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Abstract

Over the last thirty years the practice of participation has become
institutionalised. This has prompted fears it has become too distanced from its
radical, grassroots origins, instead becoming a tool of governance that supports
neoliberal agendas. This thesis examines this claim within the context of youth

participation in the UK, paying attention to questions of space and time.

Through a detailed examination of participatory practices within three youth
participation organisations, using qualitative and participatory methods, |
guestion the extent to which youth participation can be a tool for transformation
when enacted within a society driven by individualising neoliberalism. Through
analysing the transformation of adult-child relations within these organisations, |

contend that spaces of youth participation are intergenerational spaces.

The research unsettles the hierarchical binary between popular/invited spaces of
participation by examining processes of conscientisation within invited spaces. |
portray conscientisation as a spatial, relational and temporal process, examining
how young people are constructed as individuals or a collective. | argue that
organisations may be acting radically enough within these spaces, therefore
reframing invited spaces as potentially desirable spaces of participation for those

who feared participation had lost its radical agenda.

To maximise effectiveness, ideas within both radical and neoliberal participation
ideally must travel beyond the original arenas of participation. This movement of
knowledge and resources across time and space is considered through the lens
of youth transitions. By listening to the retrospective accounts of young adults
previously involved in these organisations, | examine how they curate their past
experiences to assist in competitive transitions. | identify three tactics to sustain
(re)performances of empowerment and propose the concept of dormancy to
describe how some (re)performances are stilted by complex transitions. This
research discovers how, through small everyday acts, young adults slowly

disseminate nuanced understandings of both radical and neoliberal participation.
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Preface
Lingering Questions

In 2010 The Children’s Parliament, based in Edinburgh, Scotland, alongside Fife
Council and the Scottish Pre-school Play Association, piloted a children’s rights
programme called Wee Voices. The pilot, carried out in a Scottish playgroup with
children aged between two and five, involved a series of creative arts workshops
exploring practical ways in which children’s rights can be respected for the youngest
members of our society (see Ferris and Maynard, 2010). It reflected on the ways in
which respecting children’s rights affects relations between adults and children, and
explored how operating within what the project termed a ‘participatory framework’
impacted issues of autonomy and voice. As a researcher on this project I, alongside
other members of the project team, began to question the impact that attending a
rights-respecting playgroup that adopts ‘participatory’ practices may have on other
spaces of the children’s lives. How would this affect their interactions at home with
their parents? What if they went to a primary school that was ‘less’ rights-
respecting, would the children struggle in a space governed by different rules? Or
would they try and bring what they learnt as pre-schoolers into these new spaces? In
what ways did enacting this participatory framework affect adult-child relations? Are
projects such as these the beginning of a radical transformation for these relations?
These questions lingered long after my involvement with the project ended and have

formed a starting point for this thesis.



Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Over the last thirty years ‘participation’ has risen to ‘buzzword’ status (Alejandro
Leal, 2007:539). It has become common place to deploy the term within multiple
systems of meaning (Cook et al., 2013) creating commonly used but highly
contested terms such as ‘participatory development’, ‘youth participation’,
‘participatory governance’ and ‘participatory methods’. In the process of reaching
buzzword status there have been concerns that participation may have ‘lost the
radical agenda’ (Percy-Smith, 2010:115), a claim this thesis seeks to empirically

interrogate within the context of youth participation in the UK.

Participation, as an epistemology, has multiple, diverse and socio-historically
situated origins (Kindon et al., 2007c). To introduce this thesis and the purpose of
this research, a brief overview of some of the (evolving, partial, contested)
history/ies of participation is necessary. After this, the research questions driving
this thesis are presented. This is followed by an introduction to four aspects of this
thesis, considering: the transformations that may occur as a result of participation,
why it is important to question what effects travel out from a participatory
organisation, how this thesis is situated within the geographies of activism, and the

ways in which the concept of youth transitions is relevant to this research.

1.2 Losing the Radical Agenda?

At times, participation has been understood as a radical epistemology, a radical way
of seeing the world and understanding how knowledge is produced within it. It
developed this reputation due to its evolution out of writings such as those of
Brazilian ‘radical educator’ Paulo Freire (Cahill, Cerecer et al., 2010:409, see also the
writings of Swantz, 1986, Fals-Borda, 2006). Freire, writing during periods of political
and social unrest in South America in the 1950s and 1960s, sought to support the
participation of poor, marginalised rural workers in their ‘conscientisation’ (their

ability to perceive and act upon injustices). He believed this process would lead



them to take action to transform their lives. Writings such as Freire’s (1970a, 1970b)
contributed to an understanding of participation being a tool in a project of radical
social (and political) transformation. Central to this project were two key ideas.
Firstly, that social transformation should develop through processes of co-
production: knowledge is developed not just for but with those who are
experiencing forms of injustice and marginalisation. Secondly, that a radical
participatory epistemology is driven by more than a desire to understand the world,
its advocates seek to change the world ‘for the better’ (Kindon et al., 2007c:13). The
description of participation as radical therefore arises out of a commitment to use it
as a tool to challenge, dismantle and transform existing relations, systems and
structures that promote and perpetuate marginalisation, exploitation and
oppression. These ideas have often stood in opposition to systems such as
colonialism, capitalism and neoliberalism. More than critiquing these systems of
power, actions driven by a radical participatory epistemology imagine and offer
alternative ways of being, renegotiating deeply embedded relations between what
Freire (1970c) calls the oppressors and the oppressed (Hickey and Mohan, 2005;

Chatterton et al., 2007).

Since the mid-1980s, ideas central to this radical participatory epistemology, for
example that ‘better’ knowledge is generated when it is co-produced between
‘experts’ and the people ‘on the ground’, became increasingly popular within
spheres ranging from international development to governance to research
(Alejandro Leal, 2007). Government and non-government organisations (NGOs)
adopted elements of this participatory epistemology and its associated practices
introduced above, seeing it as a tool to help effectively govern in an increasingly
post-colonial, neoliberal, globalised world. This growing popularity, and associated
institutionalisation, left participation, in its many guises, open to critique (e.g. Cooke
and Kothari, 2001b; Cornwall, 2004a). For example, discussed throughout this thesis
is the troubling uncritical acceptance of participation as inherently ‘good’ and
stemming from ‘pure’ motivations, which masks its contribution to the maintenance

of unhelpful effects of power which perpetuate inequality (see Kothari, 2001). The
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movement of participation from the ‘margins to the mainstream’, from the favelas
of South America into institutions such as the World Bank, meant that ideas central
to a more radical participatory epistemology, such as seeing those who are
marginalised as active co-producers of knowledge, often got lost or ‘watered-down’

(Williams, 2004a:557).

Concerned with the spatial aspects of participation, Cornwall (2004b), amongst
others, criticised the uncritical acceptance of this move. She developed an (at times
misinterpreted) binary identifying ‘arenas of participation’! as either ‘invited’ or
‘popular’ spaces. Invited spaces were assessed to be those created for people who
are in some way marginalised. Popular spaces, more akin to the spaces of
participation described by Freire (1970c), denote those which are developed
organically by the people who are experiencing the marginalisation (see also

Cornwall, 2002; 2004a).

Taking seriously mrs kinpaisby’s (2008:295) warning that ‘participation is not
something that we should open our arms to without looking at it very, very
critically’, this thesis grapples with these critiques a decade on. In doing so | re-
examine concepts such as co-production, paying close attention to how it works in
practice. | also unsettle this binary between invited and popular spaces, and in doing

so question the extent to which participation has lost its radical agenda.

Empirically this thesis grounds these debates within the institutionalisation of youth
participation within the UK. The term ‘youth participation’ in this context, although
certainly diverse and contested, refers broadly to organisations or movements that
aim to increase the involvement of young people in society. Farthing (2012:73)
defines it as ‘a process where young people, as active citizens, take part in, express
views on, and have decision making power about issues that affect them.’
Motivations for promoting youth participation vary significantly, ranging from

concerns about young people’s apparent political apathy, to a desire (often but not

! The term ‘arenas of participation’ is used in this thesis to denote spaces promoting
a participatory epistemology. Reasons for its use are outlined in Chapter 2.
7



always connected to issues of rights) for structurally unequal relations between
young people and adults within UK society to be changed (see Farthing, 2012;
Shukra et al., 2012). Youth participation in particular has been criticised in recent
years for diluting or losing sight of participation’s radical agenda (e.g. Percy-Smith,
2010; Shukra et al., 2012). Youth is (still) seen by many as a period of ‘becoming’;
understood as an important time to guide, govern and even control or ‘manage’
young people to help them ‘become’ ‘good’ neoliberal subjects (Bessant, 2003:91).
Masschelein and Quaghebeur (2005:61) define good neoliberal subjects as ‘active,
competent, independent, self-determining human beings’. Encouraging young
people’s participation in both formal and informal spaces of education and politics is
seen as one tool to achieve this (see Masschelein and Quaghebeur, 2005; Raby,
2014). Given the current climate of austerity facing voluntary, charitable and third
sector organisations in the UK that work with children and young people (see
Horton, 2016), it has become more important than ever that these organisations are
able to prove their contribution to the construction of this neoliberal society (see
House of Commons Education Committee, 2011; Thomas, 2011). It is therefore
unsurprising that the focus of organisations that promote participatory practices
and the increased participation of young people within society has somewhat
shifted away from the epistemology’s radical roots to focus on the development of
individual (future) subjects. But what has been lost during this shift? Has a focus on
individual young people overshadowed the collective processes of co-production
and conscientisation synonymous with participation’s radical origins? Are these
spaces where relations between adults and young people are or can be radically
reconfigured (Mannion, 2010)? These questions make youth participation a
particularly interesting and timely space to reinvigorate debates about the spaces

and nature of institutionalised participation.

1.3 Research Questions

When taking into consideration the radical nature of the participatory
proposal for social transformation and the neo-liberal structural-adjustment
context in which it has been co-opted, the incompatibility between the two



might seem far too deep-seated to permit such a co-optation to take place
(Alejandro Leal, 2007:541)

In response to concerns such as these, through the context of youth participation in
the UK, the tensions between participation being a tool for either neoliberal
governance or radical transformation are explored within this thesis. This is
examined through three research questions:

1. To what extent is it possible for youth participation to be a tool for

transformation, particularly of adult-child relations, when enacted within a
neoliberal context?

2. In what ways might processes of conscientisation take place within an invited
arena of youth participation?

3. How are the knowledge and resources created within these arenas of youth
participation transferred, over time, to other spaces of people’s lives?

Qualitative, participatory research with three organisations involved in youth
participation was conducted to assist in answering these questions. Detailed in
Chapter 3, in order to understand the practices of these organisations this research
included periods of ‘observant participation’ (Moeran, 2009:140), alongside a review
of each organisations’ literature and focus groups with staff. As indicated by the title
of this thesis, this research paid particular attention to the perspectives of young
people. 30 young people aged 15-30 were interviewed for this research. These
interviews were carried out between 6 months and 12 years after they had left
these organisations, to explore the questions of time asked in this third research

question.

To introduce this research further, the following sections develop four aspects of

these research questions. After this, an outline for this thesis is presented.

1.4 Transformations Within and Beyond

Multiple, interconnected ‘transformations’, or changes, have been argued to occur
through processes of youth participation (Hart, 2008; Tisdall, 2013). These include
transformations of individual young people who are involved in these processes,

transformations of adult-child relations and transformations to society which occur



due to the activities associated with the processes of youth participation. This thesis

is particularly interested in the first two types of transformation.

As outlined in Chapter 2, participation’s role in the transformation of adult-child
relations is also explored in Mannion and I’anson (2004), Mannion (2007) and
Wyness (2009). The purpose of this thesis is not to argue if adult-child relations —
the ways adults and children and young people typically interact in a variety of
spaces — are in need of transforming. Instead this research listens to why
organisations involved in youth participation believe adult-child relations need

restructuring and considers the ways they attempt to transform these relations.

As will be discussed in Chapter 4, each of the organisations involved in this research
desires widespread transformation of adult-child relations across society, however,
to varying degrees they recognise that to achieve this they need to model the
restructured adult-child relations they are proposing. This research therefore
examines how adult-child relations are performed within these organisations. In
reflecting on adult-child relations within processes of participation, | seek to
examine an aspect of participation that Mannion (2007:413) states has often ‘been
ignored’. Studying these relations also contributes to the growing body of work
interested in the geographies of intergenerationality, in particular ‘extrafamilial
intergenerational relationships’ which Vanderbeck (2007:202 emphasis in orginal)
describes as ‘substantially under-researched’ (see also Hopkins and Pain, 2007;

Vanderbeck and Worth, 2015a).

Transformation in this thesis is theorised as both a spatial and temporal process. It is
unlikely (although not inconceivable) that a change in adult-child relations would
occur overnight. Such a transformation is more likely to occur slowly, developing as
different ways of doing adult-child relations are gradually performed with increasing
frequency in a wide variety of spaces (e.g. at home, school, youth activities, but also
through altered representations of young people within the media and politics). |

suggest, in Chapter 7, that cumulative, small changes may result in the
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transformation of relations and the normalisation of new ways of

being/thinking/interacting.

1.5 Questions of Time

In the third research question driving this research | question how knowledge and
resources generated within arenas of participation, both those which promote
neoliberalism or favour a radical reconstruction of adult-child relations within UK
society, travel into and shape other spaces of people’s lives. Neither ‘type’ of
participation is intended to be contained within the arena of participation, nor, as
Massey (2005) suggests, is any sort of containment possible due to the pervious
movement of thoughts and people through space. Both to varying degrees hope to
mould and guide the behaviour of young people — how they interact with adults
and understand themselves, the world and their position within it — in other spaces

of their lives.

As will be reviewed in Chapter 2, although academic attention is often (perhaps
overly) focused on actions within arenas of participation, some consideration has
been given to how knowledge and resources encountered within these spaces
travels or ‘pushes-out-on’ other spaces of people’s lives (e.g. Jones and SPEECH,
2001:5; Cornwall, 2004b; Kesby, 2007; Parr, 2007; Vaughan, 2014). As introduced
above, this question is particularly pertinent for those who see participation and its
associated practices as having the potential to radically challenge and transform
existing relations, systems and structures that perpetuate inequality. As with the
transformation of adult-child relations, if other desired transformations are to be
realised (e.g. that young people feel that their voices are heard, that they are more
‘empowered’ — a contested term critiqued in Chapter 2), it is essential that the
knowledge and resources learnt within these spaces are not contained but spread
and are eventually normalised in other spaces of people’s lives (Kesby et al., 2007).
This thesis seeks to provide greater understanding of this movement of knowledge

and resources between spaces.
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Building on the concerns of these scholars about this movement between spaces, it
is also important to consider how these movements are affected over time. All
‘performances’ — a term used in this thesis following its use in Kesby (2005) to
denote all social interactions — are embedded in both space and time.
Performances can never be identically replicated or re-performed as each
performance (action, thought), regardless of how similar it is to the last, occurs at a
different point in time, when the subject is encountering a different (socially-
constructed) moment in their lifecourse. The term ‘(re)performance’ is used
throughout this thesis to acknowledge this, inferring that performances are
connected yet always distinct from previous performances. Within this thesis it is
argued that theorising (re)performances of knowledge and resources beyond the
arena of participation as being affected by dynamic temporal as well as spatial
processes can facilitate the development of ‘rich[er] seams of understanding’
(Hopkins and Pain, 2007:291). As | argue in Maynard (2017), this theorisation
facilitates greater insight into the nature, scale and sustainability of

(re)performances.

1.6 Geographies of Activism

Each of the three organisations involved in this research could be labelled as doing
‘activist’ work.? As explained in Chapter 4, in their own ways they are each
challenging the way young people are treated within UK society. Youth participation
and activism have a long and entangled history. Some scholars explore the
similarities and differences between the two (e.g. Harris et al., 2010; Shukra et al.,
2012), whilst others use the terms political participation and activism more
interchangeably to argue why children and young people should be considered

political beings (e.g. Bosco, 2010; Nolas et al., 2016).

2 An activist has been defined as ‘a person who believes strongly in political or social
change and takes part in activities such as public protests to try to make this happen’
by the Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary & Thesaurus (2017). As will be
acknowledged in Chapter 7, both the terms ‘activist’ and ‘activism’ are highly
contested.
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This thesis adds to the growing body of work documenting children and young
people’s engagement with forms of activism (e.g. Horschelmann and Schafer, 2005;
Hoérschelmann, 2008; Bosco, 2010; Hopkins and Todd, 2015); it also considers the
relationship between time and the geographies of activism (see Panelli, 2007
Panelli and Larner, 2010 who examine the role of time and space in relation to
activism). Considering what travels beyond the arena of participation leads to
further questions: do young people, as they age and become adults, continue to be
interested in campaigning for the increased participation/human rights of children
and young people? Do they look for new causes and collectives to be a part of?
What spaces of activism do they engage in after they leave these youth
organisations? Do these (re)performances ‘count’ as activism, is this related to
questions of scale? Building on a long history of feminist and activism geographies
(e.g. Abrahams, 1992; Staeheli and Cope, 1994; and more recently Horton and
Kraftl, 2009; Askins, 2014; Pain, 2014, Pottinger, 2017), these questions are all
considered in Chapter 7 as | identify activism in the ‘everyday’. Again, temporal as
well as spatial dynamics are considered as | propose that it is helpful to think of
activism as at times dormant (see Maynard, 2017), constrained by an entanglement
of personal and structural barriers that limit (re)performances of activism at that

present time.

1.7 Transitions to Adulthood

As outlined above, one of the main strands of the empirical research which informs
this thesis involved in-depth interviews with young adults after they had stopped
being involved in arenas of youth participation. Typically ending their involvement
with these organisations at age 18, or before, those interviewed were aged between
15 and 30, with 28 out of 30 of those interviewed aged 18 or over. Although
contested, this age range encompasses a period referred to in academia as ‘youth
transitions’ (Furlong et al., 2011). Depicted as a liminal, instable stage within the
lifecourse, this period has long been a source of academic interest both within
Geography and beyond (e.g. Patiniotis and Holdsworth, 2005; Hopkins, 2006;
Henderson et al., 2007; MacDonald, 2011). This positioning is of particular interest
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within this thesis for three reasons. Firstly, youth transitions, especially in recent
times, has been portrayed as an uniquely challenging stage in the lifecourse, with
Jeffrey and McDowell (2004:131) reflecting that ‘the transition to adulthood is
perhaps more complex and contested than in any previous era’. Faced in the UK
with increased responsibilities associated with adulthood, this period of transitions
is associated with economic, social and political uncertainty (see Bynner, 2001;
MacDonald, 2011). Alongside this, this period often results in geographical isolation
as further education or employment opportunities may mean some young people
need to move away from previous support networks (see Holdsworth and Morgan,
2005; Thomson and Taylor, 2005). This challenging context makes the questions
introduced above, about what elements of young people’s experiences at these
organisations are sustained over time and transferred to other spaces of their lives,
particularly pertinent. This is explored in Chapter 7 in relation to if and how
empowered thoughts and actions encountered at these organisations are sustained

over time.

Secondly, each of the organisations involved in this research were concerned with
addressing the perceived ‘imbalance of power’ (a concept critiqued throughout this
thesis) between young people and adults within UK society. Therefore, the
transition from being a young person to being legally considered an adult within the
UK corresponds with the movement from being an ‘insider’ (a young person
demanding a greater say, louder voice, increased respect and recognition) within
the cause they were championing at their organisations, to being an ‘outsider’ (an
adult). Within Chapter 7 it is argued that this corresponding movement affects the
nature of the (re)performances of knowledge and resources, as, now adults, those
previously involved in organisations promoting youth participation question the
extent to which this remains their concern now they are no longer young people

themselves.

Thirdly, there is the hope that investigating questions of youth participation, youth
transitions and time will reinvigorate examinations of time within the subdiscipline

of Children’s Geographies. Geographers are well known for writing critically about
14



the relationship between time and space (e.g. May and Thrift, 2003; Dodgshon,
2008). Within Children’s Geographies, however, temporality has been noticed to
occupy a more uncomfortable position (Worth, 2009). This can be traced back to
developments within the ‘new social studies of childhood’. As scholars became
concerned with portraying children and young people as political ‘beings’ in their
own right, whose lives and political actions are (rightly so) worth studying in and for
the ‘here and now’ (e.g. Matthews and Limb, 1999; Weller, 2007; Skelton, 2010),
‘less attention’ has been paid to temporality and the intertwining of the past,
present and future in young people’s lives (Kallio, 2016:103). This thesis is one
attempt to readdress this (see also Horton and Kraftl, 2006; Gallacher and Gallagher,
2008; Kallio, 2016). It proactively engages with notions of becoming and draws on
theorisations of time as always necessarily permeated by the presence of the past
and potential futures, to explore the ways in which experiences at these
organisations are (re)performed in other spaces and at different moments within

the lifecourse (May and Thrift, 2003; Worth, 2009).

1.8 Thesis Outline

To begin to answer the research questions, Chapter 2 situates this thesis within
existing literature. It starts with a definition of a participatory epistemology,
identifying three core beliefs associated with this. Integrating literature from
International Development and Youth Studies, as well as Geography, | then argue
that youth participation should be understood as both a spatial and relational
practice. In doing so, | contend that arenas of participation should be thought of as
intergenerational spaces. This chapter also introduces the work of radical
educationalist Paulo Freire, outlining his understanding of conscientisation. As
introduced above, participation has not evolved without critique. In presenting how
power and empowerment are understood within this research as performed effects,
critiques levelled at participation and specifically youth participation are reviewed,
demonstrating how they inform the approaches taken within this research. This

chapter concludes by exploring the ways in which scholars have begun to examine
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how knowledge and resources are both transferred and sustained from arenas of

participation, over time, to other spaces.

Chapter 3 details the methods used in this research, reflecting on moments of both
success and failure as | sought to engage in participatory ways with the three
organisations involved with this research. In doing so, | identify and reflect upon
what | have termed participatory guilt — the constant worry for those conducting
participatory research whether their research is participatory ‘enough’. The
methods discussed in this chapter include periods of observant participation, a
review of each organisation’s literature, participatory diagramming exercises
undertaken as part of focus groups with staff and semi-structured interviews with
young adults who had previously been involved with these organisations.
Throughout this chapter | reflect upon how ‘deep’ participatory analysis is not
always practical, appropriate or desirable. This chapter offers two reflective
narratives. The first contains a discussion about conducting fieldwork whilst
pregnant. | argue that at times the ‘public gaze’ experienced by a pregnant body can
become a ‘productive gaze’. The second narrative is written by Adele Richardson, a
young volunteer who acted as a peer researcher in this project, whose voice | argue
needs to be included in this thesis. This chapter concludes by suggesting how this
research has become more than a thesis, for myself, but also for Adele and the

organisations involved in this project.

Chapter 4 contains a detailed look at how participation is understood and translated
into practice within the three youth organisations involved in this research. This
chapter lays the foundations for interpreting the voices of young people presented
in the three subsequent chapters. Through identifying and analysing the discourses
being evoked about young people within these spaces, within this chapter | also
reveal some of the challenges and tensions faced by organisations promoting youth
participation within the UK. This chapter concludes by offering a question, revisited
in Chapter 6, as | ask what would it mean for an arena of youth participation to be
‘radical enough’? Can invited arenas of participation radically challenge injustices

whilst operating within and alongside a neoliberal culture?
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The following two chapters, taken as a pair, explore the tension between
understanding participation as a tool of governance driven by a neoliberal agenda
and recognising it as something more radical, centred on ideas of dialogue and co-
production with the potential to bring about social transformation. Building on
arguments made by Masschelein and Quaghebeur (2005); Alejandro Leal (2007) and
Raby (2014), these chapters use empirical evidence to explore this tension, paying
particular attention to the role of the individual and the collective within discourses
of participation. Chapter 5 draws on empirical evidence from Changemakers, one of
the organisations involved in this research, to explore the ways in which
participation is being used as a tool to govern young people into ‘good’ neoliberal
subjects. This chapter focuses on how participation can be used as a tool to promote
the individualisation of young people, reflecting on the extent to which this leads to
individual processes of conscientisation. This argument is complicated by what
Pykett (2010a:623) calls the ‘paradoxes of governing’ — forming the beginning of the
deconstruction of the binary between ‘neoliberal’ and more radical expressions or

‘types’ of participation.

Chapter 6 predominately draws on empirical evidence from another organisation,
Investing in Children, to examine the tensions, difficulties and possibilities of
enacting a more radical participatory epistemology within a neoliberal context. This
chapter develops the themes of individuality and the collective, highlighting how it is
possible for arenas of participation to be spaces where the individual is recognised
and respected but where practices are not individualising. After presenting and
dissecting the concept of dialogue, this chapter examines processes of co-
production, considering specifically the challenges of negotiating (and explaining)
relations and relationships between adults and young people within invited arenas
of youth participation. The tensions and inconsistencies highlighted in practices at
Investing in Children foreground the discussion, introduced in Chapter 4, around
whether it is useful to label some arenas of participation as ‘radical enough’. Looking
towards Chapter 7, this pair of chapters concludes by demonstrating that despite

these challenges, invited arenas of participation can still work as spaces which
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facilitate collective and potentially powerful moments of conscientisation that may

shape young people’s actions in other spaces of their lives.

Chapter 7 examines how knowledge and resources created within arenas of
participation travel and are (re)performed in other spaces of people’s lives. This
question is considered through the context of (often) complicated and fragmented
transitions towards adulthood. Developing the themes of individualisation and
adult-child relations, this chapter considers first how continued relationships with
staff, both real and imagined, become a resource used to navigate these transitions.
Drawing on Nancy Worth’s (2009) theorisation of time as becoming, | identify how
past experiences are manipulated to curate neoliberal futures. This chapter
discusses three tactics used by participants to sustain their (individual)
empowerment after they have left the organisations, before considering personal
and structural factors which limit some of these (re)performances. Finally,
positioning this thesis within the growing field documenting small scale activisms, |
consider the spaces and scales at which knowledge and resources are
(re)performed. This chapter finds that as those involved in organisations promoting
youth participation become adults, they themselves become an effective tool
through which to slowly, and at times gently, bring about the transformation and

normalisation of a different, potentially more radical form of adult-child relations.

Chapter 8 seeks to directly answer the three research questions set out in this
introduction. In doing so | highlight the key and original contributions made within
this thesis to geographical inquiries. | then reflect on the spaces of possibility and
coexisting narratives of struggle present within this research. | explain these are
spaces where alternative possible ways of being and doing, which potentially disrupt
and challenge the dominance of neoliberal and capitalist agendas, are imagined and
enacted. To conclude this thesis, suggestions are offered for areas of further
academic research, alongside practice-based recommendations for those working

within arenas of youth participation.
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Chapter 2. Arenas of Participation (And Beyond): A Review of the
Literature

2.2 Introduction

This chapter situates the research questions raised in Chapter 1 within existing
academic literatures. In doing so it reinforces the claims made previously about the
importance and relevance of this research, both to academia but also to the practice
of youth participation more broadly. Within this chapter | also introduce key terms
and concepts used within this thesis. | begin by outlining what is understood by a
‘participatory epistemology’ and identifying three core beliefs associated with it.
These are developed in Chapter 4 as | begin to analyse how epistemologies of
participation are applied in practice. Next, | argue that youth participation should be
understood as both a spatial and relational practice; in doing so | consider how
arenas of participation can be considered intergenerational spaces. The work of
radical educationalist Paulo Freire, used throughout this thesis, is introduced. |
examine specifically his development of the concept of conscientisation. This review
also reflects on how participation and its relationship with power has been critiqued
within the literature, drawing from disciplines beyond Geography such as
International Development and Youth Studies. Informed by the work of Kesby (2007)
and Gallagher (2008) in particular, | detail how power can be understood as an
effect. The relationship between youth participation and empowerment is also
outlined. In proposing that it is useful to understand empowerment, like power, as a
performed effect, | contend that it is important to consider the relationship between
empowerment and participation critically. Finally, this chapter reviews how others
have begun to question the ways in which knowledge and resources are transferred
from arenas of participation, over time, to other spaces. Questions arising from the
literature about if and how these (re)performances are sustained are also
introduced here, as these form a key part of the empirical analysis conducted in

Chapter 7.

19



2.3 A Participatory Epistemology

An epistemology is a theory of knowledge, an understanding about how knowledge
is created within the world. Those committed to a participatory epistemology tend
to share the following core beliefs: that knowledge is co-produced; that this
knowledge is situated, multiple and understood experientially; and that the world
within which this knowledge is produced is (for varying reasons) in need of change.
Advocates of a participatory epistemology are often concerned with issues of social
justice, believing that collaboration is an effective way to challenge power structures
that perpetuate marginalisation. A range of people or organisations may be
committed to a participatory epistemology, for example researchers conducting
some form of participatory research? (for an excellent example see Cahill, 2004;
Cahill et al., 2004) or organisations that work with people experiencing and
challenging some form of injustice/inequality. This may include organisations or
people committed to ‘development’ work (e.g. 'SPEECH', an organisation
undertaking 'participatory development' with women in Tamil Nadu, see Jones and
SPEECH, 2001) or those, such as the organisations involved with this research, who

work with young people (see examples explored within Cairns, 2006:225-230).

Acknowledged in Chapter 1, the origins of a participatory epistemology, or what
Reason and Bradbury (2006b:1) term a ‘participatory worldview’ and Kesby
(2007:2814) calls the ‘philosophy of participation’, are diverse, being both
geographically and socio-historically situated (see Kindon et al., 2007c). Key
proponents of this epistemology offer personal accounts of its origins. For example,
Columbian researcher Orlando Fals-Borda (2006) situates his account of the rise of a
participatory mode of enquiry since the 1970s in relation to those of others across
the world, including Brazilian Paulo Freire (1970c) and Finnish scholar Marja-Liisa
Swantz (1986) (see also the personal recollections of Hall, 2005). To historically

contextualise criticism levelled at the ‘mainstreaming’ of participation within

3 As is acknowledged in Kindon et al. (2007c) a wide variety of terms are used to
describe research influenced by a participatory epistemology, for example
Participatory Action Research.

20



development since the mid-1980s, Hickey and Mohan (2004b:5) offer a detailed
account of the diverse ideological underpinnings which contribute to different
participatory approaches. None of these accounts should be read as a singular,
linear or complete narrative,* as Reason and Bradbury (2006b:1) argue, the

history/ies of this epistemology are still ‘emerging’.

The following sections acknowledge these diverse origins and influences whilst
outlining three core beliefs typically associated with a participatory epistemology. In
doing so, the tension introduced in Chapter 1 between the radical origins and
politics of participation and its institutionalisation within neoliberal societies,
becomes even more apparent. This tension forms the basis of enquiry in Chapters 5
and 6, the first of which also contains a more detailed look at the literatures
surrounding youth participation and its relationship with neoliberalism and

governance.

2.3.1 Co-production

Participate means ‘to take part in’ or ‘share in’ an activity with others (Collins English
Dictionary, 2017). Within a participatory epistemology humans are understood to be
in relationship with each other and the world around them, they are

interconnected, a part of rather than apart from the world (see Fals-Borda and
Mora-Osejo, 2003). They are interconnected, co-producers of knowledge. Influenced
by diverse religious understandings of humankind’s position in the world, such as
from Buddhism (the separate self is the cause of suffering) and Judaism (people are
in partnership with God), this line of thinking challenges a Cartesian worldview in
which the world is comprised of separate objects with a distinct split between
nature and humanity (Heron and Reason, 1997; Reason and Bradbury, 2008). The
practice of co-production (working together, valuing each other’s voices and diverse
experiences and positionalities) sits potentially in radical opposition to the emphasis

on individualism typically found within capitalism and neoliberalism. Its practice

4 For a discussion about the dangers of fixing a particular narrative onto a school of
thought see Hemmings (2005).
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challenges socially-constructed (often hierarchical) discourses surrounding, for
example, age, class and gender, on which such societies are often rooted. Co-
production is a key concept in this thesis, the literature surrounding its practice is
discussed throughout this chapter and then developed more fully in Chapter 6.
Considering age in particular, Chapter 6 explores if and how co-production works in
practice within organisations advocating youth participation that are operating
within the UK, a society with a long (and evolving) history of neoliberalism and

individualism (see Jones et al., 2011; Williams et al., 2012; Radice, 2013).

2.3.2 Situated and reflexive knowledge

The belief that knowledge is co-produced rejects a positivist worldview and the
associated notion of the existence of objective truth. Instead, a participatory
epistemology aligns more closely with poststructuralist perspectives on knowledge.
Within poststructuralism the world is understood as socially constructed. There is no
knowledge waiting to be ‘discovered’, instead, as Sanderson and Kindon (2004:125)
explain, 'participatory processes produce knowledge specific to their process and

mn

participants rather than "uncover" "local knowledge"' (see also Jupp, 2007). There is
no singular, ‘right’ way to understand the world (Pain, 2004). Gibson-Graham
(2000:97) explains that whilst this means that knowledges cannot be differentiated
by their greater or lesser accuracy, ‘they can be distinguished by their effects — the
different subjects they empower, the institutions and practices they enable, and for
those they exclude or suppress’. Drawing from these ideas, a participatory
epistemology advocates the importance of being reflexive and explicit about where,
how and by whom knowledge is created and how it is being used to effect power
over others, acknowledging the situated nature of all knowledge creation (Reason
and Bradbury, 2006b). This understanding of knowledge calls for a critical and
reflexive examination of the role of power, identity and agency within all
encounters. As Jupp (2007) reminds, this need for critical examination extends to
spaces within which participation is being advocated, which, as will be argued later
on in this chapter, should not be misconceived as spaces ‘free’ from the effects of

power.
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2.3.3 Social transformation

Reason and Bradbury (2006b:6) explain that whilst poststructuralism ‘helps us see
through the myth of the modernist world’, its preoccupation with language and text
does ‘not help us move beyond the problems it [the world] has produced’. As
introduced in Chapter 1, a distinguishing feature of a participatory epistemology is
that its advocates want to challenge injustices, not just critique the world but
change it ‘for the better’ (Kindon et al., 2007c:13). Reason and Bradbury (2008)
argue that social transformation should not be brought about through trying to
change others, but by opening up communicative spaces, spaces of co-production,
so change can occur with others (see also Kemmis, 2001). Although a desire for
social transformation is a core belief of a participatory epistemology, neither the
form of the transformation, nor the method to achieve it is prescriptive. This is
unsurprising given participation’s diverse origins and influences. McTaggart (1997:8-
9) reflects in his edited collection about PAR in international contexts that the
authors have made appeals to philosophies as diverse as ‘Aristotelian ethics, critical
social sciences, Deweyian philosophy, feminism, Buddhism, popular knowledge’
(Kindon et al., 2007c also list Marxism and post-colonialism as key movements
influencing participation). Chatterton et al. (2007), also writing about Participatory
Action Research, advocate a proactive, action-centred approach to bringing about
social transformation. They argue that following a participatory epistemology should
result in more than collating or even listening to the voices of the marginalised, it
should lead to resistance and the dismantling of systems of power. But what form
should this resistance take? And at what scale? Can structures that perpetuate
inequality be resisted from within? These questions form the basis of the empirical
examinations in Chapter 6, which considers the practices of Investing in Children, an
organisation that campaigns for the human rights of children and young people by
working with existing adult-dominated structures, and Chapter 7, which further
explores the connections between participation and activism introduced in Chapter

1.
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2.4 Arenas of Participation

A participatory epistemology is not just a philosophical set of ideas, it is enacted by
people within spaces. This section introduces two sets of literature which are used
throughout this thesis, considering how youth participation is both a spatial and
relational practice. As will be seen below, these literatures are naturally intertwined
and as such are not fully separated into distinct subsections. This section begins by
outlining how participation has been theorised as a spatial practice. | then explain
why the term ‘arena of participation’ is used within this thesis. Reviewed next is how
participatory practices within these spaces are measured and classified, within this
section | introduce how models of participation have been used in this research.
Following this, and specifically considering youth participation, | review how arenas

of youth participation have been presented by some as intergenerational spaces.

2.4.1 Spaces of practice

Participation, in its multiple forms, is a very spatial concept. Scholars within
Geography (e.g. Kesby, 2007; Askins and Pain, 2011) and beyond are interested in
exploring the spatial dimensions of participation and its associated practices (see
references throughout Hickey and Mohan, 2004a; also in relation to youth
particpation see Mannion and I’anson, 2004; Mannion, 2007; Percy-Smith, 2010). As
Cornwall (2002) explains, the term ‘participation’ evokes spatial images; images of
gatherings, people coming together to occupy forbidden spaces through protest, or
crowding around tables in discussion, or standing in line waiting to vote.
Metaphorically, participation is about making ‘space’ for different voices to be

heard, the practice of which will be considered in Chapter 6.

The work of Andrea Cornwall (2002), (2004a), (2004b) has generated interest in the
spatialities of participation beyond her discipline of International Development. As
participatory practices (e.g. Participatory Rural Appraisal) became increasingly
popular within development in the 1990s, Cornwall was concerned that their
proliferation failed to account for how they were affected by space. Drawing on
Lefebvre’s (1991) understanding of space as socially constructed, or produced,

Cornwall argues that we need to pay attention to space. She suggests the history of
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a space and the associations or memories that a space has for the participants and
facilitators, affects how participation is experienced there. Jones and SPEECH (2001)
provide an example of this through their research into participatory development
approaches with women in Tamil Nadu. They argue that the ‘gendered’ nature of
certain spaces affected how their participatory approaches were perceived by
members of the communities. In reference to youth participation, Stoudt (2007)
reflects on the situated, spatial nature of participatory practices; he found the
dissemination of a participatory research project within a school to be affected by

the participant’s previous interactions within that space (see also Gallagher, 2006).

This thesis is grounded in the understanding upheld by Cornwall (and others, e.g.
Pain et al., 2007) that participation, in its multiple forms, is always a situated,
inherently spatial practice; that spaces are not just empty locations waiting to be
filled but both produce and are produced by the interactions within them. The
following section will further clarify this position whilst explaining why | have chosen
to use the term ‘arena of participation’ to denote the spaces in which participation

takes place.

2.4.2 Why an ‘arena of participation’?

Within this thesis | use the term ‘arena of participation’ to describe a space that is
identified as being influenced by a participatory epistemology. An arena is defined
as ‘a place of activity, debate or conflict’ (Oxford Dictionaries, 2015a). The term
‘arena’ is apt as it resonates with the ideas about performance introduced in
Chapter 1 (see Kesby, 2007). An arena of participation may be primarily situated in
one place or it may be constituted over multiple sites, linked by a central
organisation, project or cause (see Robins and Lieres, 2004 for an example of an
arena of participation being consituted over multiple sites, united in their campaign
for the improved treatment for those living with HIV/Aids). It may be assembled
formally such as through a youth council (e.g. Freeman et al., 2003) or a
participatory research project (e.g. Cahill, 2004), or it may evolve more organically

and only identify as an arena of participation in retrospect (Cornwall, 2002).
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| use this term, instead of the term ‘participatory arenas’ favoured by scholars such
as Cahill (2007c), Kesby (2007) and Askins and Pain (2011) to cautiously emphasise
that whilst these are sites where some form of participation is intended, the actions
within them are not necessarily always participatory. It is important to acknowledge
this tension/instability at the start of this thesis as it underlies the empirical research

presented in Chapters 4-6.

An arena of participation (like all spaces (see Lefebvre, 1991)) is a socially
constructed/produced space. It is produced by people, people who move between
spaces carrying into them both the experiences of their pasts and their imagined
futures (their hopes and expectations). Also travelling with them into these spaces
are the memories of their previous encounters with the discourse of ‘participation’.
For example, for participants in this research this may be their experiences of being
on their student council, or engaging in a public consultation, or their feelings about
being unable to vote in general elections in the UK until the age of 18. As people are
adaptable (perhaps inconsistent) beings, when in these arenas of participation they
may adopt some or all of the ideas behind a participatory epistemology to extents
that may vary from moment to moment. Introduced in Chapter 4, the practices of
the staff or the actions of the participants within these arenas of participation are
therefore not ‘participatory’ all of the time. It is also useful to think of arenas of
participation as fluid; the social relations produced within them both influence and
are influenced by the spaces around them (Lefebvre, 1991; Jones and SPEECH,
2001).Therefore, in the case of this research it would be unrealistic to use the term
‘participatory arenas’ as it masks this instability. These considerations, coupled with
the polyvalent use of the term “participation’, have made it difficult to clearly define
spaces as ‘participatory’. This is evident from the numerous attempts by scholars to

classify and measure participation discussed below.

2.4.3 Classified and measured: the gold standard
The following section outlines some of the ways scholars have attempted to classify
and measure participation. Cornwall (2002, 2004a, 2004b) argues that the

institutionalisation of participation, outlined in Chapter 1, has made it important to
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differentiate between different arenas of participation, paying particular attention
to the purpose and people behind their creation (see also Cornwall, 2008). In her
2002 paper, Cornwall gave four examples of different types of arenas of
participation. These can be summarised as:

1. Regularised institutions — a regular interface between authorities (generally
‘the state’) and ‘the people’, either of or for the state, e.g. a council meeting
or neighbourhood forum.

2. Fleeting formations — one-off meetings or events organised by the state to
meet with ‘the people’, e.g. public consultation meetings, or participatory
appraisals.

3. Institutionalised spaces through which ‘the people’ seek to influence policy
through advocacy or organised dissent — these spaces only exist (and
continue to exist) because ‘the people’ want to participate in them, e.g.
advocacy-based NGOs.

4. Movements and moments — formed around issues, these arenas ‘fade away’
without the issues around which they identify, e.g. public protests.

Cornwall’s (2002:20) analysis appears to favour the latter two as ‘sites of radical
possibility’ distanced from ‘the state’, however, within this paper she remains opens
to the transformatory possibilities within all these types of arenas of participation.
She explains that ‘new ways in old spaces can transform their possibilities, just as
old ways in new spaces can perpetuate the status quo’ (Cornwall, 2002:7). She
suggests that even regularised, state-authorised institutions, which may appear

tokenistic, have the potential for manipulation and transformation.

Within Cornwall’s later work (2004a; 2004b) these more nuanced typologies are
distilled into two categories: ‘invited’ spaces and ‘popular’ spaces. Perhaps because
of this simplifying, the caveats of her previous paper (some of which are still
present) are often dismissed or overlooked by her critics (e.g. Kesby, 2007). ‘Invited’
spaces are always brought into existence by what Kesby (2007:2821) describes as
‘external resource—bearing agents’, for example government organisations, NGOs or
researchers. At odds with Freire’s (1970c) development of the concept of
conscientisation discussed in the following section, they are spaces produced for
rather than by the marginalised — who are ‘invited’ into them. Although

acknowledging that these spaces may have the potential to transform social
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relations, Cornwall (2004b:83) describes them as limited, as ‘always already
permeated with the power effects of difference’. In contrast she explains that
‘popular’ spaces emerge organically. Fashioned by ‘the marginalised’ who have
chosen to be there, these are spaces where collective action is formed around a
common identification or concern (Cornwall, 2002). In his critique of Cornwall’s
supposed binary between invited and popular spaces, Kesby (2007) argues that she
is uncritically setting up ‘popular’ spaces to be the ‘gold standard’> of ‘good’ and
‘authentic’ participation. Kesby (2007) argues that in doing this she has exposed her

dangerously oversimplified understandings of power (see also Kesby et al., 2007).

The institutionalisation of participation has led to numerous other attempts to
‘classify’ and ‘measure’ participation. Creative Commons (2011) identifies thirty
models of participation used within Europe between 1969 and 2010. Several of
these are variations of Arnstein’s (1969) ‘ladder of citizen participation’ in which the
gold standard is ‘citizen control’. Like Cornwall’s popular spaces, within these
models the gold standard is perceived to be when those who are considered
marginalised initiate the formation of an arena of participation. For example, Hart’s
(1992) infamous ladder of participation (see Figure 1) visually implies that the
degrees of participation for children and young people increase as adults’ control of
the arena decreases (Gallacher and Gallagher, 2008; see also Todd, 2012). This type
of understanding is reminiscent of the work of Chambers (1992; 1997) within
International Development. For Chambers (1992:2) the gold standard of
participation is when ‘uppers’ (by which he means Western outsiders) have ‘handed
over the stick’ to the ‘lowers’ (local people). These conceptualisations are based on
a belief that power is a commodity that can and needs to be redistributed, which

will be examined later in this chapter.

> ‘Gold standard’ is a term used by Hammel et al. (2008:1445). They, among others,
use it to denote the ideal form of participation, against which others should be
measured.
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Figure 1 Roger Hart's Ladder of Children's Participation

Reproduced from Creative Commons (2011:5)

Models and classifications provide a useful way to talk about complex subjects. They
also provide a frame of reference for evaluating practice. Within Chapter 3 | outline
how two models of participation help in evaluating which organisations to approach
to be involved in the empirical research. One of these was Lardner’s (2001) ‘clarity
model of participation’, this was also adapted within focus groups with the
‘selected’ organisations as a way to encourage staff members to talk about their
practices of participation. However, despite their value, models, like all forms of

classification and measurement, cannot capture the complexities of life. They
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cannot account for the instabilities, discussed above, within arenas of participation
as the space is produced anew with each passing moment. They also often (albeit
unintentionally) mask the complexities of power relations within all arenas of

participation (Kesby et al., 2007).

2.4.4 Intergenerational spaces

There is much interest and debate (e.g. Hopkins and Pain, 2008; Horton and Kraftl,
2008) within Geography about intergenerationality (see Hopkins and Pain, 2007;
Vanderbeck, 2007; Tarrant, 2010; Valentine et al., 2012). Studies of
intergenerationality explore ‘the connections between different age groups or
generations and the contingency they have for each other’s social, political,
economic and spatial lives’ (Hopkins et al., 2011:314). In exploring the dynamic
relations between these groups the concept of intergenerationality helps to
‘dismantle rigid categories’ through exposing their fluidity and diversity (Hopkins
and Pain, 2008:289). Attention to relations between groups also enriches

explorations of the lived realities of young people (e.g. Ross et al., 2005).

Recently academic attention has turned to the spaces of intergenerationality.
Introducing their edited collection entitled ‘Intergenerational Space’, Vanderbeck
and Worth (2015b:1) explain that these are more than just sites that have been
deliberately ‘designed for the purpose of facilitating and promoting interaction
between members of different generational groups’. Instead, they contend all
spaces can be understood as intergenerational, since space, as introduced in the
previous section, is ‘constituted by and constitutive of social relations including
relations of age and generation’ (Vanderbeck and Worth, 2015b:2).® Therefore, even
when multiple generations are not physically present in a space, these spaces are

still influenced by discourses about age. This idea is developed in Chapters 4 and 6 in

® As Hopkins and Pain (2008) observe in response to critiques made in Horton and
Kraftl (2008), whilst all spaces can be described as intergenerational it is not always
necessary or useful to do so.
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relation to what | term the silent presence of adults in designated ‘adult-free’ spaces

of youth participation.

Arenas of youth participation are interesting intergenerational spaces as these
arenas are premised on discussions about age and in/equality. Some scholars
believe this aspect has been overlooked within studies of youth participation (e.g.
Percy-Smith, 2006). For example, Greg Mannion (2007:413) asserts that attention
within youth participation is overly focused on either how children and young
people are excluded by adults / marginalised within adult-dominated structures of
participation, or on how children construct their own spaces and practices as ‘agents
of their own destiny’. He contends that ‘the adult dimension has been ignored’
(Mannion, 2007:413). Instead, Mannion, alongside others (e.g. Cockburn, 2005;
Percy-Smith, 2006), argues that spaces of youth participation should be understood
as co-constructed between generations. Similar arguments about co-construction
have been made by Moss (2006:188) who states that ‘rather than a technician, a
worker in a children’s space is understood to be a reflective practitioner, a
researcher, a critical thinker, and a co-constructor of knowledge, culture and
identify.” Although, as Mannion (2007) contends, Moss’ use of the term ‘children’s’
spaces’ unhelpfully reinforces a binary between adults and children, and adult
spaces and children’s spaces of participation (see also Moss and Petrie, 2002). As
will be argued in Chapter 6, evolving out of the empirical research informing this
thesis is the contention that it is important to consider carefully the language used
within youth participation, paying attention to which tropes about age and adult-—

child relations are being reproduced.

Following the title of Mannion’s (2007) paper, this section has introduced how this
thesis is ‘Going Spatial, Going Relational’. These two dynamics are important for
how practices within arenas of youth participation are analysed throughout this
thesis. The next section outlines another key concept used within this thesis: that of
conscientisation. Following on from the literature presented above, this section also

examines how radical educationalist Paolo Freire envisaged co-construction.
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2.5 Paulo Freire and Conscientisation

This section highlights in greater depth the work of Brazilian radical educationalist
Paulo Freire, who is often cited as having a significant influence on the development
of what can now be identified as a radical participatory epistemology. Within this
section | explain how Freire understood the concept of conscientisation and outline
how it has been used and critiqued by other scholars. Freire’s understanding of
conscientisation and his writings about the role of educators within this process
provide a framework used within this thesis to analyse the interactions between

staff and young people within and beyond the arenas of participation.

2.5.1 Conscientisation and the role of educators

Freire’s work seeks to support people’s participation in the production of knowledge
and in the social transformation of their worlds (Kindon et al., 2007c). His theories
stem from his engagement with poor, marginalised rural workers in South America
during times of political and social unrest in the 1950s and 1960s (Cahill, 2007c).
Freire’s understanding of ‘conscientizacao’ — a Brazilian Portuguese word used by
Brazilian philosophers in the 1960s — forms a central part of his writings. Cruz
(2013:170) explains it can be literally translated as the ‘process to raise someone’s
awareness’. The term is often translated into English as ‘conscientisation’. Freire
(1970a:109) understood this as the process by which people came to see their world
‘not as a static reality, but as a reality in process’. He believed that an awareness
that their world was socially constructed would lead people to challenge and
transform the structures that perpetuate inequalities within their lives. Rather than
a single moment of ‘enlightenment’, conscientisation is a long-term, iterative
process of reflection and action. He argued it is an exclusively human process as it
requires the ability to gain an objective distance from the world to be able to
critically reflect and examine your relationship with it (Freire, 1998). Freire
(1998:504) believed this critical distance will allow people (either as individuals or
whole sections of society) to ‘break out of their culture of silence and win the right

to speak’. Cahill (2007¢:274) explains that Freire identifies the outcome of
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conscientisation as ‘becoming more fully human’, which she says some scholars

(such as those writing in Nelson and Seager, 2008) identify as empowerment.

Whilst conscientisation may happen on its own, in light of his experiences within
South America, Freire (1970c) believed that we should not wait for this to happen.
Identifying a strong relationship between education and political action, Freire
(1970c:62) proposed that through ‘problem-posing education’ educators should
encourage the process of conscientisation by enabling their students to become
‘critical co-investigators’ (Mayo, 1999). The educator’s role would be to encourage
critical reflection on problems experienced by the students but not to direct the
students in what action they should take. Freire (1970c:61) envisaged a ‘dialogue’
between educators and students through which the categories ‘teacher-of-the-
students’ and ‘students-of-the-teacher’ cease to exist but are replaced by those of
‘teacher-student’ and ‘student-teacher’. This understanding, as well as the concept
of dialogue, is drawn upon in Chapters 5 and 6 which reflect on how relations work
in practice between adult staff and young people within organisations promoting

youth participation.

2.5.2 Freire’s conscientisation: applied and critiqued

The following section reviews how others have applied and critiqued Freire’s work
around conscientisation, before outlining how it is used within this thesis. Freire’s
writings and his understanding of conscientisation proved popular both at the time
of writing and beyond. They were particularly popular with those who were
dissatisfied by ongoing legacies of imperialism and colonialism and how these were
being addressed through ‘development’ work (Kindon et al., 2007c). They have also
been used to develop participatory research practices which seek to conduct
research with rather than on participants (e.g. Mistry and Berardi, 2012). Cahill’s
project: ‘Fed Up Honeys’ provides an excellent example of how Freire’s work has
been used to influence a research project. Cahill (2004:275) describes the research
as following a ‘feminist Freirean model’. The young women involved in the project
underwent processes of conscientisation as they considered how as women of

colour they were subjected to stereotyping; they also began to reflect on how they
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themselves perpetuated and subscribed to these discourses of stereotyping. This
reflection led them to both change their own actions and challenge the actions of

others (Cahill, 2007c).

Freire’s work has not been accepted without critique. Drawing on their research
around HIV competence within southern Africa, Campbell et al. (2012) argue that
their findings indicate Freire’s connection between social awareness and political
action is too simplistic as they could not detect notable political change within their
participants (see also Gottlieb and Belle, 1990). Others have argued that Freire’s
work is overly idealistic and fails to pay enough attention to context (e.g. Furter,

1985; Elias and Merriam, 1995).

Freire’s work is particularly important within this thesis as |, like Campbell et al.
(2012), consider the connections between encountering a radical participatory
epistemology and subsequent actions. Freire is clear that conscientisation should
come from the marginalised — those who are experiencing some form of
oppression/inequality. As has been explained above, however, his work also
considers the role of educators within this process. This latter point is explored
throughout this thesis as | reflect on the processes of conscientisation and
empowerment within organisations that seek to work in participatory ways with
young people. These spaces are not solely produced by the marginalised (in the case
of this research — young people) but rather are co-produced by all adults, including
adult staff who could be described as ‘educators’, and young people involved with
these organisations. As stated above, Chapters 5 and 6 of this thesis use Freire’s
understandings as a framework through which to question and challenge practices
and adult-child relations within these arenas of participation. Chapter 7 examines if

and how processes of conscientisation lead to actions within other spaces.

2.6 Power and Empowerment
Questions about power and the related concept of empowerment underline each of
the research questions this thesis is seeking to answer. This section outlines the

relevant literature and critiques of these concepts in relation to arenas of

34



participation. | also begin to argue how understanding power as an effect allows for
a movement away from the binary division, set out earlier in this chapter, in which
popular arenas of participation are depicted as the favoured gold standard of
participation, leaving invited arenas of participation as second choice. Instead |
explain how understanding power as an effect allows us to view all arenas of
participation as spaces where empowerment and transformation, as well as

manipulation and resistance, are possible.

2.6.1 Power and participation critiqued

As was established above, over the last few decades elements of a more radical
participatory epistemology have become ‘institutionalised’. This institutionalisation
resulted in participatory practices being constantly scrutinised and revised,
however, the theoretical and epistemological assumptions behind these practices
remained relatively immune from critique until the late 1990s. One element that
began to be criticised was the relationship between participation and power.
Reviewing the literature, particularly within participatory development, Cleaver
(1999) argues that this relationship has often been overlooked or oversimplified
(this argument is also made in Cooke and Kothari, 2001a). Cleaver was concerned
that participatory development practices have naively been based on the (mis)belief
that power can be circumnavigated and that a ‘correct’ use of techniques can
uncover ‘reality’. Cleaver (1999:605) argues that the swing within development
practices from ‘we know best’ to ‘they know best’ has failed to consider the ongoing
complex power relationships between development practitioners and the people
they are working with. Critiques such as these have been particularly levelled at the
work of Chambers (1992) and the overly simplistic notion of ‘uppers’ handing over
power to ‘lowers’ mentioned above.” Cleaver is also concerned that the power

relations between individuals within and excluded from the community or group

’ Despite his work being the focus of many criticisms, Chambers (1997:211) was not
wholly uncritical of participatory development; he too was concerned about the
institutionalisation of participation, commenting that the ‘label has spread without
substance’. He was concerned that participation was drifting from its Freireian roots
and was not resulting in the reversals of power he had hoped for.
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involved in the participatory practices are often overlooked. She urges those
working within participatory development to reflect on ways in which participatory
methods and practices exclude as well as include certain individuals. This latter
concern will be addressed in Chapter 6 which considers questions of accessibility

within youth participation organisations.

Cooke and Kothari (2001b)’s infamous edited collection: ‘Participation: the new
tyranny’, builds on the critiques of participatory practices and the discourse of
participation more broadly made by Cleaver and others (e.g. Mosse, 1994). They
argue that this book was a public record of the private conversations that were
occurring at the time about the manipulative and potentially harmful elements of
participatory development (Cooke and Kothari, 2001a). Cooke and Kothari (2001a)
believe that participation (in its many forms) has been uncritically accepted as
coming from ‘pure’ motivations. This, they argue, masks the workings of power.
They propose that rather than reversing power relations in research and
development contexts, participatory practices (they particularly emphasise PRA)
may reproduce and even reinforce existing power relations and inequalities (see
Kothari (2001) for an expansion of this argument). Cooke and Kothari (2001a) call for
a more critical look at the role of power (as well as the role of structures and
agency) within the discourse of participation — a challenge this thesis takes up as it

reflects upon adult-child relations within arenas of youth participation.

2.6.2 Power and participation with young people critiqued

As the arenas of participation used empirically within this thesis all involve young
people, it is important to review how these criticisms of power within participatory
development and research have also been applied to youth participation. Freeman
et al. (2003) raise multiple concerns about the institutionalisation of participation
for young people, arguing that the system within which participation for young
people operates often facilitates tokenistic involvement. They highlight how despite
nods towards youth participation, the power to demark the ‘constraints’ of
participation, such as setting the agenda, the meeting place and the levels of

funding, remains with the adults (these concerns are also raised in Bae, 2006;
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Farthing, 2012). In Chapter 4 these limitations are acknowledged by some staff
attending the organisations involved in this research. Similarly Hill et al. (2006) state
that one of the main barriers to participation with young people is adults’ fear of
losing power and authority over children and young people if they acknowledge
them as co-constructors of knowledge. Weller (2007) and Wyness (2009) provide
examples of potentially tokenistic youth participation within local government,
whose sometimes slow and ineffective methods can result in young people
becoming disillusioned with participation (see also Deuchar, 2009; Sher et al., 2009).
In keeping with the concerns articulated by Cooke and Kothari (2001a), Shukra et al.
(2012) explain that participation programmes that involve young people can be seen
to superficially challenge yet legitimise the existing power structures and power
inequalities between adults and young people. They state that whilst young people
appear to be given a sense of control:

Controls are inevitably kept on the work/young people by the adult advisors,

structures and funding [...] whilst these tend to be motivated by a concern to

be supportive, empowering and concerned for the safety of participants,

there is always the potential for restrictions to feel controlling and
disempowering. (Shukra et al., 2012:42)

Thinking about participation more broadly, as mentioned in Chapter 1, several
scholars have argued that youth participation is being used to govern young people
into becoming ‘good’ neoliberal subjects (e.g. Bessant, 2003; Raby, 2014). Bessant
(2003:91), whose work is outlined in Chapter 5, argues that youth participation is
being used as a tool to manage and direct deviant/disengaged young people, rather
than increase their ‘democratic participation’ (see also Bessant, 2004). Similar
concerns are raised by Masschelein and Quaghebeur (2005); Bragg (2007); Raby
(2014), whose work is considered in Chapter 5 which outlines how youth

participation is understood by some as a mode of governance.

2.6.3 Power as an effect
The following section details how, in an attempt to move the discussion beyond

some of these critiques, power has been presented as an effect. This
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conceptualisation of power is used in this thesis to further understandings of

practices and relations within arenas of youth participation.

The arguments made by Cooke and Kothari (2001a), amongst others, have often
been (mis)used to infer that as participation is always a form of power it should be
abandoned. This is based on a negative understanding of power. In Hickey and
Mohan’s (2004a) edited collection of more hope-filled responses to ‘Participation:
the new tyranny’, Williams (2004b) points out that this understanding of power fails
to account for spaces of resistance. This point is also made by one young person
identified through research by Freeman et al. (2003) into young people’s
experiences of being involved in adult-organised youth councils. They explained that
despite the council appearing to be adult-led and tokenistic, ‘we took it past this

point when we actually started talking and not saying what they wanted to hear’.

Eager for participation and its associated practices not to be abandoned, these
arguments are developed by Kesby (2007) for whom power and resistance are
intimately entangled (see also Kesby et al., 2007). They are also reiterated by
Gallagher (2006); (2008) in relation to participation with children and young people.
Both are concerned with how power is conceptualised. Kesby argues that Cooke and
Kothari (2001a) use a limited and negative understanding of power, seeing it only as
dominance, which Kesby argues that Cooke and Kothari understood as only able to
be resisted. Kesby also dismisses the conceptualisation of power as a commodity,
which can be redistributed. He argues that this understanding is flawed, as the act of
‘redistributing’ or ‘giving’ power is an act of power: it is conditioned, making the
complete transition of power from one person or group to another impossible (also
argued in Freire, 1970c). Gallagher (2008) explains that this understanding of power
as a commodity is particularly prevalent in research about participation with
children and young people, as both practitioners and academics seek to find ways to
address the perceived ‘power imbalance in the adult—child relationship’ (Matthews,
2001b:117). Gallagher (2008:140) argues that power within participation with

children and young people is ‘often seen as something to be reduced, negated or
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worked around’, which he demonstrates through empirical research is an

oversimplification of the complex effects of power within any arena of participation.

Using Foucault’s work, Kesby (2007) says it is more useful to understand power (in
this paper he is specifically referring to power within PAR) as an effect which is
brought into being through actions as a result of the interplay between
communicative and material resources. He explains that examples of these
resources within PAR include collective action, reflexivity and consensus around
participatory techniques. Within this understanding, the ‘more powerful’ within the
arena of participation are those who have access to (and often manipulate) these
resources. Kesby builds on Allen (2003) ‘modalities of power’ to emphasise the
multiple and constantly evolving ways power is being utilised within arenas of
participation. Domination is just one of Allen’s modalities of ‘power over’ others;

Kesby (2007:2817) summarises Allen’s modalities as:

— Domination: which imposes a form of conduct and forces compliance

— Coercion: which threatens (and must be able to deliver) force to ensure
compliance

— Authority: which requires recognition and needs to be conceded not imposed

— Manipulation: which moulds the actions of others while concealing the intent

— Inducement: which promises advantage to people prepared to bring
themselves into line

— Seduction: which arouses desire through suggestion, enticement and the
exploitation of existing attitudes.

Allen identifies ‘negotiation’ and ‘persuasion’ as two modalities of ‘power with’,
rather than over, others. He also says that in certain circumstances authority can be
‘among’ others, where it is granted willingly by people who acknowledge their own
uncertainties. Kesby et al. (2007:22) say an example of this is when participants
concede authority to a researcher who also acknowledges their own ‘uncertainty

and situatedness’.

Kesby (2007) does not see any of these modalities of power as solely negative, he
argues that each modality can produce as well as constrain, regulate and close down
possibilities. He illustrates this argument with the example of how even power ‘as

domination” — expressed for example in PAR through the laying down of ground
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rules by the researcher — may produce productive effects as the participants build
relationships with each other and the researcher through negotiating these rules.
Kesby (2007) explains that multiple effects of power may be present at any one
moment; they may also be unintentional and difficult to detect. He clarifies that this
is a deeply spatial process: the same resources may be deployed but produce very
different effects in different spatial contexts (see also Cornwall, 2002:9 who warns,
somewhat ironically given the way her later categorisations of arenas of
participation have been used, that when it comes to participation and power

'nothing can be prejudged').

Drawing upon literature from those who have engaged with participationin a
variety of ways, this chapter has begun to build a picture of practices and relations
within arenas of youth participation as dynamic and fluid — changing from moment
to moment, person to person as they engage with and perform discourses about age
and in/equality. Kesby’s unrestrictive conceptualisation of power as an effect is
useful as it provides a way to consider this complexity and instability whilst avoiding
overly simplistic generalisations. This understanding allows a movement away from
the arguments above which dichotomise popular arenas of participation as good
and invited arenas of participation as bad. Popular spaces are no longer seen as
distanced from power, instead they, like invited spaces, are spaces within which
multiple effects of power are present which can both enable and constrain (Kesby et
al., 2007). Within both types of space there is the possibility for resistance and
manipulation but also, as will be argued particularly in Chapter 6, for

transformation.

2.6.4 Empowerment

Understanding power as an effect has also informed how the concept of
empowerment is framed within this research. This section develops how
empowerment is understood in this thesis. This concept is returned to in Chapter 7
which considers how ‘empowerment’ (thinking and acting in ways that may be
perceived as empowered) is (and is not) sustained and (re)performed after young

people leave these organisations, in other spaces of their lives.
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Within both academic and ‘grey’ literature the term empowerment is often
undefined, whilst uncritically heralded as a positive aim and outcome of
participation (Kesby et al., 2007; Nolas, 2011). For example, the ‘empowerment’ of
marginalised people is often cited as one of the central goals of participatory
development (e.g. Nelson and Wright, 1995; Chambers, 1997), whilst participatory
methods are frequently portrayed as a tool to facilitate the ‘empowerment’ of
participants (e.g. Pink, 2006; Opondo et al., 2007). Empowerment, like participation,
is a term that has been used in a wide variety of contexts to evoke multiple
meanings. It can be understood, for example, as an individual or collective process,
or as a goal to be attained. Although often portrayed in a positive light, the critiques
applied above to participation as a discourse (that it has been used as a form of
governance, that it appears to challenge yet reproduce social hierarchies, that it
masks tokenism) can and have been applied to the discourse of empowerment (e.g.

Cahill, 2007c).

One of the ways empowerment can be usefully conceptualised is in relation to the
process of conscientisation (see Kindon, 2012). As defined above, conscientisation is
the cyclical process of reflection and action: people come to realise that the world is
socially constructed and this leads them to (individually and at times collectively)
challenge and transform the structures that perpetuate inequalities within their
lives. Empowerment can be understood as the outworking of this realisation — the
performed ‘new’ thoughts or actions that arise from these realisations about the

world.

Like power, empowerment is theorised in this thesis as a performed effect. To
explain this, | first acknowledge the ways in which empowerment is not being
conceptualised; my understanding has developed through my readings of Kesby
(1999, 2005, 2007), Jones and SPEECH (2001), Cornwall (2002) and Kesby, Kindon et
al., (2007), amongst others. Empowerment, like power, is not a commodity; it
cannot be paternalistically ‘given’ or ‘redistributed’ amongst peoples. It should also
not be seen as inherently ‘good’ nor as an inevitable outcome of any form of

participation. It is neither distanced from, nor the opposite of power. As a
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performed effect, empowerment is not a one-time-event, nor is it a linear process in
which empowerment is the end goal. It is not confined to one space but neither can
it, nor does it move, unchanged, between spaces. Building on this emerging
definition comprised from the scholars above, | add that empowerment should also
not be theorised as a binary state. It is not an identity label where you are either
empowered or not empowered, instead your ability to think and act in ways that
may be considered empowered may fluctuate between different spatio-temporal

moments.

Empowerment is a performed effect in the sense that, following Kesby (2005),
within this thesis all social interactions are understood to be performative; these
performances are saturated with the effects of power discussed above. In using the
language of performativity | hesitate to cite the work of Butler (1990); (1993) due to
the warnings expressed by Nelson (1999) amongst others that her work on
performativity is often evoked automatically (and uncritically) by geographers who
wish to draw on this language. Whilst her influence on the language of identity and
subject formation is undeniable, one of the key criticisms of her work by
geographers is that it fails to fully incorporate the role of space, the consideration of
which is essential for an understanding of empowerment as a performed effect (see
Rose, 1995; Thrift and Dewsbury, 2000). However, in the spirit of critical reflexivity,
which will be developed more fully in Chapter 3, her influence on my understanding
should be acknowledged at this stage as since my undergraduate studies her work
has had a profound influence on the way | understand social interactions. The
language of empowerment as a performance is used here to denote an
understanding that there is no permanent self, but rather expressions of the self are
enacted in relation to the multiple discourses a person is experiencing

simultaneously in a spatial setting at any given moment.

It is important to acknowledge that the effects of acting in ways that may be
identified as empowered are not necessarily ‘good’. Akin to the modalities of power
discussed above, empowerment may constrain and close down possibilities,

thoughts and actions as well as transform and enable. As Jones and SPEECH (2001)
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and Kesby (2005) acknowledge, acting in an empowered way in one space also does
not necessarily mean you will be able to act in this way in another space, therefore it
is important to consider the discourses and resources that enable that performance
within and beyond that space. This is especially pertinent in relation to Chapter 7
which focuses on the third research question of this thesis: considering how the
knowledge and resources created within arenas of youth participation are
transferred, over time, to other spaces of people’s lives. Building on its introduction
in Chapter 1, the following section reviews literature which considers this important

question.

2.7 And Beyond

As argued in Chapter 1, this question of what is transferred into other spaces
beyond the arenas of youth participation is central to both ‘types’ of participation
considered in this thesis. Participation driven by a neoliberal agenda hopes to
influence the behaviour of young people in the present but also in the future as they
become (good, neoliberal) adults/citizens. As will be argued in Chapters 6 and 7,
participation driven by a more radical epistemology, although potentially less
explicit, also moulds and guides the behaviour of young people both in the present
and in their futures. A radical participatory epistemology encourages certain types
of behaviours, for example the co-production of knowledge, prioritising collective
thinking and challenging perceived inequalities. This review outlines the existing
literature which considers how knowledge and resources encountered within arenas
of participation are transferred and potentially sustained in other spaces of their

lives.

2.7.1 Transferring

No spaces in our lives can ever be completely separate from other spaces, instead
bodies, objects, atmospheres and ideas (including hopes, expectations and
memories) move back and forth between spaces (see Massey, 2005; Baillie Smith et
al., 2013). This idea is considered by both Kesby (1999) and Cornwall (2002, 2004b)
in relation to movement between arenas of participation and everyday spaces.

Drawing on the work of Lefebvre (1991), Cornwall (2004b:80) argues that existing
43



relationships and past experiences are not left behind when you move from one
space to another, therefore other spaces continue to ‘exert an influence on what is
said and what is sayable within any given space’. She quips that ‘prevailing attitudes
towards excluded groups are not magicked away by the use of a participatory
technique or two’ (Cornwall, 2002:7). Similarly Kesby (1999), (2005:2056) argues
that as arenas of participation ‘open up within existing societies/geographies’ the
processes operating within these everyday spaces ‘press in on’ and affect actions
within arenas of participation (this idea is also discussed in Mosse, 2001 with

reference to participatory development).

Responding to Kesby (1999), Jones and SPEECH (2001:5) argue that whilst they agree
with his overall argument they also believe participatory spaces have the potential
to ‘push-out-on’ and affect normalised social relations in everyday spaces. In this
collaborative piece of writing between Jones and NGO ‘SPEECH’, they explore how
participatory development approaches to working with women in Tamil Nadu, India
have the potential to affect other areas of the women’s lives. Cahill (2007c) also
reflects on the socially situated nature of both arenas of participation and everyday
spaces. Cahill (2007:268) initially questions if it is even possible for what she calls the
‘new subjectivities’ developed within arenas of participation to be sustained in other
spaces as they are embedded within the material and social space of the arena of
participation (in this case a PAR project - see also Cahill et al., 2004). Critiquing
Kesby’s (2005) conception of space as too fixed, Cahill (2007) goes on to advocate,
like Jones and SPEECH (2001), for a more porous understanding of the interfaces
between arenas of participation and everyday spaces. She concludes by listing a few
potential performances of these new subjectivities, saying they could range from:
Something as simple as taking women'’s studies classes in college or
introducing a new conversation at the dinner table, to something as dramatic

and involved as dropping out of a failing school to go to an alternative
student-centered school (as one researcher did). (Cahill, 2007¢:287)

Unfortunately, Cahill does not go on to identify if and how the performances of
these new subjectivities were sustained over time, particularly after the PAR project

had finished.
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Considering youth participation specifically, some academic and ‘grey’ literature has
detailed the effects of young people’s involvement in participatory processes (e.g.
Hannam, 2001; Driskell, 2002; Kirby and Bryson, 2002; Hansen et al., 2003; Neary
and A’Drake, 2006). Such research often identifies improved skills, future
employment opportunities, personal attributes, altered aspirations or the
development of friendship networks as forms of knowledge and resources that may
be ‘usefully’ transferred beyond the arenas of participation. Not all scholars who
consider the question of what travels beyond the arenas of youth participation
overtly connect young people’s experiences with their futures as adults. Askins and
Pain (2011:817), for example, carefully consider the impacts of involvement with a
participatory art project in northern England for these young people as young
people. They argue that the ‘materialities of participation’ have travelled beyond the
initial participatory project. They explain that enduring friendships, contributing
towards community cohesion, have developed between young people from diverse
backgrounds as:

The physical and embodied experiences of making art and using art-related

materials [which] may prompt or enable new social relations [...which are]

both remembered reflectively (discursively) and reflexively (through the
body). (Askins and Pain, 2011:817)

Where research has focused on ‘future’ impact it has tended to only be able to
identify ‘short-term’ impacts, speculating as to how this may transpire over the
years into more sustained changes. Within this literature the time difference
between a short-term and a long-term effect is frequently left undefined. Typically,
studies evidencing short-term impacts were conducted either during the initiative,
or within six months of it ending. An absence of empirical research into longer-term
impacts has led to several scholars identifying this as an area in need of further

research (e.g. Hannam, 2001; Kirby and Bryson, 2002; Halsey et al., 2006).

As will be acknowledged in Chapter 3 which outlines the methodological decisions
taken for this research, existing research which has sought to identify the longer-
term connections between young people’s participation and their adult lives has

tended to be conducted using quantitative methods or drawing on pre-existing data
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sets (e.g. McFarland and Thomas, 2006). This can be seen in the work of Flanagan
(2009) who seeks to draw connections between young people’s involvement with
participation (in its broadest terms) with their levels of political participation as
adults (see also Flanagan and Levine, 2010). The ‘Side by Side’ project, which
reported on the impact of young people’s involvement in community development
charity West Kent Extra, is a useful example of qualitative research within this field.
Body and Hogg (2016) interviewed 10 participants whose involvement as young
people in the charity had begun several years previously (now age 18 or over, 4/10
were still involved with the charity in varying capacities). Whilst they identified
several ‘practical’ skills and resources that young people had transferred over time
to other spaces of their lives, they also noted ‘softer’ outcomes of this engagement.
They commented that:

Young people engaged in these programmes are more likely to volunteer,

have a strong desire to ‘give back’, are more likely to engage in community

participation and advocacy, and have an increased sense of social
responsibility and supporting others. (Body and Hogg, 2016:7)

Although these lines of enquiry were not the focus of this thesis, as will be evident

from Chapter 7, the findings of this thesis resonate with some of these observations.

2.7.2 Sustaining

Chapter 7 also considers how (re)performances, particularly of ‘empowered’
thoughts and actions, can be sustained over time. This is particularly important to
Kesby with regards to his work with HIV/AIDS sufferers in southern Africa. Kesby
(2007) explores these questions of sustainability with ex-participants who were
involved in ‘Stepping Stones’, an initiative that uses participatory approaches to
encourage participants to reflect on their health and lifestyle choices in relation to
their HIV risk. Kesby (2007:2820) hopes that the ‘strange behaviour’ they encounter
on the initiative may lead these participants to question their behaviour and what
‘constitutes normal relations’ in other spaces of their life, particularly the ‘domestic
sphere’. For Kesby (2007:2824) the question of sustainability is essential as he
argues it is not enough for these participants to be able to talk openly about HIV in

the space of the project ‘but it is in the power-drenched space of the bedroom that
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life-saving decision making and empowered agency must be effective’. In his 2005
paper, Kesby is critical of how this issue is treated within academic literature. He
says sustainability is either framed as an ethical or a technical problem (the ‘remedy’
for which is for an intervention to take more time) and therefore lacks the urgency
his empirical context demands. Kesby is cautious of this notion that if participants
spend longer in an arena of participation they are more likely to be able to enact
their empowerment elsewhere as it evokes the linear, enlightenment-esque
understanding of empowerment critiqued above and fails to consider the socio-

spatial dimensions that may constrain (re)performances in everyday spaces.

Rose (1997a) implies that empowerment can be sustained through opening a
permanent participatory space to which participants can return when they need a
‘top up’. This is impractical for most participatory projects and, Kesby (2005) fears,
could also develop into project dependency. Kesby expressed similar concerns as he
is reflexively critical of ‘Stepping Stones” attempts to foster ‘peer groups’ to provide
external, independent support for members of their project trying to sustain their
empowered (re)performances within their homes. He argues that whilst these
proved useful at the time of the project they were difficult to sustain afterwards as
they were reliant on facilitation and coordination from ‘Stepping Stones’” workers.
Sadly, despite Kesby’s (1999, 2005, 2007) repeated questions and calls for further
research, alongside his compelling argument about why, given the theorisations of
power and empowerment set out previously, this issue is important, he does not go
on to offer any alternative (more practical) tactics for sustaining the knowledge and

resources created within the arenas of participation in other areas of people’s lives.

Jones and SPEECH (2001) also briefly reflect on how (re)performances (such as of
new ways of doing male-female relations, or acting in ways that may be considered
empowered) may be sustained in other spaces. They emphasise the agency of the
women in their research in sustaining these performances, however they also
acknowledge that these (re)performances are socially situated within complex
cultural and political processes which limited the extent to which these

(re)performances of empowerment were possible (Jones and SPEECH, 2001). Using
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the empirical material gathered for this research this issue of context is considered

in detail in Chapter 7.

This section has highlighted research which considers how knowledge and resources
are (re)performed beyond arenas of participation. As Askins and Pain (2011) warn,
however, the extent to which these arenas of participation push-out-on other
spaces should not be uncritically assumed and therefore requires careful
examination. This concern is also raised by both Nolas (2007) and Vaughan (2014).
They remind that it should not be assumed that involvement within an arena of
participation will inevitably lead to empowerment or transformation for
participants, or that even if this is the case, that these effects can be sustained
outside of the arena of participation. Interviewing young people from Papua New
Guinea five months after they were involved with a participatory research project,
Vaughan (2014:185) found that even though her participants had begun to think
critically about health issues whilst on the project, this did not necessarily lead to
‘critical action’ outside the project. Campbell et al. (2012:607) also expressed
concerns about assumptions made about the effects of being involved in an arena of
participation. They argue that some ‘participatory feminist scholars’ have overly
ambitious agendas of ‘social change’, failing to fully consider the role of very real,
structurally-embedded inequalities. Campbell et al. (2012) believe it is important to
be explicit about the kind of change an arena of participation is trying to bring
about. Taking heed of this, Chapter 4 analyses who it is that each of the
organisations involved in this research are trying to change. Furthermore, the
empirical research conducted as part of this research tried to remain ‘open-minded’
when considering what, if anything at all, travelled beyond the participatory arenas,
seeking to identify not just the ‘predicted’ effects (e.g. empowerment) but the more
unexpected forms of knowledge and resources that may travel and be used in
unpredicted ways beyond the arena (Hickey and Mohan, 2004b; see also Staeheli et

al., 2013).
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2.8 Conclusions

Alongside introducing key terms used throughout this thesis, this review has traced
some of the complex histories of participation. In doing so it has become clear that
(youth) participation is being co-opted to serve multiple, political agendas, in ways
that many would not consider very radical. As was evident from the critiques above,
this had led some to question whether participation has drifted too far from its
origins and whether it should be abandoned (e.g. Cooke and Kothari, 2001b;
Alejandro Leal, 2007). In writing this thesis these concerns and critiques have never
been far from my mind. Nevertheless, like Kindon et al. (2007a:3) | contend that
practices driven by a participatory epistemology hold ‘radical potential’ for
challenging injustice, agreeing with them that whilst all aspects of participation need
to be analysed critically it should not be given up lightly. In seeking to address some
of these critiques, this review has sought to bring together literatures that
acknowledge the complexities of participation. | have argued for the value of
understanding youth participation as a spatial, temporal and relational practice. This
review has hinted at the struggle felt by scholars to understand how relations and
relationships (such as between adults and young people) should ‘work’ when
following a radical participatory epistemology — a dynamic explored in Chapters 5
and 6. In an attempt to be open to the multiple possibilities of experiences within
these spaces in my research, | have adopted an understanding of power and
empowerment as performed effects, rather than understanding power one-
dimensionally as a force that can only be resisted or a commodity that needs to be
redistributed. Taken together this approach enables this research to challenge the
plethora of dualistic thinking that is present within the field of youth participation,
such as the hierarchical divisions between adults and children and young people,

and invited and popular spaces of participation.

Another key aspect of this review has been to situate my work within existing
literature about the movement of ideas and actions from arenas of participation to
the everyday spaces of people’s lives. This thesis builds on the work of those
outlined above, responding to their calls for more research that considers not only
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which aspects push-out-onto other spaces, but also how knowledge and resources
encountered within arenas of participation are (re)performed over time. In doing so
| also heed the warnings above to conside