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Abstract

Background and rationale:

Urban regeneration is an example of an intervention that seeks to address social
and spatial inequalities that negatively affect the health and wellbeing of
residents living in inner-city neighbourhoods (Thomson et al., 2006, Kearns,
2012). Although urban regeneration takes many forms, this thesis focuses on the
policy of relocation. This policy is practiced across different countries including
US, UK, and in Western Europe, and involves moving residents out of sub-
standard housing. Post-relocation of resident population, the substandard
housing is demolished and the neighbourhood is redeveloped. While previous
studies regarding young people and relocation have focused on outcomes
(Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2005, Deluca and Rosenblatt, 2010, Zuberi, 2012)
or young people’s feelings of empowerment within the decision making process
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2000); little is known about how young people experience the
process of moving, or how they perceive and negotiate neighbourhood change.

Therefore the aim of the thesis is to address this gap in knowledge.

Methods:

Using qualitative, longitudinal, mixed-method (semi-structured home interviews,
go-along, and photo-elicitation) interviews, 15 participants between the ages of
11-18 were interviewed in 2011, with a subsample re-interviewed in 2012.
Participants were recruited from two deprived neighbourhoods (in Glasgow,
Scotland) that were undergoing similar programmes of regeneration and
relocation. At wave one, all participants lived in a high-rise flat due for

demolition, and were awaiting relocation.

Results:

Pre-relocation, most participants described witnessing change in the
neighbourhood although, given the slow process of regeneration, it was
unsurprising that the participants’ everyday experiences of neighbourhood were
inexplicably tied to their experience of regeneration. It was therefore difficult
to separate the two, as one appeared to influence the other. For some, the slow
progress of regeneration meant experiencing continuing (or worsening) physical

and social problems in the neighbourhood. For example, participants who were
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aware or concerned about antisocial behaviour (ASB) in the neighbourhood were
also more likely to feel that regeneration had made their neighbourhood a more
dangerous place to walk in.

Post-relocation, participants described their new neighbourhoods as
comparatively more quiet and clean, although they also suggested that there
were still problems of ASB. While relocation provided some challenges for the
participants, in general they found the experience non-stressful and at times
found that their new neighbourhood was closer to friends and family. At the
same time as experiencing urban change, all of the participants experienced
biographical change. These changes often occurred independently of the
regeneration, and were often described as more stressful. For the participants,
these changes included changing or leaving school, relationship breakdowns, and
parental separation. In these instances, regeneration and relocation were seen

as the most manageable change occurring in their life.

Conclusions:

The thesis highlights the importance of examining the entire process of
regeneration and relocation rather than focusing on the outcomes associated
with it. Given the slow process of regeneration, many of the young people
interviewed in the study were growing up within, through, and alongside these
neighbourhood changes, with changes in their personal lives being more
influential or stressful than change at the neighbourhood-level. However, they
were not victims of circumstance, but rather, were active in maintaining a

‘normal’ everyday life by utilising social and spatial resources.
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Chapter one: Introduction

This thesis examines how young people in two deprived neighbourhoods in
Glasgow were affected by the urban policy of residential relocation, and how
they negotiated these changes in their everyday lives. This includes not just
their experience of relocation, but also their experience of regeneration within
the neighbourhood, including demolition of buildings, closure of services, and
redevelopment of land. This thesis also explores whether relocation can be
perceived as a positive strategy for dealing with the physical and social problems

associated with deprived neighbourhoods.

Previous studies exploring residents’ experiences of regeneration and relocation
in Glasgow include Jephcott (1971) and Damer (1989). Both studies examined
neighbourhoods that were initially viewed as part of the solution to issues of
slum housing in Glasgow, and explore both positive experiences of relocating to
new housing and negative experiences, in terms of the physical and social

environment.

Jephcott’s study focuses on the introduction of, and relocation into, high-rise
multistorey dwellings in Glasgow, and explores residents’ expectations and
experiences of both the relocation process and the high-rise. The current study
can be seen to be the mirror image of this as, while Jephcott studies relocation
into thigh-rise flats (HRFs), this thesis explores relocation out of HRFs. Both
studies also explore policies of regeneration caused by regeneration housing
policies. Initially, the HRF was seen as the solution of the overcrowded and
unsanitary conditions of many of the inner-city slums that still existed in 1960s
Glasgow. Often the HRF was the residents first experience of an internal toilet,
electric heating and separate hot/cold water, and was viewed by many as the
pinicle of modernity. However, Jephcott’s study also highlighted that even in
the early days of the high-rise in the 1960s, residents’ experiences were mixed.
While residents reported enjoying the internal home environment, some older
residents felt isolated due to the lack of opportunities to talk to neighbours.
Others complained about the frequency with which the lifts broke down. The
external environment was also a source of complaint: some neighbourhoods

were built beside graveyards or chemical works with little in the way of
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amenities or transport links. Parents complained young children were not as
easily monitored in the high-rise, leading to parental concerns regarding child

safety.

Damer’s study focuses on a longer period of time, and examines a housing estate
from its introduction as a solution to urban poverty in 1930s to its problematic
and stigmatised image in the 1980s. Similar to Damer’s study, the two study
neighbourhoods within this thesis also underwent a similar transition: from being
a solution to urban poverty, to being a byword for urban poverty. Through
participant interviews, Damer explored how residents understood the
neighbourhood’s decline. Rather than examining wider socio-economic, political,
and historical factors (including war, economic downturn, and the laissez-faire
attitudes of staff towards maintainance), residents focused on problem
behaviours of antisocial tenants. The label of ‘problem tenant’ was given to
those who did not socialise, were not local, were publically drunk, and did not
take care of public spaces (littering, smashing glass). Damer highlighted that this
explanation mimicked the attitudes of other neighbourhoods and officials
regarding the entire neighbourhood population. The same individualization of
the issues affecting the neighbourhood is also discussed by the participants in
the current study. Another similarity is Damer’s focus on the residents’
experience of living in these deprived and stigmatised neighbourhoods. At
various points, Damer highlighted the tenacity and resilience of residents to live
normal lives despite of the challenges present in the neighbourhood. Part of this
was their ability to be aware of problems, have ways of sharing this information

and keep safe.

While the neighbourhoods examined in the above studies were initially
introduced as a solution of problems of urban deprivation, they are now
commonly seen as problem neighbourhoods that require regeneration. Similar to
Jephcott, the current study examines two high-rise neighbourhoods. At the time
of writing, these neighbourhoods were undergoing large scale change:
demolition of buildings, relocation of residents, and redevelopment of land. Like
Damer, the current study aims to explore residents’ everyday lives, and how
they perceive the problems, risks, and resources in the neighbourhood.

However, while Jephcott and Damer’s studies focused on the opinions of adults
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(with passing mention to the impact on children); the current study focuses on

the experiences of young people.

1.1 Young people and regeneration

Children and young people hold a conflicted position within urban planning and
regeneration policy: they are viewed simultaneously as an at-risk population that
requires protecting and nurturing, but also as an urban problem that needs to be
controlled (Fitzpatrick et al., 2000, Berg, 2013). The former relates to statistics
highlighting the increased vulnerability of young people living in deprived areas
to experience violence, poor health, poor school attainment, and unemployment
as adults (Brooks-Gunn et al., 1993, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000,
Brookmeyer et al., 2006, Abbott-Chapman et al., 2008a, Clampet-Lundquist et
al., 2011, Galster, 2012, Brattbakk and Wessel, 2013). The latter relates to
reports regarding youth crime and antisocial behaviour in deprived
neighbourhoods (Mackenzie et al., 2010). This conflict can be seen in the
Scottish Government’s (2011) regeneration strategy “Achieving a Sustainable
Future”. In the report, young people are discussed in terms of the need to
improve outcomes and post-school destinations (raising educational attainment
and the need to increase training and employment opportunities for young
school leavers), but also to reach out to young people to provide “positive
alternatives to offending” (p14). Therefore are seen as vulnerable and as
volatile. What is missing from this strategy is the positioning of young people as
residents, and therefore the need to better engage with them in a decision

making capacity.

Previous research regarding young people, regeneration and relocation has also
focused on how young people’s outcomes can be positively or negatively
affected by relocation (Rosenbaum and Harris, 2001, Leventhal and Brooks-
Gunn, 2004, Sanbonmatsu et al., 2006, Fortson and Sanbonmatsu, 2010, Goetz,
2010, Leventhal and Dupéré, 2011). However, there are a number of gaps in
knowledge. For example, the majority of research examining young people and
regeneration centres on US-relocation policy, comparatively little research has
been conducted from a UK standpoint. Also, compared with evidence relating to

how relocation influences outcomes, less is known about how young people
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experience the process of moving, or how they perceive their neighbourhood
changes (Clampet-Lundquist, 2007, Zuberi, 2010, Kraftl et al., 2013, Visser et
al., 2014). As wider literature relating to young people and deprived
neighbourhood contexts has highlighted the complex and often contradictory
relationship between young people and urban spaces, and the ability of young
people to utilise different resources to negotiate safe and positive experiences
(Holland et al., 2007b, Christensen and Mikkelsen, 2008), it is important to
understand how regeneration and relocation may influence these connections.
As it is likely that these will change as a result of regeneration (i.e. moving away
from peer support, informal social spaces changing), it is of interest to the

current study to examine how young people actively manage these changes.

1.2 Key terminology

While definitions of the term “young people” differ and are debated within the
literature (Wyn and White, 1997, Bynner, 2005, West, 2009, Worth, 2009), for
the purposes of this thesis, the term “young people” refers to those between 11

and 18 years, unless otherwise stated.

Within the thesis, neighbourhood is viewed as a series of interacting proximal
contexts including physical (home, public spaces of the neighbourhood),
institutional (youth clubs and school) and social (family, peers, community
members). The contexts overlap, influence, and inform one another: peer group
attend same school, family live in the same home, neighbourhood is the location
of the youth club. The social interactions within and between the contexts
constitute young people’s everyday experiences. These contexts are located
within the wider macro-level socio-economic and political contexts. These
contexts may not be directly observable to young people, but they influence
young people’s everyday interactions with the proximal contexts. For example,
regeneration can be seen as a decision made at the macro-level has an impact

on a range of young people’s proximal contexts.

This thesis uses a framework of risk and resilience to better understand some of
the interactions within the contexts of young people’s everyday lives. For

example, do positive social interactions provide protection (or resilience)



20

against some of the risks associated with living in deprived communities? Within
the thesis, resilience is discussed as an interactive process, where identification
with positive role models, social spaces, and close connections with family
members can be seen as having a beneficial effect in contexts which may
objectively pose a risk. While risk has been discussed in numerous ways, in terms
of health behaviours, of outcomes, and of how individuals understand and make
sense of danger in their personal lives. This thesis predominately uses the latter
to understand how young people evaluate the physical and social environment in
terms of keeping safe. However, at times, risk is discussed in terms of
potentially health damaging environmental issues such as poor housing
conditions, or living in areas with high crime rates; the issues that regeneration
policy-makers wish to fix. These are discussed in terms of the participants’

everyday experience of them.

By using the same framework, the thesis also examines how regeneration and
relocation may affect young people’s understanding of neighbourhood: does
changing the physical environment change how safe young people feel in the
neighbourhood or does it increase their feelings of vulnerability? It also raises
the question, if relocation policies affect the proximal contexts of young
people’s lives (i.e. through relocation of peer group or self; through changes in
public spaces, or through closure of services), will this have a negative effect on

how young people experience resilience?

1.3 Aims and research questions

This thesis aims to add to this knowledge by understanding how young people
construct, negotiate and experience everyday life within neighbourhoods that
are undergoing large physical and social changes. Therefore, rather than
focusing solely on their regeneration experience, it is of interest to better
understand how young people’s routines and knowledge of neighbourhood spaces
are adapted to take account of these changes. Furthermore, as the
neighbourhoods are currently, at the time of writing, being cleared and
residents are being relocated; it is also of interest to policy-makers to

understand how young people adapt to these changes.
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On this basis, this thesis seeks to answer the following questions:

1) How do young people construct a “normal” narrative within risky
contexts?

e What are the main contexts that provide support?

¢ How do young people negotiate risk within these contexts?

e How disruptive is regeneration to young people’s everyday experience

within the neighbourhood?

2) Does regeneration affect young people’s everyday experience of the
neighbourhood?
e Does regeneration affect young people’s existing use of resources for
resilience within the neighbourhood?
e Does regeneration add new resources for negotiating risk within the
neighbourhood?

e Does regeneration introduce new risks within the neighbourhood?

3) Does relocation affect young people’s everyday experience?
e Does relocation affect young people’s social networks?
e What are the risks associated with relocation?

¢ How do young people negotiate these risks?

4) How do young people negotiate other change in their lives?
e What kind of changes do they experience?

e Are these changes associated with, or independent of, relocation?

1.3 Summary of thesis

Having introduced the broad interests, and research questions, of the study, this

chapter concludes with an overview of the thesis:

The first literature chapter, Chapter two, begins by suggesting the need to
engage with a theory of neighbourhood which takes account of both the
objective and subjective nature of neighbourhood experience, and the multiple

ways in which the neighbourhood can be experienced by young people. Chapter
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two also outlines a way to understand everyday experience within deprived
neighbourhoods, and the theoretical framework for the thesis: risk and

resilience.

Chapter three examines how urban change, specifically regeneration and
relocation, may affect experience of risk and resilience within deprived
neighbourhoods. As one of the aims of urban policies of regeneration is to
improve both the built environment and also the outcomes of residents, this
chapter explores how this is theoretically possible. In addition, the chapter
suggests it is important to recognise that biographical changes may also occur at

the same time, and may interact with the experience of urban change.

Chapter four details the methodological approach taken. It begins by introducing
the ontological and epistemological approach of the study, before detailing the
qualitative methods chosen to explore young people’s experiences within various
contexts of the neighbourhood. The chapter goes on to discuss ethical
procedures, recruitment strategies and data collection practices. It concludes

with a discussion of analysis and interpretation.

The first results chapter, Chapter five, focuses on young people’s experiences of
living in high-rise flats (HRF) due for demolition. It is separated into two parts:
experience of the home, and experience of the wider communal spaces. Using
the framework of risk and resilience, the chapter explores the HRF as a ‘risky’
space and how these risks are normalised by the participants. It contrasts the
experience of home within the HRF with the experience of risk within the less
controlled communal spaces of the block. It concludes with a discussion of how

the clearance of the HRFs may affect those who still live in the block.

Chapter six continues on from this, and examines what it feels like to live in a
neighbourhood undergoing regeneration. This chapter has two aims, to describe
the participants’ everyday understanding of the neighbourhood in general, and

to highlight the specific ways in which this changed as a result of regeneration.

While Chapters five and six focus on how participants experienced change

occurring around them, Chapter seven examines how change is experienced
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when it affects individual resources. This chapter has two aims, to describe
participants’ experiences of the relocation process, and to highlight any other
specific biographical changes that occurred at the same time as they were
experiencing these urban changes. The chapter concludes with a series of small
case studies that focus on individual participants’ experiences of biographical
change. Using the concept of “critical moments” (Thomson et al, 2003),
participants’ experiences are examined to uncover elements of risk and

resilience.

Chapter seven is the first of two discussion chapters. This chapter critically
examines whether the chosen methods could be viewed as participatory and
empowering, given the position of young people within society. By using
examples taken from fieldwork diaries and excerpts from transcripts, it

highlights issues of control, ethics, and power within the research setting.

Chapter eight provides an overall summary of the major findings of the thesis,
and draws together the main ways in which young people living in deprived
neighbourhoods experience risk and resilience. It also discusses the ways in
which “normal” or “everyday” experiences, a common thread throughout this
thesis, may in fact highlight the dynamic relationship between the individual,
and the wider contexts within which their everyday life is framed. This chapter
concludes with details of the strengths and limitations of the study, and
suggestions for policy-makers and researchers who may wish to develop ideas in
this field further.
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Chapter two: Risk, resilience, and the
neighbourhood

There is a widespread acknowledgement that social and spatial inequalities in
urban areas negatively affect the social and economic dimensions of life for
many residents in inner city neighbourhoods (Blackman et al., 2001, Macintyre et
al., 2003, Atkinson and Carmichael, 2007, Ellaway and Macintyre, 2009). While
much of this research focuses on adults, young people are also influenced by

their neighbourhoods (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000, Sampson et al., 2002).

This chapter provides an overview of relevant literature concerning the multiple
ways in which young people may be affected by, and may affect, the contexts
they grow up in. The first and second sections introduce the conceptual
framework that is used throughout the thesis: risk and resilience. The variations
within these concepts, and how these pertain to youth experience, are
discussed. Section three briefly explores how neighbourhoods have been defined
by different academic disciplines, before stating how the neighbourhood is
discussed within this thesis. Section four applies a risk and resilience framework
to the deprived neighbourhood context and highlights the ways in which risk and
resilience have been discussed in terms of young people living in deprived

neighbourhood settings.

2.1 Risk

Risk can be defined in different ways; it can simultaneously be regarded as “a
component of cultural narratives about society and ... as an analytical term
within the designation of social attitudes and behaviours” (Wilkinson, 2010:7).
There are three main ways in which risk has been discussed within the
literature. It has been used to describe how structural factors of society
contribute to inequalities (Beck, 1992, Beck and Van Loon, 2000). It has also
been used to examine the environmental or individual-level factors! associated
with increased uptake of negative health behaviours including, but not limited

to, alcohol consumption, smoking, drug use, teenage pregnancy? (Bond and

1 Known as risk factors

2 Known as risk behaviours
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Health, 2000, Blum et al., 2001, Sweeting and West, 2003). Finally, risk has been
understood as a socio-cultural discussion of the ways in which communities or
groups police their surroundings by drawing conceptual boundaries of
“acceptable” behaviour (Lupton, 1999b, Lupton, 1999a, Douglas, 2002, Tulloch
and Lupton, 2003). The section below introduces the different definitions of risk;
with section 2.4 exploring how each risk type have been used to study young

people in deprived neighbourhoods.

2.1.1 Structural understanding of risk

Theorists who discuss the structural nature of risk focus on the macro-level
structural factors of society and highlight the risks embedded within late
modernity that contributes to various aspects of inequality. Key to structural
understandings of risk is the focus on political and economic changes in modern-
western society, especially the erosion of social networks, decreasing
predictability of economic security and employment, and increasing mistrust
between individuals and those in power (Beck, 1992, Tulloch and Lupton, 2003,
Wilkinson, 2010). These changes relate to the macro-level changes of market
expansionism, as well as developments in global capitalism including technical,

economic, political and cultural changes (Beck, 1992, Beck and Van Loon, 2000).

The result of these changes includes the fracturing of some of the social
structures and institutions (such as the increasing privatisation of aspects of the
welfare state and the decreasing availability of life-long careers and full
employment) and likelihood that the explanations for entrenched social
inequalities will be individualised and internalised (Beck, 1992, Furlong and
Cartmel, 2007, Woodman, 2009, Wyn et al., 2010, Wyn et al., 2012). This leads
to the consequences and risks in an unequal society being blamed on the
individual rather than on the inherent societal problems (Lupton and Tulloch,
2002). For example, unemployment may be blamed on an individual’s lack of
motivation or skills rather than on the general decline of available jobs
(Skivington, 2013).

In terms of how this affects young people, it has been argued that the

weakening of links between institutions such as family, school, and employment,
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in addition to the continuing social inequalities, has led to young people’s
transitions to adulthood being fragmented, protracted and insecure (Du Bois-
Reymond, 1998, Te Riele, 2004, Furlong, 2006, Furlong et al., 2006, Turnbull and
Spence, 2011).

This approach has been criticised in a number of ways. For example, given the
focus on the impact of macro-level socio-economic and political forces on
individuals’ outcomes, the nuanced reality of individuals’ lives may be lost. Also
as the approach examines large-scale datasets, historical and geographic data,
complex concepts are often diminished or over simplified. For example,
‘neighbourhood’ is referred to as a series of spatial or geographic coordinates
(see section 2.3.1) rather than as a more complex series of socio-spatial and

relational places (section 2.3.2).

In addition, while the approach has been used to highlight the ways in which
some populations are more vulnerable to these forces than others, it does not
take into account the ways in which support systems such as family, school, and
peer groups may be utilised. Also, it has been used for investigating key
transitional stages (i.e. moving from school to post-school destinations), but it
may prove less useful for investigating events that may lead up to these

transitions, or individuals’ perceptions of social forces.

2.1.2 Risk factors and health behaviours

Within public health discourse, risk refers to factors that limit the likelihood of
successful personal development (Catalano and Hawkins, 1996, Fitzpatrick and
Lagory, 2003) and examines how context affects young people’s development.
Catalano and Hawkins (Catalano and Hawkins, 1996, Hawkins et al., 1999,
Catalano et al., 2002) describe two levels of influential contexts: the wider
macro-level (such as socio-economic context, or cultural norms) and the

interpersonal or proximal level (such as school, family, peer group).

Public health researchers have examined how differences within these contexts
may lead to young people becoming ‘at risk’ or vulnerable to poor health, for

example through measuring participation in behaviours with negative long-term
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health effects such as smoking, alcohol consumption, drug use, and unprotected
sex (West et al., 1999, Karvonen et al., 2001, Jaccard et al., 2005, Sweeting et
al., 2012). Furthermore, a key element of this school of thought is to examine
the interrelated and interacting vulnerabilities that may influence one another
(Warr et al., 2009, Stoddard et al., 2013) as it is within these interactions that
individuals may experience particularly negative outcomes (Bond and Health,
2000, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000).

Critics of the risk factor approach have highlighted the contradictory ways in
which risk factors have been used. Risk factors relate to young people’s stage of
development, their behaviour, as well as their immediate circumstances (i.e.
family, living conditions). Similar to the critique of structural risk, this approach
is also criticised for using a top-down approach to defining what risk is, with
little regard paid to how those affected would perceive them. In addition, there
is a tendency within this approach to implicitly focus more on the individual and
interpersonal level while ignoring the wider structural barriers. This has two
outcomes: individual rather than institutional factors shoulder the blame of poor
health, and the social structures and social dynamics that frame these
experiences are paid little regard. This critique is discussed in more detail in

section 2.4.2.

2.1.3 Socio-cultural understanding of risk

Unlike the structural risk and risk factor literatures, socio-cultural
understandings of risk focus on how the general population understand and
negotiate risk in the context of their everyday lives (Mythen, 2004). These
understandings tend to be highly localised and contextualised, and perceptions
of risk often relate to gender, age, and social class (Lupton, 1999b, Tulloch and
Lupton, 2003). This examination of risk does not discount the expert point of
view regarding risk, but adds how these risks are experienced and perceived in

conjunction with the lived reality of those seen to be “at-risk” (Douglas, 2013).

This view of risk also takes account of the importance of the wider community
and can be viewed as a collaborative social construction, whereby the objective

risks inherent within society are viewed through a context-specific lens which is
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informed by experiences or beliefs of those most affected (Caplan, 2000,
Douglas, 2002). The prioritisation of some factors as more ‘risky’, or more
dangerous, than others may be shaped by the shared anxieties, unarticulated

assumptions and moral values of the community (Lupton, 1999b, Douglas, 2013).

Connected with the moral values of the community are the construction of social
rules and the ability of the community to govern its population based on these

rules. Becker, in his 1963 book ‘Outsiders’, states that:

“Social rules define situations and the kinds of behaviour appropriate
to them, specifying some actions as ‘right’ and forbidding others as
‘wrong’. When a rule is enforced, the person who is supposed to
have broken it may be seen as ... one who cannot be trusted to live
by the rules agreed on by the group. He is regarded as an outsider”
(Becker, 2008, 1963:1)

According to Becker, the wider group treats rule-breaking individuals as being
inherently different to them, and therefore is more likely to treat their
behaviour as threatening and risky as it cannot be governed by the agreed
norms. This distancing behaviour is also discussed by Douglas (Douglas, 2002,
Douglas, 2013) who termed the outsider group as the ‘Other’. This is a figure
associated with anxiety and societal concern, culminating in sanctions being
placed, specifically on their behaviour and presence, in order to maintain social
order (O'malley, 1992, Garland, 1997, Lupton, 1999a, Lupton and Tulloch, 1999).
In terms of the current study, examples of ‘Others’ may include those associated
with antisocial behaviour (hereafter ASB): drug users, or those who drink in

public.

However, if the focus is solely on the subjective experience of the individual,
and the methods through which risk is socially constructed, there is a possibility

that the objective reality of the situation is lost. Bolholm (2010) commented:

If we focus exclusively on relativisim, that is to say, on ‘subjective’
socially constructed risk, we are unable to account for what is
actually our problem, namely the juxtapositions and amalgamations
of ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ perspectives on risk (Bolholm, 2010:
175).
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Bolham’s argument is that the strength of risk literature may lie in creating a
dual-perspective that acknowledges both the objective risk factors and the
subjective socio-cultural risk perspective. To focus on one while ignoring the
other may lead to a one-sided portrayal that does not properly acknowledge

individuals’ everyday reality.

2.2 Resilience

Similar to adults, children and young people may vary in their vulnerability to
social and health problems despite exposure to similar socio-cultural conditions,
and despite sharing similar biological characteristics and behaviours to others
within the neighbourhood (Fraser et al., 2004, Jenson and Fraser, 2010). Some
young people are seen to “survive” their surroundings, or “beat the odds” to go
on to have successful and positive outcomes despite ongoing exposure to risk
(Masten, 2001, Gorman-Smith et al., 2005, Carlton et al., 2006, Tiet et al.,

2010, Chen et al., 2013). The study of resilience focuses on how this is possible.

Initially, it emerged as a by-product of the search for risk factors (Fraser et al.,
2004). Reflecting this origin, it has been argued that the presence of resilience is
contingent on the presence of risk (Luthar and Cicchetti, 2000), and has been
described as an opposing pole to the same phenomenon (Sameroff et al., 2003).
There is a theoretical debate regarding the nature of resilience as it can be
considered as both a trait and as a process (Lerner and Steinberg, 2004, Rutter,
2011, Ungar, 2011). These are discussed, with reference to studies examining

resilience in childhood and adolescence, in more detail below.

2.2.1 Resilience as a trait

Initially resilience was labelled as an internal attribute of those individuals who
attained successful or positive outcomes in the face of adversity. For example,
early studies of resilience focused on personality traits of the individual such as
intelligence, temperament, optimism, and sense of humour (Theron et al., 2011,
Ungar, 2011). As a consequence of this, resilience was seen as the outcome of
remarkable or special young people, who were defined using words such as
“invincible” (Werner and Smith, 1982, Werner, 1996). More recently, the same

traits have been discussed as being present in young people living in deprived
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neighbourhoods (Buckner et al., 2003, Gerber and O'connell, 2011, Francois et
al., 2012).

There are a number of criticisms of this approach. For example the trait
approach suggested that those who were resilient were not affected by stress in
their daily lives; it was later found that resilient young people did experience
stress but were more able to adapt and recover than their less resilient peers
(Fraser et al., 2004). However, their ability to recover was also hampered by the
duration of the stress, with those exposed to adverse circumstances over an
extended period of time less likely to recover (Garmezy, 1993). Furthermore,
the approach also carried the pessimistic connotation that resilience was an
inherent trait and therefore individuals would not be able to overcome their

circumstances if they did not possess the trait.

The trait approach does not take account of the circumstances of young people’s
lives, and instead attributes any success to an internal attribute. As this situates
individuals outside of the contexts of their everyday lives, it obscures the
processes through which resilience arises (Luthar and Cicchetti, 2000, Bottrell,
2009b, Bottrell, 2009a, Ungar, 2011). Furthermore, focusing on the individual
also takes attention away from the adverse circumstances that are being
‘survived’ (Werner, 1996, Ungar, 2004, Bottrell, 2009b, Ungar, 2011).

2.2.2 Resilience as a process

In contrast to viewing resilience as a trait, it can also be defined as a process.
Bronfenbrenner (1994) believed the environment could best be described as a
series of interacting and embedded contexts (see section 2.3.3) and suggested
child development occurred within the interaction of these contexts. Similarly,
thinking of resilience as a process has highlighted the importance of personal
and environmental resources that suppress and mediate risk (Luthar and
Cicchetti, 2000, Fraser et al., 2004, Lerner and Steinberg, 2004). The key to
understanding resilience therefore lies in the interactions and resources present

in the various contexts of individuals’ lives.
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Similar to the risk factor literature, researchers have discussed the presence of
common resources for resilience? that may have a positive impact on child and
youth development. These resources reflect the multi-faceted nature of
resilience and include: positive attachment with at least one pro-social adult
(Blum and Blum, 2009, Chen et al., 2013), close relationship to parents and
extended family networks (Johnson et al., 1998, Outley and Floyd, 2002, Ungar,
2004, Li et al., 2007, Piko and Kovacs, 2010, Jain et al., 2012), supportive school
based relations (Catalano et al., 2002, Brookmeyer et al., 2006, Williams and
Bryan, 2013), and positive peer culture (Hawkins et al., 1999, Noble and
Mcgrath, 2012). In addition, the presence of these resources in one context may
have positive effects for experiences in another (Seidman and Pedersen, 2003).
Understanding the complexity of these interactions highlights the complexity of
resilience, and of the strength of interactions within different contexts
(Brookmeyer et al., 2006, Bottrell, 2009a, Bottrell et al., 2010, Ungar, 2011).

The sustainability and accessibility of these resilience resources may help to
protect child development against objective neighbourhood risk (Ungar, 2011).
One of the assumptions behind understandings of resilience resources is that if
neighbourhoods, via institutional and social conditions, have the power to affect
development negatively, conversely they also may have the power to influence
development in a positive manner (Jain et al., 2012). As young people’s
behaviours unfold simultaneously across and within multiple contexts, resilience
cannot be fully understood by focusing on one aspect above others (Yoshikawa
and Seidman, 2000, Seidman and Pedersen, 2003, Pedersen et al., 2005). Young
people’s resilience is a multi-dimensional construct that takes into account
individual characteristics (such as attachment to parents, personal motivations),
experiences in the home (parental monitoring, family environment), and
characteristics of the external neighbourhood (including presence of adult role
models, external support systems) and institutional resources (including school,

and youth services) (Tiet et al., 2010).

8 Also known as protective factors
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2.2.2.1 Resilience as a process and the role of social capital

Social capital has been associated with resilience in a number of ways, including
resilience as an indicator of social capital (Cox and Caldwell, 2000), and social
capital as process of resilience (Bottrell, 2009b). For the purpose of this chapter,
social capital will be referred to as the latter. Reasons for this are discussed

below.

Masten (2001) suggests that resilience does not come from rare and special
qualities, but rather from the “everyday magic of ordinary, normative human
resources in the minds, brains, and bodies of children, in their families and
relationships and in their communities” (Masten, 2001:235). This can be seen as
mirroring Field’s definition of the central thesis of social capital: relationships
matter (Field, 2008:1). Therefore one of the key similarities between social
capital and resilience as a process is the importance of interactions with others.
How individuals accrue social capital from interactions has been discussed by a
number of theorists. Table 1 on the following page highlights the main ways
social capital has been defined by three theorists, Bourdieu, Putnam and

Coleman, and also how they suggest it can be gained:
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Theorist Definition of social capital Pathway that social capital can be

gained through

Bourdieu The aggregate of the actual or potential Group membership
resources which are linked to
possession of a durable network of
more or less institutionalized relations
of mutual acquaintance and recognition

(Bourdieu, 2011: 86)

Putnam Trust, norms of co-operation and Relationships with similar others
reciprocity, and networks that facilitate (bonding social capital);

collective action and cooperation for relationships with different others

mutual benefit (Putnam, 1995: 66) (bridging social capital)
Coleman Facilitating actions of actors within Through intergenerational closure
social structures, an embodiment of within and between families

social relations. Social capital is

productive, making possible the
achievements of certain ends that in its

absence would not be possible

(Coleman, 1988: S98)

Table 1: Summary of main social capital theorists

For Bourdieu, social capital was both the relationship that enabled access to
resources, and the strength and amount of resources that were made available
(Portes, 2000). These resources included economic, cultural and social capital.
Bourdieu was interested in how these different forms of capital interact with
wider social structures to reproduce social inequalities, and specifically how the
behaviour of individuals also serves to reproduce these inequalities (Morrow,
2001).

Putnam’s differentiation between bonding and bridging social capital is another
example of resilience as a process. Bonding social capital is often defined as the
ways in which people “get by” (Kearns and Parkinson, 2001) or the ways in which
feelings of wellbeing are promoted within their current context (Sletten, 2011).
Bonding social capital is based on exclusive ties of solidarity between “people

like us” (Edwards et al., 2003:7) and strengthens community through inward-
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focused mutual interests. On the other hand, bridging social capital is linked to
dynamic relationships that are situated over a wide range of social areas or
involve a diverse array of individuals or activities (Putnam, 2001). By facilitating
relationships over a range of different networks (either geographically or
socially), social capital enables individuals to ‘get ahead’ and gain resources
that are unable to be found within their community (Putnam, 2001). While
bonding social capital examines the homogeneous within-group experience,

bridging social capital examines the heterogeneous across-group experience.

For Coleman, social capital is possessed and transferred to children and young
people by adults within the family, which is integral to their development
(1988). In addition, he argues that the norms within the family are reinforced by
awareness of similar norms in other families, for example if parents in families A
and B discuss their respective children’s behaviour, they may also construct a
shared norm in terms of behaviour expectations. For Coleman, children and
young people are unable to create their own social capital, and it is therefore
the responsibility of adults within the family to create and transfer it to them.
Of specific relevance to this study, Coleman also discusses that multiple
relocations may weaken access to social capital through a decline of associations
with the wider community. This point is explored in more detail in section

3.3.2.1in the following chapter.

In general, one of the key strengths of social capital is that it provides a way to
link individual behaviour to wider socio-economic contexts which frame their
everyday life (Morrow, 2001). Important to this study, social capital also enables
a better understanding of how resilience can be gained within social settings. As
will be discussed later in this chapter (section 2.4.2.2), individuals may gain
access to resources that can help to negotiate risk through their membership to
different groups. However, these social networks may also increase an
individual’s vulnerability to risk. For example, while some young men find
belonging and a sense of family among groups of friends who participate in
territorial fighting (loosely termed ‘gangs’), this also carries the risk of physical

injury or harm (Deuchar, 2009).
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2.2.2.2 Resilience, social capital and young people

Despite the importance placed on social capital within the literature, research
relating to the position and experience of children and young people with
regards to social capital is relatively recent (Raffo and Reeves, 2000, Morrow,
2001, Schaefer-Mcdaniel, 2004, Weller, 2006, Weller and Bruegel, 2009). Critics
of Bourdieu, Putnam, and Coleman have suggested that their positioning of
children and young people within these social capital theories was as passive
beneficiaries of their parents’ social capital. By framing young people in this
way, they ignore children and young people’s active role in forging links and
maintaining relationships away from the parental gaze (Holland et al., 2007b,
Morrow, 2008b, France et al., 2012). This is further exacerbated by researchers
overlooking young people’s own views of relationships in favour of using parental
or adult “proxies” during data collection (a criticism voiced by Morrow, 2002 and
Schaefer-McDaniel, 2004).

On the other hand, over the past 20 years, research has highlighted the active
role of young people in maintaining and creating social capital in ways that are
not bound by family links or geographical ties (Morrow, 2001, Weller, 2006,
Bassani, 2007, Weller and Bruegel, 2009). Also, several studies have highlighted
the important role the Internet (especially social media) now plays in creating
and maintaining bridging social capital (Jung et al., 2005, Mcmillan and
Morrison, 2006, Ahn, 2012). Research from childhood and youth studies have
examined the role of social capital in terms of transitions to adulthood, health
and wellbeing, and belonging. For example social capital has been described as a
useful concept to highlight how different resources and networks function to
enable, or obstruct, young people’s individual transitions to adulthood and also
how these transitions can be understood in terms of class, gender, geography,
and culture (Morrow and Richards, 1996b, Collins, 2001, Macdonald et al., 2001,
Thomson et al., 2003, Macdonald et al., 2005, Furlong et al., 2006, Hall et al.,
2009b, Roberts, 2010, Furlong et al., 2011, Wyn et al., 2012). A recent
systematic review of the role of social capital in the lives of young people
(Mcpherson et al., 2013) found that strong social support networks are

associated with better mental health outcomes, more health-promoting
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behaviours and fewer behavioural problems4. Social capital has also been linked
to young people’s sense of belonging to the neighbourhood and community
(Schaefer-Mcdaniel, 2004, Holland et al., 2007b).

By positioning young people as both recipients, and as creators of social capital,
an important point regarding resilience is highlighted: resilience should be
viewed as a dynamic process (i.e. the product of interactions between
individuals and their social networks). As young people grow older, their social
networks may change and the importance placed on certain people or networks
may shift, which may again change how social capital and resilience are
experienced. For example, while younger children may rely more on parental
support, as they grow older they may instead turn to their peers for support.

How this affects resilience is addressed in section 2.4.1.

2.2.3 Summary of risk and resilience

In considering the everyday experience of young people living in deprived
neighbourhoods that are undergoing regeneration, it is important to recognise
interactions between young people’s exposure to structural risk and to their
embedded and contextual awareness of social risk as it affects their everyday
life. Therefore, this thesis will explore both the objective risks that may exist
within their neighbourhoods (and therefore utilise aspects of the structural and
risk factor literature) but predominantly focus on the ways young people live
within these confines and make sense of them in their everyday lives (Lupton,
1999a, Lupton and Tulloch, 2002).

In order to understand how young people may cope with, or make sense of, risks
in their everyday lives, this thesis adopts ‘resilience as process’ approach. This
approach, as detailed above, highlights the importance of relationships and
interactions with various contexts and social groups. Specifically, resilience will

be understood as an interactive process whereby identification and utilisation of

4 This review spanned studies conducted in the 1980s to 2011, and was informed by mainly US
and UK based research although did include studies from mainland Europe, Australia, Asia among

others.
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resources (gained through positive place attachment, relationships with positive
peer groups, family members or positive role-models) have a beneficial effect on
individuals’ experiences and outcomes in otherwise ‘risky’ situations or contexts
(Bottrell, 2009b, Bottrell, 2009a).

By using this framework, the thesis aims to highlight different elements of young
people’s everyday lives in deprived neighbourhoods. It acknowledges that they
may live in neighbourhoods with objective risk factors but also seeks to explore
young people’s agency within these areas: how do young people view risk, and
how can young people negotiate, or adapt to, these risks with the help of

supportive networks.

2.3 Defining the neighbourhood

Before moving on to discuss how risk and resilience has been discussed with
relation to deprived neighbourhoods, it is important to define what is meant by
neighbourhood, and to clarify how neighbourhood will be used within the

context of this thesis.

Defining a neighbourhood is a complex task, and despite over 100 years of
scholarly interest in the neighbourhood and its effects on residents, the question
of what precisely constitutes a neighbourhood remains ambiguous (Aber and
Nieto, 2000, Jenks and Dempsey, 2007, Lewicka, 2010). One of the issues in
defining neighbourhoods is that they are both physical and social; attributes
include environmental, social understandings, infrastructure, and demographic
characteristics, as well as the characteristics of local politics and services
(Galster, 2001, Jenks and Dempsey, 2007). As there is not a single, generalisable
interpretation of the neighbourhood (Kearns and Parkinson, 2001: 2103),
research that investigates outcomes and perceptions of neighbourhood uses
multiple ways of measuring and examining the concept, often reflecting the
discipline which the research was conducted in, the data available to the
researcher, and the outcome of interest (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000). For
example, while large epidemiological approaches may use large datasets in
order to measure overall patterns within a geographically defined area, smaller

sociological approaches may use qualitative interviews in order to understand
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the lived experiences of living within the same area. Both measure the same
geographic location, but are based on different responses in terms of what the
neighbourhood is, and how the neighbourhood affects those who live within it.
Broadly speaking, there are three ways in which the neighbourhood can be
understood: as a spatial/functional space; as a subjective socially constructed

space; and as a series of nested and interrelated contexts.

2.3.1 Spatial/functional definitions

The neighbourhood as a unit of study can be defined through physical
geographical boundaries which are drawn at a relatively static and fixed scale
(Dietz, 2002, Sampson and Raudenbush, 2004). Research that adopts this
strategy to examine the neighbourhood context often uses administrative
boundaries such as postcodes or census tract data in order to assign spatial units
into statistically defined clusters (Jencks and Mayer, 1990, Leventhal and
Brooks-Gunn, 2000, Stafford and Marmot, 2003, Sampson, 2009). Neighbourhoods
are often not defined by population size, as the number of inhabitants may vary,
but instead may reflect natural borders such as presence of railways, parks, and
roads (Sykes and Musterd, 2011). This view of the neighbourhood has mainly
been adopted in order to document differences in terms of spatial or
geographical concentrations of deprivation, and the role this plays in health
(Lupton, 2003, Macintyre et al., 2008, Macdonald et al., 2011, Ellaway et al.,
2012, Galster, 2012).

However, understanding the spatial element of a neighbourhood does not
provide a comprehensive account of what a neighbourhood is, or how it affects
the residents’ outcomes. To understand the complexity of the neighbourhood is
to highlight that the neighbourhood is both physical and social, with attributes
including environmental, infrastructure, demographic attributes as well as the
social conditions of inclusion and exclusion, community cohesion, social and

ethnic diversity and community measures (Galster, 2001, Lepine et al., 2007).

2.3.2 Social/subjective definitions

Understanding the social context of the neighbourhood involves examining the

networks and connections that individuals utilise in their everyday lives. In this
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context, the neighbourhood’s boundaries are fluid and dynamic, depending on
the experience and perception of the individual (Massey, 2005, Cummins et al.,
2007, Sullivan and Taylor, 2007, Leverentz, 2010). As individuals are situated in
a variety of different social networks (i.e. as a family member, as an employee
or student, as a resident) it is likely that these networks will overlap within the
neighbourhood space. The implication of this approach is that individuals, rather
than being passive receptors of the neighbourhood, are able to influence, and be
influenced by, conditions in multiple contexts and places (Manzo, 2003,
Cummins et al., 2007).

The social and subjective nature of the neighbourhood is of particular
importance for children and young people as they spend the majority of their
time in the neighbourhood (as their home, school, and peer group are often
located within the neighbourhood boundary). Also, given their limited mobility,
young people are more likely than other groups to spend social time within the
neighbourhood, and therefore their creation of meaningful places is an
important area of study. For example Childress (2004) commented that young
people lack the ability to own property so therefore demonstrate ownership of
place through their physical presence. This may lead to confrontation, resistance
and subversion over the right to use the same space, as different groups have
different perceptions of what the “correct” use of space is (Malone, 2002,
Travlou, 2003, Woolley, 2006, Holland et al., 2007a, Kennelly and Watt, 2011).
For example, young people may choose to use the public parks to hang out in the
evenings, whereas adults may view these parks to be for the sole use of younger
children. However, as discussed above in section 2.1.3, the dominant social
group (in this case the adults) within a community setting may use their powers
to police these spaces, and define what is seen as correct and orderly, and
therefore control the behaviour of others in the space (Malone, 2002, Childress,
2004, Crawford, 2009).

Young people’s interaction with public spaces in the neighbourhood may lead to
the formation of bonding social capital and place attachment (Scahefer-
McDaniel, 2004). While a sense of belonging is linked more to positive
relationships with people rather than of physical spaces (Morrow, 2001), the

association of positive interactions in neighbourhood spaces may lead young
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people to become more positive in their assessment of an area (Reay, 2004,
Weller and Bruegel, 2009). It is through these interactions that young people
begin to gain a better understanding of social boundaries and risks and adopt risk
negotiation strategies reflecting their knowledge (a point addressed further in
section 2.4.2).

2.3.3 Nested-contexts definitions

Another way of examining the neighbourhood is to incorporate the structural and
social, and to examine the various contexts of everyday life, the interactions of
individuals within these contexts, and of the interactions between contexts.
Bronfenbrenner (1994) in his work “the ecology of human development”
suggested that the interactions between contexts are as important for
understanding child development as events taking place within any given setting.
Therefore rather than viewing the neighbourhood as a singular context, or
studying one element of the neighbourhood in isolation, Bronfenbrenner and
others (Morrow, 2001, Seidman and Pedersen, 2003, Cummins et al., 2007,
Nicotera, 2008, Wen et al., 2009) suggest that the neighbourhood should be
viewed as a complex network of different contexts which overlap and influence

one another.

These include macro-level socio-economic and political contexts, which are not
directly visible to individuals in their everyday lives, but are very influential with
regards to the condition of the proximal contexts. Proximal contexts are nested
within the macro-level socio-economic context and make up individuals’
everyday experiences (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, Morrow, 2001, Seidman and
Pedersen, 2003, Cummins et al., 2007, Nicotera, 2008, Wen et al., 2009). It has
been suggested that for the ‘typical’ young person, important contexts in their
everyday life include physical contexts (such as home, public spaces),
institutional contexts (youth clubs, sports clubs, and school), as well as social
contexts (family, peers, teachers, and friendly adults in the neighbourhood) as it
is within these contexts that young people conduct their daily routines, socialise
and learn social norms (Abbott-Chapman and Robertson, 1999, Duncan and
Raudenbush, 1999, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000, Bowen and Richman, 2002,
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Blum and Nelson-Mmari, 2004, Irwin, 2009, Wen et al., 2009, Theron et al.,

2011). See Figure 1 below for illustration of contexts:
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Figure 1: lllustration of nested contexts relevant to risk and resilience

As we can see in Figure 1, these contexts are also separated into different layers
of influence: macro-level contexts (top layer), proximal contexts of the
neighbourhood (middle layer), and individual context (including attributes such
as age and gender and also behaviours) (bottom layer). For the purpose of the
thesis, the middle layer, proximal contexts of the neighbourhood, will be the
primary focus. The contexts contained within this layer were selected due to
their prevalence within the literature relating to young people and
neighbourhoods. These contexts are family, peers, physical environment/public

space, school, and home.

Cutting through all of these contexts is time. Neale and Flowerdew suggest “it is
through time that we can begin to grasp the nature of social change, the
mechanisms and strategies used by individuals to generate and manage change

in their personal lives, and the ways in which structural change impacts on the



42

lives of individuals...how the personal and the social, agency and structure are

interconnected and how they come to be transformed” (2003: 1990).

There are a few observations that can be made using this diagram. First,
individuals are more directly aware of the proximal contexts that represent
much of their everyday interactions, and less aware of the macro-level contexts
which influence their everyday. Second, macro-level contexts have an impact on
the proximal contexts (e.g. government policies influence education provision,
housing, public spaces, and also may impact on family life). Third, an individual
is able to directly influence, and be influenced by, the proximal contexts of
their everyday life, and less able to influence the wider macro-level contexts.
Fourth, the proximal contexts may interact with each other, which may cause
conditions of risk or resilience (e.g. relationships within family life may
influence how home is experienced, but the environment of the home may also
affect family interaction either through encouraging or discouraging young

people to spend time there).

By examining the embedded social processes that exist within the nested
contexts of the neighbourhood, it may be possible to view the nuanced lived
experience of residents, including the conflicting positive and negative
experiences of living in deprived neighbourhoods (Nicoreta, 2008). Furthermore,
it highlights the active position of individuals within these different contexts,
and suggests that while the contexts may influence individuals, individuals may
also influence the different contexts. Lastly, it highlights that the nested
contexts are framed by wider socio-economic and political contexts, and
suggests that the everyday proximal contexts of the neighbourhood may serve as
a pathway through which wider socio-economic risks are experienced
(Bronfenbrenner, 2009, Sykes and Musterd, 2011). Therefore, it is possible to
assess both the positive and negative resources that may interact with the
structural risks inherent in neighbourhoods (Aber and Nieto, 2000, Seidman and
Pedersen, 2003).
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This section brings together the literature on risk and resilience, and the
literature on neighbourhood, to ask how neighbourhoods affect young people’s
behaviour, outcomes, and experiences. There is no clear answer to this
question. It depends on how neighbourhood is measured, how risk is defined,
and whether we are interested in how risk affects outcomes, behaviours, or

everyday perceptions and interactions.

As discussed above, this thesis takes the viewpoint that young people’s
understanding of neighbourhood can be better examined in terms of the various
nested proximal contexts which may make up their everyday experiences
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994, Morrow, 2001, Seidman and Pedersen, 2003, Cummins et
al., 2007, Nicotera, 2008, Wen et al., 2009). These contexts may be both
physical and social, and can either promote or hinder positive experiences and
outcomes within the wider neighbourhood setting. They are also framed by a
wider socio-economic and political context that may further inform how the
neighbourhood is experienced. For the purpose of this thesis, the proximal
contexts of interest are the family, peer group, physical environment/public

spaces of the neighbourhood, school, and home environment.

By examining the multiple contexts through which individuals operate, it may be
possible to better understand the processes and interactions which occur
between people, contexts, and time (Cummins et al., 2007). The nested-
contexts model provides a way to assess the mechanisms and intervening
variables through which the neighbourhood operates. By better understanding
these interactions, it may be possible to create a more nuanced understanding
of the causal pathways between place and health (Macintyre et al., 2002,
Cummins et al., 2007).

Furthermore, by understanding the bi-directional interaction between
individuals and the different contexts, it is possible to view both how young
people may positively adapt to situations in different contexts, but also how the
different contexts may change and provide support to help the young person

(i.e. interactive resilience processes). For example, Ungar et al gives the
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example of investigating the resilience of a child with additional support needs:
“we can investigate...by asking not only ‘how has the child adapted to his school
environment...? But also ‘how has the child’s school and home adapted their
structures to meet the needs of this child” (Ungar et al., 2013: 350).

The following section highlights the ways in which the different contexts within

deprived neighbourhoods are discussed within the risk and resilience literature.

2.4.1 Neighbourhood, risk factors and resilience

The aim of this section is not to provide a systematic and comprehensive review
of risk factors as they relate to deprived neighbourhoods. Instead, this section
aims to highlight examples of how the proximal contexts introduced above may
influence, positively or negatively, the health and well-being of young people.
The section begins with a brief discussion of the macro-level socio-economic
context, before discussing the proximal contexts of family, peers, public spaces,

school, and home.

2.4.1.1 Wider socio-economic and political contexts

In terms of structural risk, it is possible to view elements of the risk society
(erosion of social networks, decreasing predictability of economic security, and
deindustrialisation) as more prevalent in deprived neighbourhoods than in more
affluent neighbourhoods, as those places with a history of hard industry
(including steel, iron, coal) and subsequent deindustrialisation, appear to be
those places where unemployment and high levels of morbidity and mortality are
located (Walsh et al., 2010a, Walsh et al., 2010b, Mccartney et al., 2012).

The wider socio-economic context may have an effect on young people’s
experiences of physical conditions, socio-economic composition, social
organisation and culture within the proximal nested contexts of the
neighbourhood (Arum, 2000, Archer and Yamashita, 2003, Shildrick and
Macdonald, 2008, Hollingworth and Archer, 2010, Ingram, 2011). Therefore it is
likely that these proximal contexts may serve as a pathway through which the
influence of the neighbourhood may be transmitted (Sykes and Musterd, 2011:

1307). For example, for young people in deprived neighbourhoods, it is likely
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that the socio-economic context may have a negative influence on their
experience of more proximal nested contexts (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, Cummins
et al., 2007). This may include school quality, the physical environment, and
housing quality (Arum, 2000, Fraser et al., 2004, Cummins et al., 2005, Tudge
and Hogan, 2005, Brookmeyer et al., 2006, Anthony, 2008, Johnson, 2012, Felner
and Devries, 2013).As socio-economic context can be seen to interact and
influence the other proximal contexts of young people’s lives, the following
sections examine how each proximal context is influenced by, and can influence,

the socio-economic context.

2.4.1.2 Family

The family has been discussed as the “single most influential of external
influences, being the earliest, the most proximal, as well as the most enduring
of children’s social environments” (Luthar and Goldstein, 2004: 503). The main
discussion of family as a context of risk or resilience focuses on the critical
aspects of parenting styles and family environment in relation to young people’s
outcomes, including educational attainment, or participation in health risk
behaviours (Blum et al., 2000, Piko and Kovacs, 2010, Razaz-Rahmati et al.,
2012, Green et al., 2013). When discussing how family may affect these

outcomes, Elliot et al (2006) suggest four pathways, illustrated in Table 2 below:

Pathway Description
Family resources e Formal resources: family income,
employment status, and parental education
attainment.

¢ Informal resources: relationships, friends and
family connections, relationship with local
community groups such as schools, churches
etc.

Family ‘dysfunction’ e Parental: mental or physical (ill) health
e Separation or divorce

Health behaviours such as alcohol
consumption or smoking

Parenting practices Parental monitoring of friends or behaviours
Rules and discipline
Parental involvement in activities

Support for autonomy of individual

Normative and value Investment of parents towards educational
climate attainment

Expectations regarding behaviour

e Presence of role model

Table 2: Pathways of family influence (taken from Elliot et al, 2006)
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Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2000) in their review of neighbourhood effects on
children and young people defined neighbourhood resources as being able to
both directly and indirectly affect children and young people through family
income and through parents acting as “advocates or brokers for their children’s
receipt of community resources” (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000: 332). This
relates to Coleman (1988)’s discussion of the role of parents in producing and
sharing social capital with their children, and Bourdieu’s discussion of children
inheriting family cultural capital through parental practices (Morrow, 1999,
Bourdieu, 2011). Families living in more disadvantaged areas are likely to rely on
informal social resources (i.e. friends and family) than those in more affluent
areas (Wager et al., 2010). These informal social resources are often relied upon
to help with childcare, with emotional support, or with small financial problems
(Macdonald et al., 2005). The use of this extensive, but contained, network
ensures the sharing of responsibility in efforts to establish a positive
environment for young people (Outley and Floyd, 2002). In addition, it has been
argued that the extent to which a family is integrated into the neighbourhood is
also positively associated with low levels of youth-reported violence (Kurlychek
et al., 2012).

Studies of risk factors and health behaviours have highlighted the role of family
(both in terms of parental characteristics and family relationships) in relation to
low academic achievement, increased risk of substance use in adulthood, and
smoking (although this was only found in single parent families) (Blum et al.,
2000, Razaz-Rahmati et al., 2012, Green et al., 2013). These results appear to
support Coleman’s theory of the negative impact of single parent families.
Described as a “structural deficiency” (Coleman, 1988:5111), young people from
single-parent families, from families where one or both parents work outside the
home are seen as vulnerable, or from families with one or more siblings, may be
at risk of poorer access to social capital. In terms of the latter, Coleman (1988)
argued that multiple child families diminish the care each child receives, leading
to a deficiency in social capital. However, not all young people who live in
single parent families are exposed to the same level of risk, with some families
finding alternative support factors via network associations (e.g. extended

family or friends) (Morrow, 2001, Seaman and Sweeting, 2004, Mcgonigal et al.,
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2007). The “structural deficiency” theory has also been criticised for being
ethno-centric as little attention was paid to the diversity of family structures or

kinship obligations that exist in different minority groups (Morrow, 1999: 753).

Studies of resilience and health promoting behaviours have highlighted the
relative importance of high levels of family bonding and communication, and
also positive normative cultures within the home. The normative climate within
the family is interwoven into young people’s understanding of everyday life
(Christensen, 2002). Although the mundane and reiterative activities of the
home being taken for granted by many young people, they are key in
understanding the underlying pathways to health and wellbeing and to the
production or transmission of cultural capital (Turtiainen et al., 2007, Lahelma
and Gordon, 2008). For example, regular shared mealtimes (Gillman et al., 2000,
Videon and Manning, 2003, Fulkerson et al., 2006) or the encouragement of
physical activity (Davison et al., 2003, Gustafson and Rhodes, 2006, Thompson et
al., 2010, Fitzgerald et al., 2012) were both found to promote family
cohesiveness and healthier lifestyles. The effect of normative family climate
also appeared to work largely independently of family structure (Ely et al.,
2000).

Missing from Elliot et al (2006)’s framework is the role of the sibling. While
Coleman argued that families with more than one sibling might dilute the
resources and attention given to the child and therefore have a negative effect
on development (Coleman, 1988), other research has highlighted that siblings
may in fact boost resources and social capital available within the family
(Edwards et al., 2003). Older siblings may be a source of protection (Gillies and
Lucey, 2006, Lucey, 2010), cultural information (e.g. about current trends), or a
source of bridging social capital when younger siblings make the transition from
primary to secondary school (Holland et al., 2007b). Lucey (2009) describes
siblings as playing an important role as they often inhabit the same spaces as the
peer group but also inhabit the private space of the home meaning they can
observe and regulate behaviours in different contexts. In terms of how siblings
may influence health, older siblings have also been found to be an important
socialisation element in adolescents’ health choices (Gossrau-Breen et al.,

2010). This may lead to a protective relationship where the older sibling
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becomes a role model for the younger sibling, or it may normalise health risk
behaviours such as drinking alcohol or smoking. For example, young people who
smoke, compared to those who do not smoke, are more likely to live at home
with one parent who smoke daily and/or have a sibling who smoke daily (Black,
2011).

2.4.1.3 Peers

Discussion of peers in terms of young people’s risk and resilience has mainly
centred on the impact of normative culture (Baker et al., 2003, Rimal and Real,
2003, Brown et al., 2010) on health behaviours. Therefore when risk is discussed
in terms of the peer group, it is generally in terms of the effects of the peer

group on health behaviours.

The formation of peer group norms may encourage young people to engage in
similar health behaviours as their friends (Engels and Ter Bogt, 2001, Fitzgerald
et al., 2012). For example, if young people perceive that the majority of their
peers engage in certain health risk behaviours, there is an increased likelihood
that they believe engaging in the behaviour is normal (Rimal and Real, 2003) and
that their own consumption pattern is also normal (Baker et al, 2003, Olds and
Thombs, 2001). However it may also be likely that young people select a peer
group who share a similar level of smoking, which in turn strengthens their
membership in the group (Simons-Morton et al., 2004, Kiuru et al., 2010,
Mercken et al., 2012).

Normative culture may also provide a resource for resilience. Socialising with a
peer group with positive health behaviours may increase their perception that
positive health behaviours are the norm. For example, a review of qualitative
studies (Maturo and Cunningham, 2013) found that friends were described as
motivators for young people to continue participation in sports. In addition,
peer group effects have also been discussed in terms of mental health, in
particular the role of the peer group in providing social support. Social support
refers to the socio-emotional, practical or other assistance provided by
significant others to the individual (House, 1987, Thoits, 1995, Rigby, 2000).

Social support is linked to positive wellbeing, as the amount of support an
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individual has is negatively associated with levels of stress (the so-called ‘buffer

hypothesis’) (Cohen and Hoberman, 1983).

Peer group takes on new importance in adolescence, as young people are seen to
spend more time with friends and interaction with family either remaining
constant or decreasing (Helsen et al., 2000, Waters et al., 2014). However,
there is a lack of evidence connecting peers with positive mental health
(Dumont and Provost, 1999, Waters et al., 2014). For example, in a longitudinal
study of adolescent health, Bond et al (2007) found good social connectedness
(measured through questions of whether young people felt they had someone
they could trust and confide in) was not independently predictive of later
mental health. This may mean that the context of the peer group may work in
conjunction with other contexts to provide a buffer for mental health, although
Waters (2014) found that support from parents had a more long-lasting effect on

mental health than support from peers.

2.4.1.4 Physical environment and public spaces

One way to explore associations between the physical environment and risk is to
examine the impact of exposure to crime and ASB. The UK Antisocial Behaviour,
Crime and Policing Act (2014) defines ASB as ‘conduct that has caused, or is
likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress to any person, conduct capable of
causing nuisance or annoyance to a person in relation to that person’s
occupation of residential premises, or conduct capable of causing housing-
related nuisance or annoyance to any person’, and defines housing-related as
‘directly or indirectly relating to the housing management functions of housing
provider or local authority’. This definition can be used to refer to a wide range
of behaviours from low-level social incivilities to vandalism (Scott et al., 1998,
Flint, 2002, Millie, 2008, Millie, 2009) but can also be seen as targeting deprived
areas which have a higher percentage of housing stock controlled by the local

authority.
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A review of qualitative studiess found there were several factors in the physical
and social environment of the neighbourhood that were perceived to impact on
fear of crime, including inadequate street lighting, poor visibility, signs of
neglect, lack of knowledge about an area, and presence of alcohol and drug
users (Lorenc et al., 2013). Fear of crime appeared to have a negative effect on
individuals’ willingness to socialise with others in the neighbourhood or to
engage with outside activities (such as walking or running) (Lorenc et al 2013).
This therefore has the knock-on effect of reducing healthy behaviours and also

decreases individuals’ access to networks in the neighbourhood.

In terms of how young people in these areas are affected by ASB, they are more
likely than young people in affluent areas to witness violent crime (Leventhal
and Brooks-Gunn, 2000, Katz et al., 2001, Galster, 2012), which may impact on
their wellbeing (Galster, 2012, Lorenc et al., 2013). In addition, exposure to
violence is linked with poor academic performance (Lord and Mahoney, 2007,
Galster, 2012) and more aggressive behaviours (Guerra et al., 2003). Further
discussion of young people’s perceptions and experience of ASB is in section
2.4.3.1.

Other studies have focused on the role that youth-orientated services may play
in limiting young people’s exposure to neighbourhood risk. Often these groups
charge no admission fee in deprived communities and have an underlying theme
of ensuring youth safety and building self-confidence (Halpern, 2005, Gardner
and Brooks-Gunn, 2009). A review of youth work in England for the Department
for Education and Skills (Merton, 2004), highlighted that while there were
positive gains for young people in terms of confidence and skills development,
the negative influence of families, peers, and wider social norms within the
community, in addition to difficulties securing funding, meant there were

barriers to overcome.

2.4.1.5 School

The discussion of school in terms of risk and resilience has mainly centred on the

impact of school culture (Thrupp et al., 2002, Sykes and Musterd, 2011). It has

5 Predominantly studies of adult experiences
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been argued that neighbourhood resources contribute to the school environment
both in terms of quality, organisational climate, culture, and demographics, with
the composition of schools in deprived neighbourhoods reflecting the
composition of the wider neighbourhood (Arum, 2000, Brannstrom, 2008, Sykes
and Musterd, 2011). Aspects of school culture associated with poorer outcomes
include larger class sizes leading to less one-to-one teacher interaction, a lower
expectation of attending university after school, a more disruptive classroom
dynamic leading to teacher instruction being more authoritative than diplomatic
(Thrupp et al., 2002, Sykes and Musterd, 2011). Furthermore, the poor
reputation of a school may also negatively influence young people’s future

aspirations (Archer and Yamashita, 2003, Hollingworth and Archer, 2010).

Another potential way in which school may influence young people is through
school connectedness. School connectedness can be defined as the belief of
young people that the adults in the educational setting care about their learning
as well as about them as individuals (Resnick et al., 1993, Mcneely et al., 2002,
Blum et al., 2004, Brookmeyer et al., 2006, Blum and Blum, 2009). Low school
connectedness is associated with greater risk of peer victimisation (O'brennan
and Furlong, 2010), depressive symptoms in adolescence (Shochet et al., 2006)
and increased risk of smoking (Bond et al., 2007). In contrast, young people with
high levels of school connectivity have been shown to have higher levels of self-
esteem, academic achievement, motivation and engagement with the school
lessons (Bond et al., 2007, Tiet et al., 2010). Young people with high school
connectedness were likely to view their school as a positive place, have positive
relationships with teachers and felt there was an understanding adult within the

school who they could trust (Williams and Bryan, 2013).

2.4.1.5 Home

Dorling et al (2007) suggested a range of elements within the home environment
that may be risk factors for health, including homes that are located above the
fifth floor of a building (i.e. high-rise flats), and overcrowded conditions. Other
risk factors include the presence of toxins (lead piping, lead paint, and carbon
monoxide), structural problems leading to damp or draughts, and excess indoor
moisture (Thomson and Petticrew, 2005, Thomson et al., 2009, Gibson et al.,

2011a). Exposure to these risk factors was significantly associated with higher
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rates of depression and anxiety, injuries in the home, death from house fires,
respiratory problems such as asthma, and coronary problems (Ellaway and
Macintyre, 1998, Keall et al., 2010).

However, the home may also be viewed as a protective environment, especially
for those individuals who live in deprived neighbourhoods (Michael and Gaver,
2009). The sense of belonging or safety gathered from the home environment
may reflect positive interactions and routines that form the backdrop of
everyday life (Lefebvre, 2002). For children and young people, their
understanding of the home may be connected with understandings of family, and
the habitual and reiterative behaviours that one does as a member of a family
(including family meal times, or hanging out with siblings). Therefore the
autonomy and structure of family relations within the home may provide an

insight into how the meanings of home are constructed (White, 2002).

2.4.1.6 High-rise flat as a risky environment

As discussed by Dorling et al (2007) living in a high-rise flat (HRF) may also
provide an additional constellation of risk factors which is often not experienced
by residents in different housing types, especially when the HRF was located
within a deprived area. This is of particular importance as the participants
recruited for this study all lived in HRFs at the time of the fieldwork period
(2011-2012). A review of recent evidence relating to the HRF (Kearns et al.,
2012) described three dimensions of issues that may relate to the negative
experience of the building type: built form, estate context, and management.
Table 3 on the following page summarises the main issues concerned with living
in HRFs:
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Dimension Negative Issue
Built form e Poor construction
e Damp
e Poor sound insulation
e Lack of internal space
e Lack of privacy

Estate context e Large number of residents leading to inability
to know neighbours and exercise social control
High turnover of neighbours

e Lack of sufficient amenities on the estate

Management e Building often home to poor and vulnerable
households with multiple social needs
e High concentration of poverty

Table 3: Summary of negative dimensions of high-rise dwellings (adapted from Kearns et al,
2012)

Physical and psycho-social outcomes are often worse for residents living in HRFs
in deprived contexts, especially regarding frequency of contact with neighbours
and a perceived low level of control even after adjusting for personal
characteristics and area deprivation (Warr et al., 2007, Warr et al., 2009, Gibson
et al., 2011b, Kearns et al., 2012).

One aspect of HRFs which repeatedly appears in the literature is problems
concerning lack of social space and issues of perceived lack of social control
within the home (e.g. residents reporting feeling unable to avoid the habits and
behaviours of others in close proximity) (Warr et al., 2007). A lack of social
interaction outside the home, high residential turnover in HRFs and inability to
regulate social interaction within the communal areas of the building can lead to
feelings of social isolation, social withdrawal and greater feelings of anonymity
among residents (Evans, 2003, Musterd and Van Kempen, 2005).There is less
evidence in relation to associations between physical health and high-rise flat
living ‘because many studies of housing conditions and health do not specifically
isolate the effects of high-rise from those of other dwellings’ (Kearns et al.,
2012: 103), However, a review of evidence relating to the link between housing
and health found poor ventilation, inadequate building quality, overcrowding
and dampness are linked with poorer physical health- all of which are prevalent

in high-rise dwellings (Thomson et al., 2009).
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The HRF poses four inter-related challenges to family life: flats tend to be

smaller with less storage space than single family dwellings; overcrowding may

lead to a lack of privacy and increase in stress; there may be difficulty in

supervising children if they go outside; and movement may be inconvenienced

(e.g. in order to leave the block, families may have to negotiate stairways or
elevators) (Reay and Lucey, 2000, Appold and Yuen, 2007, Gifford, 2007). These

issues may lead to a higher prevalence of stress or anxiety in residents of high-

rise accommodation compared with residents of other housing types (Evans et
al., 2002, Evans, 2003, Gibson et al., 2011a, Gibson et al., 2011b), although this

may be affected by interlinked factors such as social class or neighbourhood

characteristics (Evans, 2003). Residents who live in houses rather than HRFs are

more likely to derive a greater sense of autonomy and other psychosocial

benefits compared with those who live in HRFs (Kearns et al., 2000, Hiscock et
al., 2003, Gibson et al., 2011a).

2.4.2 Summary

This section has highlighted that when discussing experiences of ‘the

neighbourhood’, there are multiple proximal contexts within this. Table 4

summarises some of the main points regarding how each context may affect

physical and mental health and health behaviours.

Risk-factors

Resources for resilience

Family -Family behaviour and structure -High levels of family bonding
Poor access to resources -Positive lifestyles within family (e.g.
-Participation of family member promotion of physical activity)
(parent/sibling) in health risk -Sibling assisting with childcare
behaviour

Peers -Participation in risk-behaviours as | -Participation in healthy activities as
“norm” within social group (e.g. “norm” within social group (e.g.
smoking) physical activity)

-Socio-emotional support
Public -Crime and ASB -Presence of recreational
spaces -Lack of maintenance of green opportunities

spaces

-Opportunities for social engagement
-Participation in youth club
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School -Large class sizes -ldentification of teacher as positive
-Disruptive environment role-model
-Authoritative teacher dynamic -Positive relationship with teachers
-Poor levels of school -High levels of school connectivity
connectedness

Home -Presence of toxins -Positive interactions with family in
-Structural problems (e.g. home
dampness) -Perceiving that the home is a place
-Living above 5th floor that is “controllable”
-Poor social control
-Lack of internal space
-Poor relationships with neighbours

Table 4: Summary of risk and resilience factors as they relate to nested contexts

However, as mentioned in section 2.1.2, there are a number of criticisms
regarding the risk factor literature. One criticism concerns the reductionism
inherent in the approach. Susser (1998: 609) argued that, given the strong
biological and psychological influence of risk factor analysis, it appeared to have
“little regard for the social structures and social dynamics that encompass
them”. This can be seen in two main ways: how neighbourhood is defined, and

the focus on the individual.

In studies concerning risk factors, neighbourhood is categorised using
spatial/functional definitions, with little attention paid to the more complex and
dualistic definitions that may better describe neighbourhood use by young
people (Armstrong, 2004). As this chapter has demonstrated, different people
can view the same neighbourhood in different ways, and using simplistic
geographical locations may conceal a more complex system of relationships.
Furthermore, the approach has been criticised for focusing on, what this thesis
has defined as, the proximal contexts of the neighbourhood and ignoring the
wider political and historical contexts that may frame individuals’ vulnerability
to risk. This may result in the pathologisation of certain families and individuals
(Ginwright et al., 2005, Te Riele, 2006, Turnbull and Spence, 2011). This may
further result in risk factor studies providing a justification for pre-emptive
intervention or surveillance (Turnbull and Spence, 2011). The last criticism
concerns the lack of agency accredited to young people. Turnbull and Spence
argue that this approach serves to dehumanise young people, removing any
understanding of the lived experiences of them, their rights and agency or how

government social policy and changing social context shapes ‘youth’ (p955).
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Therefore, while the risk factor literature highlights a range of vulnerabilities
that young people in deprived neighbourhoods may be exposed to, it does not
adequately illustrate how young people interpret, construct, negotiate and
experience their lives within these contexts. Therefore, the final section uses
literature from sociology, youth studies, and children’s geographies to discuss
how risk is understood and negotiated by young people in their everyday lives as
“it is those immediate day-to-day experiences that most directly shape the
adaption of youth” (Skeggs, 1997, Felner and Devries, 2013:107). It also
examines how social interactions within the neighbourhood may promote social
capital, an important resource for resilience. The concept of “everyday”
resilience is introduced, and its links with how young people perceive risk as

part of their everyday understanding of the neighbourhood are explored.

2.4.3 Neighbourhood, socio-cultural risk, and “everyday”
resilience

When individuals are asked for their opinions of the neighbourhood, many find it
difficult to “compress the multiple facets of neighbourhood into one overall
judgement” (Lupton and Power, 2004: 14). It may prove difficult for individuals
to summarise years of experience, place attachment and social connections into
a singular assessment of “good” or “bad”. To understand how individuals assess
their neighbourhood is to understand the multiple contexts that they interact
with, as well as understanding how these have been shaped and changed over
time. Assessments of the neighbourhood may therefore simultaneously refer, for
example, to declining physical environments, supportive social relationships, and
changing service provision, as well as concerns regarding risk in public spaces
(Aber and Nieto, 2000, Lupton and Power, 2004, Lim and Barton, 2010,
Teitelman et al., 2010).

2.4.3.1 Young people’s understanding of socio-spatial risk in the
neighbourhood

This section examines how socio-cultural risk is experienced in a neighbourhood
context; therefore the term socio-spatial risk is used to denote this particular

risk location.



57

Examining social risk in the neighbourhood from young people’s point of view is
relatively recent (Valentine, 1997, Harden et al., 2000, Turner et al., 2006,
Bromley and Stacey, 2012, Van Der Burgt, 2013) as earlier studies would examine
young people’s perception of risk through parental report, or would not factor in
their opinions at all. Young people’s perception of socio-spatial risk encompasses
feelings of vulnerability within certain spaces, or being aware of environmental
ASB (e.g. graffiti, broken glass, abandoned needles) in the places where they
hang out or play (Cahill, 2000, Morrow, 2000, Elsley, 2004).

When studies have examined socio-spatial risk from young people’s point of
view, they have found that young people’s concept of risk within the
neighbourhood is dynamic and fluid, and that understandings of risk are
constantly negotiated and modified in relation to the contexts and shared
meanings of their everyday lives (Harden et al., 2000, Backett-Milburn and
Harden, 2004). Young people’s understanding of risk is also contingent on a
range of contextual factors including spaces and people. As a result, their
assessment of social risk within their neighbourhood considers not only what, but

also where and who.

One socio-spatial risk prevalent in deprived communities is territoriality. Kintrea
et al (2008) described territoriality as being connected with bonding social
capital as it promotes within-neighbourhood connections and may inhibit
interaction with those outside of the neighbourhood. Those outside of the
neighbourhood are treated as the ‘risky other’ (see section 2.1.3) who are
perceived to pose a risk to the neighbourhood. The boundaries of territories are
often defined by physical features of neighbourhoods such as roads and
represent an “invisible wall” (Pickering et al., 2012) which dictate to some
young people where they are “safe” and “unsafe” from the threat of physical
violence from a rival area. In terms of young people’s perception of socio-spatial
risk, the issue of territoriality in deprived communities (especially from an urban
Scottish standpoint) appears to be one of the dominant themes within the
literature (Kintrea et al., 2008, Batchelor, 2009, Deuchar, 2009, Deuchar and
Holligan, 2010, Pickering et al., 2012). For those who do not fight, there appears
to still be a concern that they will be misidentified as fighters and therefore

they also follow the territorial boundaries of the neighbourhood.
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Other ‘risky others’ that are often identified by young people include “junkies”
or drug users (Backett-Milburn and Harden, 2004, Turner et al., 2006, Davidson,
2013), violent gangs (Ralphs et al., 2009, Conolly and Parkes, 2012, Johansson et
al., 2012), and paedophiles (Pain, 2006, Turner et al., 2006). Paralleling the
discussion of socially constructed risk in section 2.1.3, these “risky others” often
reflect the concerns of the wider community and the representation of risk in
the media (Caplan, 2000, Douglas, 2002). The ability to create ‘out-groups’
(Becker, 2008, 1963) within the neighbourhood may highlight the behaviours of
these individuals that are seen as non-conforming and therefore ‘risky’ (Hall et
al., 1999, Hollingworth and Williams, 2009).

For young people, common sources of knowledge about risk within the
neighbourhood include family members, such as older siblings or parents; for
children or younger teenagers their assessment of risk is linked with parental
boundary setting of when and where they were “safe” to go to (Spilsbury, 2005,
Teitelman et al., 2010, Neary et al., 2013, Foster et al., 2014). For some young
people, the socially constructed knowledge of risk in the neighbourhood may
involve a combination of parental boundary setting (“l can’t go to the park at
night”) and the wider fears of the community (“because there are drunk people
there”). This use of sources to ensure young people are able to safely “read” the

neighbourhood also highlights the socially and locally constructed nature of risk.

Young people’s assessment of risk is often contingent and context specific, and
reflects a temporal understanding of risk. For example, studies of young
people’s understandings of spatial or social risk have also highlighted that night-
time is when they feel most vulnerable (Harden et al., 2000, Elsley, 2004,
Deuchar, 2009). Understanding of risk may also differ depending on gender; girls
are more concerned with the risk of sexual violence (Deakin, 2006, Cops and
Pleysier, 2011, Johansson et al., 2012, Clark, 2013b), and boys with the risk of
physical violence (Kintrea et al., 2008, Ralphs et al., 2009, Johansson et al.,
2012). These fears may translate into gender differences in use of public space.
Negotiation of social risk often involves being aware of what risks are present in
the neighbourhood, where they are, and when they are likely to occur (Turner et
al., 2006, Teitelman et al., 2010).
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2.4.3.2 Social capital, everyday resilience and negotiating socio-spatial risk
in the neighbourhood

Being able to identify positive resources which enable young people to negotiate
risk within the different proximal contexts of their everyday life may ‘carry
some political point and theoretical legitimacy’ (Macdonald, 2011: 438) as it
highlights both the subjective experience and the structural constraints that
frame these experiences (Furlong et al., 2011). This chapter has shown how
young people living in deprived neighbourhoods experience a range of different
risks within the contexts of family, peer group, school, public spaces, home, and
also at the wider socio-economic and political level. However, relatively little is
known about how young people experience resilience to negotiate these risks
within their everyday lives. As discussed in section 2.2.2.1, as individuals are
nested within various contexts, social capital is a valuable tool to discuss how
social interactions within different contexts and social networks may enable

individuals to experience resilience.

One way to examine young people’s everyday resilience in deprived
neighbourhood contexts is to consider how social capital has been used to limit
the risks of social exclusion and the structural effects of deprivation. One of the
central findings of many studies in this area relates to the importance of positive
social relations with peer groups, parents, and other supportive adults (Morrow,
2001, Backett-Milburn and Harden, 2004, Turner et al., 2006, Nicotera, 2008,
Wyn et al., 2012). Young people are likely to refer to friends as being good at
providing socio-emotional support, and opportunities to play and engage in
activities, as well as standing up for them (Abbott-Chapman et al., 2008b,
Weller and Bruegel, 2009, Kissane and Clampet-Lundquist, 2012). Parents are
referred to in terms of practical or socio-emotional support (Seaman and
Sweeting, 2004, Shildrick and Macdonald, 2008).

What is of interest in terms of everyday experience of resilience is the way that
these relationships interact with perception of risk. While young people are able
to comment upon social risks and experiences of vulnerability in certain places
at certain times, the dominant discussion of the everyday concerns positive
interactions with members of their social network (Reay and Lucey, 2000,

Seaman et al., 2006, Turner et al., 2006) with “familiar social relations central
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to their perception of their neighbourhood” (Turner et al., 2006:454). Shildrick
and MacDonald’s Teesside studies (Macdonald et al., 2001, Macdonald and
Marsh, 2005, Macdonald et al., 2005, Shildrick and Macdonald, 2008) highlight
the juxtaposition between the participants’ positive feelings of belonging in the
community with their open acknowledgement of the physical and social

problems of the neighbourhood.

Feelings of belonging in the neighbourhood are often linked with strong bonding
social capital and a feeling that there is a strong network of people within close
proximity who recognise each other and can be relied upon for help (Reay and
Lucey, 2000, Macdonald et al., 2005, Turner et al., 2006, Watt, 2006). This may
include needing practical help in the neighbourhood, but also feeling as though
they can trade on their position as a neighbourhood insider to ensure they are
not physically threatened (Reay, 2004). Young people who feel they are part of
the neighbourhood may spend more time in the neighbourhood and less time
travelling to different locations and therefore may be more aware of socio-
spatial risk, and have different ways of negotiating these issues (Cahill, 2000,
Turner et al., 2006, Van Der Burgt, 2013).

In terms of negotiating risk, two main strategies have been identified within the
literature: avoiding exposure to risk and managing risk (Turner et al., 2006).
Both of these strategies rely on young people’s knowledge of the neighbourhood,
their social connections, and interactions with different contexts. To avoid
exposure to risk, young people may use their knowledge of spatial and temporal
elements of social risk to adapt their use of the neighbourhood, for example not
going out after a certain time of night, or not going to the park if they think
there will be people there who may pose a risk to them (Elsley, 2004, Leonard,
2006, Ralphs et al., 2009, Deuchar, 2010). In some instances, socio-spatial risk
cannot be minimised and therefore risk management techniques are also
needed. One key method within the literature is the technique of ‘keeping
yourself to yourself’ (Casey and Flint, 2008). This involves dissociation with
those in the community that are deemed risky. It can be done through social
distancing (i.e. not befriending those who may be involved in risk behaviours),
physical distancing (i.e. crossing the road to avoid them) or through social cues

(i.e. not making eye-contact). Other risk management techniques used by young
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people include walking in groups to ensure they are not perceived as vulnerable
(Valentine, 1997, Spilsbury, 2002, Pain et al., 2005), or carrying a mobile phone
so they can call for help (Pain et al., 2005, Conolly and Parkes, 2012).

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has provided evidence relating to the multiple ways in which young
people may be influenced by where they live. It has suggested that the
neighbourhood, far from being a singular location, can instead be discussed in
terms of the various proximal contexts which frame young people’s experience,
including home, school, public spaces, family, and peer groups. It is through

these contexts that the wider socio-economic context is experienced.

The chapter has also introduced the thesis framework: risk and resilience. It
initially examined what is meant by these terms and how this has changed over
time (e.g. how resilience has moved from being an inherent trait to being the
product of interactions between individuals and their environment). It also
discussed some of the conflicts in the literature regarding these terms,
especially regarding risk factor literature and socio-cultural risk. For the purpose
of the thesis, some risk factors will be examined (i.e. poor housing conditions,
crime rates) but through the lens of youth experience. It has highlighted that
young people have a complex and multi-layered understanding of the
neighbourhood, and that their time is spent in both private and public spaces.
Consequently, their understanding, and negotiation, of risk may reflect this.
Therefore the aim of the thesis is not to objectively measure the risk posed by
these risk factors, but rather examine how young people experience and

perceive of risk.

Connected to this is the question of how young people utilise resources within
their proximal contexts to negotiate risk. Therefore, resilience is not discussed
as “overcoming the odds” but rather as a term that encompasses how young
people use social capital, positive interactions and place attachments within the
various contexts of their lives in order to negotiate risk. While resilience may
exist without the presence of risk, for the purpose of this thesis, resilience is

used to understand risk negotiation.
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Finally, this chapter suggested that young people’s negotiations of risk and
safety appeared to form part of their “everyday” routine within the
neighbourhood contexts, with individual behaviours appearing to be well-
practiced and developed through the years of their residency (e.g. avoiding
certain places at certain times, keeping their phone on, or walking in groups). It
argued that it is within these routine behaviours that “everyday resilience” may

be investigated.

The following chapter goes on to ask what happens when one, or more, of the
contexts that provide resilience, changes? Change will be discussed in terms of
neighbourhood level change (i.e. regeneration), and change as it affects the

individual.
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Chapter three: Experience of regeneration,
relocation, and individual level change

One policy solution to address the risks associated with deprived neighbourhoods
(as discussed in the previous chapter) is urban regeneration (Mcdonald et al.,
2009, Macgregor, 2010). Policies of regeneration anticipate that by changing the
deprived contexts of the neighbourhood, the outcomes for residents may also
change. For the purposes of this thesis, the regeneration policies of interest
include demolition of housing, redevelopment of land, and relocation of
residents to better quality accommodation either within or outside of the
neighbourhood. However, evidence related to understanding how regeneration
affects young people is fragmented, and is made more difficult as policies of
regeneration differ substantially between different countries (Tiesdell and
Allmendinger, 2001, Lawless, 2006, Atkinson and Carmichael, 2007, Beider,
2009, Dekker and Varady, 2011, Kearns, 2012, Matthews, 2013). This chapter
provides an overview of relevant literature concerning young people and
regeneration, and in particular the multiple ways in which young people’s
experience of neighbourhood risk and resilience may be influenced by wider

social policies of neighbourhood regeneration.

The first section defines what is meant by regeneration and relocation. The
second and third section details what is known about young people and
regeneration: focusing on their position within regeneration and relocation
policy, and, through using the risk and resilience framework introduced in the
previous chapter, their experiences and outcomes related to regeneration-led
relocation. Section four discusses an area of regeneration literature that is
relatively less investigated: young people’s experience of living amongst
regeneration (i.e. living near demolition sites and building works). Section five
concludes the chapter with a discussion of the need to acknowledge the holistic
everyday world of individuals, especially how biographical change may occur

during the regeneration period.

3.1 Defining regeneration

Policies of regeneration seek to combat levels of social exclusion and ill health

in areas that have experienced social and economic decline (Mcdonald et al.,
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2009, Macgregor, 2010). This can be done in a number of ways, but often include
restoration or redevelopment of physical and social environments (MacGregor,
2010) seeking to bring about a lasting improvement in the economic, physical,
social and environmental condition of an area (Roberts, 2000: 17).

Policies of regeneration have changed significantly over time, often
corresponding to what policy-makers in the period deemed to be the root cause
of urban problems (Mcdonald et al., 2009). To highlight the difference in
regeneration styles, while initial regeneration strategies in the 1930-1950s
focused on a physical “bricks and mortar” approach to solving the physical issues
of slum housing (e.g. introducing internal plumbing and heating without
changing the social environment) (Damer, 1989, Abrams and Fleming, 2010); for
the past 25 years, regeneration policy has aimed to improve both the physical
and social environment of the neighbourhood, reduce inequalities in health and
disease, and therefore address the social determinants of health (Tiesdell and
Allmendinger, 2001, Kearns et al., 2009, Warr et al., 2009, Baum et al., 2010,
Marmot et al., 2010).

There are numerous types of regeneration, including improving the residential
mix of those who own property and those who rent from the local authority or
housing agency, also known as “mixed tenure”, with the anticipation that the
social renters will gain important contacts for employment and form bridging
social capital with more affluent neighbours (Galster, 2012, Kearns, 2012)
(although there is little concrete evidence as to how effective this is in reality
(Bond et al., 2011)). However, this chapter focuses on regeneration policies that
include large-scale demolition and redevelopment programmes, and also those
which relocate or ‘displace’ residents as a result of wider demolition
programmes (Kleinhans, 2003, Goetz, 2010, Goetz and Chapple, 2010).

This form of regeneration is of interest due to the critique that large-scale
physical regeneration and relocation of residents may increase exposure to risk.
As residents cannot all move at the same time, some remaining residents may
experience diminished access to resources while they are waiting to move. For
example, closure of amenities such as schools, shops, and community centres,
decreased access to social capital through relocation of within-neighbourhood

friends, which in turn may increase feelings of vulnerability or isolation (Lawson
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and Egan, 2012, Mason and Kearns, 2012, Egan et al., 2013a, Kearns and Mason,
2013).

3.2 Defining regeneration-led relocation

One of the key policies of this type of regeneration, which can be seen in both
US and European policies, is relocation. Unlike other forms of relocation, where
the decision to move is viewed as the outcome of dissatisfaction with the home
in relation to the requirements of the householder, or due to significant changes
in family context (Tucker et al., 1998, Edwards and Steinglass, 2002, Elrod,
2006, Aronson et al., 2011), relocation due to regeneration (hereafter referred
to as regeneration-led relocation) is the consequence of demolition of unfit-for-
purpose social housing (Goetz, 2010, Goetz and Chapple, 2010) which aims to
improve residents’ living conditions by decreasing their exposure to some of the
housing related risks discussed in the previous chapter (Clampet-Lundquist et
al., 2011, Leventhal and Dupéré, 2011, Kearns, 2012). This is not a new policy
solution; policies of regeneration-led relocation have been a feature of urban
policy in the UK and US since the 1930s with a surge in relocation in the 1950s
due to post-war legislation calling on the demolition of “slum housing” (Damer,
1989, Roberts and Sykes, 2000, Kearns and Mason, 2013).

One important aspect of regeneration-led relocation is that each country
engaging in programmes of regeneration may do so in different ways. For
example, US studies of regeneration-led relocation have found some residents
were offered the option to choose their own destination location (see box one)
(Rosenbaum and Harris, 2001, Orr et al., 2003, Jackson et al., 2009, Stal and
Zuberi, 2010). In contrast, UK studies of regeneration-led relocation generally
found that landlords were given the responsibility of finding residents new
homes, albeit after resident consultations (Kearns and Mason, 2013). Therefore
while the policies of regeneration-led relocation in different countries may all
have the same aim, to remove residents from neighbourhood risk, their methods
of doing so differ, which may mean the transferability of findings may be limited
(Cento Bull and Jones, 2006, Cadell et al., 2008, Bolt and Van Kempen, 2010,
Dekker and Varady, 2011, Kearns, 2012).
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Gautreaux

Gautreaux was developed in 1976 by a US Supreme Court mandate to cease
the discriminatory practice of placing public housing in predominately
African American areas in Chicago (Rubinwotiz and Rosenbaum (2000). Under
Gautreaux, residents from these public housing areas could choose to move
to predominately white neighbourhoods (or into suburbs where 70% of the
population was white). Families with large debts, and those with more than

four children were ineligible (Goetz and Chapple, 2010).

Moving to Opportunity (MTO)

MTO was inspired by Gautreaux, and was authorised by the US Department of
Housing and Community Development Act of 1992. It was introduced in five
cities: Boston, Los Angeles, Baltimore, New York and Chicago. MTO randomly
allocated residents (who met the eligibility criteria) into one of three
conditions: experimental, standard relocation, or control. Both the
experimental and standard relocation groups received housing vouchers to
help subsidise rent. The control group was not given housing vouchers. The
experimental group could only spend their voucher in “low-poverty”
neighbourhoods (poverty rate<10%) whereas the standard and control group

were not limited as to where they could move.

HOPE VI

HOPE VI was introduced in 1992 and provides funds for local housing
authorities to redevelop public housing in deprived neighbourhoods (Goetz
and Chapple, 2010). HOPE VI is larger in size than Gautreaux or MTO as it
serves the entire country, and is seen to target the whole neighbourhood,
rather than only those who move, as all public housing is demolished and
replaced with new housing (Popkin, 2006). HOPE VI involves the relocation of
residents from poor quality public housing into better neighbourhoods while
the original neighbourhood is redeveloped (into a mixed tenure, mixed
income neighbourhood). Rather than applying to be included in the project,

relocation is mandatory but there are no restrictions in destination.

Box 1: summary of regeneration-led relocation policies in US
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However, the evidence relating to whether relocation can be a positive
intervention for health and wellbeing is mixed. Thomson and colleagues in a
series of systematic reviewsé found that while there was some evidence to
suggest that relocation had a positive impact on general health outcomes, this
was not reported in all studies (Thomson and Petticrew, 2005, Thomson et al.,
2006, Thomson, 2008). They also found that policies of regeneration and
regeneration-led relocation might help reduce fear of crime, although this was
based on UK studies and not all the studies found a reduction in fear of crime
post-relocation (Lorenc et al., 2013). In addition, due to improved physical
conditions in the new neighbourhood, some residents also increased their
participation in physical activity (Gibson et al., 2011b) and discussed feeling
motivated to quit some of their negative health behaviours such as smoking,
although the evidence for this was mixed (Blackman et al., 2001, Bond et al.,
2012). In terms of health benefits connected to improving the physical
environment of the home, while exposure to domestic allergens, mould, and
damp conditions decreased after moving (which, as discussed in Chapter two, is
linked to poor physical health), relocation appeared to have little to no effect

on any health outcome (Thomson et al., 2006, Thomson, 2008).

3.3 Regeneration and young people

This section brings together literature pertaining to young people and
regeneration. Similar to studies of the neighbourhood (Valentine, 1997, Harden
et al., 2000, Turner et al., 2006, Bromley and Stacey, 2012, Van Der Burgt,
2013), examining regeneration in the neighbourhood from young people’s point
of view is relatively recent (Goldson, 2003, Kraftl et al., 2013, Visser et al.,
2014). Given the amount of time young people spend in the neighbourhood, and
given their nuanced understanding of social risk within these spaces, it is
important to understand how young people can be included in the process of
regeneration, but also how regeneration affects their experiences and outcomes.

The following sections discuss regeneration and relocation as they affect young

6 The systematic reviews predominantly examined UK studies of relocation interventions, although
Thomson et al (2013) also included studies from US and Hungary but found them to be of a
lower standard
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people. These sections cover the position of young people within the
regeneration planning process, regeneration-led relocation in terms of the risk
and resilience framework introduced in the previous chapter, young people’s
experience of physical and social regeneration, and the importance of
understanding regeneration-led relocation as only one of many changes which

young people may experience.

3.3.1 Regeneration policy and young people

Over the past 20 years, there has been an increased attention on young people
within regeneration policy (Fitzpatrick et al., 2000). While many policy-makers
view the involvement of young people as key to improving the sustainability of
regeneration of deprived communities (Hancock, 2006, Berg, 2013, Taylor,
2013), the policy discourse surrounding young people is conflicted. Young people
appear to be awkwardly balanced between policy rhetoric of protection and
control; on one hand young people are seen as vulnerable and ‘at risk’ from
negative aspects of the neighbourhood, but on the other hand they are seen as
dangerous and as ‘a risk’ which exists within the neighbourhood (Fitzpatrick et
al, 2000, Berg, 2013). This creates a clear tension between policies designed to
ensure young people benefit from regeneration, and those designed to control
ASB (Percy-Smith and Malone, 2001, Hancock, 2006, Percy-Smith, 2006, Percy-
Smith, 2010). This has the effect of excluding young people from discussions
concerning regeneration policy, strategy, or process (Mayo, 2001, Goldson, 2003,
Frank, 2006, Rogers, 2006, Percy-Smith, 2010), leading Measor and Squires
(2000) to observe that while young people are spoken about, they are rarely
spoken to and seldom engaged with, which mirrors the lack of youth

engagement in other areas of civic life (Muncie et al., 2002, Phillips, 2004).

When young people are consulted, the process is often perceived as tokenistic or
based on planners’ perceptions of the homogenous experience of youth: asking
young people’s opinions on “youth spaces” rather than on their experience of
the wider neighbourhood context (Fitzpatrick et al., 2000, Mayo, 2001, Rogers,
2006, Day et al., 2011, Goodwin and Young, 2013). Examples of “youth spaces”
consultation may include: design of the local playground, location of skate-

parks, or the need for more youth services (Speak, 2000, Percy-Smith and
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Malone, 2001, Goldson, 2003, Rogers, 2006, O’brien and Moules, 2007). These
types of consultation may be perceived as inappropriate for older young people
who may not use the traditional youth spaces of their younger peers (Fitzpatrick
et al., 2000, Goldson, 2003).

Despite this raised awareness regarding the important role young people could
play in regeneration policy, engagement with young people regarding non-youth
specific issues is often absent in wider policy circles; instead adults (e.g.
parents, teachers, or youth workers) are given the responsibility to speak on
their behalf, which has the effect of positioning young people as passive in the
process. Matthews (2001a) highlighted three main barriers to engaging young
people with planning: the nature of regeneration programmes (and the presence
of jargon which may alienate young people); attitudes of adults (and their
perception of young people’s lack of competency); and lack of coherence as to

how planners should reach out to young people in a meaningful way.

3.3.2 Regeneration-led relocation and young people

In terms of examining young people’s experience of relocation, there are two
main strands of research: examining how young people’s outcomes change post-
relocation, and examining how young people’s access to resources changes post-
relocation. Table 5 below highlights some of the anticipated positive changes

that may occur as a result of relocation:

Physical Social Behavioural
-Better building quality -Less stressful environment | -Encouraging healthier
-Less overcrowding at home behaviours
-Improved utilities at home | -Improved perception of -More space at home for
-Improved green spaces in safety in public spaces play/homework
public spaces -More exposure to socially -Less exposure to antisocial

diverse peers peers at school

-Improved aspirations

Table 5: Anticipated positive changes for young people as a result of relocation (adapted

from Egan, 2010)

The anticipated changes associated with relocation can be seen to affect

experience of risk and resilience within a range of the nested contexts discussed

in the previous chapter. Egan (2010)’s full logic model relating to the effect of

regeneration on young people can be found in Appendix A. Figure 2 below
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adapts the model of proximal contexts introduced in the previous chapter to

highlight how relocation may change these contexts:
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Figure 2: Potential ways regeneration-led relocation may change proximal contexts of
young people's lives

In terms of the home context, relocation to a new house offers better building
quality (decreasing the physical risk of dampness and draughts), less
overcrowding (decreasing the risk of stress), more space for play and healthier
behaviours (increasing positive normative behaviour at home which in turn may
increase resilience resources). In terms of family, relocation offers the potential
for less stressful environments at home (due to less overcrowding) and healthier
family behaviours (due to family being inspired by new surroundings to break
bad health habits such as smoking) (Lawson and Egan, 2012, Egan et al., 2013b).
In terms of peer groups, relocation to a new neighbourhood may offer exposure
to more socially diverse peers from different social backgrounds and decreased

exposure to antisocial peers, thus increasing positive normative culture and
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social capital resources. On the other hand, it may sever existing resources that
young people relied upon. Relocation may also offer better quality physical
spaces in terms of improved utilities and green spaces. Perception of safety
within the neighbourhood may increase, resulting in greater neighbourhood
attachment, more physical activity outside, and less stress. However, for some
young people, relocation might increase the experience of risk: moving away
from social networks may decrease social capital, and if the relocation is to a
neighbourhood where peers are from a different social background, it may be

difficult to find common ground, therefore risking social isolation.

Literature regarding young people and relocation due to urban regeneration is
predominantly US-focused (see box one) (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2004,
Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2005, Leventhal and Dupéré, 2011). Overall, the
literature relating to young people and the effects of relocation is mixed, with
some evidence highlighting a positive impact on everyday experiences, some a
negative impact, and some little impact at all. The section below discusses the

experience of relocation in terms of risk and resilience.

3.3.2.1 Relocation and risk

In general, relocation (not related specifically to regeneration) during
adolescence is associated with a range of negative outcomes when compared
with non-mobile peers, (Edwards and Steinglass, 2002, Haynie et al., 2006) with
much of what is known about relocation and risk focuses on educational
performance and health behaviours. For example, residential mobility is linked
with lower academic performance, dropping out of school (Astone and
Mclanahan, 1994, Pribesh and Downey, 1999, South et al., 2007), and increased
physical and sexual risk taking behaviour (South and Haynie, 2004, Mcleer and
Dehart, 2013).

Coleman (1988) described residential mobility as problematic or risky for young
people in terms of social capital as it disrupts the social relations that bind
children and young people with parents, teachers and other adults within the
wider community. This may lead to young people feeling more vulnerable within
their new neighbourhood and less supported by those around them (Raviv et al.,
1990, Edwards and Steinglass, 2002, South and Haynie, 2004, Mcleer and Dehart,
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2013). In addition, Coleman argued that relocation diminishes parental
involvement in young people’s school career, which may lead to decreased
feelings of belonging in school. There is also evidence to suggest those who
move multiple times are at increased risk, due in part to weaker social
connections in the neighbourhood and poor school connectivity (Haynie and
South, 2005, Haynie et al., 2006, South et al., 2007).

Similar to general experience of relocation, regeneration-led relocation also
often entails the disruption of social networks in original neighbourhoods and
potential difficulties in integrating to the new neighbourhood (Tucker et al.,
1998, Clampet-Lundquist, 2004, Goetz and Chapple, 2010, Visser et al., 2014).
As US regeneration-led relocation often involves moving young people from
deprived to more affluent neighbourhoods, (e.g. HOPE VI and MTO) this may
further increase the difficulty for young people in making new friends due to the
different normative cultures and unknown social spaces (Leventhal and Brooks-
Gunn, 2005, Clampet-Lundquist, 2007, Deluca and Rosenblatt, 2010). This
illustrates two risks, social isolation and non-participation in various community
activities, through which young people may make friends, due to lack of

knowledge.

Studies of relocation due to regeneration have also found that changing
neighbourhood may increase the risk of low school attainment. Thus US studies
found that relocated young people were at greater risk of achieving lower school
grades and had a decreased engagement with the school community when
compared with peers who remained in the original high-deprivation
neighbourhood (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2005, Leventhal et al., 2005, Fauth
et al., 2007). Reflecting on the risk and resilience patterns above, there are a
number of reasons for such findings. These include decreased support available
to young people in their new neighbourhood, lower levels of school attachment,
decreased involvement by parents in young people’s school career, or socialising
with a peer group who are equally disengaged with school life (Ladd and Ludwig,
1997, South and Haynie, 2004, Casciano and Massey, 2012). In addition, residents
who move to more affluent neighbourhoods may find the services and amenities
available are outside of their budget, which may provide a risk in terms of how

young people experience the neighbourhood. In terms of young people, this may
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include after-school clubs or activities that require families to pay for equipment
or an entrance fee. An inability to pay for these additional costs may create a
barrier to young people making friends in the new neighbourhood (Pettit, 2004,
Zuberi, 2010).

In addition, there is a reported decrease in intergenerational social capital post-
relocation, with young people reporting little more than passing interactions
with adults in new neighbourhoods (Clampet-Lundquist, 2007, Clampet-
Lundquist et al., 2011). This lack of intergenerational relationship formation may
lead to less informal social monitoring within new neighbourhoods, as adult
residents may feel less inclined to become involved with children they are not
related to (De Souza Briggs, 1998, De Souza Briggs et al., 2008). This in turn may
lead to a decrease in trust by adults, as they are less likely to understand why
young people are behaving in certain ways (e.g. hanging out in public spaces)
leading to their use of public space being viewed as risky and therefore needing

to be tighter controlled.

However, relocation also has the potential to decrease risk within the
neighbourhood, especially with regards to experience of crime and perception of
safety. For young people living in pre-relocation neighbourhoods with high crime
rates, moving to a new neighbourhood may offer improvements in terms of
social context. For example, prior to moving, the experimental MTO group lived
in neighbourhoods with high rates of drug use, violence, and gun crime
(Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2004). Moving to
a low-poverty neighbourhood had positive effects on young people’s exposure to
crime and drug activity (Zuberi, 2010). Some research suggests that some
aspects of relocation are more beneficial to girls than boys (e.g. perception of
neighbourhood safety). Findings by MTO researchers found girls reported feeling
less anxious about being attacked in their new neighbourhood than boys and
their overall perception of danger significantly reduced (Popkin, 2008, Popkin et
al., 2010, Zuberi, 2010, Zuberi, 2012).

3.3.2.2 Relocation and resilience

As discussed in the previous chapter, it is important not to view young people as

passive receptors of risks, but instead to understand the ways in which they may
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actively negotiate risks. It is therefore likely that when young people are
relocated to their new neighbourhood, they will form new relationships and
access new resources to ensure they are able to negotiate risks associated with
the relocation process, and also the new risks in their new neighbourhood.

Examining the general literature regarding how young people negotiate
relocation, young people who make friends easily in their new neighbourhood
are more likely to report that a move has been straightforward (Edwards and
Steinglass, 2002). It is also possible that these mobile populations already have
contacts within the new area, for example friends or relatives (South and
Haynie, 2004). Existing bridging social capital between neighbourhoods may
provide young people with a sense of normality among the change, or may
facilitate making friends in their new neighbourhood. In addition, while young
people may move geographical location and may change social groups, they
remain within the same family group. Therefore, negative effects of relocation
may be buffered by a positive emotional climate within the family before and
following a move (Edwards and Steinglass, 2002). This may involve including
children and young people in some aspects of the decision making process such
whether to move at all, where they wanted to live, or having a say as to how

their new bedroom would look (Raviv et al., 1990).

Similarly, studies relating to regeneration-led relocation have also found that if
young people are able to make friends in their new neighbourhoods, this leads to
the creation of bonding social capital and perceived increases of social support
within their new location (Pettit and Mclanahan, 2003). Furthermore, young
people are also likely to maintain friendships from their original pre-relocation
neighbourhoods (De Souza Briggs, 1998, De Souza Briggs et al., 2008, De Souza
Briggs et al., 2010, Visser et al., 2014), enabling them to feel less isolated in
their new neighbourhood. For example, Visser et al (2013) commented that with
improvements in accessibility to the internet and other technology, one of the
best ways of maintaining contact was through internet chat-rooms and texting
friends which bridged the physical space between friendship groups post-

relocation.
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As mentioned above, young people moving due to regeneration are likely to live
in neighbourhoods with high crime and deprivation, so relocating away from
these neighbourhoods has a positive effect on perception of safety (Zuberi,
2010, Zuberi, 2012). This perception of a safer social environment may, in turn,
increase the perception of available social spaces for young people to make
friends and therefore develop new neighbourhood bonds. Clampet-Lundquist
(2007) attempted to investigate the impact of relocation on young people’s
social connections by interviewing a small sample that had been relocated
between two to three years previously in Philadelphia. She reported that the
participants found socialising within the new neighbourhood easy, as they met
friends on the street, at school and at local basketball courts. This was similar to
a study of relocation in the Netherlands, where some of the young people
interviewed described feeling “in control” of the situation, took up
neighbourhood activities and formed new friendship groups. This was made
easier by socialising in neighbourhood youth spaces such as on the street, or on
the basketball court (Visser et al, 2013).

In summary, examining experiences of regeneration-led relocation within the
framework of risk and resilience, we see a number of different interactions
within the proximal everyday contexts of the neighbourhood. For example, one
of the biggest risks for young people in moving is the disruption of social
networks, including a weakening of intergenerational social capital that may
lead to feelings of isolation and loneliness. However, through engagement with
other contexts, young people may be able to lessen feelings of isolation. For
example, using public spaces in the new neighbourhood or participating in
neighbourhood-organised youth activities could be a way to increase exposure to
new social networks. Using the public spaces of the new neighbourhood may also
increase their knowledge of local socio-spatial risk, and therefore begin to
understand how to navigate their new environment safely which in turn may

decrease feelings of vulnerability.

An important factor in resilience as it relates to relocation is that not all
contexts change. As detailed in the literature above, we see that young people
rely on other members of their household (i.e. parents and siblings) to provide

stability through the transition to their new home. In addition, while their
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existing peer group may fracture due to relocation, this does not equate to
young people losing touch with their friends- there is some evidence to suggest
that young people continue to rely on existing friendship groups for support

during and post-relocation, especially if the relocation is over a short distance.

3.3.3 Experience of physical neighbourhood change

While the literature above highlights a range of ways in which young people are
able to access resources to enable positive outcomes with regards to relocation,
less is known about the process behind how young people understand or adapt to
these changes (Burton and Jarrett, 2000, Fitzpatrick et al., 2000, Clampet-
Lundquist, 2007), and even less about how young people negotiate these changes

prior to their own relocation.

As it is impossible to relocate an entire neighbourhood simultaneously, some
residents will move before others (Sullivan and Lietz, 2008, Lawson and Egan,
2012, Mason and Kearns, 2012). Those who remain in the neighbourhood may
experience a period of insecurity (Goetz and Chapple, 2010). Furthermore, as
more residents move out, the social environment of the neighbourhood will
change as there are fewer residents to exercise informal social control (Lawson
and Egan, 2012, Egan et al., 2013a) and this may have a negative effect on how
young people perceive their own personal safety. For example, when previous
studies asked young people what aspects of the neighbourhood they hoped
would change due to regeneration, their responses often reflected a wider
understanding of the problems associated with the neighbourhood: safety in the
neighbourhood (Chawla et al., 2005, Clements, 2005); presence of rubbish and
vandalism (O’brien, 2002, Elsley, 2004, Laughlin and Johnson, 2011); and the

need for improved pedestrian walkways (O’brien, 2002).

In terms of lived experience of regeneration as a background to their everyday
negotiations of space, it is likely that as young people spend a large proportion
of their time within the various contexts of the neighbourhood, they will likely
incorporate the physical changes into their existing knowledge (Percy-Smith,
2006, Hall, 2009a). Living in areas where there is a large amount of physical

redevelopment may lead to the disruption of routines and emergence of new
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practices. Kraftl et al (2013) found that young people may adopt new spaces as
their own, (e.g. using construction sites or derelict ground as part of their
informal play-spaces) or may perceive these same spaces as a new
environmental risk. From literature relating to young people’s experience of
processes of gentrification’, we see that there are able to adapt to physical and
social changes to the neighbourhood. For example, Kennelly (2012)’s study of
North East London gentrification found that young people experienced
“marginalised consumption”, describing being less able to shop in their
neighbourhood due to the closure of affordable shops to make way for services
that catered to the middle-class clientele who were moving in. Cahill’s (2000)
study of young people living in a gentrified neighbourhood in New York found
they were likely to travel further distances in order to find less expensive shops
and cafes rather than use the new amenities, but when they did use these

amenities they felt unwelcome as they did not belong.

3.3.4 Understanding individual level change

Another gap in the literature exists in respect of placing neighbourhood
regeneration within wider understandings of what else is occurring in individuals’
lives at the time of neighbourhood change. As Hall et al (2009b) comment
“places and people do rather more than ‘undergo’ economic restructuring or
regeneration: they live with and through such processes, engaging actively and
purposively with them, questioning and countering where they can, while at the
same time accomplishing a work of accommodation and reconciliation...this is a
process in which change and continuity align and combine” (p551). The slow
process of regeneration means young people may spend the majority of their
adolescence within a neighbourhood that can be categorised as a building site.
Therefore changes within their personal lives occur at the same time as changes
within the neighbourhood. Significantly, while some of these changes may occur
as a result of the regeneration and relocation processes of the neighbourhood
(e.g. moving to a bigger house), other individual level changes occur regardless

of these. Examples of the latter include leaving school, getting a job, going to

7 While Gentrification relates to “the rehabilitation of working-class and derelict housing and the
consequent transformation of an area into a middle class neighbourhood” Atkinson, R. 2000.
The hidden costs of gentrification: Displacement in central London. Journal of Housing and the
Built Environment, 15, 307-326.
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further/higher education, moving out of the family home for the first time
(Furlong and Cartmel, 2003, Thomson et al., 2003, Furlong et al., 2006, Wyn and
Woodman, 2006, Furlong and Cartmel, 2007).

Due to large-scale shifts in the macro-level socio-economic and political
contexts, young people in the early 215t century are often faced with negotiating
these changes within a framework of contradictory demands and guidelines.
Young people need to accommodate these demands at an inter-personal level as
there is no longer a guarantee of support from the ever-changing state (Du Bois-
Reymond, 1998, Maguire et al., 2001, Te Riele, 2004, Furlong et al., 2006),
although how ‘new’ these challenges are to the young people’s transitions to
adulthood are is debated within the literature (Goodwin and O’connor, 2005).
While a full discussion of transitions to adulthood is outwith the scope of the
thesis, this section examines how transitions manifest as incremental, and
iterative everyday experiences. Similar to the experience of change as it relates
to regeneration and regeneration-led relocation, change as it relates to young
people’s individual transitions does not happen overnight, but rather is a slow

process that interacts with different contexts of young people’s everyday lives.

Over the past 25 years, academics began to examine the complexities within
young people’s lives and focus on how the macro-level socio-economic and
political context interacts with the proximal contexts of their everyday life to
frame young people’s everyday behaviours and attitudes (Gordon and Lahelma,
2002, Skelton, 2002, Lahelma and Gordon, 2008, Heinz, 2009). Reflecting on the
way in which individual motivations, structural mechanisms and opportunities
are interrelated (Skeggs, 1997, Skelton, 2002, Heinz, 2009), this approach
focuses on the iterative and complex nature of transition and may reveal more
about how different social contexts mediate success and failure (Wyn et al.,
2012). As young people’s movements and everyday experiences within these
contexts can be seen as a complicated web of social interactions, their differing
use of resources may lead to a range of different outcomes, with a weakness in
one context leading to a potentially different trajectory (Luthar and Cicchetti,
2000, Tolonen, 2008, Blum and Blum, 2009).



79

Focusing on young people’s everyday experiences of individual level change
enables a discussion on how ‘change’ often manifests itself as a series of smaller
iterative and incremental changes within various proximal contexts (Morrow,
2001, Thomson et al., 2003, Shildrick and Macdonald, 2008, Wyn et al., 2012).
Therefore while the eventual outcome of transitions may signify a major life
event (e.g. leaving school, leaving home, getting married), the incremental
steps leading up to this are imbedded in the “mundane present” (Hall et al.,
2009b: 556). McCullough et al (2000:287) discussed that these “daily events in
young people’s lives contribute a unique variance to adolescent wellbeing over

and above major life events”.

One way to understand the incremental and cumulative effect of minor events is
to adopt Thomson et al’s “critical moments” concept (Thomson et al., 2002,
Thomson et al., 2003). Similar to Elder (1998)’s “turning points”, or Giddens
(1991)’s “fateful moments”, Thomson et al’s discussion of “critical moments”
highlighted one way to understand how often unplanned biographical moments
may uncover important details regarding young people’s overall transitions.
Thomson and colleagues suggested that in order to understand the structural
barriers and constraints affecting young people’s everyday lives, it was
important to observe interactions between different contexts and between
different transitions in order to understand different life events. These critical
moments were seen to include both minor events and also unexpected changes
in their life that went on to influence overall transitions. Also similar to Giddens
work, Thomson and colleagues discussed the position of internal and external
locus of control within the different events. For example, decisions made by
parents to move to a new house would be external as they occur outside of the
control of parents, but changes in interpersonal relationships (e.g. breaking up
with a boyfriend) could be seen as both internal and external (especially if the

other person’s actions caused the breakup).

Table 6 on the following page illustrates some examples of what Thomson et al’s

critical moments:
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) e Being kicked out

Family e Parental divorce

e Parental unemployment

e Death of a relative

Death and Illness e Diagnosis of chronic illness
e Diagnosis of depression

e Sitting exams

Education e Leaving school

e Conflict with teacher

¢ Falling out with best friend

Relationships e Breaking up with partner
e Changing friendship group

Leisure and e Going clubbing

Consumption e Getting a car

Joining drama society
Getting into drugs
Getting arrested
Father going to jail
Moving house

Moving town

Moving country

Trouble

Moving

Table 6: Examples of critical moments (adapted from Thomson et al, 2003)

Thomson et al’s study asked young adults to reflect back on their lives and
suggest different critical moments that created new opportunities for them, or
increased their exposure to risk. The identification of these critical moments
enabled Thomson et al to examine the ways in which young people’s life chances
and resources were shaped by the socio-economic and cultural environment
within which they live (Skeggs, 1997, Furlong and Cartmel, 2007, Henderson,
2007, Aaltonen, 2012). They also examined the ways in which young people
reacted to these changes, and whether they were able to use the proximal
contexts and resources in their lives to enable a positive negotiation of change.
Their study involved asking older young people to reflect on their teenage years
and suggest life events that were important, and also how they adapted to these

changes.

This thesis examines one critical moment that will affect all young people
involved in the fieldwork: moving house. While this critical moment is an
external event, and therefore outside of the control of the young people

interviewed, it is of interest to examine how young people navigate this change.
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As has been discussed previously, it is possible for young people to be exposed to
the same event but negotiate it in different ways, resulting in differing
perceptions of the experience (Du Bois-Reymond, 1998, Thomson et al., 2002,
Thomson et al., 2003). Furth