particular project. It would not see
the use of theatre and drama as particularly ratlewdaybe they would bring in someone to
do a drama workshop once or twice, but they wooldsee drama working with people in the

community to look at problems related to their t&al

Another similar tactic is to finessing in funding@ications by telling state-agents what they
want to hear and then, once funding has been detly¢o do a slightly different work from
that which was initially agreed. As an activist it “my proposal to the state for funding
says one thing and this thing is what the statetsvenhear; and if | get that funding it gives
me the space to do the work | think should be came that the state does not agree with”

(Sam).

A third tactic is to look for other funding sourceédind this quite controversial because on

one hand alternative providers are frequently mational companies, whose intentions have
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no affinity with those of CD organisations. On tbther hand, in a phase that is marked by
cuts in public expenditure, the state indirectlgrpotes a dangerous shift towards the market
— and in doing so it opens new possibilities favfprrand exploitation in poor areas of the

city. As | will illustrate in Chapter 8 this sociatonomic approach to CD has been
increasingly emphasised after the recent cuts, sathal entrepreneurs developing strategies

to make community groups more marketable.

5.2 Bureaucratisation as the triumph of “expertiiealge”. The case of Community

Response (CR).

In order to evaluate the compound ways in whicleaucratisation affects CD organisations,
more than money itself, it is worth to address ismue of professionalization, i.e. the
imposition of the rule of expert, technical knowdedto the practice of CD. The case of
Community Response, a group operating in the siowntbr city is taken here into analysis —

for | consider it to be particularly illustrativé this phenomenon.

Community Response is a community project that ldggeways of tracking problem drug
use and its effects in Dublin’s South Inner Cityeir aim is to work with local residents to
determine their own solutions to drug related issitaving started as a response by people
who use drug services, Community Response (CR)atgmerout of the history of local
activism in the south inner city where — same athenorth - the heroin problem became
epidemic, with the state having been reluctanintervene in a meaningful, consistent and
egalitarian way; showing instead an inclinatiomtarginalise and criminalise those realities

(see Chapter 2, where | refer to the drug crists@RAD).
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From the late 1970s many community drug teams esdeirg the north and south inner city
in order to deal with this problem on a voluntagsis. In doing so, they occupied a political
space that was left empty by ‘traditional’ orgatimas (the republican and socialist left)
which always tended to ignore or underestimateessalated to health and ‘the body’. Due
to this lack of concern by both the state and Gudfi politics, and having to deal with state
laws and institutions which were particularly cansgive and exclusionary in Irelafid the

approach of CD to heroin issues has been quiteriexpetal and confrontational since the

beginning of the heroin epidemic.

During the partnership era the unstructured netwbikdependent local drug teams that had
emerged in the 1980s underwent a process of staliceform — as | describe it in Chapter 2.
As a result 13 drug task forces were set up ardbduoblin gathering statutory agents,
voluntary agents and community representativesowolg a partnership approach, drug task
forces (DTF) act as hybrid institutions that meelilaétween the state, local organisations and
eventually private entities. They also act as agsnto which local groups can submit their
applications for funding. Although each DTF carrm# the same type of functions, they
differ from each other, depending by the specifgetof approach that individual state agents
and community delegates impose on them.

For example, the south inner city drug task fotoeafich CR is associated) developed into a
corporate type of entity, being controlled by aneted group of people who act as a sort of
executive board. Having been there for quite a kome, this core group got into a powerful
position, directly controlling people who ‘come agal and having the last say on key issues,

including funding. In other areas, like the Norttmér City, task force administration is

% For example the state was refusing to set up aemdihanges, where people could exchange usederded|
clean ones. Or think that prisoners in a very adedrphase of HIV/AIDS related illness were handediffo
hospital beds and monitored by prison guards. (QiiB2010)
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described by activists as more democratic, beiggrosed according to principles that are

closer to those of CD than to state/corporate mamagt.

5.2.1 Knowledge/expertise as power-over

As | said, this case is particularly useful for tims of this chapter, because ‘health and the
body’ the field in which CR operates constitutesri@ileged point of view on the processes
that | am investigating here. Indeed one shoultcadhat when community groups deal with
public health related issues, to generate a ‘betipilCD approach — i.e. a situation in which
people’s more or less direct experience of the Iprobconstitutes the principal tool for
collective intervention - is far more complex arfthilenging than in other cases, like for
example when dealing with housing or education.sTisi because issues such as drug
dependency, HIV, Hepatitis C and so on, require fiature’ a certain level of basic
‘technical’ knowledge by those who aim to addrdssnt. My argument here is that since
health is quite composite as an area of intervantio terms of knowledge, expertise,
symbolic implications etc., in a way it results ieador organisations that deal with it to

bureaucratise (in terms of professionalization}l #drerefore to depoliticise.

In other words health is a field in which, morertha others, the state can impose its ‘form’
and its way of functioning. And this is becauséhealth related issues knowledge/expertise
can be imposed as power over life: it immediatsiyuanes a bio-political dimension - in the
sense Foucault (2010) gives to this concept — tmgeshe production and reproduction of
life itself. As a CR activist argues “there is alplem ofrepresentatiofy meaning that in
contexts where a specific type of knowledge canearhk difference regard life, processes of

representation (and ontologically speaking, théesim a form of representation) are more
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likely to be implemented. Namely, it is more likehat ‘experts’ start actingn behalfof (or

for) those who have no expertise. The huge symbalue ‘bio-political knowledge’ can
assume in this context, together with the ‘comgiesietoric’ that experts apply to the issues
at stake and the necessity to deal with them adepsionally as possible’ can be used as
tools to ‘take over’ the problem and dispossessnarg people of the control they had
achieved (or could potentially achieve) over itothgh independent action and collective
organisation. When this is the case, “the thingsplople have fought hard for are taken by
those who claim to be leaders [or experts] andrghexck to the people as 'delivery” (Zikode
2009). This generates a situation that is “dividetiveen the rulers (the visible subjects) and

the ruled (the invisible de-subjectified subject@jolloway 2002:19)

Neocosmos (2004) describes this dispossessionghrexpert knowledge in terms of ‘de-

contextualisation’ or ‘abstraction’ and ascribe# @ strong depoliticising power. “Technique

and science (the bearers of which are experts tatd sxpertise) are thus unavoidably
abstracted by the state from the socio-politicaitert and conditions which alone give them
meaning, and thus acquire a life of their own, petelent of that context and those
conditions. To be accessed by ordinary people asmodratised, they need to be re-
politicised and their technical quality shown tq Bebest, only partly independent of socio-
political content” (Neocosmos 2004:216). This ‘de¥extualisation’ or ‘abstraction’ that

Neocosmos refers to is a form of representatiorstade procedure’, as i defined this idea in
the theoretical chapter of this thesis. In orderdonter de-contextualisation, the “assumption
of impatrtiality that lies at the core of professabrlaims [and that] mirrors the state’s own

claim to neutrality (...) must be rejected” (O’Donov& Meade 2002:8).
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De-contextualisation of widespread heroin addicaod related issues is a matter which CR
addresses on a daily basis. | find the descripgtipra CR activist of what happens at DTF
meetings in the south inner city of Dublin quiteskrative in this respect:

“When you go to the [DTF] meetings there can be g&dple around from different
backgrounds; and they are talking about a big rarigesues, and policy, and services for
drug users, and services for families, rehabibtatservices, methadone program protocols
and so on. And it is difficult for people from tekemmunity to deal with that stuffou have

to learn the language of bureaucraddnd now most of the time they are left on thenmo

with that.”

This contribution highlights the way in which thbs#raction from the context operated by
technical/bureaucratic expertise can play an ejabasy, depoliticising role. Indeed by
producing a normative type of discourse which mdew skilled people are familiar with,
expert language imposes itself as the only oneltaga meaningfully refer to the situation
and therefore to rule it, interdicting ordinary péoto effectively engage. This reproduces a a
depoliticised situation. Indeed according to Neowos (2004) under these conditions,
“frankly political questions regarding the socialtidements and needs of various groups
which may touch on the transformation of this orde¥come subsumed and hidden under
issues of technical expertise, claims for greateess to state resources, and the deployment
of state largesse within a discourse of statevdeji” (Neocosmos 2004:217). As we have
seen in section nrl of this chapter, the emphasisfunding has assumed within discourses

on CD is symptomatic of a depoliticised mentality.

5.2.2 ‘Power-over’ and ‘power- to’ in CD
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Bureaucratisation through knowledge/expertise isiqaarly visible in health related fields
such as those in which CR operates, but it is &ga® affecting CD in all its forms.
According to, a south inner city activist, with tlaelvent of partnership and neo-liberal
governance, the effectiveness of “everything wesdmeasured in terms of outcomes. In this
context,community development becomes specialised, ancesiodt is that power is taken

from those communities who created the actual asgdior’.

| find Susan’s reflection quite revealing - esphgider last sentence, which | have
emphasised in italic. No doubt there is a questibpower involved in the construction of
independent projects and their resistance to deegtralisation. We can argue that when —
as Susan puts it pbwer is taken by the state from those who created dependent
organisation”, a shift in power takes place, whiohHolloway's (2011) terms can be
described as shift from “power-to” to “power-ovetiideed according to this author power
“has two opposed senses. On the one hand is powevrkich is our creative subjective
power, a movement of uniting, of integrating my rapiinto the social flow of doing”
(Holloway 2011). On the other hand there is an alijgng power, the same as that
according to which the state operates (power-owehjch is “instrumental power, (...) a
movement of separating, of dividing the done frdma tloing, of separating my doing from

the social flow” (ibid.).

These two forms of power are opposed to each otterause they are driven by two
different desires. Power-to is ‘positive’ becausemianifests itself as power-to-do, as a
potentiality. When we achieve things together vaither people, out of our creativity, that is
power-to; it is — as Holloway (2011) puts it — “ea@ss, capacity-to-do, the ability to do

things”. In my view, the circumstances in which @iade the best of its potentialities have
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always been when its singular achievements wereesgn of this collective power-to.
When people living in deprived areas of the inngy of Dublin transform a ‘non-place’,
such as for example a dismissed space separatimgstates, into a community garéfen
where they can grow foodstuff and engender new $oomsocialization in the area, this is
power-to. When these same people despite the factnaern by the Irish state have created
alternative institutions - such as clinics, famélypport networks, community self-policing
institutions and so on - in order to respond tmbpms related to alarming levels of heroin

abuse affecting their neighbourhoods, this wasxamele of ordinary people’s power-to.

On the other hand, when the authorities, concebyeitie existence of independent forms of
organization in working class areas, intervenentyyto control or even to co-opt what people
have spontaneously created, what they actuallg do ieorganise the situation according to a
power-over type of structure. This interventionresponds to an imposition, to the creation
of boundaries, identities, taxonomies, hierarcletes - because this is how the state works.
This can happen in a very explicit way, like foraexple when the local authority decides to
bulldoze a community garden and to give the allotin@vay (back) to a rich developer. In
that case land is subtracted to people’s creatanty given back to the market; in this process
power-to turns into power-over. As a South Africammunity activist highlights “it is a
kind of theft — to take away the valuable thingste# people and to put them to work in a
system that is against the people but in favouthef powerful” (Zikode 2009). “Doing”
argues John Holloway “is broken as the ‘powerfdparate the done from the doers and
appropriate it to themselves. The social flow isken as the ‘powerful’ present themselves

as the individual doers, while the rest simply digzar from sight”.

% This is the case in many areas of the inner nitjuiding some of the most deprived including Suntitier
Seehttp://www.photoireland.org/blog/new-work/the-higddgarden
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As we have seen, this ‘conversion’ of power camfy@osed with bulldozers, with ‘physical’
power. But there are also more subtle strategiastlie state might put in place in order to
achieve this shift, such as those that | am desgiin terms of bureaucratisation and
professionalization, de-contextualisation and so Technocracy, thanks to its capacity to
create subdivisions, specialisations, taxonomigmdsard procedures etc. is an effective
instrument to fracture people’s power-to-do. As I@arFrade (2009:18) argues, “when
meeting managerial targets is the master motiwardyivocational practices, any language
which deviates from counting, efficiency, ‘qualitghd the like is bound to be dismissed out
of hand as anachronistic or out of place” — and paoltical claim is dismissed. This re-
articulation, highlights John Holloway (2002), “nmsanot the capacity to obtain some future
good but just the contrary: the incapacity to abthie future good, the incapacity to realise
our own projects, our own dreams. It is not thatosase to project, that we cease to dream,
but unless the projects and dreams are cut to ntia¢cieality’ of power relations (and this is
usually achieved, if at all, through bitter expade), then they are met with frustration”

(Holloway 2002:18).

5.2.3 Service delivery, participation and self-acttion. Some clarifications

Poor peoples’ politics - and therefore CD politicshould not be conceived as aimed at
service delivery — at power-over, as Holloway piitsSomething that a CD approach
perceives as wrong in the system we live is tha ttlat ‘development’ (political, social etc.)

is the job of a few skilled representatives who meant to think on behalf of the majority
about their ‘development’. Grass roots organizaisuch as those that are grouped under the
aegis of CD — when they are faithful to their goét raison d’etre- challenge this top-down

approach that sees people as incapable to thinktterdfore take independent decisions
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regards their own lives. As Ruth (activist) say$"(S based on the belief that everybody has
the ability to do things and that people never\dien they try, it is when they don’t try that
they fail’. Thus the real challenge for an egal#@artype of ‘development’ is that it accepts

and assures that people can actually take contesltbeir own lives.

This, one should notice, has become quite contsialein a neo-liberal context where
‘participation’, ‘engagement’, ‘sustainability’ ared on are emphasised as policy/propaganda
keywords. Indeed, when participation, empowermengagement and so on are advocated
by the state their meaning and their articulatiomeal situations can be highly misleading.
On one hand, “what is called ‘engagement’ or ‘pulgarticipation’ is often just a kind of
instruction, sometimes even a threat. Many timésdione in such a way that all possibilities
for real discussion and understanding are closad the start” (Zikode 2009). And the case
of ordinary people’s participation to DTF meetingshe South Inner City is eloquent in this
respect. “In these cases what is called engagermartlly just a way for the state [or for
partnership] to pretend to be democratic when alitieall decisions are already taken and

taken far away from poor people” (Zikode 2009).

On the other hand, one should notice that during ldst two decades concepts of
“exclusion”, “self-activation” and “participationhave been promoted by the authorities in
contexts of welfare state demolition. They appédal Ifish and European policy-makers in
part because of [their] relative lack of content dtiheir] lack of historical and ideological

overtones. (Saris et al. 2002:174 ), their vagueesng their strength. Destructing public
services and ‘mobilising communities’ for their owrellbeing are phenomena that go side

by side.
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In order to avoid miscomprehensions | think it'iontant to clarify my thoughts on the way

| oppose ‘delivery by the state’ to ‘people’s satfivation’ - since around this opposition
rotates the problem of bureaucratisation. Namklshould emphasise that when | speak
about people taking control of their own lives | glot mean that they do not need service
delivery. Certainly | am not advocating the idedl&s the poor manage their own poverty”
as Gaffikin and Morrissey (cit. by Robson 2001:235ically describe CD action.
Obviously, everyone needs services and goods &eamh not provide for himself. Moreover,
the problems that local communities experience lmamot just internal to them, but they
have systemic conditions that require ‘systemispanses — that CD organisations alone can

not provide.

What | actually intend to put forward here is tbedinary people should be entitled to have a
say on the way in which things that affect theimolves are organised and ‘delivered’— not
necessarily from a ‘technical’ point of view, buefohitely from a political one. This
generally is a very central concern for CD groupet aim to be more than a means to fill
social welfare gaps. As Zikode (2009) argues, sibne thing if we are beneficiaries who
need delivery. It is another thing if we are citigavho want to shape the future of our cities,
even our country. (...Jome problems are technical. Some problems aréigadliBut we
find that without our own political empowerment wan not even resolve the technical
problems The solving of even very small technical probletiiee a broken toilet, requires
that we are first recognized as people that coufliis argument refers to South African
shack dwellers and their community organisationsvettheless it resonates with what | am
arguing about CD and independent politics in gdndérhe emancipatory process, which

should be a central concern for CD, does not gassigh delivery by the state because each
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person’s emancipation is not something that caddme on her behalf. As Holloway (2010)

says, people need to “assume the responsibilitjtherr] own humanity” (p19).

The same can be argued for deeper social issubasasutie heroin epidemic in Dublin inner
city. The fundamental objective of movements ansdtitutions that emerged in poor
neighbourhoods was nptst to obtain health services. The problem that theyewacing and
addressing was political to the extent that theestaas not just denying the existence of the
heroine issue, “it was also denying the existentgeample and communities who were
naming that issue” (O’Broin 2010) which can be sasrpart of a broader reality in which
these people were not counted by the state. Oldyitlis does not mean that the state was
not informed about their existence; it means thdid not recognise their capacity to think —
it did not count them as equals. This situatiorg should notice, does not have changed after

the creation of for example methadone clinics, ®FDand that is why it is still political.

For ideas of ‘participation’, ‘self-activation’, repowerment’ and so on to be meaningful, the
political vision of the situation should always eede other points of view, including
technical, economic, and so on. So, as a CR dactawgues, “it's time for them [ordinary
people, service users] to be effective”; meaningt th is time for community groups to
challenge this system that conceives CD as a fdrmeoentralised, second class service
delivery that relegates people to a position ofspay and reproduces a situation of
inequality and oppression. As | will further elaatar in chapter 6, a few groups (among
which CR) are actually trying to address this peobl| by generating processes that escape

representation and de-contextualisation:
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“We work towards mobilising people and we set ugitaation (...) On the contrary if we
elect representatives to enter in the drug tastefare are entering into the system, we are not
creating an alternative. By sending people to dgo this battlefield of bureaucracy you are
putting people who come from very difficult situ@is in a strange position. It is better to

create alternatives” (Chris).

This argument is utterly political gathering soni¢h@ most essential ‘values’ of CD, as it is
conceived in the present work. Its central thesishat representative mechanisms de-
contextualise politics and incorporate it to themdm of the state, where it depoliticises
inevitably. It is in the interest of community orgsations to protect their politics from this

danger and keep it at a distance from the state.

5.3 CD’s institutional tendency

“But continuity of organisation is a
rare and complex thing: no sooner is
organisation institutionalised into a
form, than it is immediately used by
capitalism” (Tronti 1979: 6)

In the previous sections of this chapter | havecdiesd some of the processes through which
CD organisations bureaucratise, effectively losingir independency and becoming in all

respects subsumed in state procedures.

The aim of this section is to enrich the analy$i€D’s relation with the state by exploring a
tendency that community groups had since the baginnvhich is that of generating CD
institutions. On one hand | will show how thesetitngons are a result of people’s ‘power-
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to’, as well as innovative and strategically rootedthe socio-historical texture of the
neighbourhoods in which CD developed. On the offaexd | will argue that, for being easily
articulable to state procedures, this instituticanad) tendency has constantly exposed CD

organisations to the risk of bureaucratisation gradessionalization.

5.3.1 CD institutions operating in a ‘grey zone’

There is a popular belief amongst community adBvibat “there is a grey zone between
service provision and activism, and community depeient plays in this grey zone” (Chris).
Philosophically, we could paraphrase this statemathi the idea that CD is situated in a sort
of uncertain space between politics and the stdtes. idea, despite sounding paradoxical for
the conception of politics and the state put foowviar this thesis (is there any hybrid space
between these two categories at all?), is nevedbethallenging and it deserves to be
explored since it addresses an ambiguity which astral to CD and the question of
bureaucratization. Politics, for how | defined rit the theoretical chapter of this thesis, is
intermittent, or sequential; it is not constantelithe state, which always exists — indeed
“every historical social situation is also given astate” (Badiou 2005:143) - “despite the
incessant historical mutations of its [i.e. thaest] particular forms” (Russo 2006:673).

So, politics does not always exist, and in the cdseD in Dublin it is clear that historically
(see Chapter 2) there have been moments of stiigigation (think about housing actions
and responses to the drug crisis), as well as manoérstatification (such as the involvement
in ‘anti-poverty schemes’ or PPP) where politicsvasent — or restricted to the thought and
action of a minority of activists. It is in thisrse that | argue that CD is not ‘in itself’
political. In the inner city of Dublin it developedut of political processes and it has

continuously constituted possibility for politics (perhaps the greatest possibilityingland
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after the decline of the republican movement) big notalwayspolitical. Sometimes, as we
have seen, distance from the state - which is fotgbolitics - is absent, or very limited. It is
in these phases that CD’s ambiguity is more evideahd its description as something

situated in a “grey zone” is more pertinent.

As | said, the aim of this section is to exploréeature that | consider to be particularly
(maybe the most) significant when it comes to asklthe idea of CD being located in a grey
zone between activism and service provision, oween politics and the state; namely its

tendency to generate CD institutions.

Indeed the majority of community organising expeces in Dublin inner city, having
politicised around a variety of issues relatedeprd/ation, including the absence (or extreme
scarcity and ineffectiveness) of public institusodealing with huge gaps in education,
healthcare, housing etc., came up with the idemutonomously create such institutions. Of
course the idea was not that of instituting a sbgshadow welfare state, but to experiment
with models which were alternative to those imposgdthe state, for being rooted in
contested/conflictual situations and for proposaigrnative modes of organisation which
aimed to be collective, inclusive and egalitari@n, it should be clear that here we are not
dealing with the development of “state apparatysgs’Luis Althusser (2006) would describe
them, but with institutions that pretend to be tbencretisation’ (if this is possible) and
expansion of political processes - and therefonarey to operate ‘organically’ (see chapter

6), i.e. from within the situation, and at a distarfirom the state.

Examples of CD’s institutional tendency are theeatlty mentioned for instance, drug-

services that since the end of the 1970s werepsat arder to deal with the drug crisis. But
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also think about youth clubs dealing with educatlfrecreational issues affecting young
people in the inner city, community policing forseé Chapter 7) aimed to address issues of
crime and drug dealing, mutual support groups(dg&et 6), women groups, family resource

centres and so on.

5.3.2 CD institutions as counter-institutions

As | said, this institutional tendency can be ipteted from different points of view. On one
hand CD institutions/services have constituted>@eemental (and to certain extent pioneer)
form of ‘counter-institutionality’, i.e. a rejectoof current forms of social organisation; and
therefore an attempt to build what Negri (cit. bgd@lo 2007) would describe as “centers of
alternative and independent projectuality, commesiof negative labor, completely free and
antagonistic towards the planning and programmirie reproduction of power of control”
(Negri cit. by Cedillo 2007). The historical backgnd to which this quote refers are 1970s
workers’ protests in the factories of Porto Margh@renice), which developed in new forms
of workers’ committees and other innovative paditignstitutions within and outside the
factories. This context is qualitatively differeinom the inner city of Dublin in the 1970s,
where labour was (important but) not the main fielgstruggle — and where movements did
not reach such levels of radicalization as theyidlidorthern Italy. However, in my view, the

strive for autonomy that Negri (cit. by Cedillo 20@lescribes was shaping both contexts.

Currently, the notion of ‘counter-institutionalityfas become quite popular within the realm
of social movements’ theory and practice, the nag@demic references being Michael Hardt
and Antonio Negri (2009). In their view, social @art in order to open a path for real

change “must be sustained and consolidated in stitutional process” (Hardt & Negri
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2009:355). Indeed they argue that political procedu‘that fail to develop institutional

continuity are quickly covered over and absorbethiwithe dominant order, like stones that
fall into a pool only to see the tranquil surfacemediately restored”. This institutional

process — they emphasise — should not be confugledh& seizing by a social movement of
state institutions or their substitution with howgdbus ones (ibid. p355). ‘Counter-
institutions’, as these authors describe them, lshbe shaped by a sort of anthropological
alterity capable to make them immune to state-related duves such as bureaucratization,

professionalization etc.

As | said, a first key component of this alterigy that counter-institutions trigger from a

political process, or a situation of conflict, amok from a sort of agreement or social contract
(which is the way institutions are generally creaéad thought in contemporary societies).
Indeed, according to Hardt and Negri (2009:355) évelas the major line [contract] seeks to
maintain social unity by casting conflict out ofcggty—your consent to the contract forfeits

your right to rebel and conflict—the minor line apts conflict as internal to and the constant
foundation of society” (ibid. p355). Intrinsic cdictuality is so fundamental because the lack

of it stops institutions being egalitarian.

The way in which institutions can be successfullegrated to a political process is evident
in many CD experiences that since the end of tl&®4 8ok place in the inner city of Dublin

—but also in current struggles by South Africanckhdwellers, in the way the 1994 Zapatista
uprising in Mexico developed through the creatibmutonomous assemblies, ‘caracoles’ or
basic community structures, and juntas of good gowent, and so on. There is not just one
institutional model that can be integrated in aitwall process. Each situation requires a

certain level of experimentation, and “the keyagitscover in each case how (and the extent
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to which) the institutional process does not nedgh&social rupture created by revolt but

extends and develops it” (Hardt & Negri 2009:357).

5.3.3 Community institutions as politicising maches

The idea that CD institutional experiences devaloag a form of ‘counter-institutionality’,

i.e. as an attempt to give consistency to and rai@rg persistent politicisation around poor
people’s struggles in the inner city of Dublin i®nfirmed by community activists

themselves, and especially by those who have e@ived since the early stages. None of
them sees CD’s institutional activity as just ahtacal matter of problem-solving or service
delivery. In their view the link to politics is (oshould be) always precedent to any
professional concern. The need for institutions €srfrom the necessity that “something

needs to be done in relation to getting organisetstayingorganised” (Claire).

For example during the encounter | had with Liseg argued that CD institutions have been
set up not just in order to respond to concretdlpros affecting poor areas of the city; but
also to act as spaces where people could comehtrgand eventually politicise. She
describes CD services as a sort of strategy pplaice by community activists in order to get
in touch with other residents and generate a sehsellective engagement even where this
sense was poor or lacking.

As Lisa highlights, we should not forget that CCegies in extremely poor and marginalised
situations, which have been frequently excludedhftbe petit-bourgeois ‘civil society’ and
its forms of public participation. In such contefthm an activist point of view “providing
services is a direct way of engaging with peoplecd&ise people’s lives are difficult and

sometimes they feel like... |1 don’t want to talk, drdt want to go to a meeting and talk
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because | don’'t have time to think about issuesatWhey need is a focus, and services
engage people on a regular basis” (Lisa). So, sa'kiview, services were thought as a
means to give continuity to CD experiences of gjleig- even when there were no big social
mobilizations taking place; when people tended tp shinking collectively and to be
overwhelmed by their ‘individual’ concerns.

The political centrality of these institutions/sees is attested by the fact that they were the
place where several activists gained the (in soespects controversial, as we will see)
reputation to be ‘community leaders’. As Lisa hights, “all the community leaders in these
areas have worked in direct provision services Hnsl is where they developed their
relationships. And this is also where their crddipcomes from, and why people believe in
them. And | think this is the positive side”. Asvlll elaborate in the next chapter, thanks to
these alternative direct provision projects, CDiedd a level of rootedness - of being
‘organic’ to the situation — which is very specitic this movement and which no other
political organization was able to achieve duritg fast decades in Dublin. Indeed in
Dublin’s inner city poor neighborhoods traditionphrty-style organizations have been
‘overtaken’ by post-party forms of organization lsuas CD. Actually there is no left wing
organization that can claim such a proximity to theoletariat’; and this, in my view,
constitutes an evidence of both the potentialityGid’s counter-institutionality and the

decline that the party-form has suffered duringlés¢ decades.

5.3.4 Counter-institutions and bureaucratization

As | argued, the ‘negative side’ of counter-ingtdas is that they can quickly bureaucratise
and assume a form correlated with that of the SkeéNeilson and Rossiter (2006:394) put it

“institutionalization seems to threaten routinieatiand the closure of possibilities”; and this
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is because institutions “habitualize and stabipa¢terns of thought, feeling, judgement and
action. The word institution, in this sense, ddssi a pattern of human relation (...) it
implies a degree of rigidity or predictability: ortbat, in the modern context, is (...)

associated with the operations of hierarchy, buresy, or the Weberian concept of
rationalization” (ibid. p397). In other words arstiitution, instead of giving consistency to
the political process in which it developed, careernto the dominant form of institution

(the one Hardt and Negri refer to as “social cantjawhich emphasises identity, works

through a representative type of logic and neuteslithe possibilities opened by the political
process. In Dublin a quintessential example of thme of process is that of Community
Policing Fora (CPF). In chapter 7 | will illustratfee way in which institutions such as CPF,
despite having developed in the context of peo&’sggles, bureaucratised quite quickly.
Particularly significant in this case is the fabatt CPF adopted an ‘anti-social behaviour’
rhetoric, which on one hand criminalises underpgged young people and the use they
make of public spaces; on the other hand, it bli@Bsactivists in relation to the eventfulness

and political potential that these young peopleresg.

As | mentioned in the theory chapter the idea thahight be possible to ‘concretise’ a
political process in the form of an institutiondsite problematic, because politics cannot
crystallise into a stable ‘form’. To be sure, thygpumovement-institutions, society can benefit
of, and to certain extent incorporate, some of phsitivity of a political sequence; but
institutions can neither constitute the sole b&wighe continuation of a political sequence,
nor can politics spring from or originate in suttustures. As Badiou (2005:122) highlights,
post-party politics should be “organised througte tintellectual discipline of political
processes, and not according to a form correlaidd that of the State”. This, at the end of

the day, is what the political history of the"™2entury’s party-state has shown.
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Some self-reflective community activists like Liasee completely aware of this problem. As
she puts it “the negative side [of this ‘institutad’ tendency] is that ‘services’ can become
the dominant role; they become like people’s jaid activists are tied up in it; and almost
like in the case of politicians it is easy to I@sght of the bigger picture because your time is
cut up. And trying to help the people on a day &y dhasis, and the challenge to keep
structural change on the agenda become almost pattdste”. | find remarkable the fact that
Lisa associates CD service-managers (institutionagars) with politicians. This illustrates
the fact that when one becomes a service deliverfegsional she is not so different from a
party politician. In both cases political subjettyivis normalized into bureaucracy. On the
other hand she suggests that the praxis of ‘helpeaple’ is not related to structural change.
And this is because ‘service delivery’ is a formrepresentation, and as such it tends to

exclude people’s subjective involvement.

So on the one hand, what the case of CD tells tisaisthe implementation of autonomous
political processes in popular situations passes trough the creation of institutions that
deal with people’s problems and around which they politicise. Indeed CD did not always
operate in the context of strong mobilisationsfréquently had to deal with depoliticised
situations, where collective strengths were weakeing nevertheless their objective to

organise people’s capacity to collaborate for tlatson of their problems.

On the other hand, by entering into the ‘institnib form’, which tends to be based on
identity and distribution of places and functiorce@ding to criteria of personal skills and
expert knowledge, and which demands “unity and cwmhén decision making” (Hardt &

Negri 2009:356), the rupture on which the initiabgess was based tends to be neutralized —
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exposing political organisation to statificationca®rding to Badiou (cit. by Power 2006:329)
“the ossification of force into institution can nio¢ the framework that preserves the initial
moment of novelty. Structures and organisationsnateenough if their participants are not
gripped by the motive force that catalysed thetiahmovement. Placing, institutionalising,
is always on the side of the objective: ‘every &ig a subjective force, and inasmuch as it is

assigned to its place, structured, splaced, nislkgective force”.

5.3.5 CD institutions as struggle for the right the city, against displacement

Before concluding this chapter with some furthenaeks on CD (counter-)institutions and
the possibility or not for them to escape bureaimaton and moving beyond the
‘public/private’ dualism that sets them into a etatarket framework, |1 would like to
introduce a further consideration on what | havéindd as CD’s institutional tendency.
Namely that institutions where created by commumitganizations also as a means to
maintain a sort of ‘spatial hegemony’ in a spacehsas the inner city, where the poor
traditionally live, but whose presence and wellgelvas always been posed under threat by
the state authorities. As Goyens (2009) arguesHistery of (...) oppositional, decentralysed
movements can be better understood when the spatgications of their ideological

practices are critically examined”.

Indeed, in Dublin, same as in many other citiesaoglobal scale, processes that David

Harvey (2008:33) would define as “urban restructyirihrough ‘creative destruction™ have
been implemented by the authorities. This consttw result of the fact that urbanization
constantly plays a central role in the absorptibeapital surpluses - such as, for example,

those which the Celtic Tiger generated - at evereasing geographical scales. This involves
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burgeoning processes of particular areas of thearitl especially city centers, where life-
style is transformed, and quality of life becomesc@nmodity “in a world where

consumerism, tourism, cultural and knowledge-basddstries have become major aspects
of the urban political economy” (ibid. p31). “Creet destruction” corresponds here to the
dispossession of the ordinary population of anytrip access and live in those (to be)

regenerated spaces.

As we have seen CD in Dublin is a grassroots mowémhat always had a strong spatial, or,
roughly speaking, ‘territorial’ emphasis. There atenerous examples of this: it started in
the context of struggles against removals and éaedt housing conditions in the city center;
it aimed to transform a situation that communityivasts describe as ‘colonial’, for being

shaped by the rule of middle class outsiders;av@nted local street traders (mainly working
class women) from being illegalized or removed frtima streets where they were running
their business; in the context of the heroin ciitsisught for keeping neighborhoods safe and
free from drug dealers, to the point of having éve&lop community based forms of policing;

it fought against the removal of vital public sees (such as swimming pools) from the inner

city, and so on.

The main issue that in a way shapes all thesegsigs that since the 1960’s the inner city
of Dublin is undergoing a process of structurakregration, which involves the displacement
of the poor (and their problems) from the city entvhich is supposed to be playing the
role of ‘visiting card’ for the attraction of globzed capital and investments. On one hand, as
Seamus highlights “one of the ways traditionallg t#tate has solved its problems was to
displace them somewhere else”. So, since the sderalficdf the 1960s large working class

estates were built in peripheral areas in ordeligplace working class communities from the
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inner city. A typical example is the constructidn/difteen-storey high-rises in Ballymun on
the northern edge of the city. The scheme was cetegblin 1966 housing nearly 20.000
people and was separated from areas of non-publisihg by a 12 foot concrete wall. On
the other hand, as Pat (ICP) highlights, “becabseiriner city is the economic core of the
country many people argue that getting read optieblem out of it, because of its economic
importance, one would not have this social problanthe heart of the city, it would be
displaced outside” and displaced in areas suchadgnBun where new forms of ghettoization
are produced. | mentioned that this type of prodessot just typical of Dublin; as David
Harvey (2008:33) highlights “it took more than andeed years to complete the
embourgeoisement of central Paris, with the corsecps seen in recent years of uprisings
and mayhem in those isolated suburbs that trap inadized immigrants, unemployed

workers and youth”.

Already Engels (cit by Harvey 2008:33) addresseésl phoblem in “The Housing Question”
arguing that “the growth of the big modern citiegeg the land in certain areas, particularly
in those areas which are centrally situated, aficaatly and colossally increasing value; the
buildings erected on these areas depress this vadtead of increasing it, because they no
longer belong to the changed circumstances. Theyalled down and replaced by others.
This takes place above all with workers’ housescilaire situated centrally and whose rents,
even with the greatest overcrowding, can neveonty very slowly, increase above a certain
maximum. They are pulled down and in their steampshwarehouses and public buildings
are erected” (ibid. 33)

When the displacement of the poor from the citytieers opposed by forms of resistance — as

in the case of CD — the battle becomes harshetrenthctics deployed by the state become
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more subtle and vicious. One of them is that tm tcwntested areas in unbearable places

where to live — until eventually residents decioenove out.

Cases of large scale local authority flat complesesh as, for example, Saint Michael's
estate, O’'Dweney gardens, Theresa’'s Gardens andinixémStreet that were seen as
problematic because of issues of poverty and sesielusion, and inappropriate for a city
with Celtic Tiger ambitions, and have recently béanare being) moved to other areas, are

representative of these processes in the inner city

5.3.6 Sean McDermott swimming pool

Interestingly enough, with the economic crisis sa@teps are being moved forward in this
process of displacement. And through cutbacksstaee is being particularly cynical in the
creation of an intolerable environment, transforgnimoor neighborhoods into a sort of
“dumping areas” (John) and depriving them of basic services andrdiies. Emblematic

here is the case of the threatened closure of BlearDermott Swimming Pod], which was

brought up several times during interviews as aangde. This swimming pool is a stand-
alone complex located in Sean Mac Dermott Stremy elose to Mountjoy Square, which is

where | live.

27

Cars...
% |n December 2009, Dublin City Council announceat tfue to cutbacks in the budget there was no more
funding available for that swimming pool.

152



— e —

(€ ¥ A

" ¥ Baiie'Phib.. Fhibsborough (541 ] ) CrokePark
e ad CHCT""GJH Ballybough
_ o Draim 2
tong ® hiter Conrach
o g # Ballybough B
5 | % & Maustjoy épq-
! |[Eﬂ| e 69? Square Park &
i 1 =
B 3 N 3
e L E::"u::‘ ;r:an-:*e F e
! mET : i L
our H;il & Q:Fﬁ 5] :’3%
I g
brbg —Hill Stoneybatier g E::‘j a8
w El
in = IFS.C
|
| amithfigld &
6] F.Lalatr'-:— Smithfield
Quare § [he11]
B oQuay P Quay _— 56
{ m
!;| hﬂiﬂmj (b | ? &
: Temple Bar
e Dul ; Sy
Coombe b b
ypmes’s st Jamestown = 2]
Thomas st =t i'i'a% [£1]
i Meaaal & S
2114

Map of Dunblln_ North inner city (area between the Nah Circular Road and the river Liffey; Mountjoy
Square is located in the upper right part of the ma)

This is a place that hosts one of the poorest camtres in Ireland and that local activists
would describe as an area of “huge deprivationymetation of disadvantage, low income
families, drug issues, and a lot of disaffectedtlygti (Seamus). So, the closure of that
swimming pool would be a very cynical act by loeathorities because with that “you are
taking away a facility that actually provides ameatative to all this”; moreover “tens of
thousands of children have learned to swim in ploisl” (John). Not to mention the fact that
that swimming pool was and to some extent stikh isathroom facility for many people in
that constituency. “Because there were no sucHitfesiin Saint Josef Mansions [a flat
complex nearby] so every week the kids were brotigtrie by their parents. And this was as

a result of community activity that those pools evepen” (John).

Indeed, the complex was built as a result of pésglemands and the announcement of its
closure was not well received by the residents.Id®@al CD groups and residents came

together to fight this decision and keep this atyeopen. On Monday 2April 2010 they
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protested at the City Hall before the City Counuiéeting. Also thanks to the support of
some sympathetic city councilors, the council voted the preservation of stand-alone

swimming pools.

Now, apart from this important victory by the locabmmunity, “which is a clear
demonstration of people’s power in that area” (Jplnat | am aiming to highlight here is
that the intentions of the state were quite cynarad not just driven by an economic type
ofrationality (as the cutbacks rhetoric would swggyeAs Pat (Seamus) suggests, even from a
technocratic/cynical point of view such decisiommsmibt make any sense; they “are going to
cost the state much more in a long term”. Therefobi® is indicative of short-term thinking
and insensitivity of the state in relation to oay people’s problems. As Tina highlights, in
that area kids do not have a place where to splesid free time “their environment is
reduced to the street, to the traffic’. Such aniremvnent will eventually persuade many

families to live the area.

| find this case particularly significant to theeal that CD institutions act as a sort of
‘anchorage’ to the city center for poor peoplerwiin the area. In a context of permanent
threat of displacement, institutions acquire a dewdocial/political value. Not only around

them local people’s involvement is organized, bogyt assume the symbolic value of
‘strongholds’ to manifest an irremovable (institutal) presence. According to Lisa, “this is
why CD happens and this is why it is so import&#cause without CD, people would be
left behind, and everything would be taken fronnthéit by bit; as simple as that”; what the
state does is “to cut and divide and spread thel@no [poor people] out” Lisa. So one could
argue that the existence of a variety of CD ingtnhs provides a sense of stability and

permanency to the local community, which goes bdyservice provision itself. In this sense
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“Institutions are — as Neilson and Rossiter (2098)3argue - always related to the question

of security”. They work as a sort of ‘state witlire state’.

In a more positive sense they constitute a soaffoination of people’s “right to the city” to
use Lefebvre’s (2003) famous expression. Sincerigii is constantly denied or posed under
threat by the state’s ‘creative destruction’ sggtat is central to every CD struggle. Indeed
according to Aine “what we wanted for the poor gdeopere [she refers to St. Michael’'s
estate] was for them not be displaced; that theyt@dive in their communities (...)We
wanted recognition that we belong to the city jastmuch as the rich belong to the city.
think that's a really important value”. Indeed, €thight to the city” as it is described by
Harvey (2008) goes beyond the simple faculty teeasarban spaces; “it is a right to change
ourselves by changing the city. It is, neverthelassommon rather than an individual right
since this transformation inevitably depends uploa éxercise of a collective power to
reshape the processes of urbanization. The freedomake and remake our cities and
ourselves is, | want to argue, one of the mostipuscyet most neglected of our human
rights” (p23). The capacity to generate forms oftdo-up institutionality in popular
neighborhoods is an important step for those whuoadal this right to the city. Of course
‘right to the city’ should always be a ‘universalémand — one that can never be entirely
satisfied by a specific policy or a regulation ®odompiled by bureaucrats. Indeed the risk is
that it turns into a “legalistic issue of 'humaghts' to be fought over in the courts of law
between lawyers” (Zikode 2009); or even that, feilog the same legalistic logic, it becomes
a sort of “transcendental guarantee” (Zizek 200d)3%here the guarantor is the state) that

ends up turning people into passive uncritical irers.
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The collective creation of independent CD instdos as rooted in contested urban spaces is
in my view a good starting point in the affirmatioh people’s right to the city. Their main
challenge is to keep themselves at a distance fhenstate. However, this is a difficult task
for institutions as a form of collective organizatiin general — and especially for CD
institutions that, as we have seen, act as a sguasi state. The challenge, as | will point out
in the conclusive part of this chapter is to expemnt with new forms of institutionality that

go beyond the public/private dualism around whidgiaaizations tend to depoliticize.

5.4 Conclusions. Towards a new institutionality dm&y public and private?

“Why do the most heroic popular uprisings, the nqpstsistent wars of liberation, the most
indisputable mobilisations in the name of justicel éiberty end — even if this is something
beyond the confines of their own internalised segae— in opaque statist constructions
wherein none of the factors that gave meaning assipility to their historical genesis is

decipherable?” (Badiou 2005:70)

This question has constituted the implicit corrtene of this chapter, in which | analysed the
ambiguities of the relation that CD entertains wiile state — and which manifest in its
bureaucratising tendencies. A ‘universal’ answet t@n not but being philosophical, having

to do with the sequential nature of politics, whaies not have a continuity equal to that of
the state. However, once we have accepted thisogntal fact, and we return to sociological

analysis we should notice that processes of dépséition of singular political sequences are
always different from each other and contingenthi situation and the sequence in which

they take place.
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To give a sociological explanation of CD’s depaolgation is a difficult task because CD is a
assemblage of heterogeneous sequences, rathejutaone. A general hypothesis that |
formulated in relation to CD in Dublin is that itsstitutional tendency is central to both CD’s
political subjectivity and its tendency to bureaitise and depoliticise. Therefore the
guestion here is how to overcome this impasse? EwwCD’s institutional autonomy be

pushed as far as possible? Which features shoulth§Rutions have in order to achieve the

best result?

| will deal with these questions in the next chaptor now | should make clear that the
answer of course can not point to an institutiomaldel which might be implemented in
different CD contexts. Experimentation is the opbssible way forward. As John Holloway
(2011a) highlights “attempts are always contradic¢t@nd CD activists should constantly
deal with those contradictions, never putting theside. As Lisa argues “the service
approach sometimes takes away from the fundamehédllenge and it is important to keep
the balance, although it is very difficult”. Actsts and researchers should also bear in mind
that this organisational problem, has a historis@nificance. The 1960s/70s and the
commencement of a post-party type of politics odemany problems that have not been
resolved yet. And the situation of political impashat societies are experiencing on a world
wide scale is a consequence of this. “The rejeatiathe party as an organisational form and
of the pursuit of power as an aim” - i.e. the rag@t of the old forms of left-wing politics —
“leaves us with an enormous question mark. Thatfiis important. The Zapatista saying
‘caminamos preguntando’ [by asking we walk] acquieeparticular resonance because we

are conscious that we do not know the way forw@rtblloway 2005:171).
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Politics without party has inevitably meant the)éraergence of organisational forms such as
the council, the assembly and the ‘counter-instituit— which, as | will further illustrate in
the next chapter, respond to the need to providiégad processes (which are perceived as
ephemeral and intermittent) with a “concrete stet Nevertheless organisational
structures (despite their tendency to ossify) mightuseful in situations where there is need

to be ‘anchored’ to a contested territory suchhasrnner city of Dublin.

Since CD institutions are tightly related to thisspparty disposition, CD activists should
follow Neilson and Rossiter’s (2006:401) suggestimrfinot escape this fate by any return to
the state bureaucracies or [uncritical] fidelitythte existing institutions”. Experimentation
means that a “radically different form of instituti’ can be developed, “one that can
intervene and work with this situation of uncertgirather than simply reacting to it” (ibid.
p401). Such experimental institutional process vadloorganisations to achieve some
consistency in their interactions and behaviours] #o create forms of life that escape
fixation in identity. The central difference betwethese and traditional institutions “has to
do with the locus of agency: whereas accordingh® d¢onventional sociological notion
institutions form individuals and identities, inrotonception singularities form institutions,
which are thus perpetually in flux” (Neilson and RRiler 2006:401). Such institutions are
perpetually in flux because they are “based onlminin the sense that they both extend the
social rupture operated by revolt [by a politicabgedure] against the ruling powers and are
open to internal discord”. So not only they “comdale collective habits, practices, and
capacities that designate a form of life”, but tlase open-ended in that they are continually

transformed by the singularities that compose th@bid. p401).
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6. CD AS A PLATFORM FOR INDEPENDENT POLITICS
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In the previous chapter | investigated the relatiop between community development and
the state trying to give an account of its varitacets and illustrating the key obstacles that
prevent a full autonomy of CD organisations. Tteesand the economy -“which is today the
norm of the State”, as Badiou (2005:144) argues-categories that any politics is forced to
deal with. Especially if politics has a strong ingtonal tendency, like in the case of CD; and
even more if the context of action is urban, wheeieertain degree of economic dependency

is inescapable for everyone.

In this chapter | will investigate this issue fr@ameverse point of view, a more positive one.
Namely | will address more closely the way in wh€bB can be a platform for independent
politics. This capability is mainly due to the fabat CD develops action on the basis of its
rootedness in popular contexts — contrary to otpelitical organisations that despite
explicitly using a ‘working class rhetoric’, do nentertain any meaningful political relation

with ordinary people — not even in a ‘represengtfashion.

In the first part of this chapter (6.1.) | develiy@ concept of ‘organic’ as it emerged in my
fieldwork. According to many community activisteyganic’ is how CD should be in relation
to a situation. ‘Organic’ means that CD is not adelpi.e. something that can be simply
‘adopted’ or imposed to a situation by outsidenst I3 an idea of organisation that both
develops intrinsically to a concrete situation @ylar settlement for example) and that
generates unprecedented processes in it. Orgéhis @e result of people’s creativity and
capacity to autonomously organise and take a leatla solution of their problems. In the
second part of the chapter | explore the case dbiahsupport groups, as they have been
developed by Community Response in the south iwerigrof Dublin. | consider mutual

support groups as an interesting experiment in €dfixe it constitutes an attempt to counter
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bureaucratisation and to return to an ‘organic’rapph. A similar analysis is done in relation
to public consultation meetings, or assemblies.irThetentialities are explored in part 6.4
where | analyse the case of ‘Community First’, whiaonsider to be a rare and interesting
example of community re-politicisation micro-proses from the bottom up. Here I illustrate
how this political sequence constitutes both aanapt to counter the cuts that the state is
imposing on CD in the inner city, and an instanéean ‘organic’ approach that some
organisations are experimenting with in deprivedmeourhoods. | conclude by arguing that
an important way to push autonomy as far as passlithat of working in order to create an

environment that is more favourable to it.

6.1.CD as ‘organic’ politics

As | have been emphasising since the introductbhapter of this thesis the politics of CD are
aimed to transform people who are not counted,qualified’ and therefore not allowed to

speak —as Spivak would put it- into meaningful fpcdl subjects whose action can change
their own lives and the society in which they Ii\N&uring the last two decades of economic
boom however, with the bureaucratisation, fragmesrtaand sectoralisation of CD in the

frame of public private partnership this emphasisigst - together with the sense of a right
to claim collective ownership of community basestitutions. As a result — observes Mary -
many people have started to embrace CD activiiesa“sort of charity”. And although “they

are always grateful for the services that they iveCe they have started perceiving these
institutions as being separated from their reakbiy;being introduced from the ‘outside’ (or

from the ‘top’) and “they became paralysed”.
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Although at the moment there is a big indistincgnasd overlap between CD organisations,
generic voluntary groups, NGOs, charities and so-onhere boundaries are difficult to
demarcate - | think it is important to always emgba what historically made (and could still
make) the difference of a CD post-party type ofrapph. In my view this point is crucial not
just for a question of academic accuracy, but béstause what is at stake here is nothing less
than the present and the future of this Irish “horade” (Sera) form of independent
organisation. As | illustrated in Chapter 1 theiowtof CD itself is not really helpful because
‘community’ carries ambiguities of every sort. Withe triumph of neo-liberal governance
and its emphasis on ‘community self-activationystainability’, ‘participation’ and so on

this ambiguity has mounted exponentially.

In my interview with Aine she attempted to makeitadb clarity out of this confusion and
provided me with a very interesting insight on h@ecording to her, CD should work — in
order to be faithful to its origins in the innetycof Dublin. Again, her point of view can not
be embraced as representative of every activisihned in CD activity. Indeed the lack of
collective self-reflexive processes penalises Cid ah terms of lack of shared perceptions
and ‘definitions’. However as | made clear in thethodological chapter, this thesis does not
just deal with ‘opinions’ that are shared by thejority (doxa) of people — and therefore
related to common sense which (same as conserssaglctural - , but also of ‘subjective
singularities’, and therefore of the prescriptived anterpreting thought of those who are
involved in this research as interviewees or olestactors. Politics in Badiou’'s perspective
is irreducible to structure - or to objectivity.ithe state-of-the-situation -; it belongs to the
realm of the subjective. Therefore in my view, aitgh sociology is affected by “a peculiar
theoretical paralysis concerning the question dijestivities” (2009), this is something it

should be concerned with; otherwise, as Russo (28@Ries, this discipline risks to “restrict
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itself to counting and recounting the inanity oéatbral results” and the analysis of the

opinions regard this or that government.

According to Aine “there are different levels of athwe understand as Community
Development, in the present and in the past. Mamyngunity groups grow out of the
oppression of people in their areas. Especiallg hW&me refers to St Michael’s Estate, and
more broadly to deprived neighbourhoods in the rireiy] community development grow
out organically. In other places you would have the Church comimgnd setting up

community projects who may have been looking to g@hmunity development money
through a community development programme, but doss not automatically mean that
they were taking up that community developmentheua the challenging of inequalities,

standing on the side of the poor, in willing to badkie courage to lose (...)".

| find these reflections very insightful and cehtathe arguments of this work; in first place
because they make clear that - as | have beenngrguiChapter 3 (History) - even though
the state has created agencies that financiallpatuD groups, this does not mean that
each organisation receiving those funds operams@iag to a community development type
of approach or philosophy. Furthermore it can hapimat the state, through its power to
deliver funds, entitles itself to the faculty ofaiing who might be considered as CD and
who can not. And the state - as | defined thisgm@tein the theoretical section, following
Badiou — does not recognise people’s independeliicab capacity. The state does not
recognise political subjectivity because subjettiig ‘excessive’ and irreducible to the state-
of-the-situation’s counting of the parts or subsé&tss is why the state can not recognise CD
the way it came to existence in Dublin; and it aimstead to represent it (and reorganise it)

in a normalised, apolitical way, i.e. as servickveey, charity, humanitarian voluntarism and
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so on. During about the last 20 years this operdigs been particularly successful. Indeed,
Aine highlights, “within the Celtic Tiger, | supp@speople thought that they had the services

and they were coming in [as ‘customers’]”.

However, things did not always work that way. “liy generation in these areas people were
living in horrible conditions, and that has shajled forms of organization that developed
here. But today if a service does after schoolear gducation etc. that does not mean that it
is automatically political”. This discrepancy, acdimg to Aine, has become evident in the
light of the present situation: “(...) so when we @dke crisis in CD and we wonder where
the [antagonistic] voice is and where that chalkersggcoming from ... it is not there while
people are trying with their head down to keeprtfodd and their project”. As | argued in the
previous chapter professionalization can be veppoligcising. “Now you can get a degree
and work — it has become very professionalized. »owal do not have the same motivation

for change; there is more a charity dependencyii€Ai

“Organic”, the word that Aine used to describe fermf CD which in her view can be
considered as being attuned to the political ‘tradi of CD in the inner city, is a very useful
concept; especially when it comes to address tlstoun of autonomy in CD. The fact that
this notion emerged from the field makes it everrenaluable, in my view. To describe a
community organisation as having developeganically within a certain context means that
it was the manifestation of the ‘power-to’ — to sawith Holloway (see Chapter 5) - of the
people living in that context. This being orgaroctsituation -this rootedness if you want - is
a central feature of any political organisationfpssing to be ‘autonomous’ or ‘independent’.
When referring to political processes, ‘organicobsld neither be confused with ‘closed’ or

‘self-referential’ — like the corporatist notion sbciety as an ‘organic whole’; nor should it

164



be associated with ‘cultural’ features (such asietty, religion and so on) — i.e. to the
‘structural’ bond tiding with each other the menshef a certain population; nor should the
notion of organic be confused with that of ‘pamitended as a part of a unifying body such
as the state. A political process can be descridseleing ‘organic to a situation’ just if it is

the direct expression of the will and creativitytloé people inhabiting that situation.

To be ‘organic’ is nevertheless a fundamental engle that CD has addressed since the
beginning in terms of liberating neighbourhoodstréorms of management that activists
describe as ‘colonial’. Indeed according to Marla deading figure and pioneer of CD in
Dublin - an important problem that the north inoty was suffering at the time when %2
generation’) CD organisations were starting to afgerwas that residents were not in control
of any (formal) collective type of activity takingace in the area. “What we discovered was
that all the organizations and facilities that weperating in the area were run by people
coming from outside the area. And it was kind dafiaulous; there was this ‘colonial’
scenario” (Mark). CD organizations, according tadus, developed (also) as a counter-

tendency to this state of affairs.

As Aine makes clear in her reflections, from a Gidgpective, the institution of a service by
experts coming from the ‘outside’ -or from the 'tofwhich, no doubt, can be very useful for
people who live in a deprived community, but tlasot the point here) is a form of power-
over, for it is based on a ‘service provision’ aggrh which conceives people as passive
‘users’, ‘receivers’ or at a maximum ‘participant¥his approach is not concerned with
ordinary people’s capacity to spontaneously engatiematters that affect them directly. On

the contrary it tends to anesthetise this capadiherefore it can not be considered as
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following a CD approach, which excludes the ideaoadinary people being just passive

receivers to be managed.

‘Organic’ community-based organisation is discoexhfjy those who are in power because it
is immediately political and politicising. Sometime as we have seen in chapter 5 - it is
discouraged with bulldozers, sometimes with buresticc arrangements. “Sometimes it is
discouraged with contempt. Sometimes it is disagedawith violence. Sometimes it is
discouraged by making simple issues too complicédedordinary people to understand.

Sometimes it is discouraged by just making it tdbadilt to engage” (Zikode 2009).

This (see chapters 2 and 5) is what happened dthen€eltic Tiger era where the scenario
that Fergus (activist) described as “colonial” Heeen to certain extent restored through
bureaucratisation and professionalization. Indeedhis phase community groups, while
undergoing a process of adaptation to state dwestistarted to employ skilled workers who
were generally coming from outside/middle clasasyand who had a low empathy towards
residents, with insufficient knowledge of the higtoof CD and no intention to be
confrontational with the state - their aim beihgttto make career. This non-organic process
has strongly weakened CD. As Seamus argues “yaudwmoave these professionals or
people from the university who would come and ggating sorts of gaps and vacuums in the
spaces, and there was a weakness in the commuaiiyr sleveloping leadership and local
leadership (...) If you are coming out a universibypiycome out with that sort of grand liberal
and progressive ideas but they do not necessaaitglate to where local people are and you
have to be able to be where people are in ordetet@lop. (...) You can’t come in an
transplant ideas without building some empathy \thin people and live where they are and

be where they are in their shoes. So there wasohlgm in terms of the community
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fragmentation”. Professionals, according to Damielon’t have any other relation to the

area except that they work here, they work veryl hlrey work on good projects, but at 5

they go home”. ‘Organic’ activists like him are han the area “I never worked anywhere

else and never wanted to live anywhere else. Anddidehave at one stage a policy of

prioritizing local people into the jobs but withetincreasing professionalism we couldn’t do
that, because the state said: we can not give lygumnoney to pay for that job unless the
person has these qualifications. And these qualibos didn't exist there, so you are talking

about people who have been through the third landlhave specific professional skills”

As Cox and Mullan (2001) argue, “as this processelbps, activists are increasingly

polarised, with the selection out of an elite capaih working on these terms and hence able
to participate at state and national level andctiresequent exclusion of other activists from
real decision-making (...). As these become full-tiamel skilled jobs, such activists become
subcontracted civil servants; and increasingly éheassitions are given, not to the ‘organic

intellectuals’ of community organisations, but taddie-class outsiders in possession of

educational credentials.”

Although these bureaucratic processes have becgstensc in CD, some groups such as for
example Community Response are trying to inved ti@politicising tendency, through their
daily effort in researching new paths of rootednesgopular neighbourhoods. As | will

illustrate, these attempts are experimental; thegsibly lack a consistent and coherent
theoretical engagement (which this thesis attenmptprovide) by the actors; and their
outcomes are necessarily ambivalent. Neverthedssisshould illustrate, their singularity and

political interest is indisputable.
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6.2 Mutual Support Groups: Community Response’s attespid reintroduce an organic

approach to CD

Community Response’s (CR) activity in the southemnnity was introduced in Chapter 5.2
where | discussed the obstacles that bureauciatisapses to CD organisations through the
imposition of an expert/professional knowledge tgbdrame. | also emphasised that these
obstacles are even more challenging for organissitioat, like CR, operate in sensitive fields
such as health and the body. As we saw, in thitsegbexpert knowledge/discourse operate
as mechanisms of exclusion interdicting peopleteddiintervention in the solution of their
problem (say addiction) and therefore in the cdntbtheir own lives. This generates
processes of delegation and representation, whieltodtextualise the problem and

undermine CD.

The strategy that CR initially adopted to challendg-contextualised service provision
consisted in directly intervening on its ‘weaknesskdeed — as a CR activist explains - “we
were in a position of recognising gaps in serviekvery that the HSE and nobody else were
able to fill. We came up with modules that did aparservice delivery radically — training
local people as community drug workers and desgriime type of training that was
accessible to people, and in the end there weree smiwances”. For example CR were
arguing for community drug teams rather than meédexh responses to addiction; they did
not just demand methadone clinics but they claithedneed for a type of response that they
define as “holistic”; which means that in theirwiéthere is no point in having a service just
for the person who is experiencing addiction. Thexed to be services for his family, for the
future generation that is assisting to the deviastataused by heroin and so on” (Chris).
Heroin, in this perspective, is not just an induadl problem; all the population should be

concerned and mobilise towards its solution.
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As | highlighted in my critical analysis of CD’sgtitutional tendency (chapter 5, section 3),
the danger with this counter-institutional (or atiive-service) strategy is that it can end up
creating a sort of second class welfare provisistiesn, which both plays the game of the
state by replacing it in difficult areas and byugiong lower resources, and depoliticises CD.
However, | also concluded by arguing that if onesdf-reflective and recognise the
contradictions that are intrinsic to this form eganisation, rather than glossing over them, a
certain independency can be maintained and inbegestitcomes can follow up. Of course
this approach involves a high level of experimeatgtbecause central to is not just to create
the conditions for the population to collaboratet to develop processes that are as organic
as possible to it. An experiment that | find parkasly full of potentialities - since it showed
to be capable to generate some political consigtamdhe south inner city - are mutual
support groups, as they have been developed byMoRial Support Groups (MSG) may be
defined as autonomous self-help non-judgementalarosgtions based on the lived
experiences of families affected by drugs. Jushensouth inner city there are around 13 of
such groups. The aim of the MSG network is to gpibéa initiative throughout Ireland, by
raising awareness of the difficulties faced by f&msiin coping with drug use, while
recognising the important role that they play ipmarting the recovery of the drug using

family member.

6.2.1Mutual support groups

From an ‘organic’-political point of view, a firsemarkable aspect of MSG is that they allow

the creation of new and stronger forms of soligaaitnong the population, in opposition to

the atomization engendered by a top down serviteedg approach, which is dominant in

western societies. In the case of drug servicegpmisation” means for example
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individualisation of the cure ; distribution of #® who are affected according to the
frameworks of various state institutions (heroiddiat/ HIV patient/ criminal) each one with
their own set of expert knowledges and exclusiongnactices (O’Broin 2010);
depoliticisation of the problem as reduced to eiclividual’s health and the body. As a
result of that drug dependency starts to be se@msaan intimate, personal matter; a “serial

behaviour falsely presenting itself as individuastue” as Sartre (2004:351) would put it.

CR put a strong emphasis on MSG because besideg etective in dealing in an holistic

way with heroin related issues, this form of orgation allows people to meet each other, to
discuss with each other about the situation andeper their problems the way they actually
are; that is to say collective, political and nadtjindividual. It is in this sense that | consider

MSG to be a very effective grassroots platformgoliticisation.

MSGs are mainly composed by family members of drddicts and in some cases also by
drug addicts themselves. The way they are orgarasddthe activities they do in the south
inner city are inspired by Boal’s ‘theatre of thepoessed’. According to the organisers, this
approach is not just effective in relation to hardit also allows people to use their own
creativity and to “develop their ability in sociahalysis so if there is something to be done
they can consider it for themselves”. In other veoMISGs stimulate people to collectively

develop critical thought on the situation, anddbaccordingly.

According to Chris, MSGs are a form of organizatithrat is currently gaining some
popularity in Dublin’'s disadvantaged areas, sines rgroups are frequently coming up.
Some experiments have also been done in prisoneasmitals, an important focus being the

problem of Hepatitis C. Paradoxically, the stateneg really aware of what this activity
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involves. Indeed it “would have no understandingwdfat we are doing, nor the prison
[management]; as far as they know we are dealirtly imformation about Hepatitis C (...)
but what is happening is an analysis of what isigan and what needs to happen so that
people are not just more informed about Hepatitisu€ can take decisions for themselves.
And this is also an attempt to change the powdghefmedical profession over the patient”

(Chris).

Family support groups and other similar activiiieshe south inner city have achieved some
positive results in the struggle to re-establishmf® of ‘power-to’ where ‘power-over’ had

become dominant. Since the last year (2008), whergbvernment started to hold back all
together with funding for CD, these results stattetbecome tangible. At a grassroots level
community organisations are increasingly less peedeas ‘charities’, “and what is so

exciting — highlights Mary - is that now people whee the services actually claim those
services. We want these services and we havedheto claim them. People feel that they

can shape what is happening”.

One should be aware that here we are talking alpetdreating the conditions for
politicisation in contexts (Ireland, Dublin’s deyed neighbourhoods) where this is not easy
at all, for reasons that | illustrated in the imhuation to this work. Activists are aware of this,
indeed in their view “these are just simple actsesistance, they are not hugely political they
are involved in small changes and this is very sld¥owever, changes in perception such as
that described by Susan can not be underestimAted.will illustrate below, such results

achieved by MSG can open the possibility for unetge® moments of politicisation.
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6.2.2Public consultation meetings

In my view, a sign that reveals that somethingctsialy starting to move within this hyper-
bureaucratised scenario is the fact that (with ¢htbacks) neighbourhood assemblies in
community centres and other venues are being argdragain - levels of attendance being
guite encouraging according to the organisers. Gitganisation of open meetings, public
consultations and assemblies has always been cena&D approach. However, during the
last two decades this habit has been a bit puteabelcause bureaucratisation and
professionalisation have put a strong emphasisepnesentativeness and effectiveness in
decision making — which involves hierarchies, veildfined positions, expert knowledge etc.
The problem, as Cox and Mullan (2001) noticed et #ince the 1990s many CD project
have devoted much time in convincing elites, indtefdialoguing with ordinary people; and
this has drastically reduced people’s direct engesye. Indeed with the partnership turn, the
emerging of a ‘deciding’, educated and skilled &xatip as representative, and therefore
separated from the population had made open ardusive’ meetings out-dated and
dysfunctional. To the extent that they were nowad as suitable to ‘effective decision

making’ processes, or to ‘intricate’ policy discusss.

As Holloway (2005) highlights, the public assemb&g an expressive form, tends to be
structured horizontally. It encourages the frediggaation of everyone and aims to reach
consensus in its decisions. This horizontality, cemages “the expression of people’s
concerns, whether or not they are ‘revolutionary’ ‘molitical™ (ibid. 172) and peoples
suggestions whether or not they are ‘skilled’. “@oils — continues Holloway (2005) - have
been a characteristic feature of the current wafreurban struggle: not just of the
neighbourhood councils of Argentina, but equallysoie of thepiqueterogroups, of the

Madres de la Plaza de Mayo, of tikentri Socialiof Rome, Milan or Turin, of the
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altermundista movement in general” (pl72). As a form of orgatisa they differ
substantially from the party, which is “conceiveslameans to an end, the end of winning
state power. In the council what is important i #ifective articulation of collective self-
determination; in the party, the important thing tes achieve a pre-determined goal”

(Holloway 2010:40).

The fact that, although this was a distinctive deatalso in CD, with partnership it has
nevertheless declined is not surprising. Indeedloa® Holloway (2005:173) puts it, capital
and the state are “the ever-repeated negationeotalncil” — i.e. the negation of people’s
self-determination. From their point of view pubdssemblies are not legitimate. Of course
people are allowed to gather and share their op#ibut, as far as the assembly is informal
(i.e. not located in a state/bureaucratic frameyvole decisions that they eventually take
have no recognised powerunless they have been validated a priori by ther@gpiate
bodies, they count for very little indeed. It ig this reason that, according to Aine, many CD
‘leaders’ “went into policy too much and in the aggtion of the leadership from the roots
instead of uniting the two”. In other words the diée be recognised by the state generated an
irreparable disconnection from the grassroots. Heweif one wants to follow a CD
approach, “you have to bring your leaders alongymmdcan’t have a gap in the middle; and
the policies have to change from the bottom. Aofdbrdinary] people have been involved in
policy work over here in St Michael's Estate” (A)nén the present scenario assemblies
constitute an important missing link between ‘leatdqor ‘organic’ intellectuals) and

ordinary people. Their reintroduction can certaicytribute to the re-politicisation of CD.

In the following section | will illustrate how MS@nd neighbourhood assemblies constituted

the cornerstones of a ‘micro’ political sequenceolhtook place in summer 2010 in the
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south inner city of Dublin. Although this sequenoeither attracted the curiosity of the
mainstream media nor has it had visible repercassat a national level, it nevertheless
generated a rupture in the local service systemchms impossible to heal; at least in the
consciousness of its protagonists, i.e. ordinagpfEewho experimented with their capacity
to autonomously organise and whose relation withdtate and with each other may have

altered significantly as a result.

6.3 Community First political sequence — outcom€Rfs organic approach.

So, as | already mentioned, some (rare) localaiivés are starting to organise public
consultation meetings and with a good turnout @suld personally ascertain in one of these

events that was held in July 2010 in Nicholas ofddgommunity centre (south inner city).

As | will illustrate in this section, | considerishmeeting to be an event of particular
importance for the aims of this thesis. Indeed itontextualised in a sort of micro political
sequence whose principal points | will first resumbis sequence is not just significant for
the fact that it constitutes an evidence of forrhbaitom-up re-politicisation at local level,
but also because it provides important elementsmtierstand the ties to which CD is bound
in a situation of neo-liberal partnership, and pgussibilities it would have if only could

liberate from those ties.

174



6.3.1.Reconstruction of the “Community First” polital sequence

The background of this case is again Dublin’s intigr and the austerity measures that the
Irish state is imposing on the nation - which so Fave particularly hit the most

disadvantaged sections of the population.

For instance, the office of the minister resporsitir drug task forcé was looking to
reduce the budget. For the upcoming budget (atitiee December 2010) they decided for a
cut of the 10 %. As a means to implement this dacia letter was sent by the drug task
force to every single project listing the cuts thaduld have been applied, including the
redundancy of 2 family support workers positiorige trastic reduction of the community
addiction training programme and cuts to the aduhcservices provided by about five
different local projects. The letter also mentiortadt projects had two weeks of time to
appeal these decisions.

People were quite shocked by that verdict, theslirig being that “it was like to be dictated
by a central office; as if you were working in gpetmarket. You just got the memo when
you were told what was happening and you were ssgipto deal with that” (community

activist)

2 Drugs Task Forces were set up in 1997. They wereldped to combat the threat from problem drug use
throughout the country through the use of an assed partnership approach between the statutolynteoy

& community sectors including public representativéhere are 10 regional and 14 local drugs tastefo
covering the Republic of Ireland. While RegionalBs Task Forces operate from a wider geographie theas
Local Drugs Task Forces, they follow the same plecoperations. The Local Drug Task Forces were
established to cover areas which statistically hagher rates of problematic drug use. Drug taslcdsr
composition is as follows: Chairperson (nominatgdhe Partnership, in consultation with the TaskcEcand
the National Drugs Strategy Team); Statutory se¢@epartments that participate in the DTF are Hhealt
Boards, Garda Siochana, FAS, Probation & Welfar#iSg Local Authorities, Youth Service, Educatiand
Science, Social, Community and Family Affairs); Goomity sector (6 community representatives are
nominated for each drug task force); Voluntary se¢bne representative elected for each task fpidekted
representatives (up to 4 local elected represeetatire invited to formally participate in the warkthe Task
Forces).
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Shortly after they got the letter, a number of Iqmaject managers gathered to discuss the
situation. They decided that it was essential tbacaublic consultation meeting in order to
inform the local community and especially servisens about what was happening, and take
a collective decision about what was to be doneyTdiso decided that they would not enter
in the appeal process because there had been moltation with the community — which is

fundamental in a CD type of logic.

The first public consultation meeting had a gooteratance (~100), evidencing great
responsiveness and concern by local residentsndgts were community workers, service
users, drug users and in general people who weodvied in mutual support groups. It was
clear that people were very surprised by the faat the local drug task force (which they
supposed should act in a supportive way in relatolocal projects) was taking up the work

of the government in terms of implementing the cuts

Indeed their first demand was to directly talk witieir representatives in the local drug task
force, in order to know how they could possiblytifiysthat attitude. In the South Inner city
area there are 4 community representatives invadlvélde drug task force (DTF) and no one
of them had made any contacts with any of theegtsjwho were going to be affected by
that decision. Another outcome of that meeting whe decision that local teams
(independently from the field in which they opejtevould act in solidarity, in order to
avoid that individual projects would be picked afid targeted — which seemed to be the
administration’s strategy. The name Community Rivas finally given to this coalition of

people and organisations fighting against cutstg @ervices in the south inner city.
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So Community First invited those community repsoired in DTF to another public
meeting giving them two weeks’ notice and sent @fination letter to the local DTF. As a
response one community representative apologisedchthcould not go and the rest of them
refused to attend the meeting not giving any exowbatsoever. Since none of the 4
representatives attended the second public cotisultaneeting, during its course decisions
were taken on what to do next independently froemthThe idea to write another letter to

the DTF requesting again a meeting with the comtguepresentatives was brought up.

After DTF answered that they were in the positiorither to direct community
representatives to meet anybody nor to decide whb they should meet, CF asked the
permission to participate at the next DTF meetitegli, which they saw as the only
possibility left to talk to them. As a responsdpan was sent to CF people arguing that that

was the process to be followed in order to be exadiytadmitted to their weekly meetings.

Above (chapter 5) | mentioned the fact that thetlsanner city DTF management is
characterised by a corporate rather than a denoaigte. After the closed and defensive
attitude it had had in relation to CF, people sthtb perceive this organisation as even more

undemocratic and detached from their problems.

So, at this point CF decided to write a letter tanister Pat Carey asking to personally
intervene because “we felt that local democracy keing foreclosed, that we did not have
the possibility to engage with local democracyt tha had no access to our representatives”.
However, even this effort resulted ineffective e tbtter got no answer - and therefore CF

called a & public meeting which is the last they have hadate.
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At this third meeting people were hugely frustraged! this is where they finally took the
decision to take to the streets and protest. A detnation was scheduled for the upcoming
DTF meeting. According to one activist “this is satinng unusual to happen at a local level,
where issues tend to be resolved more diplomatidhifough community development
channels. But we did not have the opportunity tardd and people were quite angry about
that. Especially because it impacted directly thiees; because services like those which
were going to be affected like community suppod drug services literarily saved people’s
lives ... with huge interventions in families etc. Bage things were at stakewas not just
about the cuts and funding but it involved issuefiiaman level, involving locals among

which there was a very close bond over a peridthod’ (activist).

So, at the % assembly people took the decision that they waldthonstrate outside the
building where the upcoming DTF meeting was goimdake place - in which community
and state representatives were going to vote ttimacks. Finally CF also decided to sign a
petition, declaring that they would not vote theipnfidence to their community

representatives.

The day of the protest people gathered very earthie morning at the DTF headquarter and
they stayed there demonstrating during the entieetimg, which went along for about 3
hours. While waiting that DTF people would comelbaat, protesters were chanting slogans
and singing satirical songs. CF had only one syhgiet person taking part to the DTF
meeting and feeding back information on what waspkaing in it. According to his report,
the DTF presented budget and planned cutbacksthemdthey unanimously voted that the
cuts should go through, except for two people whbted against. Cuts were applied to

specific projects which were chosen on the bas#& they were not considered to be
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‘frontline’ services, i.e. services that directlggage with drug users (such as for example

family support networks).

After the demonstration, DTF people expressed th@idemnation of what had happened.
They denounced that they had been afraid to getthwir cars after the meeting was over,
that they had felt abused and that they had n&lesd scared in all their life, “almost as if
they were going to be killed” (activist). Howev@eople who took part to the demonstration
“were mainly middle aged people who were attendiagnily support: not there to Kill
anybody. Quite the opposite” (activist). Moreovilre HSE representative on the DTF and
the general coordinator reported to the HSE (tlogept funder) that there was a ‘health and
safety’ issue during their last meeting in the baoher city. They also argued that they could
not carry out their work comfortably because thelythat they were under threat. As a result,
some HSE workers who took part in the demonstratiasolidarity were targeted as people

who should not have been involved in it.

However a number of the drug services also putaim t&a legal process, calling for a review
of the way in which drug task force representativad conducted their work. Indeed, many
raised an issue of conflicting interests, sinceppeavho had made the decisions about cuts,
were also sitting on the board of management ofept® that were not been cut. Therefore
people’s suspicion was that they had signed cus difinitely were going to protect their

own services.

At the moment of writing this story, the results©F struggle are still uncertain. However
what count in my analysis (see next section) ateantual results but the political process,

which as | will illustrate is itself an interestimgitcome.
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Indeed | will argue that the real success of atipali procedure in a situation as the one |
investigated derives from the degree of colleciwareness and aspiration to change that it
manages to spread among citizens, from the leveteativity that they deploy and from the
eventual temporal duration or repercussion of gggience. In a real political sequence this
creativity/duration, does not exhaust with the nmgebdf a demand (cutbacks being stopped).

And it is shaped by an energy that is shared, usal@nd not imposed by the top.

6.3.2 Analysis of the CF sequence (part 1): ‘eveitiess’ and subjective conditions

The events that | have been narrating in the pusvigection are quite rich of interesting
nuances and supportive of some central argumeatd #m articulating in this thesis. A first
point is indeed that the austerity measures takerthb government are in some cases
contributing to split the previous ‘artificial’ utyi shaping both local groups and partnership
institutions. As CF's case Iillustrates, these rigguare breaking the very idea of a
community “sector” and constitute opportunities fttre emergence of new forms of
politicisation. However, one should also noticet ttiks politicisation is not just the simple
consequence of ‘objective’ conditions. By themssg|vkistorical facts such as the crisis,
austerity measures, neglect, control, represston,mounting bureaucratisation etc. do not
constitute a guarantee for politics. Indeed pditic despite being situated in specific
(objective) contexts - can just rely on subjectoanditions that are independent from the
state-of-the-situation. To put it in other wordslifics is not just a matter of frustration for
adverse material conditions, or a reaction to th@wlitics, Badiou (cit. by Neocosmos
2007:66) argues “is not an opinion or a consciosshabout the state of affairs; but “it is a
thought which fixes new possibilities”; it is a s@f “invention, irreducible to the state, to

classes, to the management of the social, to pofied. p66).
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This disconnection between ‘objective conditiongdapolitics is particularly evident in
Ireland, which despite being one of the Europeamtiges that were hit the most by the crisis
— with disastrous consequences for the lives oinargl people — it was also amongst those
who responded more passively to it. On the otherdhdhis disconnection was also
highlighted by recent events in Arab Countries,clihclearly show that a political process
can suddenly kick off even in places where socicklganalysis would have argued the
opposite due to the absence of objective (econocaisllitions and for reasons related with

authoritarianism, political culture, religion etc..

In my view, in order to fully understand the singyutly of the CF sequence one has to, on one
hand admit that the austerity measures to certdenecontributed to change many people’s
perception of the situation. On the other hand h@&wgt is fundamental to recognise that its
subjective conditions exceeded the crisis and @it ¢n my view these subjective conditions
are - as always - quite random and ‘eventful’ -aanway they can be artificially produced or
forecast; but in this case they are also relate@btdacilitated by) the organisational work
that groups such as Community Response have cawuaiong the years in that
neighbourhood through their ‘services’ and ‘netvgrlCity Wide) - at an adequate distance
from the state and faithful to an ‘organic’ approdc CD. Indeed, it is not a coincidence that
such a singular expression of people’s collectiietaok place in that form, in that specific
area and not elsewhere. According to a CF actithistreason why so many people were
involved in organising collective resistance to this “is because through their participation
in mutual support groups and peer to peer educadhey had a personal experience in
community development organisation”. In other worgrassroots political consistency was

already present in the neighbourhood thanks towhg in which the common struggle
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against heroin and other issues related to deprivavas organised. The cutbacks just
constitute the ‘trigger’ of an exceptional eveng. ithe rupture in the system of local
representation, and the perception/performanceh tupture by local residents. This
accidental event opened up new possibilities; iteprovided the existing grassroots

consistency with the opportunity to take a furtsip in its development.

Thus, the decisive event here is not the econoiuatsn in itself (the crisis, the cuts), i.e.
something that simply ‘happens’ in the realm of #dtate and the economy. But it is
something that interrupts the chain of dominatiod an doing so sensibly changes people’s
subjectivity, their way to be in the world. In thiase the unpredictable Event, the rupture,

happened at the intersection of the crisis andgtigective work carried out by CR.

In my view it is important to recognise and empsadhat this day by day organisational
effort was precedent to the cuts; i.e. it was cgeoaisly carried out in a phase such as the
Celtic Tiger where independent organisation waslalke concern for most of the people in
this country — including many CD activists who wemnere focused in obtaining recognition
(formal and material) by the elites. Even more sieely, this effort was not just carried out
in a representative fashion (as political partiesl &GOs would eventually do), but by
ordinary people in first person. This consistencgswherefore the result of people’s
engagement in the transformation of their relatiavgh each other and in the self-
transformation of each one of them through critit@hking (“using their own creativity in
developing their ability in social analysis” as activist puts it) and through a collective

assumption of responsibility in relation to thaiation on a daily life basis.
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6.3.3 Rupture with representation

As | remarked previously, during the CF sequencerenthan the protest itself, general
meetings played a fundamental role by providingegalitarian space where the process
could evolve in a non-representative fashion. Tkeeosd CF meeting is particularly
significant in this sensegVeryone who wants to speak can speeks the opening remark.
This might sound quite obvious or naive to peopl® Welieve freedom of speech to be a
consolidated feature of our democracies. Howevegting attendees were people who many
academics would describe as ‘the underclass’peeple who in Dublin share specific living
conditions (generally in council estates wheresateunemployment are high) and who are
stigmatised (in some cases racialised — see Chdptertheir desires and their thoughts
meaning nothing for the rest of the populationalfamous paper titled “Can the Subaltern
speak?” Spivak (1994) concluded that he can notatWilbes this enigmatic statement mean?
Of course subaltern people datk, they can have their ‘opinions’, as long as thgseaions
have no resonance in the way the situation isiaffjcdescribed and organised. According to
Spivak (1994), there is a fundamental differencavben ‘speaking’ and ‘talking’. In a
political process such as the one | am describimig,hto speak means, as Badiou (2007)
would put it, to contribute to the constructioneofruth process; it means to prescribe an idea
to the state of the situation. This is very différdrom giving one’s ‘opinion’ and from
‘participating’ in a frame — say local governanceas- defined by the power players. As
Zikode (2009) highlights “what is called ‘engagemienm ‘public participation’ is often just a
kind of instruction, sometimes even a threat. Mé@mes it is done in such a way that all
possibilities for real discussion and understanding closed from the start. In these cases
what is called engagement is really just a waytlierstate to pretend to be democratic when
in reality all decisions are already taken and ndlee away from poor people”. In this context

‘engagement’, ‘participation’, ‘opinion’ etc. do nescape the logic of representation. The
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statement that “everyone who wants to speak caaksp&hich opened the second CF
meeting is therefore not so naive as it seems.pBakshere means to challenge the neo-

liberal ideology of participation.

The importance of this (second) meeting residethenfact that on one hand it is in this
framework that CF was constituted as a concretisaif the decisive rupture between DTF,
community representatives and ordinary residerdasingunity workers. This rupture is so
significant because it took plaeéthin the ‘sector’ — i.e. within the governance body ethi
presented itself as unitary and coherent. It dgeeloalong the border between bureaucrats
and non-bureaucrats, between people’s independeaght and the state. The realisation of
this rupture had the effect to shock some of thetmg attendees, who came up with
consternated cries such as “the [DTF] budget ignhtiie people who use the services!”; and
“the DTF is completely out of touch with what ispp@ning on the ground”; and “how can it
be that community people are trying to screw otteanmunity people” — which by the way
exposes the idea of ‘community people’ to its idgatal vagueness. The fact that
community representatives were not present corétbto reinforce this rupture; “I don’t

even know if they are interested; if they wereyth®uld be here” argued an attendee.

So, this specific meeting constitutes the scenairia collective awareness rising on the fact
that something got ‘broken’ in the representativechanism of local community governance.
As | said previously, it is in this sudden illumimg of a situation and showing new
possibilities that reside the centrality of the mvéen a political process. However, the
consolidation of this awareness was not immedgtee the truth of the situation was made
invisible by the participation ideology, by the &ef a homogeneous and solid ‘community

people’, ‘sector’ etc.
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Indeed, the first reaction to the fact that “we avbetrayed by our representatives” (meeting
attendee) was the wish to elect new representatiVee idea that what needed to be
challenged was state-dependency itself and thainaoty should be reinforced was not

affirmed immediately, but emerged progressively.

The elevation of the level of political awarenessattested by the fact that although the
meeting was devoted to the theme ‘fight againstctitbacks’, discussion quickly developed
into something more articulated than just a simplgrage/denunciation of the state’s
financial hostility. Cutbacks are undoubtedly atcanssue for CD in the present phase, but
also a ‘superficial’ one, as | contended in ChagpteiThe ‘real’ underlying issue goes far
deeper than that and touches the relation betw&sand the state, which is not at all limited
to financial agreements, but involves ties that pammise CD’s egalitarian capacity.

Interestingly, at a certain point during the megtthe idea that “the situation demands a
political response” was put forward. And this idea was stpdoby many remarkable

statements made by people from the local commusitgh as “we have to change the way
the state thinks”, or “people should be involvedha decisions that concern their own lives”,
which, by the way, is a fundamental principle of .Chese declarations lead to a definitive
misrecognition of the community representativesgpresentativeness as well as to the

decision to organise a real protest.

6.3.4 Mechanisms of depoliticisation

As | anticipated previously a further element thabnsider worth to analyse in this case is
that it shows that the system of local democrasy ealled partnership, or local governance -

not only interdicts the ‘participatory’ process tthiaideologically affirms to facilitate, but it
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also shows that decision making is only apparedtgentralised and inclusive. These
ambivalences are functional to mechanisms of reprooh of a depoliticised situation which
governance - on behalf of the state - constantplays - especially in popular contexts - in

order to undermine people’s capacity to indeperig@enganise.

In CF's case, forms of interdiction were clearlypbgd when people started to politicise and
to organise outside what activists refer to as ‘libaal channels” — i.e. when the voice of
ordinary people started to ‘count’ within a real lippcal procedure, over which
‘representatives’ did not have any control. At th@nt the reaction of the state bureaucracy
was to create boundaries that ordinary people coatdovercome and to delegitimize any
process of organisation that was unsupervised &tite. | am referring here to the way in
which people’s participation in DTF meetings wavyented; or to the way in which
representatives deserted the consultation meetialssd by the community without giving

any justification whatsoever.

This is how a CF activist describes this sudderswi® of ‘usual channels’: “we [CF]

discussed what was happening locally and what sssgewanted to bring up to the DTF and
we tried to set up the usual mechanism [of padiogm], but there are some older
organisations there [that have a sort of hegemaittyirwthe partnership] which tend to tie

things to bureaucracy and to be paranoid. And teelythat something open and inclusive is
a threat in some way”. This sort of bureaucratitdefensiveness traces a visible boundary
between politics and the state. Indeed when areissypolitical one can neither expect
openness from the state, nor can one expect thatctignises independent forms of

organisation around that issue as ‘legitimate’.
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As an activist argues “the meeting for us was hetdcapegoat for community workers but it
was a means tanderstand who our reps werd&nd we realised that there was some fear
there; they were afraid to come to our meetingsiisTs because a political meeting takes
always place at a certain distance from the st&ten a space where the presence of the state
is interdicted. Representatives’ fear was thereffgar to engage in an egalitarian
confrontation with ordinary people; as well as feabe ‘punished’ by the state for having
overcome the boundaries that it had built in theasion in order to depoliticise it. Moreover,
when a political procedure is on, it is impossitde one individual to maintain at the same
time his ‘institutional’ position and its politicaubjectivity. It is impossible in other words to
be state and subject of politics at the same tiAge.Alain Badiou highlights in such a
situation, if one individual wants to become a saohjhe has to take a clear decision, which
involves a certain amount of courage. “Nietzsclmgerative, ‘become who you are’, finds a
worthy echo here. If one is to become a subjed,because one isn’'t one yet. The ‘who’ that

you are, as subject, is nothing but the decisidretmome this subject” (Badiou 2003:73)

Therefore —concludes a community activist - “itaisvays better if [at political meetings,
protests etc.] there are people who are ‘commumgtyple’ [who do not have anything to
lose] and not workers [state bureaucrats], becauserker at the end of the day has always

to report back to its agency and he has restristion

As it happened with CF, the depoliticising powerstdte bureaucracy can manifest itself as
criminalisation of dissent; i.e. a sort of bureaticr ‘terrorism’ aimed to inhibit people’s

facility to decide to become subjects of a politisaquence. In our case this mirrored in
attitudes such as open condemnation, pinpointingd¥iduals as responsible for what was

happening, groundless accusations of violenceotise’health and safety’ type of rhetoric
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(which, as we know, is applied when meaningful oeaso forbid are lacking), and so on. By
the way, the stunningly limited capacity by thetitogions (for example DTF) to tolerate
conflict shows how influenced the situation is hg tlimate of consensus that was produced

during the Celtic Tiger.

To conclude the analysis of this micro-experient€D re-politicisation at a local level |
would like to emphasise a point that was discusdea public meeting jointly organised by
the Provisional Universify and CF in Dublin (03/11/2010). Namely that whaheot
community groups can learn from this experiencencabe grasped in terms of a more or
less successful ‘model’. The political processed thanalyse in this thesis are experimental,
embedded in specific localities, and always amhigua their outcomes. | consider them to
be not a ‘model’ for transformation to be appliedwversally, but rather as an example of
what CD is capable of when it undertakes pathsutdreomy and critical self-reflexivity. The
CF case constitutes also a sign of the fact trdgspite the passivity showed by the Irish
society after the economic downturn - something taglowly starting to move in the urban

‘underground’.

Moreover, when we deal with politics, a ‘model’ caot be deemed as a good in itself.
Indeed a successful model could be exported ta athretexts (say other neighbourhoods in
Dublin) but still not work. This is because moddls not entail any ‘magic’ potential in
themselves. Struggles for emancipation are alwayedded in concrete situations; and a
singular politics is just thinkable from the powftview of the concrete situation in which it
develops, i.e. from the point of view of the sulgewho are involved. As a community

activist remarked, in each concrete situation “jqame to literarily invent something else and

% PU is an independent, Dublin based students sgton promoting autonomous education and resistamc
the neoliberalisation of the University.
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not repeat old patterns. It is hard because yoe awry and re-imagine all this”. This brings
us back to the ‘nature’ of politics, which, as kdebed it in the theoretical chapter, is to be
singular, sequential and always sustained by thgstive creativity of the people who are

involved in it.

Therefore what | find worth to be ‘exported’ fromis Community First experience is the
aspiration to develop a non-representative typeotifics in which ordinary people can think
for themselves without anyone to do it on their dehA politics in which through their
collective involvement in issues that affect thgmapple can actually develop independent
critical analysis and recognise that the structtiias are supposed to ‘include’ them (such as
for example drug task forces, methadone clinicssamdn) can contribute to the reproduction
of their ‘disempowerment’. This would not have bgmssible without the ‘organic’ efforts
by CR, especially in terms of MSG and the capathit this form of organisation has to

generate collective consistency in poor areas.

Indeed - as Holloway (2005:173) highlights - an artpant way to produce political processes
and push autonomy as far as possible is that dfingin order to create an environment that
is more favourable to it. What any particular grazgn achieve in terms of independence
clearly “depends on the strength of an entire mamnpushing in the same or similar
directions. The strength of the component grougsedds on the strength of the movement,
just as the strength of the movement depends orstteagth of the component groups”
(Holloway 2005:175). This strength in the case Bf €drresponds to the will and capacity by
every single group or project to break with theidogf representation and to catalyse

spontaneous ruptures and events that are diffioultitegrate into the texture of domination
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(i.e. state & capital). This could help a fragmenD ‘sector’ to exit the present impasse

and liberate from overwhelming forms of state ndiitgy and control.
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7. CD AND YOUTH. THE PRESENT AND THE FUTURE OF CD
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After having discussed bureaucratisation, profesgdipation and latent political events in the
field of CD it is now time to address a problemtthmamy view is at the root of the crisis
affecting this movement at present. | am refertimghe ‘youth issue’ or the ‘generational
gap’, i.e. the lack of a new generation of acts&vishgaging with CD politically. As | have
mentioned previously, CD is now ‘aging’ and it ifidult for older activists to face current
challenges. There is a desperate need for youngiea@nting to take charge and fight for
CD. In the first part of this chapter (section 7.Will address the problem of the failure of a
new generation of politically engaged CD activistgl leaders to emerge. Why, | will ask, a
movement that since the beginning was so concewitbdthe politicisation and awareness
rising among underprivileged young people founelitsn this condition of generational
stand by? Research shows that this problem isecklat three main issues, including (a) the
charisma of Tony Gregory and his group, which geteel processes of delegation and
demobilisation; (b) professionalization/bureauation, which created a generation of
middle class professionals who are both little prém struggle and just ‘sympathetic’ with
the context in which they found themselves workirfg) but even more crucial, the
ambivalent approach to youth that CD is displayaigthe moment — whose ideology is
condensed in the notion of ‘anti-social behaviodihis approach, | will argue, prevents a
meaningful relation between activists and undeneged young people to be built. For
finding it hard to politically relate to ‘workinglass’ youth, CD tends to fail in reproducing

itself as a political subject.

In section 7.2, with the purpose of critically aglssing the ambiguities that characterise CD’s
approach to youth I will investigate the placesvimich CD concretely relates itself to young
people. At a formal level the two main youth rethtestitutions are youth clubs and
Community Policing Fora. | will show how in bothses the approach to youth is informed

by an ‘anti-social’ behaviour ideology which tertdscriminalise young people and articulate
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the question of their development in terms of managnt, (crime) prevention, diversion and
control. Very little positivity can be found in thperspective. The CPF case is of particular
interest to this thesis because it constitutes dn@ahip version of previous forms of
community self-policing which were political anddependent from the state. In their
practice the idea of anti-social behaviour was mabsgiven the conditions in which

community self-policing developed it did not malense.

CPF’s (and youth work’s) policing approach andrtlaetual collaboration with the police are
very problematic elements in my view. Indeed undeilpged neighbourhoods in Dublin are
shaped by a particularly tense (not to say antagjophrelation between youth and the Gardai
— with young people being targeted, harassed andlised in their day to day life. In section
7.3 | will illustrate how this discrimination andrgeting of underprivileged young people
works. Ethnographic research done at CPF sessarsed to support my arguments. Among
other ideas, | will highlight the notion of ‘scumihich has racialising effects on working
class (especially young) people, playing a centld in dismissing them. To support this
idea | will do a parallel with the notion of ‘radlai (“scum” in French) used by Sarkozy to
tag young people living in underprivileged neightlmods in the outskirt of Paris. This was
eventually followed by the Banlieue unrests in 2006 section 7.4 episodes of juvenile
insubordination such as those which in Dublin culaméed with the 2006 Riot will be
interpreted as a response by youth to injustice disctimination. To conclude (7.5) | will
critically address the ineffectiveness of CD to miegfully deal with such events - and more
in general with young people’s rage and latent rdssil will suggest that in order to
overcome the impasse (which is in large part ‘gatn@nal’) CD should return to its ‘organic’
approach and get meaningfully involved in ordinpepple’s struggles - like those informally

carried out by underprivileged young people.
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7.1 The youth issue (i.e. the problem of leade)ship

| previously mentioned the fact that an importaoinp for CD activists has always been the
need to counter what they perceived as a sortaddréal’ condition shaping the inner city’s
underprivileged neighbourhoods. In their view, tlaek of a local leadership was an
important aspect of that problem. Therefore they e training of young people who could
actually have a say on the way in which local ptgeand facilities were managed as a
possible solution. In this spirit they started ®velop institutions which could both supply
the lack of recreational facilities for young pesjh the inner city and be the place where a
new generation of ‘leaders’ could be trained anfitipsed. As Lisa refers about a group of
activists operating in the Summerhill area in they1970s, for example, “they wanted to
develop some activities for young people in a damplex; but the grounding idea was to
develop local leadership. It was about trying teoime local young people and develop their
leadership skills so that they might be able to edhrough and be the people who are
running these facilities; because all over the ygmofessionals have always come from the
outside to run services. And the idea of CD is thaal young people should be given the
opportunity to develop skills in order to be notyoservice users but to become leaders”
(Lisa). This strategy follows an ‘inner city style€D approach to the extent that — as we have
seen in Chapter 5 — it involves the creation ofirestitution (a youth project in this case)
aimed not just to service provision, but also te troduction of a collective political
consistency around it. For example an early purpafs¢he North Central Community
Council (NCCC - see Chapter 2) was to gain localtrcd of summer projects for young
people in the area. Indeed the Catholic Youth Assion (CYC) had the monopoly of
funding in that field. Changing this situation itved a “long drawn out conflict between

NCCC (including some of its constituent groups suaeh Sackville Street Tenants’
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Association, North Wall Tenants’ Association), DabCorporation and the CYC. A major
breakthrough came when Sackville Tenants’ Assamatvas given the contract by Dublin

Corporation to run the summer projects (Kellehev&elan 1992:28).

In relation to the allusion that Lisa makes to tie¢ions of ‘leader’ and ‘leadership’, it should
be emphasized that with them she does not meamyagtoup of charismatic and skilled
people being able to influence and lead the retiefocal population. To certain extent such
a group already existed in the inner city. It wamposed by people like Tony Gregory who
had a strong political and ideological background a history of engagement in popular
struggles. The notion of leadership here is notldist one. As Lisa puts it “the idea that
became central in CD was thabung people should assume the leadefsflisa); thus
meaning a ‘popular leadership’, with the idea ajupg people’ being transversal, indicating

all the youth (i.e. the future adults) and not pstart of it.

Despite the fact that along the decades CD hagpsetany youth projects managing to obtain
good levels of attendance by local young peoplearslyzing the present state of affairs in
CD it is clear that the plan to create a new gdimreof ‘leaders’ has not been really
successful. Indeed, as Lisa highlights “if you loamikthe leadership now it is still an old
generation, and young people with few exceptiong ot come through”. The Community
First initiative itself (see chapter 6) was maislymposed by middle aged people. This is a
problem that CD activists are aware of and whiaytfind it hard to deal with; especially in
a phase such as the present, which is shaped bynfiiementation of austerity measures
involving cutbacks and restrictions to CD. Actigisigree that resistance to these attacks
would be much more effective if fresh energies Hralights were present. However, this is
not the case. Just a few young activists are dgtreddy to ‘fight’ for CD. In my view, there
are three main (interrelated) reasons for this égational’ impasse. | will present them in

historical order.
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(a) The first reason is the almost mythologicalaativat has been constructed around some
historical leaders. Indeed it is well known thati\asts like Tony Gregory acquired a huge
symbolic value for people living in the inner cighd beyond. Tony is remembered by
everyone as a champion of the people. There idief bleat after his death no one will ever
be able to replace him: “it's the people’s lossefhwill never be another Tony Gregory”
declared Christy Burke (2009) after he passed awais charisma, as we have seen in
Chapter 3 has produced processes of delegatiowadtalmost like... the group around him
became seen as they were ¢tbenmunity leaders responsible for anybody’glsisa). Under
this condition, CD became dependent on the perfocmaf leaders operatirgn behalf of
the populationwith the result to demobilise ordinary peopleddad “people are not getting
involved in politics and | think it may be becaubere is such an charismatic group of
community leaders, because they have such a ‘siceesl people do not feel the need to

get involved; they do not feel encouraged to gebived” (Lisa).

In the 1980s this reputation resonated in the wsakented electoral success of Tony
Gregory, which in this sense can be interpretedmabivalent: it contributed to CD’s shift
towards state-politics; and it made a single comtyunandidate responsible for the
emancipation of ‘his’ people. Evidently both thew:ndencies clash with the political

innovations that had been introduced by CD sineeetid of the 1960s.

This depoliticising trend continued along the yeand it is not surprising that the majority of
today’s recognised leaders are still those who capn@ the 1970s. Although their charisma
still enables them to captivate the mature pathefpopulatior, they fail to meaningfully

relate themselves to young people, who are not istgomiuch interest to get involved — if not

in a very ‘practical’ way or as ‘service-users’. Angst other aspects this is due to a sort of

3t is not a case that Maureen O’Sullivan (groundier electoral campaign on the idea that sheeis th
‘Gregory Candidate’) got recently elected as ineejeat TD.
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generational/cultural gap that CD people find difft to overcome. Indeed in Claire’s view
“old leaders find it harder to engage with younggde than it was in the 70s because today
people have passed through different life expeasnmcluding wealth and related things
which were absent before” (Claire). After the eaoimmboom young people have started to
see wealth and consumer goods all around them;hthey been sold the message that there
are opportunities for everybody out there - andnéinite range of choices. But reality is that
many underprivileged young people have been exdldisen this wealth and their choices
are still seriously limited. This makes the expece of ‘being young’ quite different than it
was in the 1970s; and old leaders are unpreparede&d with this ‘anthropological’
transformation. Thus the remoteness of CD leadeosn“the everyday lives of young people
is partly to blame for their inability to relate &md understand how young people view their
world. It is also the measurements that are useghtme political awareness that are the
problem” (Vernell 2010:29). In order to deal withg problem some ‘emergency measures’
are starting to be deployed by aware activists.ligil, for example, is involved in the
production of a new piece of work using drama,ngyio get young people “to talk about life
experiences and issues that affect them in the-aseathat they can at least start to debate
them collectively”. However, this process is notmediate “and there is going to be a

generation gap even if they start taking action ngusa).

2-The second reason why a new generation of adivigiled to emerge is
professionalisation; i.e. the fact that with thevexdt of governance partnership many young
people joined the movement as professional worlkéasy of them came from other areas of
the city, having eventually studied social worktla¢ university, which gave them many
theoretical ideas and little knowledge of the loglity. The involvement of professional
workers has also produced a sort of fragmentatitth, people coming and going, preventing

long term engagement with the local population.viexssly “a lot of the old community
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activists who emerged, who were educated and emedwavould have stayed in their
communities”. Instead, with professionalisation tyaould have people coming from the
university staying and leaving creating sorts giggand vacuums in the spaces; and this has
constituted a weakness in CD developing local lesdmde” (Seamus). Moreover there is also
a question of understanding and empathy involvadeéd “you would have much more
middle class people coming into the sector, whold/oeither necessarily have an empathy
with the people who they were actually working witlor understanding where CD emerged
from”. So, whereas before there was a lot of hyseord understanding of where CD came
from “with the introduction of paid professionalsg understanding and this attachment were

not obvious anymore” (Seamus).

From these actors one can not expect that theydia&mge of CD’s struggles - as someone
who is seriously committed to CD politics would wadty do. Indeed to directly engage with

marginalised people and create a CD ‘organic’ tgp@pproach is not something straight
forward; “you have to be able to sit with them,ligien to them and then start organising
from the point of view of their own experience aalyou can actually generate change. Life
experiences have changed but that has not chakdgieat is needed is still someone who
knocks on doors, who gathers people around a cipacnd get them to talk. (...) So, the

problem is that we stopped doing what we were damdjlook what happened” (Claire).

This *activist’ attitude described by Maura in tlgaote would be particularly useful in the
current phase where technical/professional slalgltto become marginal, compared to other
more fundamental political urgencies. As (Carl)hhights, “the old generation of leaders has
dealt with this type of problems in first persorutBhey are now getting retired and in the
meantime no one got used to take real politicalstmts”. The professionalization process

has contributed to the creation of gaps which ane difficult to fill: “many of those people
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are now 60 years of age so there is a gap anddnemo people in their 20s who are ready to

take over” (Lisa).

7.2 CD’s relation to youth

The first two causes (representation and profeaiation) of what | have defined as a
‘generational issue’ affecting CD were broadly dssed from different points of view in

previous chapters. The third cause tightly relatiés the first two, but since it refers to more
recent scenarios its description is less straighivdrd. In my view it corresponds to an
ambiguous (conceptual and practical) approach tghy¢that CD has developed in recent
times and which is articulated through the ide&aafi-social behaviour’. This conception, |

will argue, is problematic because it is grounded istate-rhetoric, which is uncritical and
depoliticised, preventing CD activists to set thasib for a meaningful engagement with
young people, one that could eventually lead tolation of the generational problem and

perhaps the broader crisis affecting CD.

In order to understand the ambiguities that culyesttaracterise CD’s approach to youth it is
essential to explore the places in which CD coetyatelates itself to youth. At a formal /
institutional level there are two main such ingidgas in Dublin, namely youth clubs and

Community Policing Fora (CPF).

7.2.1 Youth Clubs

On what concerns youth projects, | find it easpitgoint their ambivalences. To start with -
as | argued previously — it is easy to understahg they did not become the ‘leadership
workshops’ for which they were thought initiallyndeed in Dublin it is difficult to find a

youth project whose primary goal is — to put itw@chott-Myrhe (2007) - the liberation of

the youth and adults who are involved. In my viéw principal cause of this lack is to be
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ascribed to the fact that youth projects operatplases of sociality, diversion, prevention
and control utterly devoid of political ambitioriBhis is deducible from the type of activities

that they offer and from the rhetoric that orgarsgend to display.

It is important to highlight the fact that as sunbfions of ‘youth project’ and ‘youth work’

are quite neutral and do not say much about airdsohjectives and the ideological horizon
in which they are articulated. However, as Schoyhild (2007:21) points out, “the role of
the youth worker is constituted at the intersecttbia number of cultural discourses” which
are typical of the historical-social situation imiah his activity takes place. Currently “many
of these [discourses] have to do with the margmdion, categorization, normalizing,

pathologizing and de-politicizing of youth. Othdrave to do with the construction of ‘truth
regimes’ and ‘disciplines’ displayed in discours@sout professionalization, maturation,
progress, rationality, science, medicine, experdise social control (...) the identity of the
youth worker is comprised of these intersectingalisses that affect their descriptions of
themselves, their roles and how they come to utataisheir relationship to the youth they

serve” (Schott-Myhre 2007:21).

Also in Dublin youth work is informed and sustainley different types of ideologies and
discourses. In my view, amongst them, the hegemon&” rotates around the idea that
youth work is a means ttivert those engaged inti-social behaviouobnto other avenues of
legitimate activity — which are normally lacking in poor cormanities affected by

unemployment, early school living and lack of leesinfrastructures.

Statements like “we need to keep young people badyoff the streets” (Peter), show how in
reality youth work is embraced as a sorerfension of policingn terms of crime prevention

and control. The relation youth-work/policing is tnjust metaphorical. The level of

32| am obviously referring to investigated area®imlin.
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collaboration between youth projects and the poigearticularly high in Dublin. For
example, Community Policing Fora (see seclidh? are formally linked to both the Gardai
and local youth projects, a great portion of thavag they do involving efforts to “divert
those engaging in so called ‘anti-social behavimutd youth groups or community groups as
a means of preventing further offending” (Connaoll9§97:24). Or think about the Garda
Juvenile Diversion Programme which involves youtbrikers and specially trained Gardai
called Garda Juvenile Liaison Officers. The Progrears designed to divert young people
who came to the notice of the Garda from commitfumther offences. Curiously enough, to
be admitted to the program the child must acceppawsibility for his or her criminal

behaviour.

The policing function carried out by CD youth prdgand their actual relation to the police
apparatus is extremely problematic in my view. Awill argue in section 7.4, based on
personal observations, Dublin’s deprived neighboads are characterised by a particularly
tense (not to say antagonistic) relation betweemhy@nd the police — with young people
being targeted, harassed and racialised on a Hagis. What both CD activists and police
officers define as ‘anti-social behaviour’ frequgrdonsists in acts of rebelliousness against a
situation of oppression felt at grassroots leva.tfeat this problem as a simple matter of
‘lack of education’, ‘subculture’, ‘deviancy’ or fiene’ is misleading and dangerous. To be

sure this attitude moves CD away from the solutibits ‘generational problem’.

A major consequence of this policing and ‘diversiapproach is that youth projects tend not
to critically discuss the situation with young pkopYouth crimes are constantly re-
conducted to a behavioural problem; as if beinglved in a crafts workshop instead of
hanging out in the streets could really constituteeaningful solution to the problem at stake
here. Indeed the way youth workers work with yopegple most of the times follows what

Martin (community artist/ youth worker) calls andtecational convention” involving
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“outcome expectations” in terms of “learning sKilésxd “being able to measure them”. Thus
for young people the choice is reduced to “whetbepuy into it or not... and this does not

realise their potential”.

As Lisa highlights, in youth centres young peoges“involved in practical activities but not
in the understanding of why there are issues affgdheir communities”. The problem is
that currently the main objective of youth projestéems to be that to occupy young people’s
free time, to ‘entertain’ them in ways that are marmful, but without proposing any
meaningful intellectual or political alternative tage, depression and self-destruction. On the
other hand, youth workers operate as state agentbe extent that as Thomas says “they
constantly categorise” young people. By doing sytheinforce their identitarian position
(their belonging to a subculture etc.) insteadxgfi@ring their potentialities beyond the (non-
)place they occupy in society. This reproducestarpalistic type of approach that does not
attempt to generate a genuine alliance betweensaaidl youth. “So it's hard to understand,
because there is a lot of activity in our projeaslot of leadership training etc., but it
becomes very focused on doing works in the projant$ they are not getting involved in

politics” (Lisa).

Obviously here the point is not to evaluate youdimtres and youth work from a social/
educational point of view. My critiques go beyoriee tnevertheless sincere and valuable
effort that is put on a daily basis by many peapteking in these institutions. My point here
is political. My aim is to address the questiomiy youth projects failed in producing a new
generation of politically organised citizens whighs a primary goal for CD when it came to
being in the inner city of Dublin. The answer in mgw is that youth work is almost entirely
captured by state-procedures. As Scott-Myhre (2004puts it “youth work is permeated
with this sense of powerlessness. The disciplinedge of youth work with its rules,

diagnostic categories, therapies, spaces of cong&ticonfinement and over coded
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descriptions of youth have constructed edificesagfture which constantly seem to overtake

and render impotent any effort to crack their stefa

On what concerns Community Policing Fora (CPF)dhgument is similar but a bit more
complex. Indeed CPF do not directly deal with yoygtérsonally | have never seen a young
people at a CPF session. However, ‘youth’ seente ttheir main concern. In my view CPF
play a central ideological role in the way in whiobth CD and the state represent young
people. More concretely, CPF are sites where aodise is produced and reproduced
according to which underprivileged young peoplemntyaconstitute a problem @nti-social
behaviourmanagement. As we will see, this discourse playesyarole in depoliticising CD’s
relation to young people. Since CPF are a relativetent experiment in CD organisation |

will give a bit of background to them.

7.2.2 Background to CPF

The overall project started in 1997 when the idgency Drugs Project (IADP) and the
Inner City Organisation Network (ICON) proposed testablishment of a ‘Community
Policing and Estate Management Foruimereafter the Community Policing Forum) to the
North Inner City Drugs Task Force. It was agreeat the CPF, following a partnership type
of approach, would involve local residents in tlogtih-east inner city, public representatives
and representatives from the local Drugs Task Fd@®N, an Garda Siochana and Dublin
City Council. The general aim of the CPF would benable these parties to “develop a co-
ordinated strategy in response to drug dealingding-related anti-social behaviour in the
north inner city” (Connolly 2002). The original Bola which was established in April 1999
consisted of a Chairman, TD Tony Gregory; the Ghair of the local Drugs Task Force,
Fergus McCabe; a local community representativeyToaunleavy; who is also a member of

the local Drugs Task Force and is involved in antigs groups, two Garda Inspectors, Frank
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Clerkin and Jim Cannon; and a representative froubliD City Council, Jim Beggan
(Connolly 2002). A co-ordinator was also appoint€® activist Marie Metcalfe), to bridge

between the local community the Garda and Dubltg Council.

After about seven months of preparation which iwedl the holding of approximately 17
Board meetings and 52 local community meetings taeddistribution of four and a half
thousand explanatory leaflets the first introdugtoreeting of the CPF was held on thé"15
of December 1999 at Store Street Garda station iehwivas attended by over 50 local

residents (Connolly 2002).

Officially, CPF meetings are aimed to provide looadidents with the opportunity to raise
matters of local concern to relevant state ageraneisto allow these agencies to respond to
those concerns and to account for their activiiase the previous CPF meeting. Eventually
agreement can be reached between state agenciexaheesidents as to future actions to be
taken in relation to issues affecting the areaitAs officially stated, the general purpose of
CPF meetings is to “provide the community and tte#esagencies with an opportunity to
identify and address the local drug problem anateelanti-social behavioum a coordinated
way”. All this, they say, constitutes an unprecaddropportunity for people to influence the

way in which issues are prioritised by the policecés on behalf of the state.
The formal aims of the CPF are:

1. To reduce local fears and address concerns inaeltd drug dealing and associated
anti-social behaviour.

2. To improve communication between the Community amd Garda Siochana in
relation to drug dealing.

3. To assist in the resolution of difficulties betwettse Gardai and the Community in

relation to drug dealing.
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4. To improve communication between Dublin City Coliraeid local residents groups
and to encourage the development of new resideotss.
5. To promote community development, particularlyefation to the drug problem and
6. To improve the quality of life for local residen{§&onnolly 2002:6)
In order to understand how this project could belemented so quickly and with such a
good consensus in traditionally police-hostile Duthner city areas one has to go back to

the historical roots of community-policing in Irelh

7.2.3 Roots of community policing in Ireland

CPF are considered by many CD activists as a gneatwation in the field of community
development. At first sight this might sounds cowmérsial. Indeed it is well known that inner
city communities never had a good relation with podice. The way in which issues are
prioritised by the police on a daily basis tendemndiance this hostility. | am thinking about,
for example, police officers harassing street tradd fruit and vegetables (a quite typical
scene in the city centre) and allowing heroin dwale carry on their business undisturbed.
But | am also referring to ‘lines’ of police menopecting middle class night life spots such as
Temple Bar - and harassing working class kids (les)dwho are not welcome in these areas
of the city. Or think about the management of tcafind parking spaces in the inner city,

where poor neighbourhoods are frequently used apohg areas for touristic buses etc.

Nevertheless, by considering the social, historgead political roots of community policing
in Ireland one can guess why CPF exist and whyag wot so difficult to involve ordinary
people in their implementation. On the other hafa, community self-policing has
independent and anti-state origins, one can alsgsgwhy the state could be interested in the

development of (and participation to) such a piojec
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CPF can be considered as a sort of partnershijpowen$ previous forms of community self-
policing, an activity that has a wide traditionlieland, especially in poor communities that
were systematically excluded by the post-coloniates Many of these communities have
developed over time forms of organisation to comyaaith alienation, levels of violence
against women and children and the threat of drugkich involved the transfer of control
over policing away from the state and its local@att in the community. So, one could
argue that community self-policing in Ireland confiesn the need “for a marginalized and
neglected community to develop and utilize its aesources in order to maintain cohesion”

(Connolly 1997).

In Dublin the main example of community self-paligi (one that in my view had a huge
influence on the development of CPF) were ConcePaeents Against Drugs (CPAD, see
also Chapter 2.), who organised as a responseetdethoin epidemic of the 1980s. The
CPAD movement can be described as a highly sophisti community-based self-policing
initiative: “its local network system of informaticcoupled with the fact th#twas not tied to
the state were its principal strengths” (ibid. p31). Indedency was a particularly
emphasised since residents “were prepared to mornfdrmation to the CPAD on condition
that it would not be passed on to the Gardai” (ipRIL). CPAD was temporarily successful to
stem the heroin epidemic, whereas the state, d@edombination of inability and lack of
interest had failed. Faced with containment medmsj exclusion and injustice
“communities (...) have organised their own truthdfimg procedure” (Connolly 1997:24).
There are many examples of community self-policdnganisations in and outside Ireland.
Comparable developments can be found in NicaraguRalestine, in the townships of South
Africa under the apartheid regime, and in the atedd today by the Zapatistas of Mexico

(ibid. p22).
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Traditionally community self-policing in Dublin hdseen carried out by several non-state
organisation¥ performing preventive or diversionary roles in fiiicing activity. In recent
years the Inner City Organisations Network (ICONgshperformed a central role in
identifying the policing requirements of Dublin’sanginalised communities. Considering the
central role it played in the constitution of CRiRe could argue that ICON has acted as a
sort of bridge between this new ‘partnership’ modatl previous autonomous forms of

community self-policing.

Indeed it should be emphasised the way in which @#ffErentiate themselves and break
with the old approach. By following a governancetpership approach they involve formal
collaboration and alliance with the state — whichswnot present before. This alliance
produced substantial changes in the conceptiorttengractice of community-policing, with

the police playing now a central role in the praces my view, this shift had huge historical

implications in the inner city, since it broke atsaf taboo.

Indeed one of the problems that the CPF had to déhl initially was to get people to

actually talk to the police. It was hard to bypadiss hostility and distrust that inner city
residents have in relation to the Gardai. As Cdgn(l997) suggests, policing in the
Republic maintained a number of colonial featuAdter independence — he argues - “only
the membership altered” (pp.60). Moreover, Gardabexs were predominantly from rural
Ireland having little familiarity with — and sympst for — Dublin’s working classes.

Although today the situation has changed, theualitof the police towards the urban poor

has remained ambiguous, alternating the use oé fwith lack of care.

On what concern the youth issue (which is whatr@stts the most here), the shift from

autonomous community self-policing to a CPF modeblved ashift in terms of how youth

% In nationalist neighbourhoods in Northern Irelaegnmunity policing was performed by the IRA only.
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is addressed at grassroots levileologically this change corresponded to an ecgulented
emphasis on the idea of ‘anti-social behaviour’ aekhted rhetoric, which are based on

criminalisation of the young poor.

7.3 CPF, the anti-social behaviour ideology andlya@iiminalisation

| should premise that the ‘ideology’ currently simgpCPF’'s (and CD’s) approach to youth
does not differ too much from a common sense péarepf it. This vision can be described
as depoliticised first of all because it referg/tmith as a ‘condition’ which is not associated
with images of the futurédMacDonald, 1999:3), no longer a possibility foraoge, but

mostly a problem — a sickness - for which is tafan‘technical’ cure. Under this condition,
any form of juvenile insubordination (especiallypérformed by the poor) is immediately
condemned as a ‘social pathology’. This attituderofdegenerates in the criminalization of

behaviours, which were previously perceived asd&inormal’ and tolerable.

In a CPF (26.05.2010) that took place at a Garathostin central Dublin, a big part of the
discussion rotated around episodes of ‘anti-sobihaviour’ by local young people.
Paradoxically, attendees repeatedly pointed ouhgqeople “gathering” and “hanging out

without anything to do” in public spaces as beimg nhain cause of this problem.

The equation youth congregating / anti-social b&havis particularly sinister in my view.
As sinister is the fact that CD activists (apadnirrare exceptions) tend not to oppose any
critical argument to it - when this equation comgsin CPF meetings. Paradoxically the
most known community leaders, those who actuaytetl the CPF project in Dublin seem
to be uncritical too. A very few of them argue &tample that young people in the inner city
of Dublin have almost no place where to spend tinee time; or that except for some youth

projects (where activities are structured and suped by adults) and other private places
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that can only be accessed by those who have mansyend, the only spaces available to

young people for coming together and socialisirggparblic streets, squares and parks.

Nevertheless in Dublin groups of working class yppeople ‘hanging out’ generate tangible
moral panic and hysteric reactions from the resthef population. Following this common
sense perception, discussion at CPF meetings ngrteatl to few positive ideas and many
interventions on the necessity to repress antiasdmhaviour: people demand more police
intervention and police officers tirelessly askeattants to “reporsuspiciousactivity”. CPF
attendants frequently come up with accusationsséatéments which are symptomatic of this
moral panic. For example someone in the audience oeported that he had repeatedly
witnessed a group of young people “drinkiogeap alcohol’ nearby his house - as if
drinking expensivealcohol would be differeniThis says much about the class background of
this anti-social behaviour ideology. In anotherecasmeone demanded police intervention
against a group of young people — one of themwheelchair - who were regularly playing
football on a central square, bothering the bystesmé as if a police operation was needed to
resolve this issue. It also happens frequentlyplaple suggest that the police should always
intervene and disperse groups of more than fiveplpedn other countries such rule has
actually been applied to some ‘sensitive neighboodls’. Another controversial aspect of
CPF is that they frequently deal with specific casand pinpoint individuals that both
residents and police officers seem to know very.We&hen this is not the case police officers
insist that they “need the information about whad@ng it” whatever case of anti-social
behaviour they refer to. This custom of pinpointpepple at meetings between residents and
the police is practiced in other countries suchFeance where, “Anti-Social Behaviour
Orders [ASBO] have turned the most petty dispute®ray neighbours into personally
tailored edicts of exile, banishing a marked indipal from a street corner or proscribing the

wearing of hooded tops within a specific zone” (Apmous). In the UK young people seem
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to be the most targeted by anti-social behaviodeis: “the experience to date (...) is that
ASBOs have been used mainly against children anthggpeople, rather than adults,

frequently for ‘offences’ such as ‘hanging aroun¢Hillyard et al 2005:191).

In many European countries special laws are bemigpduced, which in ‘exceptional
circumstances’ confer * exceptional powers’ to pladice forces and institute non-jury special
criminal courts (similar to those used to repreBAD) where suspected individuals can be
judged under non-constitutional conditions. Ireland, for example, there has been a big
debate about the so called anti-gang>bilivhich foresees the introduction of special
regulations for cases dealing with ‘gang relatathes’. According to Damien, as the crisis
deepens rulersare introducing much more authoritarian laws onltasis of the crime rates.
So they are introducing laws which will allow thémtake people to special courts and non-
jury courts. (...) What they say is that like this wan get rid of criminal gangs (...) mainly
in disadvantaged areas, where these gangs havéopedearound drug issues. When they
bring in the drugs they also bring guns and themarfare between gangs for who controls
the territory. And so they have the capacity tinindate witnesses, to do crime robberies, to
attack cash delivery vans and so on. So the govarhargues that ordinary people are too
intimidated to witness against them, they say pliaés would be targeted, so the only way
we can deal with them is a special court whereettege no juries and where the rule of
evidence are different. This is what they say itois but of course they can use the same
methodology to lock up people for all sorts offstater. Groups of youths can be treated as
gangs”. Not accidentally in my view, these laws have bed#roduced in Europe after the
spread of new forms of juvenile rebelliousness thaminated in youth riots all across the

continent — which | will deal with below.

34| am referring here to the Criminal Justice (Ameeait) Act, 2009 and The Criminal Justice Survedian
Act, 2009. The act provides new legislation for prosecutiohp&ople who are suspected to be involved in
criminal gangs organising serious criminal, subiversr terrorist activity for the first time.
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On the other hand, sometimes at CPF meetings trerattendees who, out of frustration
about what is being said, explode and denounceidlkislogical distortion. For example,
someone once highlighted the fact that “kids ateofetheir own with nothing to do”; that
they are “stopped, searched and harassed by tloe gelveral times a day” which is a reality
that whoever lives in the inner city can not defwg.attendee once emphasised thibey are
not animals — lamenting the condition that | previously dekerin terms of ‘racialization’
affecting a big part of the underprivileged yourgpplation in Dublin. At one CPF it was
even an older police officer - himself particuladsustrated - who argued against the
majority’s opinion that “we should not confuse fascial behaviour’ with ‘adolescent

behaviour” — which is something every young persbhould have the right to.

These transitory moments of critique, however, @apgiously not enough to build up an
alternative approach to youth for CD. In order totllat, the negative stigma affecting young

people needs to be challenged.

7.3.1 Stigma (the notion of ‘scum’)

The problem in my view is that underprivileged ygupeople are the object of forms of
discrimination that the idea of anti-social behavemhances, since it tends to tag and
criminalize specific groups. As Mark Fisher (20@Q) highlights, it is not “an exaggeration
to say that being a teenager in late capitalistaBri[but this might be applied to Ireland as
well] is now close to being reclassified as a sedgi. Especially, | would add, if besides
being young, one is poor, and lives in certain gematic’ areas of the city. In the inner city
of Dublin “local penchant for track suits, sovereigngs, and particular hairstyles became
the uniform of the enemy” (Saris & Bartley 20029:15 the eyes of state officers, middle

class people and often locals too. In order to tstdad who are the designated ‘victims’ of
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this ‘war’ one should check at who is “the typiddbuntjoy®® prisoner”: according to
Connolly (1997:57) he “comes from a usually largmily. His family lives in a corporation
house or a flat in the inner city. He will probalbigve left school at 14 or earlier. He'll be
relatively uneducated in the formal sense. He'lllikely to be in its early or mid-20, and
have been unemployed for at least half the timeesits 18' birthday and his current
imprisonment. He will have received its first cartion before he was 16 years of age and

will have been detained before the age of 18”.

As | anticipated above, in Dublin, underprivileggoung people are affected by forms of
stigmatisation which tend to be ‘racialising’. 1by are dressed in a certain way and if you
have a certain way of speaking you will always ketolhed with suspicion by the people.
You will not be allowed into clubs, and in geneyal will be kept far from the spots (such as
Temple Bar) where the middle classes enjoy theintsi— and you will constantly be targeted
stopped and searched by the police as | have Haentaobserve on a daily basis in the

neighbourhood where | live.

In 2005, Nikolas Sarkozy (French minister of theeiior, at the time) used the wosdum
(racaille in French) to name what he viewed as French sogigl’ part, including those
two young boys whose death would have sparked idhéanlieueuprisings some weeks
later. Sarkozy’'s unfortunate expression is widedgdiin Dublin. It is commonly addressed to
underprivileged people living in specific neighbleoods where ‘anti-social behaviour’ is
‘endemic’ according to what you hear on TV and &FCand where — as | will illustrate
below — acts of disobedience and generic rebeliess take place constantly; acts such as

those that culminated in the 2006 Dublin fiotOne of these neighbourhoods is the one

% Mountjoy Prison is located in the north inner a@fyDublin.
% |n the aftermath of the riot the Gardi spoke ofstaimbag element from local pubs”. The “blog-sphéees
spoken of knackers, scumbags, scangers and otteamng terms that middle class bloggers have éopfe
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where Terence Wheelock used to live until 2005s{ gome months before the 2006 Dublin
riot), when he, at the age of 20, died after fgllin a coma when in custody of an inner city
police station (Weelock 2008:3). In my view muchtleé rage that young people displayed
during the events of February 2006 was also coresdl to the recent death of Terence.
Indeed the way he was treated by the police is symgtic of the relationship that these
young people entertain with the state apparatusean interview with Terence’s brother he
declared that “the Gardai show total disrespectldois in working class areas (...) it

becomes: these are alumbagi(ibid. p3).

| find the idea of ‘scumbag’ quite interesting fran anthropological point of view. Indeed
like racaille, scumbags attributed to a type of subjectivity which imdou’s (2007) words
could be described as “uncounted”. Considered fagpoint of view internal to the situation
this subjectivity “has no recognizable element aalgies of its own. As far as ‘normal’
inhabitants of the situation are concerned thesapy seem to have nothing in common with
the other groups that populate the situation — #emm precisely to have nothing but their
own be-ing” (Hallward 2003:118). From the point sfew of ‘normal’ inhabitants,
‘scumbags’ certainly belong to the situation, bsitasm anomaly. They consider them to be
insiders, of course, but without really being paftcivil society. They can not see any
positivity or potential in this category. Thus tdeology shaping the situation is grounded on
the belief thano political capacity can be ascribed to thehhis belief, as | should illustrate
below, plays a central role in the way in whichsacdf rebellion by these people are

consensually interpreted (as anti-social behaviour)

According to Badiou, it is a question of stabilithe situation is safe, as long as this type of

subjectivity can be “safely dismissed under a ctiNely sanctioned label” (Hallward 2003:

from certain parts of Dublin. Eye witnesses ringimayvstalk and today fm again talked of “scum bagsfar a
fight”.
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120) including, depending by the cases, scumtzagille, illegal migrant, troublemaker and
so on. For those who pronounce this word, ‘scumlzagistitutes an attempt to identify

something that eventually escapes representation.

A ‘scumbag’, it could be argued, is a “proletariat@’ the extent that, as for Ranciere
(1992:61), “it is the name of an outcast”, whicimeg to say “a poor wretch of humanity”, but
“the name of those who are denied an identity igiven order of policy”. Ontologically
speaking, this group is located “at the edge of wbel”, i.e. in a place “in which it is
possible, (...) to approach the situation from thashaf its indistinct, or generic humanity”
(Hallward 2003:118). In Ranciere’s (1992: 61) wotls is an “in-between” in relation to
the distribution of names, statuses and identit@splace in-between humanity and
inhumanity, in-between citizen and number, and 80 The “intensification of existence”
(Badiou 2003:141) of this “in between” is what happ in episodes of rebelliousness and
insubordination — which are commonly dismissedaai-social behaviour’ - and which in

Dublin culminated in riots like the one of 2006danthers.

The argument that | will defend in the last partlds chapter is that if CD really wants to
compensate for its failure to politicise underdeged young people and build a new
generation of CD leaders in underprivileged neiglthoods, should start from these
ephemeral events of juvenile rebelliousness, r@mfboth the critique and the desire they
implicitly express. CD activists should be uncoiugially by the side of the youth, whatever
state, media and public opinion say about thenortter to do this however they have to
reject the anti-social behaviour ideology that tiibgmselves contribute to produce and

reproduce in CPF and youth projects.

7.4 Spontaneous juvenile insubordination in Ireland Europe. Possibilities outside the anti-

social behaviour rhetoric.
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As | previously mentioned, from the 1990s onwarderé has been an intensification of
collective clashes between what one would genemddycribed as underprivileged, non-
formally-politicized young people and the policehigh have become a routine feature in
many declining post-industrial neighbourhoods inrdpg. This does not constitute an
absolute novelty: as Hardt & Negri (2009:237) hight, jaquerie [the name they use to
indicate this type of revolts] is a praxis thatlayally returned, punctuating modern history.
However, what is striking about the last two desadewvhat Lagrange (2006:54) refers to as
the “institutional loneliness” of these actors; ttls to say the absence of any relation to
political parties, unions or other formal politicatganisations. Because of their lack of an
explicit political connotation these events werstf'barely noticed by the media and tacitly
accepted by city managers until they jumped outtide usual range in sheer intensity and
geographic spread” (Wacquant 2008). In the lasades also Dublin has been cyclically
affected by events of spontaneous youth rebelliessnThink for example about the youth
agitations which took place in Cherry Orchard i®3%nd 1996; the first in correspondence
to the Halloween night and the second following thiamous ‘horse protest’ (Bartley &
Saris, 1999; Saris & Bartley, 2002a; Saris et aD02). In 2004 it was Finglds a
neighbourhood situated in Dublin west, to be theafrconfrontations between local young
people and the police. The most significant casejever, is probably the 2006 Dublin riot.
The 24" of February 2006, what was meant to be remembasettie Love Ulstéf march,
completely run out of the control of the Gardaeafyroups of youths from the surrounding
estates, who according to witnesses did not evew labout the march but were attracted by

the confusion, transformed the counter-demonstratican anti-police riot of unprecedented

3" Here an architectural barrier erected by locaharities kicked up the rage of the residents. &tnig violent
riots followed, where petrol bombs and fireworksend thrown against the police by youths from tharibg
estate (see Irish Times, 2004:3)

*® A demonstration organized by Love Ulster, a Nomhkish loyalist group, in order to remember logali
victims of the I.R.A.
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dimension¥. According to Indymedia reporters this “represetits first time in living
memory that the very poorest and most marginalsledhents in Irish society expressed

themselves politically, undirected as it may hagerty (Indymedia 2006).

More recently, during Queen Elisabeth’s visit teldnd (17-20/05/2011) — which mobilised
an unprecedented amount of police forces — smalhydots broke out during day and night
in several areas of the city. | personally witndssecouple of these episodes. They are
certainly typical to Ireland’s republican anti-imjaist tradition, but they also constitute part
of a pattern which has developed recently and le@s Ispreading throughout Europe and
beyond. Last decade’s main events took place indeta(winter 2005/2006 — two months
before the Dublin Riot; coincidence that in my viewwuld be naive to consider as random)
and Greec® (winter 2008/2009). After last winter's youth rétgin the Arab World (so
called Arab Spring) the political consequenceshd fthain’ of events are still open. Indeed,
recently they have inspired new forms of organarats it is the case of the ongoing M15

movement in Spaff.

It is not my intention to provide an in depth arsdyof these ongoing processes. As | said
before, my intention here is to analyze to whateektthese fragmented and random

explosions of rage and desire can constitute ac&sghat is worth to be explored by CD in

39 For several hours the very core of Dublin cityteermvas under the control of local disadvantagagttyo
“Every time that the riot squad managed to advanfmw metres, they would have to leave a lineddicp to
guard any of the side streets that they had passeabre and more locals came out to see what vpgehing.
There were crowds massed all along the side steetsmost of their sympathies appeared to lie with
rioters” (Indymedia Ireland 2006Dverwhelmed by the mob, and especially by its iregire fearlessness and
determination, the policemen just attempted toqmtothemselves, as the Loyalist march seemed tirbest
forgotten. Behind the lines of the rioters, eveoyt ®f capitalist symbol became a target and lgpbroke out.
“Across the road, a young boy, he can’t be more th@, uses a length of pipe to smash the windowthef
Ulster Bank. A cheer erupts...Outside Schuh...a man labks around 18 uses a rock to bash away at tte pl
glass... After several attempts, the glass on thesdioegins to splinter and shatter, metal barriezshauled up
and seconds later, young man and women run intstibp coming out with a variety of booty includisigoes
and boots and bags. ‘Have you got size six?’ agkd to her friend” (Irish times 2006)

“In November 2005 a wave of simultaneous riots rddkeance for three long weeks in reaction, agairihe
death of two young boys from an impoverished neiginbood who were escaping police. (Wacquant 2008:19
“*1In December 2008, the killing by the police of ¥dedros Grigouropoulos, a 15 years old school stude
from Exarchia, a poor working class area of Athemas the spark that ignited a huge revolt in Greece.

2 At the time of writing this chapter the July 20ldndon Riots (which spread to other cities in Englghad

not taken place yet.
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order to resolve its ‘generational problem’ - odésthe depoliticizing ideology of anti-social

behavior.

In recent years a big amount of literature has lemted to youth riots. Yet, in my view,
the most interesting political interpretation ofemhn has been provided by Alain Badiou
(2005a). According to him what kicked off that largcale process were precisely both the
racism and police oppression that on a daily baféest ‘working class’ young people’s lives.
The description that Badiou does of the situatioRaris presents some similarities with what
one can observe on the streets in Dublin and in. @BBHe highlights “it is above all against
the ideology of security [sécuritaire] and agaiti& incessant police harassment that these
kids are rising up, against the cops in the estateseverywhere and at all times exert their
control, with insults and intimidations, even otigiof 13 or 14. These days an estate is a
squad of listless and malevolent cops, an unhirmgadmand centre [commissariat], all too
happy to throw themselves on a few kids playingldath, on small gathering of youths, who
Sarkozy, their great chief, has personally autedrithem to treat as ‘scum’ [racaille]”
(Badiou 2005a). This is the main point in his ae&yunderprivileged young people, who in
common sense are seen as just troublemakers eggaganti-social behaviour are rising
against the police, against harassment and agaaist humiliation. In the same paper, to
illustrate these humiliations, he gives a vivid@aat of his adopted black son’s life: “I can'’t
even count the number of times he’s been stoppeithdyolice. Innumerable - there is no
other word. Arrested: six times! In 18 months. Whahean by arrested is when you are
taken, in handcuffs, to the police station, when gee insulted, latched to a bench, left there
for hours, sometimes kept for a day or two. Forhmg” (Badiou 2005a). This type of
experience, which is shared by so many young pdaadiublin, can be very frustrating for
anyone. It is not surprising that at the first oppnity this frustration can turn into collective

rage against the police the state and common pedfsiat the youth riots show, according to
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Badiou (2005a), is that this politics of police aseturity, which is shared by all the parties
(and, unfortunately, CD groups in Dublin) “is na@nsensual at the level of people [les gens].
It is a politics against people and the youth saybg doing what they do, with their own

means”.

| find Badiou’s perspective particularly interegfirbecause it helps to understand the
legitimacy of this form of protest — which is naisf expression of impotency as some
commentators (for example Zizek 2009) have argleaning cars and chasing the cops
makes much more sense if seen as motivated by priole a desire to respond to police
harassment, demonstrate one’s power and restgrectes than if motivated by economic
victimization, cultural fanaticism, or political mgulation as many sociologists have
argued. ‘We are not victims, we are masters of #inea, and we do as we please’ this is
young people’s implicit message. This is why Badijowes them his support. No matter how
misguided the riots may be when it comes to orgapditically, the pure and simply anger

at the daily insults and humiliations and the desarrespond is enough to justify them.

As Baudrillard puts it (2006:7) “all the excludethe disaffiliated, whether from the
banlieues, immigrants or ‘native-born’, at one pan another turn their disaffiliation into
defiance and go onto the offensive. It is theiryomfy to stop being humiliated, discarded or
taken in hand. In the wake of the November [PaD352 fires, mainstream political sociology
spoke of integration, employment, security. | ant 80 sure that the rioters want to be
reintegrated on these lines. Perhaps they considefrench way of life with the same
condescension or indifference with which it vieweits. Perhaps they prefer to see cars

burning than to dream of one day driving them”.

In Dublin — the same as in Paris - the people wilok part in the rioting were largely drawn

from the urban poor, mostly marginalized young rfrem impoverished estates; people that
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the middle classes normally write off as ‘scumbagst that sociologists define as the
‘underclass’. No wonder that after the 2006 Dublot what implicitly emerged from the
flood of journalistic analysis and prominent deatains was the consensual idea that those
young people alone would have been incapable of spgntaneous and independent
initiative. Indeed, as a backdrop to the canorit@ine game between politicians, one of the
most pressing mainstream questions regarded thiéiqaid identity of the obscure mind that
orchestrated the riot — and this question continwwedivide the opinion for the weeks to
come, never having been definitely answefadlinary people’s incapacity to independently
organise is a consensual belief in the ‘Weldtis strongly ideological for it reveals a gealer
inability/unwillingness to interpret phenomena invay that does not reflect a dominant top
down worldview. Kaulingfreks (2008:2) recently obss that in this kind of circumstances
the idea that events were orchestrated by an absauthority, capable of controlling the
ignorant masses is much cosier then the idea gfoataneous uncontrolled explosion of
popular anger. However, young people’s achievemeas to organize what Badiou would
call an “immanent overturning of the laws of apmeglt (2003:143); which is to say a
powerful subversion of the dominant idea accordimgvhich subaltern young people are
affected by a permanent collective incapacity. étjdor a moment they showed to be able
to overcome the depoliticizing forces acting agathem and to deploy an unknown and

unprecedented power.

As Badiou argued in relation to the events of 20@& have the riots we deserve” (Badiou
2006:114) — and an unexpected, angry, unorganiaédiacentralized explosion as the ones
we have witnessed in Europe during the last decadetiat one can expect from a society
where the youth of popular classes have been abaddo their own plain exposition to neo-

liberal capitalism and the police.
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7.4.1 Depoliticised organisations

The idea that | would like to put forward herehattby addressing the youth issue in terms of
anti-social behavior, and by not being able to nmegolly engage with underprivileged
young people’s rebelliousness, CD manifests a tdssés old capacity to be ‘organic’ to

popular situations. This loss is the main caugdeaf present crisis.

Some activists seem to be completely aware ofgitistion in which they kind of act more
as policemen than educators or ‘organic intelldstublowever, they also seem to have no
idea of how to organize in order to overcome thipasse. As Peter argues “if we disappear,
in this area there would be massive explosionsvasidnce, and the government just gives us
sufficient money to keep a lead on the problemshm area”. Indeed, we have already
illustrated the approach of youth work’s, with rteetoric of keeping young people off the
streets and replacing ‘anti-social behavior’ witicdording to them) more ‘meaningful’
activities. “It might be that working this way weeanot doing the country a service in the
long term — continues Peter - because the angeildsbe here, it should be coming out, as it

happened in Paris recently, and the governmenbnetsy the people respond”.

However, community workers are frequently unwillingp operate in ambiguous
circumstances. Many of them have embodied thesawial behavior ideology. Others are
afraid that the state might punish them by withdngwfunds - as it actually happened in
Wheelock’s case, where, despite a big popular mewtrhad come up, CD organizations

maintained an extremely cautious attitude.

However, despite the politics of police and segubiking shared by all parties, NGOs and
CD organisations, the spread of juvenile rage am@égonism shows that among young

people there is no consensus on this policy. Onother hand, what is dramatic in this
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situation is that young people find themselves alonfront of the police (Badiou 2005a).
This fact shows the level of depoliticisation ofis#&nt political organisations, which are
incapable to capture the completely different cosipmns, desires and realities which seem
to be seeking a new consistency in these neighbodsh (Invisible Collective 2009).
Depoliticized CD organizations, not only demon&hiemselves unable of assuming a moral
and ideological leadersHip Paradoxically they do not even manage (or attptopoversee
the return to normal when disorders start. Depitiéid politicians and community ‘leaders’
take distance from radical acts and criminalizeyihieth who perpetrate them. In the name of
‘integration’, ‘security’, ‘legality’ and ‘stabily’ (in the name of the state-of-the-situation on
behalf of which they operate) they contribute te gholicing’ of the situation. Indeed at the
end of the day they are unable to articulate arsytipe approach to juvenile insubordination,

but they keep dealing with it as a sort of ‘teclahjgroblem’ for which is to find a ‘solution’.

Councillors and elected officials, associations dmchl administrations organise actions
against the youth in the name of civil society.Begliou (2005a) asks: “for how much longer
can adults and parents remain silent? The youth naise left to face the police alone. It is
necessary to rise up against the police harassofievitich they are the object. Parents must
stand side by side with them”. And so in my viewé#o do CD activists, rejecting both the
anti-social behaviour ideology and the state’s ltaail in terms of funds. This would allow
them to link up with those youth from which thewhdost contact during the last decades —
and perhaps build up a new generation of ‘orgaaitivists who might be able to reactivate

CD’s valuable struggles.

7.5 Conclusions (alliance youth adults)

43 Young people neither vote nor go to their demotistna.
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As | said, a point that | find noteworthy in Badi®wperspective is the total and absolute
support he gives to the young ‘troublemakers’; kenleft wing parties, whom he accuses of
paralysis. “Why do they not try to organise a gm&mnonstration to protest against what has
happened? Because they share the same visionf@aaefew nuances (the police, but a

"neighbourhood"dle proximité police)”

In my view CD activists should (following Badioumetaphor) act as young people’s
‘political parents’ and be with them in the faceiojustice and state repression, not against
them. “At least — says the philosopher - thosei\ests] who do not let themselves be
organised by the theme of the defence of matedadg, because they know that burnt cars
or buildings mean nothing when compared to the tipuesf what will become of the youth.

A huge question which, after these youth riots, I@some a question posed to everyone, a

guestion for everyone” (Badiou 2005a).

In my view cynical and dismissive attitudes towayadsing people and their rebellions are
symptom of a huggenerational gapshaping society. The fact that CD finds it difficto
reproduce itself politically is due to the lacklofks between present and passed struggles.
As | am trying to illustrate from both a theoreti¢@hapter 2) and an empirical (Chapters 3
and 7) point of view, on the one hand today ‘adufteke 23" century’s struggles
incomprehensible to young people. On the other hheg despise present youth revolts
dismissing them as acts of hooliganism or antiadobehaviour. They are unable (or
unwilling) to positively engage with the rage ofotilsands of young people in European
deprived urban areas. The worse side effect ofdissnissal’ of young people’s subjectivity
is that those who are responsible for the politaréntation of young people abandon them,
depriving them of that generational alliance which fundamental for an effective
critigue/negation of the world as it is. The ladksach an alliance complicates the things for

the younger generations. As Thomas (communitytasteuth worker) says “when you are
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young sometimes you are not able to articulate wWieproblem is”. With the result that rage
might assume a nihilistic orientation — like fora@xple destructivity for its own sake or self-

harming through the abuse of drugs and alcohol.

As Schott-Myhre (2007) puts it, a collective subjgman only be found in the intersections
where we come together to produce the world. Geéytaine place where that occurs is in the
sets of relations between the social categoridectcgbuth and those called adult”. This is
evidently a pedagogic problem. ‘Political fathemsjently need to meet with young people in
“encounters that produce subjects” (Situaciones5&8W3); they need to generate new
affinities and finally construct a new virtual bgel between past and future political
sequences. In order to do that, adults have tases#that young people “are critical and
interactive but it is just difficult to see thatMartin). To build meaningful relations with
them and share those criticisms “is a very slowcess” for no one of the two parts is used to
do that. As Martin suggests “for this to happenpgbediave to tell their own stories. It is
almost therapeutic: by sharing our stories we mightable then to see some new possible

stories”.

To conclude, echoing Hardt and Negri (2009) | artia CD should pedagogically embrace
events of youth rebelliousness as actgah6ols of organizatidn238). Indeed, on one hand
these are very fertile sites where young peoplesehoadependent capacity to think and
organise is constantly undermined find the deteation to rebel against this situation and
expose it to its contradictions. On the other htmsl “intensification of existence” (Badiou
2003:141) opens new possibilities for activists bild new bridges with the younger
generation. Obviously there is no universal moaelthis, but just possible experimental
practices in situation. And situations always diffiem each other. “We only know how to

start” argue Colectivo Situaciones (2005:609) “dmat very relatively”.
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Although ephemeral and limited, the sense of wctarters have experienced most be in a
way elaborated and preserved as a possibilityp gout it with Situationes, as “memory as
potencia”. amise en perspectivihat goes beyond the dialectic victory/defeat. Aftee
Copenhagen riots of 2006, for example, the young$tem immigrant backgrounds who had
seemed to display an emotionally inspired protagtaut formal political claims, with the
help of a local youth worker were able to commuteidiaeir motives in a letter sent to the
press (Kaulingfreks 2008). CD activists could diédity learn much from this type of

initiatives.
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8. CONCLUSIONS
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8.1 The nature of the state and the cutbacks

In the present context of crisis and depoliticzatian essential feature of the nature of the
state has emerged clearly, whereas under previonditons (political dynamism in first
place, then — in Ireland - the economic boom) is\partially covered and more difficult to
discern. Namely that the nature of the state (ttates’in itself) is not egalitarian.
Ontologically speaking, it operates as a mecharoérfdistribution of the sensible” — as
Ranciere (1992:58) puts it — assigning individualplaces and functions and “making one”
of the subsets of what is presented. The natuthigfdistribution is ritualistic/bureaucratic,

hierarchical and militaristic.

On the other hand emancipatory politics is rareeWih comes into being, it has the capacity
to limit this tendency, forcing the state towardsrenegalitarian ways of operating. However,
by definitior*, politics can not be generated by the state it€@ff the contrary, when
emancipatory politics is absent or weak, state pswend to expel - to literarily get rid of -
egalitarian rules and institutions (such as fomepie those created by movements like CD),
or to submit them to bureaucratic, apolitical I&gitt is actually what has happened at global
scale from the 1980s onwards, a historical phaaiehifis been affected by depoliticisation. A
key consequence of depoliticisation has been thpingi out of previous political
achievements, including the destruction of pubécviees and “and all forms of solidarity
and social protection that guaranteed a minimuraqgefality in the social fabric” (Ranciere
2012), erosion of workers’ rights, privatisationsprganisation of national education systems
according to neo-liberal concerns and in generplatected exposition of ordinary people’s

lives to the rule of capital.

* This refers to the theoretical approach informmyg research, which in this paper has been justljrie
introduced.
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On what concerns CD, during the Celtic Tiger duextensive provision of funding people
had the illusion that ‘the sector’ was experienangositive and flourishing phase. However,
as we saw, affluence covered the bureaucratisirthy dapoliticising tendencies that CD
groups were getting through while assuming formglvivere increasingly correlated to that
of the state. This lead to a loss of independehatit the present economic crisis proved
deleterious for CD. Indeed since 2002 (but morestdrally since 2009) the Irish state by
considerably reducing funding provision to CD, esgw the sector to its accumulated
dependencies and weaknesses. However it is alsterdvthat CD’s impasse is not just
related to the austerity measures implemented égtidite. Rather it has to do with processes

of bureaucratisation and the failure of groupséproduce’ themselves as political subjects.

Previously, in 2004, analysing the outcomes ofrthesearch, Powell & Geoghegan (2004)
commented that “what is striking about this datthet community development in Ireland is
almost completely dependent on the state for furfdp”128). They also observed that CD
was mainly composed by paid workers. In the lightecent events this analysis sounds like
an alarm bell. Indeed the sustained attack commuwniganizations have experienced in
recent years has taken advantage of CD’s dependieany the state — which can be
considered as one of its major weak points fortitihhe being. Policy-makers discount CD as
a disproportionate body, which needs to be drdktishrunk, or at least submitted to as
much bureaucratic control as possible. Cutbacke lheen particularly severe and endemic,
mainly hitting those projects that are viewed agaramnfrontational in terms of challenging
government policy. However, as a youth worker (8fdwas noticed, organisations can also

be affectedndirectly by cuts; especially those who rely more on netwngykvith the others.

When it comes to quantifying cutbacks to CD, somteresting figures are provided by a

recent report by Brian Harvey (2010), who foundt ttiee community and voluntary sector
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has already taken a disproportioffaghare of on-going budget cuts. A precise assegsmhen
the cuts to CD is very problematic due to the diffiy to frame CD as a specific ‘object’ (see
chapters 1 and 2) and the fact that cutbacks dlrbeshg applied following an approach that
is differential and difficult to track. Accordingo tHarvey (2010:10) the analysis of the
cumulative effect of the funding cuts for the valny and community sector over the two

years 2009-2010 is broadly in the order of the Ibésk.

Austerity manoeuvres started with the “withdrawkfunding from the national Community
Workers’ Co-off° for its independent research and evaluations & Pavee Poift for its
poster campaign for equal citizenship for TravelleThen Pavee Point was publicly
threatened for its perceived support for a homedéss by Roma at a motorway in Dublin”
(TR 2010). Year 2009 concluded with the sudden imation of the Community
Development Programme (CDP). This programme datedthe European Poverty 2
programme (1984-9) which funded a number of loaainmunity development projects
against poverty, including family resource centrelsich are informed by a similar ethic and
approach (Harvey 2010). Under the managementeofCitbmbat Poverty Agency, the CDP
expanded to a programme of 180 projects, typioaitir a core of 2-3 staff and a budget of
€20,000 to €40,000 (ibid. p9). Previously to 2009RS “received a letter from their funder,
the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltaclidiég, not only warning them not to be
associated with political organisations but alsonbly telling them they were funded to
implement Government Policy” (TR 2011). At the esfd2009 the government announced

the closure of the Community Development Programitoehe integrated with the Local

“5 The view that the voluntary and community sec@s heen identified for disproportionate attentiontits is
not a polemic, but a factual observation, indeedpading to Harvey (2010) in 2010 the headline #gfar the
reduction of funding in the voluntary and commursgctor is in the range of 9% to 10%. This istthgcal
percentage which recurs most frequently. This fiqueeertheless contrasts with the national budgetatyof
only -1.8%.

“® See Chapter 3

" Pavee Point is an NGO supporting Irish Travellers,indigenous minority ethnic group in Irelandvéa
Point is a partnership of Travellers and settleajpe
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Development Social Inclusion Programme. AccordingHarvey (2010), as part of this
process, 31 projects were selected for closurd) thié right of appeal to officials in the
department. The remaining 149 CDP voluntary boaitide wound up, with staff and assets
transferred to the partnerships. Although CDPs thadright to refuse transfer, the minister
had made it clear that by exercising it they woukder receive departmental funding again
(ibid. p9). A disproportionate number of CDP classumvere in Dublin inner city. “Two of
these were managed by Seanie Lambe and Mick Rafferd nationally known community
leaders for more than thirty years. Both had betiwvesupporters of Tony Gregory from the
beginning” (TR 2011). Also many state organizatiammcerned with social policy and
important to the work of community groups were elbhsmerged, abolished or integrated
(e.g. Combat Poverty Agency, Office of Active Cihskip). Others were severely cut (e.g.

Equality Authority, Human Rights Commission) (Hay\2010:14).

These and other measures according to some astii®t 2011) reflect a strategy well
documented in Naomi Klein’'s book The Shock Doctrinee any crisis, whether human-
made or natural, to undo social gains achieved bgsnsocial action over decades. This
process, | would add, is far smoother in a contektdepoliticisation, where those
achievements are not supported by an independditicgloeffort. According to Harvey
(2010), likely consequences will include a redupeticy and representational capacity for
the sector, “which may be one of the purposes okguonent in applying such differential
savings. There will be a loss of voice. In a countthich has the lowest level of social
protection in western Europe, the civil societyosfor an enlightened social policy will be
even smaller in the future”. Cuts will also implyraduced capacity to respond to social
issues that are growing and qualitatively evolvingimes of financial crisis and austerity.

And so on.
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As | noted above, the situation is paradoxical beealthough CD’s origins are independent
from funding schemes and bureaucratic concernbaclkig are seen by many organizations as
a possible dead end. In my view this perceptiothefsituation is distorted and apolitical. It

constitutes the outcome of a process of depoltima which the sector has undergone with

particular intensity during the Celtic Tiger years.

Currently, a shared feeling amongst activists & the state wants to definitely get rid of the
‘sector’, and curently, the best way to achievs thito cut funding and dismantle the hyper-
bureaucratised relation it entails with it. The sequences are seen as irreversible: “it is
really difficult to try and predict, but if I am lgtle bit philosophical about it, - argued an
Inner City Partnership worker - everything has eleyand in this field we are coming to the
current end of this community cycle (Seamus). M@y activists (Paul, Tina) describe this
situation as a “limbo”; others refer to a sort aftdte of shock” that many of them
experienced after the first attacks: “there wasitaation of shock at the beginning with
people thinking ‘this can not happen; these prsjaan not be shut down™. This shock
produced some months of actual paralysis: “peam@fwhile did not know what to do, but
now there is a sense that they need to respondéebhthe state’s cynical attitude has ended

up kicking off a wave of indignation among actigist

For example, according to Mick Rafferty (2010) MeCarthy repoff “in a mostdismissive
and arrogantphrase to probably ever have been used in the diekocial policy states that
these programmes have shown no evidence of posititeomes. This is amsult to the
thousands of people&vho have struggled to ensure that their commumnihave decent
services and equal opportunities to those who atterb off’. Cynicism and lack of

recognition from state authorities are stronglyalerced in this quote.

8 Sort of policy guideline for the reorganisationtieé voluntary and community sector
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Activists have also been disillusioned and disapi@ai by the public private partnership
model, which can be considered as dead after tises,cwith private investors suddenly
holding back and the state bailing out their deble engagement and efforts of CD groups
in planning, crafting and implementing processespaftnership regeneration have been
extensively documented by John Bissett (2008). rAftetwelve years long struggle the
regeneration project of Saint Michael’'s Estate (Dyldied with builders walking away and
new proposals being introduced, which were actutlyy shadow of their former. “The
experience of regeneration in St. Michael's Estatargues John Bissett (2008) who was
himself involved in the process as a community wworkwould suggest that the actions of the
state have done more to maintain and consolidaqualities of power than they did to

change them”.

At the minute, CD groups are attempting to absarts through a series of measures and
responses aimed to avoid dismissals and redundanelewever, as Harvey (2010)
highlights, their performance and outputs will fall they attempt to do more with less and
respond to the social distress that follows ecowconullapse. In my view, there is a
fundamental task that goes beyond saving CD sepigeision. It involves rethinking and
reorganizing egalitarian politics capable to resistl eventually reverse the processes that
have submitted CD to state (depoliticised) logksding and economic resources should be

considered as secondary to political priorities.

8.2 Two discourses and two responses to the ofiid

Currently there are two ideological perspectivesdmcourses describing and articulating
possible responses to the crisis of CD. One coafthel them as (1)‘liberal’ and (2)‘social-

democratic’. Although these two perspectives astirdit, there are overlaps between them.
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Like for example the fact that none of them empdeghe political roots and potential

intrinsic to CD; relating it instead to state/marlagics.

(1) From a liberal/neoliberal perspective CD’s neffiusiness possibilities are emphasised.
For those who advance this idea CD has to turn ateirtuous agent of economic
development, otherwise, they say, it will not bdeatb survive the present economic
conjuncture. Therefore, for them ‘the sector’ hageét in line with the changing economic
climate. They say that activists must look to therket in order to save CD. Paradoxically, in
their beliefs destruction is placed alongside trase of a bold future made of innovation

and entrepreneurialism.

For example, at a public meeting organised at SIETgporters of this idea were arguing for
the construction of a social economy (which thegcdibed as very weak to inexistent in
Ireland) in order to create jobs in a context ahoaunity business and community enterprise
where service provision would be just one of theous “products”. “We need — they argued
- people with engineering skills, with constructiskills, etc. In the community services
programme the focus is just on services... peoplguatesocial workers and we need to go
beyond that. For example the community businessahlag role to play also in the green
economy (...)” (SIPTU discussant). This of course ldomvolve a process of advanced
skills building, where workers’ expertise and masraég) capacity are developed in terms of
commercialisation. In this process government mdmeuld just play a secondary role”.
Moreover the supporters of this perspective lantait “community enterprises are currently
not able to access money that are available to mdogsiness ventures”. So “they should
have access to the city enterprise board (...) uetherprise culture is quite weak. We need
people who create jobs and people who create eistesp There are tonnes of highly skilled
people who could contribute”. Thus, to concludeytlsee the marketization (and therefore

gentrification) of the ‘community sector’ as the lypnpossible option: “we need to
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reinvigorate communities as enterprise and weal#ators and employers. Social service
provision on its own will not be sufficient”. This in few words the neo-liberal, market
oriented approach to dealing with cutbacks and dtsis affecting the ‘community and
voluntary sector’. Of course the idea of re-invegtithe social economy should not be
considered as an absolute novelty in the fieldsesiexperiments of this type were already
being developed previously. There are for exampmenpganies like “Business in the
Community Ireland® who for years have been organising workshops darrunity groups

in deprived neighbourhoods on how to build up asffpee engagement” with businesses by
developing community investment strategies whigbpsut business objectives. On a broader
scale, the public private partnership project ftsan be seen as an attempt to ‘creatively’

reorient the sector towards the market and theaugn

(2) The perspective that | described as ‘sociala@atic’ presents itself as opposed to its
neo-liberal counterpart. Indeed it attempts to =ddtCD from market forces claiming that
‘the sector’ has to work for the public good, noterding to private interests. Therefore, they
argue, it needs to be funded by the state and rednag a sort of aggregated public sector.
According to them the state needs to protect COd #ntheir view there is no alternative to
state-funding, since “alternative independent sesirclike Chuck Feeney's Atlantic
Philanthropies, are rare and are very specific aladat they fund” (TR 2011). Behind this
approach is the idea that “because community piojéo the state’s work in matching its
own deficiencies they should be funded and resdubgethe state. Indeed it does this more

effectively and more efficiently and with bettedwafor money” (TR 2011).

However, there is a problem with the argumentatimat CD should work for the ‘public
good’. Namely that currently the hegemonic idedpablic good’ happens to coincide with

the market. It is just through economic growth ad®the current ideology - that public good

“9See http://www.bitc.ie/
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is possible. Thus, paradoxically the ‘social demtct argument needs to justify its
opposition to the cutbacks with an economic typargtiment; namely with the idea that they
would be deleterious for the economy of the counry they put it “the challenge for the
community sector is to show the government andgtreeral public that it not only delivers
essential services, but also has economic bedefithe country” (SIPTU speaker). And of
course the best way to ‘demonstrate’ this is t@gmé concrete facts; figures like for example
the value of the voluntary and community sectoth® economy which is €6.5bn; with a
level of state funding in the order of €1.89bn (Har 2010:14) - altogether, the financial
value of volunteering to the Irish economy has bestimated at between €204m and €485m
(ibid. p14). These numbers are aimed to supporidiee that also from an economic point of
view (which is now the default point of view of tiséate - its “rule” as Badiou would say)

cutbacks make little sense.

Cuts to the community sector — ‘social-democratgua — evidence a lack of vision since
“economicallythey are going to cost the state much more img term. In terms of prison
places, community fragmentation and disintegratibealth services and drug abuse”
(Seamus). “The combination of heavy job lossesraddced services in the area will create a
toxic legacy that will affect the next generation8peaker Siptu). Which means “more
poverty, more exclusion (...) more pressure on hesgtlivices and criminal justice. Crimes
related to poverty will soar. Why will the governmieut this sector now?”. And this job of
prevention, according to them, can not just beiedrout by volunteers. Indeed “a well-
functioning volunteer force is dependent from pssfenal staff to recruit, induct, train and
retrain. Cuts are likely to lead to a loss of veéers”, who will drop out a not enough

supportive environment.
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These are in general the arguments that ‘neo-l&eaad ‘social-democrats’ put forward
when it comes to critically address the cutbacksesand devise alternative approaches to the

guestion of CD’s future sustainability.

There are substantial differences between thesg@éngpectives: in the first case emphasis is
placed on market forces and entrepreneurialismreesen the second case to be emphasised
is the role of the state in supporting communitgdehservice delivery. However, both these
approaches share the implicit assumption that CBoimething ‘objective’ (a sector, a
welfare-apparatus) which needs to be managed lmsedternal and structural forces (state
& capital). There is little doubt that the world 6D is influenced by structural constraints
and forces that constantly tie it into a net ofeatifying relations. Labour division, market,
profit, exploitation, hierarchies, bureaucracy,goeral interest etc. are all elements that, to
variable degrees, operate within CD, since thepshhe collectivity as a whole — and CD is
not external to it. However, by totally identifyinGD with these ‘objective’ forces and

tendencies something central gets lost.

Namely, none of the two introduced perspectivemasly takes into account the roots of CD
as an independent, organic movement, reflectingnargd people’s creativity and capacity to
organise themselves. They do not emphasise CDjediue side, its being a platform for

emancipatory politics, which is what historicallgeé Chapter 3) made it so popular in

Dublin’s deprived neighbourhoods and beyond.

Without acknowledging these features as well asrathll unexplored potentialstrinsic to

CD - this is the argument of my conclusions — it e extremely difficult for anyone to re-
imaging and experimenting with forms of CD at atalise from external interests and
powers. | will also argue that this ‘distance’ ssential if one pretends to be funded by the

state without being co-opted by it. Before doingtthowever, | will need -from a disciplinary
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point of view- to ‘justify’ me as a researcher pichag these ‘political recommendations’. Do
social sciences have any legitimacy to give suggesto political actors? How should this

debate be framed?

8.3 Political recommendations versus policy recomuiagons

In the methodological section (Chapter 4) of thissis | have argued that social sciences and
politics are linked since their ‘evolution’ and havation’ depend on subjective processes in
the realm of possibility — that is to say outsiehat there is”, i.e. the “state of the situation”.
However, a question that | have not answered yé&b iwhat extent social sciences can be
meaningful when it comes to addressing politicalies; what kind of ‘feedbacks’ can social

sciences provide to political movements and actors?

Today, when academics discuss the political roleoafal sciences they place a big emphasis
on research as a source pblicy recommendations’. They argue that we should peovid
policy makers with high quality and ‘objective’ dysis for them to produce ‘more accurate’
protocols and regulations. As Erik Swyngedouw (300g@hlights, a consequence of this idea
is that “while considerable intellectual effort gomto excavating the practices of instituted
policies, very little attention is paid to what stitutes political democracy as a political
configuration associated with a particular publ@se”. Thus, researchers produce a self-
declared neutral/objective type of analysis thgakcy-oriented, but that does not really take
into account the structural context framing polmgking. As if that context operated on a
technical, structural/functionalist basis. In tlisological frame debate is reduced to disputes
“over the institutional modalities of governing atiee technologies of expert administration

or management” (Swyngedouw, 2007)
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Under these conditions academic debates on managamd policy recommendations, more
than creating links between social sciences antigsplend up linking these disciplines to
the state. This is depoliticising. Pierre Bourd{@002) himself referred to this activity as
“policy of depoliticisation” for it relegates palial thought to the terrain of capital and the
state. Emphasis on policy recommendations subratearch to concerns related to
bureaucratic management. In this perspective thd& wbresearchers does not differ much
from that of advisors of state bureaucrats or $oerineers. “Against this policy of

depoliticization - argues Pierre Bourdieu (2002:3bur aim must be to restore politics, that

is, political thinking and action, and to find tberrect point of application for that action”.

On the other hand, | think that my research outsowpiearly show that the formulation of
policy recommendations aimed, for instance, tocues CD would be a pointless exercise. |
consider this argument to be valid for two obvioeasons: the first is that policy makers (no
matter how post-structural is our conception of-hieeral governance) are state agents and
their current attitude towards CD is deeply hostilevould be pointless to advise them to do
the opposite of what they are actually déthgrhe second reason is that -as | have been
arguing along this thesis - a ‘revitalization’ dfet sector can neither pass through a new
partnership (i.e. the delivery by the state of fiemding schemes), nor from alternative forms
of bureaucratic regulation, i.e. new ‘policies’.d®enmendations which could eventually help
CD to overcome the present impasse need to becsiwBj@nd political in nature. This means
that they need to be addressed to CD groups andiséetthemselves. In my view,
recommendations should encompass questions armattrefls aimed at generating prolific
debate amongst them. To be politically meaningégbmmendations should not in any way

restrict thought to the terrain of management/adstration.

* This is something that only social movements, wlitir strength could possibly achieve.
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However, as we have seen in chapters 1 and 2es¢mir Social Sciences find it particularly
hard to get beyond this loop. And the state cartssta sort of default position of any attempt
to think and research politics. Under this conditibésociology today, especially political
sociology, (...) often restricts itself to the ingn@f counting and recounting electoral results”
(Russo 2009); or the “endless measuring of ratesrafilation of preferences and behaviours
conducted in the service of spurious interests iancbnformity with the taste of the day”
(Frade 2009:10). These are symptoms of the fadtthese disciplines are “affected by a
peculiar theoretical paralysis concerning the gqaesbf subjectivities” (Russo 2009) — a
guestion which, as | have been repeatedly emphgsisinevertheless central to politics. As
Frade (2009:29) argues, “by privileging determigigixplanations and reducing politics to
social engineering” social sciences have histdgicantributed to the general depoliticizing
of society. “And yet, the question must be posedacial science meant to reflect society or
is its task rather to think it through? For thedgtlet us admit, cannot be done in the context

of the former” (ibid. p12).

My aim in the last part of these conclusions isrdf@re not to provide policy
recommendations based on supposed ‘objective ¢onsfitof CD and the social realities it
operates within, but, based on the findings of thissis, to think through the situation
politically, towards the re-creation of a spaceirdependency for CD. The following 6
recommendations are presented as a list of sepaemts. However they are obviously
interconnected and overlapping with each other.yThee not ‘prescriptions’ but just
suggestions based on the singular point of viewngfstudy, attempting to open a debate

more than to provide dogmatic answers.

8.4 Recommendations
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The independent political experiences - the “poaitautonomy” as Badiou would call them
- that CD repeatedly introduced in Dublin during gecond half of the #@century are under
serious threat or have been incorporated into ¢imeash of state politics. Cutbacks are not the
‘cause’ of this process. However by breaking thevimus surface of consensus, their
introduction has contributed to uncover contradicsi, which along this thesis | have

described in terms of bureaucratisation, profesdination and depoliticisation.

One should start by noticing that a time of crisialso a time of opportunity. But one should
also be aware that for such opportunity to ‘matises it is not enough for these favourable
circumstances to be there. If previously the situetvas muddled by the abundant profusion
of funding - which had the effect to accommodateynactivists — now, in the new scenario,
with contradictions becoming clearer, conflict tertd rise again. In the meantime atke
struggle to resist and reverse cut-backs has dtarte is constantly evolving. As | have
illustrated in chapter 6 small victories are polsibncouraging, and much can be learnt from
them - like in the case of the opposition to thesale of a public swimming pool in the
popular area of Sean MacDermott Street; or like@oenmunity First campaign, opposing
cuts to drug services in the south inner city (Skapter 6). Although some positive signs are
easily detectable, as | argued in Chapter 7, thieack/fight-back logic is insufficient and, in
general, there are no predetermined outcomes. Badesult of the struggle in which CD is

involved will depend by the imagination and creiggiwof activists themselves.

The following 4 points are recommendations/reftacsi that 1 would like to address to
activists and groups who are interested in redg@uedpindependent forms of collective

organisation and resistance in a CD context.

1 Be independent
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As | repeatedly argued along this thesis from vegiperspectives, currently | consider being
vital for community organisations that they re-coeqthe old space of independency, i.e. a
political space at a distance from the state. Téek lof a clear separation between
(emancipatory) politics and state-politics in thxps and thought of CD is central to the

impasse that this movement is currently experiancin

CD politics have entered too much the domain ofsfa¢e and its agenda - having lost that
“distance” which, in the theoretical perspectivetlof thesis is referred to as vital for the

creative production, or continuation, of an emaatopy political process.

Of course the structural relevance of the statal:iée be acknowledged. Independence,
according to Ranciere (2012), “does not mean lositgyest in or acting as if these agendas
did not exist. It means building one's own dynanspaces of discussion and ways of
circulating information, motives and ways of actidirected, first of all, towards the

development of an autonomous power to think and act

As we have seen, independent politics operatesdeutsstitutional legitimate areas, because
it consists in the opening of new possibilitiesttia@ae overlooked, or considered to be
impossible from a structural point of view. Emaratgry politics is made by the uncounted,
not by those who count, so called ‘stakeholders.Ranciere (quot.by Butler and Ntseng
2008) puts it, we should oppose a politics "thakes decisions on the people, for the
people, instead of the people; a politics that fidhét in the political order, all sections of the
community have been assigned their proper placepace where independent emancipatory
politics can actually emerge “is constituted in thement when people's movements and
actions proceed from the brutal truth that “we @meour own” and move forward only once

they have clarified that we are finished with that{)politics of the state project”.

240



This, one should notice, is nothing new for CD.ded, | have illustrated how in Dublin this
movement is rooted in spontaneous popular prot@ate 1960s) addressing issues of
housing, education, healthcare and other probldfastig people living in underprivileged

areas of the inner city. The heterogeneous comgosif these struggles reflected the
political dynamism that in that phase characteriseshy movements on a worldwide scale.
Their political subjectivity was “in excess” to tarrounding political culture, including that

of the orthodox, state-centred left.

In times of crisis CD activist should take inspwmat from those pioneering experiences,
remembering that the problem is not just to reactdverse state policies (such as the
austerity measures currently being implementechbygbvernment), but to produce powerful

collective processes irreducible to the state arahy form of dependency from it.

In order to achieve this, the CD movement shouldusi look to what happens ‘outside’ (the
crisis, the cuts, etc.) but constantly refer to ardhlyse its own history and its own

engagement in on-going struggles.
2. Be self-reflexive

The analysis of some interesting politicising exgaces has suggested (Chapter 6) that an
important step in the construction of people’s “gowo” might pass through the opening of
in-depth self-reflexive processéswhich might be beneficial to define the presentagion
from an independent (subjective) point of view.rdducing the Community First case we
have seen that a crucial moment has been when eg@woglved in the local CD scene
understood that unity within the “community” wasjwan illusion. This realisation triggered

an irreparable fracture between people and “burassic

L A processes is self-reflexive when action or asialgoes back to, refers to, and affects the epéitpetrating
the action or analysis.
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In my view, that was a positive outcome since, eh&d Pithouse (2006) puts it, “sustained
collective reflection on the experience of struggbatinually advances the understanding of

what has to be fought and how it has to be fought”.

Self-reflexivity is nevertheless important after plnase dominated by Public Private
Partnership where bureaucratisation has heavigctdtli CD activists’ capacity to read and
think the situation from a point of view that doest correspond to that of the state. This in
turn has deteriorated their relation with ordinpgople, especially underprivileged youth as
we have seen, which might experience a sense @&yt Self-reflexivity can be also useful
to separate those ‘components’ of CD that have geth#o ‘preserve’ some of the original
spirit, and those which have irreparably depobkgci. Although this is something that a
number of CD groups are starting to do by orgagiginblic assemblies, as it has been the
case of Community First and the Spectacle of Delaand Hop®, these rare initiatives
constitute just a first step towards a new procgsshange to be developed from within the

CD movement.
3. Do not just demand. Build people’s own power-to.

A key element to the organisation of a movemenirayjnio operate with a certain degree of
autonomy is not just to make demands upon rulertstdobuild up people’s capacity to (even

just in part) ‘accomplish’ those demands.

In Chapter 5. | criticised the state delivery lodar it tends to develop processes of
professionalization and bureaucratisation amongsD @roups, which generate
depoliticisation. Indeed, expert knowledge (on wahstate delivery is based) has the capacity
to abstract issues (related for example to povéroy the context and conditions that give

them meaning, and in which they might be addrepséitically. After acquiring a life that is

2 The Spectacle of Defiance is broadly based akiafdCommunity Organisations from Dublin and beyond
which came together in 2010.
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separated from their social context, those issaase technocratically managed by the state.
| also argued that to be accessed by ordinary peaopd democratised, these issues need to be
re-politicised and their technical quality shownhke, at best, only partly independent of

socio-political content (Neocosmos 2007:50).

Interestingly enough a question that politiciansd astate authorities keep posing to
movements that are ambiguous in relation to why thee rebelling or what they are
protesting for is: “what are your demands?”. As &bldensen (2011) suggests referring to
the on-going “Occupy Wall Street” movement, “theardmd for demands is an attempt to
shoehorn the Occupy gatherings [and, in generdependent political organisations] into
conventional politics [i.e. state-politics], to éar the energy of these gatherings into a form
that people in power recognise, so that they cliroub strategies to divert, co-opt, buy off,

or — if those tactics fail — squash any challemgbusiness as usual”.

Likewise, in the experience of South African commymctivists “the language in which
people’s struggles are turned into ‘delivery prtges a language that has been imposed on
our struggles from outside — it is not our langtiadedeed this demand-delivery logic
allows those who claim to be leaders (like polais, policy makers, NGOs and so on) to
take the things people have been fighting for and them back to them as delivery. “You
fight for justice — for equality and for the wortd be shared - and you end up with the
promise of ‘service delivery’. (...)To call our stiglgs ‘service delivery protests’ is a way of

making them safe for our oppressors”

Therefore, in Jensen’s (2011) view, an appropriagponse to the demand for demands

should be “we demand that you stop demanding afidemands”.

For example, CD’s anti-austerity campaign is maibbsed on the demand to “stop the

cutbacks”. This is completely legitimate. Howevire fact that a claim for funding is the
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only point around which collective action and thbugre organised is the symptom of a very
strong dependency from the state. Moreover, to éréime problem in those terms does not
help to understand that the real cause of CD’ssagises beyond the cutbacks - being related

to its failure to reproduce itself as a politicabgect, as | illustrated in Chapter 7.

As French activists (Anonymous) put it “the problesith demands is that, formulating needs
in terms that make them audible to power, theyrsafiing about those needs, and what real
transformations of the world they require”. Moregvéhere is no set of demands, which,
once met, would bring politics to an end” (Anonymapulndeed, would additional funding

provision resolve CD’s crisis?

Of course underprivileged people constantly nedthtd for land, housing, education and so
on. But this should be embraced as just part ofagomstruggle for equality and dignity.

Since “the politics of equality, justice and freed runs far deeper than the question of
forcing the government to keep the promises thdtag made to us on service delivery”

(Abahlali baseMjondolo 2010)

4 Be close and real to the people

CD’s philosophy is not about representing people ate affiliated to the movement. This is
what NGOs and political parties usually do. Oncbatrary, CD’s principal aim should be to
provide a space in which people represent themselnd organise collectively towards their
own emancipation. Whereas representative polgiconcerned with obtaining state power in
order to be able to bureaucratically manage it ‘tfoe people”, CD’s philosophy should
follow the idea that nobody can emancipate peopl¢heir behalf. Since emancipation can

only be the result of people’s courage, direct gegzent, and creativity.
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However in order to achieve ordinary people’s dimwagement a movement needs to be, as
we have seen, “organic” to their lives. It needstpport a “home-made politics” (Zicode
2010) — a vital politics that everyone can underdtand identify with. In my view CD
politics should be directed by underprivileged dedpr underprivileged people. Therefore it
needs to be practiced in places where these pbopler that are accessible to them, at times
when they are available, and in a language thagt¢ha easily understand. This is not to say
that middle class people (like activists, intelleds etc.) should be excluded. But that they
should be respectful, not trying to impose a pneeetved political line based on their
professional skills or ideological knowledge. Indee “politics of what is close and real to
the people” (Zikode 2009) is to be understood gsoltics that does not start from an
“external” theory but from what people may saynkhand do from a point of view which is
internal to a concrete situation or process. Tlpgr@ach is not adverse to theory, it just
emphasises the necessity to start from real lifeee&nces of suffering and resistance. In my

view, that's where the ‘real’ of a situation iske found.

Finally, another important aspect of this “livinglpics” is that it needs to be elaborated in
common and democratically; i.e. in opposition tortypapolitics and other top-down
approaches like those practiced by most NGOs. dt popular egalitarian project that does

not involve profit, individual success and power.
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LIST OF INTERVIEWS

Interviewees were anonymized. In the following éabljust indicate the fake name | used

(gender is unchanged), the broad “fields” in whadich of them operates and when the

interview took place.

Aine CD activism, family support, 09-09-2010
urban regeneration.

Aine + Edward CD activism, family support,17-06-2010
urban regeneration

Lisa CD work, addiction 23-09-2010

Damien Pioneer community activist 22-09-2009

William Pioneer community activist 24-03-2010

Mark Pioneer community activist 03-03-2010

John Pioneer community activist|-14-03-2011
politician

Seamus Partnership worker 20-04-2010

Mary Addiction CD worker 15-05-2010

Claire CD project coordinator, 19-04-2010
training

Sam CD training 03-02-2010

Chris CD activism, addiction 07-04-2010

Ruth CD worker, after-school 13-04-2010

Carl CD project manager 11-06-2010

Peter Youth project worker and | 05-03-2010
manager

Martin Youth worker, artist, Cd 17-12-2009
activist

Steve Youth worker, project 04-05-2010
manager

Paul Youth worker 10-07-2010

Marion CD activist, politician 21-03-2011
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Erik Activist, migrant rights 12-02-2011
Tina CD worker, addiction 10-02-2010
Monica CD worker, youth, addiction  28-04-2010
Sera CD project manager, 12-05-2010
addiction

Sorcha CD worker, addiction 24-05-2010
Rebecca Youth worker 25-07-2011
Ronan Activist 02-09-2011

LIST OF MAIN EVENTS AND INITIATIVES | ATTENDED AS
OBSERVER/ETHNOGRAPHER

Public meeting on community activism, involving @edtcommunity activists, Seomra

Spraoi 3 Feb 2010 — participant observation, 2 siour

Community Policing Forum, Fitzgibbon Street Gartddign 21.9.2010 - participant

observation, 1h, 30min.

Community Policing Forum - Store Street Garda etai6.05.2010 participant observatio
1h, 30min.

Community policing forum, Fitzgibbon St. Garda &tat30.6.2010 - participant

observation, 1h, 30min.

Community Policing Forum, Store Street Garda stat?y.10.2010 - participant
observation, 1h, 30min.

Community public meeting, fight the cutbacks, Stidilas of Myra community centre

26.7.2010 participant observation, 1h, 30min.

Community sector “A Cut Too Far”, Siptu 15.9.20p@rticipant observation, 2h 30 min.

Youth concert and performance, at Bradog youthreeRarticipant observation, 1h

Future arts event, 08-05-2010, Exchange, partitiphservation, 1h

Guided visit at Saint Michael estate 24.6.06, 1seobation

Guided visit at Fatima mansions 24.6.06, 1h obsienva

Launch of the “family support network” at NicholaEMyra community centre 22.09.201(
participant observation, 1h, 30 min

)
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Demonstration against cutbacks 29.09.2010 partitipbservation 1h, 30 min

Reel Youth, young people’s arts event, Film Badeut participant observation

Panel discussion and open discussion on urbaneeaem at Anti-Poverty Agency, 14-07

2009. Participant observation 1hour

Event on social centres and community activism miggl in Seomra Spraoi. 2 hours

participant observation.

Theatre of the oppressed event — on peer suppqguafents of drug abusers - Community

Response 17.6.2010, participant observation linjra@ies

Guided visit at Fatima mansions, 20.05.2010, olademw 1h

Visit at Smithfield Police Station where an artjpit was taking place, being run by a

community artist and youth worker, observation 28d0-10-09

4

Community First and Provisional University jointest, open discussion 04/11/2010

Anti Racist Network and Provisional University joevent, open discussion 6/11/2010

NGOs Alliance against racism meeting, activist nmggtparticipant obsrvation 19/04/201(

Seomra: Beyond the Crisis, public meeting on Sddialements, Seomra Spraoi.

7/5/2011participant observation

Spectacle of defiance meeting 21/06/2010 parti¢ipbeervation, 1h and 30 min.

Visit to city community garden, 18/04/2011, pagi@nt observation 2h

Spectacle of defiance meeting 12/07/2010, partitipaservation 1h and 30min

Anti Racism Network meeting on aging migrant comitias in Ireland 29/06/2011, 2 hou

rs

Spectacle of defiance demonstration 15/12/2010qgzaht observation 2h

Spectacle of defiance demonstration 16/12/2011gjzaiht observation 2h

Workshop on CD at Occupy Dame Street with Cath@@eill, CD activist, open

discussion. 1h
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