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Abstract

Cultural geography draws attention to the diverse meanings and values of groups in
society, however, despite a growing interest in the geographies of children and youth,
there have been few recent empirical studies investigating young people’s experience of
place. In particular, comparatively little is known about the multiple realities of young
people living in contrasting social and environmental contexts. This study investigates
the multiple geographies of young people growing up in inner and outer urban areas of
an English Midlands town in the late 1990s. An investigation of this kind is especially
apposite in that it provides geographical perspectives on the widening, and increasingly
more complex, discourses surrounding young people, space and society. This thesis
uses participatory and ethnographic methods to engage young people in evaluating their
local environments and to explore in detail the meanings, values and experiences young
people associate with different places and place uses.

The theoretical framework for this study is based on an extensive cross-disciplinary
review of literature and informed by recent theories of childhood and youth, social
change, social action, children’s rights, participation and citizenship and contemporary
cultural geography. It adopts an holistic approach to understanding the complex and
multifaceted world of young people as a product of their reflexive relations with their
social and environmental contexts.

The study recognises the multiple realities that exist within and between different
groups of young people and the variable factors which influence young people’s
geographies. It utilises conventional social variables such as gender and age to
differentiate between ‘cultures of childhood’, together with contingency factors
concerning location and parental influence. The study reveals both commonalities and
differences in young people’s experience of place, which cut across social and spatial
divides to give rise to a heterogeneity of childhood experiences. A major conclusion is
that ‘lifestyle’ or ‘microcultures’ offer a more suitable way forward for future children
and youth research.

The thesis contributes to discourses of childhood and youth by investigating how
childhood is constructed, contested and reproduced in neighbourhood space. The
marginal status of young people in urban neighbourhood space is exposed in terms of
the neglected spaces of young people, marked by a dearth of appropriate environmental
provision, environmental hazards and conflict with adult place users. However, the
thesis also reveals young people’s keenness to be more involved in improving their
communities, together with a range of different ‘modes’ of participation in local
decision making and community development processes.

The thesis concludes by highlighting key implications for policy and planning with and
for young people with respect to social and environmental provision for young people,
environmental quality, and the social integration of young people in everyday
community life, local decision making and environmental planning.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Introducing children and geography

Childhood is a social construction varying in its definition over space and time.
Understanding the lives of young people growing up in Britain in the 1990s involves
recognising childhood as a diverse reality experienced in different ways by different
young peoplel. One particularly important arena of experience for young people
concerns their use of local places beyond the confines of the home and school. This
study is concerned with exploring the diverse local geographies of young people’s use
of local places.

Neighbourhood public spaces are important for young people because they afford
opportunities for play, learning, socialising, sense of belonging and personal and social
development (Moore 1986; Matthews 1992; Hendry er al. 1993; Pearce 1996; Hart
1997). As the most frequent users of neighbourhood space for recreational purposes
(Ward 1978; Williams 1995), young people have a vested interest in the quality of such
places. However, evidence suggests that urban neighbourhoods are often places of
conflict, frustration and danger for young people (Cahill 1990; Rosenbaum 1993;
Hillman 1993; White 1993; Barnardos 1994; Blakely 1994; Goodey 1995; Valentine
1995; Webster 1996; Valentine and McKendrick 1997; Watt and Stenson 1998).

Whilst some argue that modern society fails to provide enough time, space and
consideration for children (Ennew 1994; Leach 1994), others (notably the media)
repeatedly admonish young people for their ‘inappropriate’ use of local public spaces
(Davis and Bourhill 1997). Criticisms of young people in public places tend to emerge
from paternalistic discourses of childhood and youth, which categorise young people as
not yet adults and therefore in need of socialisation and control (Prout and James
1990). What is missing in many empirical and theoretical studies is an emphasis on the
views and experiences of young people themselves, concerning their uses of urban
public space, the meanings they attach to local places and the d1ver51ty of social and
environmental contexts within which these take place.

1 This study will use the term young people generically to refer collectively to children and youth.
Problems concerning terminology are considered more fully in section 1.2. Epistemological issues and
debates concerning boundaries and dimensions of childhood and youth are reviewed in Chapter Two.
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Despite a growing acknowledgement of the variable nature of childhood and, in
geography, of the cultural diversity of groups in society, comparatively little is known
about the different experiences of young people living in contrasting environments and
consequently the multiple geographies which arise. This study investigates the multiple
geographies of young people growing up in inner and outer urban areas of an English
East Midland town in the late 1990s. An investigation of this kind is particularly
apposite in that it will provide a geographical perspective on the widening, and
increasingly more complex, discourses surrounding young people, space and society.
None the less, given the complexity of the issues, its focus is selective in that it
considers just one facet of young people’s lives - the way in which they value and use
urban public space.

Childhood and youth do not, however, constitute a single, isolable entity for study,
rather they reach across social settings, disciplinary boundaries, public arenas and
historical contexts. This study, therefore, is informed by broader developments
concerning children, childhood, youth and social change. These- include the growing
children’s rights movement and international developments such as the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child; developments in the social study of childhood
and youth which seek to ‘reconstruct’ traditional views of childhood; the cultural turn in
geography which recognises the importance of cultural difference in society, based on
the way in which individuals cohere and collude around shared sets of meanings,
values and lifestyles, and in turn the way in which space is contested; and macro
structural changes which impact on the lives of young people growing up in the 1990s.

The chapter will start by clarifying the use of terms associated with childhood and
youth. It then goes on to provide a geographical basis for the study by drawing out
those issues and concepts, particularly in cultural geography, which are considered as
being especially pertinent in contributing to the incipient field of children’s geographies.
Finally, the chapter will draw attention to the broader academic and social contexts of
research with young people.

1.2 A note on terminology

Children, youth, adolescents, teenagers, are all concepts readily used with respect to
young people and often lead to confusion both in terms of interpretation and status.
Article 1 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child defines children
as anyone under the age of 18 years. However as Frith (1984) points out, because of
the distinctions between younger children and older ‘teenagers’ and the fact that many
teenagers appear more adult- than child- like, it appears inappropriate in many cases to
use the term ‘children’ when describing older teenagers. Nonetheless, childhood
discourses are in the main equally pertinent to youth, since in many cases it has been
childhood discourses that have shaped the lives of older as well as younger children
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(Zinnekar 1990). Children and youth also share the similar social status of being in
various ways ‘less than adults’.

For the purpose of this study the term ‘children’ will be used to refer to young people
up to the age of 12 years. ‘Youth’ will be used in conjunction with established Youth
Service2 definitions of young people aged 13-25.3 The term ‘teenagers’ will also be
used as determined by the literature or when talking specifically about the 13-15 year
olds in the study, many of whom also refer to themselves as teenagers. The term
‘adolescence’ on the other hand is based on developmentalist assumptions which
identify a life phase spanning childhood and youth based on physiological and
psychological changes the individual is purported to experience in the course of
growing up. Although pertinent to the age range of the young people in this study+ this
term will only be referred to in the context of other studies. Instead the terms childhood
and youth will be used to refer to the period spanned in this study, which is 10-15
years.

For all intents and purposes this project will recognise that the boundaries of
adolescence and youth significantly overlap to encompass a stage in life ‘ambiguously
wedged between childhood and adulthood’ (Sibley 1995a) commonly characterised as a
transitional phase. In this way adolescence and youth, like childhood, are interpreted as
processes rather than age-related stages occurring at various times and in different ways
for individuals in diverse social and cultural contexts. In much of the literature the terms
‘children’ and ‘young people’ are used to refer to younger and older children
respectively. According to UK employment legislation ‘young people’ are “defined not
as those under 18, but those over school leaving age” (Newell 1991: 91). I find this
unacceptable since it suggests that children are not people and accentuates the
‘otherness’ of children, which so many contemporary theories contest. The term
‘young people’ will therefore be used in this project to refer to youth, adolescents and
children. Reference to older teenagers as children will only be made in this study in so
far as either the participants themselves, literature or legislation dictates, for example
when talking about children’s rights.

2 Northamptonshire County Youth Service for example refers to youth within the age bracket 13-25.
3 This study recognises that the boundaries of youth are culturally and historically variable and thus an
area of debate. For example whilst young people in some contexts may be considered adult at 16, in
others they may retain the status of dependent minor into their late 20s (See subsequent debates in
Chapter Two).

4 Adolescence has been generally taken to refer to the period marked by the onset of maturation (10
years for girls, 12 years for boys) up until full height is attained (at approximately 18 years of age).
However, as will be discussed in Chapter Two, the use of age as a means of social differentiation is
contested.
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1.3 The ‘Cultural Turn’ and geographies of childhood

Children, childhood and youth have not been the focus of much geographical enquiry.
Exceptions are the work of Aitken (1994), Aitken and Herman (1997), McKendrick et
al. (1998), Matthews (1992, 1995), Matthews er al. (1998a, 1998b, 1998d, 1998f,
1998g), Skelton and Valentine (1998), Valentine (1996a, 1996b, 1997a; 1997b),
Valentine and McKendrick (1997). Earlier geographical studies of children’s
geographies focused on the developing environmental cognition and spatial competence
of children (see Matthews 1992; Aitken 1994 for a review). The absence of studies of
children in the broader field of geography has lead to criticism concerning the neglect of
childhood as a geographical frame of reference (James 1990; Winchester 1991; Sibley
1991; Philo 1992). Nonetheless, as a result of the ‘cultural turn’ (Johnston 1997) there
has been a growing interest in geographical studies of children, childhood and youth
(Matthews et al. 1998b). Moreover, studies of the differences between young people’s
and adult’s relationships with space (Matthews et al. 1998b), the invisibility of
children’s values and interests on urban landscapes (Sibley 1995a), the spatial
construction of youth cultures (Massey 1998) and the politics of urban public space use
(Gregory and Urry 1985; Jackson 1989; Soja 1988; Smith 1990; Lefebvre 1991;
Massey 1993; Pile 1996; Keith and Pile 1993; Valentine 1996a; Aitken and Herman
1997), suggest that geography is well placed to make valuable contributions to the
development of theory and policy surrounding young people growing up in society as
well as to evolving discourses of childhood and youth.

The ‘cultural turn’ in geography is characterised by “a celebration of difference in
society” (Johnston 1997: 270) and an acknowledgement that reality is socially
constructed in the context of the practice of everyday life (de Certeau 1984; Ley and
Duncan 1993). As Johnston (1997: 268) states:

“Geographers, (...) , sought an approach which avoided the implicit
narrowly materialist determinism of both positivism and marxism/
realism but also was theoretically richer than the voluntarism of the
humanistic approaches advanced in the 1970s and 1980s.”

What has emerged is a ‘new cultural geography’ concerned with differences in the way
individuals and groups “cohere and collude around shared subjectivities’ [... as they]
construct their own personal geographies” (Matthews 1995: 456). One of the
characteristics of the new cultural geography therefore is a realignment of the subject
within the structure-agency dichotomy. Pile (1993) observes that the developing
humanistic and historical-materialist perspectives that prevailed into the 1980s provided
one-sided accounts of ‘the social’, due to the splitting of the social into structure and
agency (or context and intentionality in the case of humanists). Hence he justified the
search for alternative models of the self in order to understand the person within the
social.
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For Pile (1993), the search for new geographical models is based on a repositioning of
the self in society through a growing recognition of the subjective reality of meaning.
Burgess and Pile (1992: 31) argue that “geographers need to recognise the power of
human emotions ...”. They go on to quote Douglas (1977: 51) as saying:

* these feelings are the core of our being, the stuff of our everyday lives.
They are the foundation of all society. They come before symbolic
meaning and value, lead us continually to reinterpret, (...) and recreate
thoughts and values. (...) they are the reasons behind our reasoned
accounts (...) Without feelings, there would be no use for rules, ideas or
social structures ...”

The foci above are predicated on the basis of a concern not, as hitherto has been the
case, with social structures or human agency, but with new understandings of the self
within this dialectic, in particular with the subjective experiences of everyday life that
constitute cultural difference. It is not the goal of this study to employ a
psychoanalytical research model to understand the geographies of young people as has
been undertaken elsewhere (Aitken and Herman 1997). However, the study aims to
uncover the affective relationships young people have with local places in order to
understand the spatial construction of children’s social and cultural worlds.

Accompanying this new alignment of the self in society is a reinterpretation of the
concept of culture. The new cultural geography rejects previous interpretations of
culture as the preserve of an elite or unitary national culture (Jackson 1989; Anderson
and Gale 1992), and recognises instead the existence of a ‘plurality of cultures’
(Jackson 1989: 1) within society in terms of different ‘ways of seeing’ (Berger 1972).
Differences are seen to be manifested in terms of distinct sets of values, attitudes,
beliefs and meanings of heterogeneous groups, which give rise to diverse lifestyles,
behaviours and codes of practice (Clarke 1984; Jackson 1989; Anderson and Gale
1992). Clarke (1976) suggests that culture is the way in which groups handle the raw
material of their social and material existence. McDowell (1994) echoing Clarke, notes
that culture is:

*“ ... aset of ideas, customs and beliefs that shape people’s actions and
their production of artefacts, including the landscape and the built
environment ... Cultural ideas are expressed in the lives of social groups
who articulate, express and challenge these sets of ideas and values,
which are themselves temporally and spatially specific.”

(1994: 148)

Along with a shift in focus towards a subjective understanding of the distinct lifeworlds
of different groups in society has been a rejection of positivism and a reassertion of
humanistic perspectives in geography (Ley and Samuels 1978; Buttimer 1976, 1990;
Tuan 1976; Cosgrove 1989; Smith 1984; Barnes and Duncan 1992). Clarke er al.
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(1976: 11) noted that “cultures are not simply systems of meaning and value carried
around in the head, they are made concrete through patterns of social organisation”.

A second dimension of the new cultural geography therefore recognises that different
ways of seeing are part of a wider system of social relations in which groups have
differential access to power. Matthews (1995: 456) argues that “not all social groups
enjoy the same positions of power and influence”, such that the ‘ideologies of powerful
groups close to the centre of decision making (insiders) exert greater effect on the
places around them’. Inequalities in power relations which prevail, for example,
between male and female, black and white, abled and less abled, adults and children,
characterise the unequal cultural terrain within which “meanings are negotiated and
relations of dominance and subordination are defined and contested” (Jackson 1989: 2).

Central to the new cultural geography therefore is a concern with the ways in which
cultural politics between insiders and outsiders - those whose voice is seldom heard in
society (Matthews 1995) - gives rise to landscapes of power-and geographies of
exclusion (Sibley 1995a). Studies have been conducted focusing on a range of diverse
social groups including women (Monk 1992; Winchester 1992), lesbians and gays
(Bell and Valentine 1995; Whittle 1994), people with disabilities (Matthews and
Vujakovic 1995), ethnic minorities (Jackson 1989); and gypsies (Sibley 1981; 1992).
However, studies focusing on children’s different ways of seeing have been notably
absent (James 1990; Philo 1992; Sibley 1991; Winchester 1991).

In an attempt to elevate the profile of childhood on the research agenda in geography
Matthews et al. (1998b) define an agenda for the geography of children based on
differences in the way young people and adults see, feel about and react to a landscape.
They argue for example that ‘what goes on during the day of an average young person
is different in rhythm, scale and content from that of adults; conceptions of what it
means to be a child differ between adults and young people; land uses and facilities are
different for children and adults, even when shared they are used in different ways; the
environmental range of children is more restricted than that of adults; many
environmental hazards for children are not hazards for adults, children differ from
adults in the way they see the world around them; and children are unable to influence
decision making and management which determine the structure of environments in
general and land uses in particular (pp 8-9). Underlying these propositions is a
recognition of the need to investigate the environment as children see it not only by
engaging them in the ‘here and now’ of their life worlds, but also recognising at the
same time that young people construct their own models of difference within structures
laid down by adults.
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The new cultural geography, in contrast to earlier notions of culture (Sauer 1925), is
thus located within social relations such that it has come to be interpreted as an active
force in social reproduction. As Jackson (1989: 3) states:

“If geographers are to make the most of recent developments in social
theory, (...), they require a more sophisticated theory of culture, for
culture is not only socially constructed and geographically expressed
... it must also be admitted that culture is spatially constituted.”

The location of young people in public space is therefore delicately poised within a
complex web of social and spatial relations manifest in the tensions between adults and
young people and private and public domains. Sibley (1995b) for example draws
attention to the failure of studies to situate children at the same time in the context of the
family, domestic space and the larger spaces of the locality and the city.

Understanding these tensions requires recognition of the liminal state of young people
undergoing the transition from childhood to adulthood, frequently referred to as
adolescence. As Sibley suggests, youth are ambiguously wedged between childhood
and adulthood. James (1986: 155) notes that “neither child nor adult the adolescent is
lost between, belonging nowhere, being no one.” Sibley (1995a: 34) recognises that
“adolescents are denied access to the adult world, but they attempt to distance
themselves form the world of the child”.

Aitken and Herman (1997), drawing on the work of Winnicott, employ the concept of
‘transitional’ space - *“‘spaces where connections may be maintained between an external
world and an internal conception of self so that the new significance can be realised”
(Aitken and Herman 1997: 72) - in which the young person can “recursively separate
from the (m)other in a fluid process of intuition, play and experimentation” (p. 65).
Aitken and Herman (1997) highlight the compatibility of Winnicott's ideas with
Lefebvre’s work concerned with the way that space is produced by recognising it as as
a social morphology that is integrally tied to lived experience. Transitional or liminal
spaces are the sites in which young people’s lives are spatially constituted through a
‘trial by space’ (Lefebvre 1974: 416), through which values and ideas are produced and
reproduced through confrontation with other values and ideas and new spaces
constructed.

The notion of transitional space can in turn be translated into geographical space. For
young people, lacking autonomous space in the family home, the street offers an
alternative ‘transitional’ space in which to construct their own identity. It is in these
‘liminal spaces’ that conflicts arise as young people appear ‘discrepant on adult
landscapes’ (Sibley 1995a). As Matthews et al. (1998b) note dominant adult uses and
values are often at odds with those of young people. Landscapes thus become
documents of power and control, cultural expressions of powerful groups (adults) in
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society which, through the decision making process, differentially impact on the lives
of individuals and groups (young people). A number of studies have shown how
young people in transitional spaces such as the street constitute a threat to public order
and therefore are subject to regulatory regimes such as curfews (Cahill 1990; Jeffs and
Smith 1996; Valentine 1996a; Matthews et al. 1998h). The issue of boundaries between
self and other (or young person and adult) is therefore a critical element in
understanding the positionality of young people in geographical space in relation to
adults. Positionality according to Johnston (1997: 289) refers to: “the source of
understandings of the world and power to act within it”.

The positionality of the subject, however, has been problematized by new critical social
theoretical discourses such as feminism, . post colonialism, post structuralism,
postmodernism and psychoanalysis (Pile 1996; Johnston 1997), which are concerned
with new ways of mapping the subject (Pile and Thrift 1995) in response to the
hegemony of white, ableist, adult, masculinist interests in the production and
reproduction of society, culture and space. Post modernists thus recognise counter-
hegemonic discourses as meaningful cultural alternatives. The post modern context for
investigating cultural difference emphasises the diversity that exists within and between
conventional social groupings. As Philo (1992: 201) states: “social life is ... fractured
along numerous lines of difference constitutive of overlapping and multiple forms of
otherness.” Contingency factors such as location and cultures of parenting thus become
relevant for young people in negotiating a course through these diverse and increasingly
more complex maps of meaning. v

As a result, a growing area of interest within cultural geography has emerged concerned
with mapping the subject through the body (Pile and Thrift 1995; Aitken and Herman
1997, Pile 1996; Nast and Pile 1998) according to different contexts, contingencies and
social practices. In drawing on the work of Freud, Lacan, Winnicott and Klein these
studies contribute to theoretical knowledge of the way in which the young person is
positioned in relation to the external world and the way in which bodies and places
simultaneously make each other (Nast and Pile 1998). However, it is the contention of
this study that (adultist) theoretical insights need to be complemented by research
grounded in the local knowledge and subjective experience of young people in their
practise of everyday life, which may provide a more informed basis for bringing about
change.

Positioning children in these changing discourses of culture and space is especially
difficult as a result of fundamental differences between children and adults in the way
they see and make sense of the world around them (Aitken and Herman 1997;
Matthews et al. 1998b). Aitken and Herman (1997) for example state that:
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“It is one of the great ironies of human experience that by the time we
are old enough to reflect upon what it is like to be a young child, we

are far removed from the experience and are likely to have difficulty

fully empathising”. (pp- 63-64)

The crisis of representation that has been identified in cultural geography (Marcus and
Fischer 1986; Clifford 1988; Barnes and Duncan 1992) is thus particularly pertinent
with respect to the study of children (Prout and James 1990). The themes in cultural
geography highlighted here in many ways complement intellectual developments in
other disciplines investigating childhood. In particular, acknowledgement of the
existence of cultural diversity in childhood, the ambiguous and contested nature of
relations between adults and young people and the inequalities in power relations
between adults and young people are all pertinent to understanding the way in which
space is constructed and challenged by young people as they negotiate their transitions
in the changing social and environmental contexts of their lifeworlds.

Studies of childhood have become increasingly more inter disciplinary with
contributions from a range of social discourses from disciplines such as sociology,
anthropology, psychology, social policy, youth and community studies, cultural
studies, environmental education, planning, legal studies and politics. By drawing on
wider developments in the fields of childhood and youth, this study will help to draw
geography into global debates about childhood and in the process contribute a spatial
perspective to research, policy and practice concerning children, childhood and youth.
The remaining sections of this chapter will highlight key developments in some of these
areas of work which contribute to the timeliness of this study.

14 cons ti childhood

Childhood and youth have become more topical on research and public agendas over
the last decade as a result of mounting concern about the well being of young people in
different social and environmental contexts and increasing moral panics about young
people in public places. National and local media reports of young people as victims
and perpetrators of crime or anti-social activities and the vulnerability of young people
to social and environmental hazards have reflected a crisis in childhood (Scraton 1997;
Cox 1996; Stephens 1995; James and Prout 1990; Jenks 1996) characterised by
paradoxes and inconsistencies in its social construction. Moral panics about young
people sit in opposition to nostalgic views of childhood (Jenks 1994) as a ‘walled
garden of innocence and vulnerability’ (Holt 1975) and reinforce society’s ambivalence
towards childhood wherein young people are either seen as angels or devils (Valentine
1996b). As a result, theorists have begun to reassess prevailing assumptions of
childhood and youth (James and Prout 1990; Qvortrup et al. 1994; Jenks 1996; Cohen
1997; Wyn and White 1997; James et al. 1998).
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These recent studies have been characterised by a search for new paradigms of
childhood. Central to these emerging paradigms is the rejection of childhood as a
universal naturalness and recognition that childhood is an historically and culturally
variable social construction giving rise to a multiplicity of realities. This marks a
challenge to deterministic, developmental theories of childhood as a linear progression
conceptualised from an adultist perspective in terms of what children are to become.
Instead childhood is identified as a meaningful time in its own right experienced in the
here and now of children’s everyday lives (Matthews ez al. 1998b).

Theories of childhood and youth cultures which prevailed in the 1970s and early 1980s
conceptualised the way in which young people’s lives were structured and stressed the
process of social reproduction according to sub-cultural affiliations such as class. In
contrast new paradigms focus on the agency of young people as cultural producers in
their own right, active in the construction and determination of their lives (James and
Prout 1990; Qvortrup et al. 1994; Jenks 1996; Cohen 1997; James et al. 1998). This is
not to ignore the influence of structural forces on the lives of young people but to
realign children and youth within the structure-agency dichotomy (James ez al. 1998).

A number of comparative cross cultural studies of young people’s lives (Offer et al.
1988; Stephens 1995; Chisholm et al. 1990; Katz 1993; Amit-Talai and Wulff 1995;
Chawla 1997; Skelton and Valentine 1998) have been conducted, highlighting the
diversity of young people’s experiences growing up in different social and
environmental contexts, which demonstrate the variability of childhood and youth as
social constructions. However, there is still a paucity of literature on young people’s
experiences and perspectives in the ‘here and now’ of their everyday lives. In
particular, there is a need for new approaches to studies of children and youth which
acknowledge the multiple faceted nature of child and youth transitions as experienced
from the young person’s perspective. New social theories of childhood have
nonetheless initiated a new era of childhood studies which transgress conventional
disciplinary boundaries and move towards a common focus for childhood and youth
research. :

More recent social studies of children have witnessed a conflation of interest around
social constructionism (Richards and Light 1986; Coleman and Hendry 1990; Coleman
1993; Harre 1986; Ingleby 1986; Jackson and Rodriguez-Tome 1993; Amit-Talai and
Wulff 1995). Coleman and Hendry (1990) for example echo dimensions of the new
paradigm for childhood put forward by James and Prout (1990) through lifespan
development theory which states: there is a human ecology or context of human
development; individuals and their families reciprocally influence each other;
individuals are producers of their own development and a multi-disciplinary approach
must be taken to studying human development. However, despite discourses of
childhood and youth being mirrored, to an increasing extent by key concerns in
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contemporary cultural geography, contributions of geographical perspectives to
emerging discourses of childhood and youth have been lacking. This study therefore
draws on geographical perspectives of culture, space and power to provide insights into
the way young people’s lives are socially constructed and experienced. One particular
historical landmark that has influenced social constructions and discourses of childhood
which also makes this study timely is the global children’s rights agenda.

1.5 The global children’s rights agenda

In 1989 the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child was adopted by the
United Nations general assembly setting out a manifesto for recognising children as
equal citizens to adults. The Convention, ratified by Britain in 1991, outlines a range of
children’s rights - to protection, provision and participation - which commits all nations
ratifying the Convention to review all aspects of their law, policy and practice
concerning children and ensure measures are taken to guarantee compliance. In
particular the Convention stipulates that young people have a right to play and
recreational activities (Article 31), to freedom of association and peaceful assembly
(Article 15), to the right to express their views in all matters affecting their lives (Article
12). Article 3 states that in all actions concerning children the best interests of the child
shall be a primary consideration and Article 4 implicates States Parties to undertake all
appropriate legislative, administrative, and other measures to implement the rights
recognised in the Convention. Lansdown (1995) observes that these are powerful
assertions of children’s rights to be actors in their own lives and challenges traditional
concepts of the child by converting the child into a ‘principle for social commitment’
(Pais 1992).

The UK’s first report in 1995 was, however, heavily criticised by the United Nations
(1995) stating that there was a “clear dissonance between a professed commitment to
children’s welfare and the effective implementation of that commitment” (Children’s
Rights Development Unit 1994: xiii). This was in spite of the guiding principle of the
Children Act (1989) in Britain that ‘the child’s welfare is paramount’ and that children
have a right to participate in decisions that affect them (Lansdown 1995). Despite
political mandates such as the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Children
Act, progress towards achieving democratic representation for children has been slow
in coming about. Whereas issues concerning, for example, children’s participation in
the provision of social services have witnessed tangible changes, in other areas of local
governance - such as the planning and management of public space - young people’s
views and interests remain marginalised. None the less there have been other global
initiatives which have hastened work in this area.

In 1992 the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro provided a mandate to all local
governments to work with their residents to create a ‘Local Agenda 21’ (sustainable
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development) action plan in involving partnerships with all sections of the community.
However as Hart (1997: 9) notes “environments will only be used sustainably if
individuals and communities are empowered with the capacities to live sustainably”.
Effective and responsible use of local places by young people will only be fostered
once they have developed a sense of belonging, a sense of worth in their communities
and a sense of ownership and identity, in their place affiliations. Local Agenda 21
initiatives concerning young people, however, have been as yet sporadic, incipient and
uncoordinated. Part of the problem has been uncertainty and inexperience of how to
facilitate the representation of young people in local governance. Local government
structures and practices which alienate young people on the urban landscape are caused
by a lack of commitment towards young people and paternalistic attitudes amongst local
officials (Hodgkin and Newell 1996).

This study aims to illuminate some of the problems and potentialities of accounting for
young people as urban place users and active environmental agents in local decision
making. At the same time it will provide insights into the way in-which the rights of
young people to use urban public space are constrained by myopic and often ill-
conceived social strategies designed to facilitate adult (economic) agendas whilst at the
same time controlling and containing young people’s use of public space. Conventional
social strategies and structures of governance which marginalise young people in local
neighbourhoods are in turn symptomatic of negative conceptions of childhood and
youth and uncertainty of how to respond to young people growing up in the 1990s.

1.6 Growing up in the 1990s: the influence of macro
structural changes

Contemporary theories of childhood contend that childhood is a social construction
which varies culturally and historically. Young people growing up in Britain in the
1990s are therefore faced with historically specific sets of social and cultural conditions
characterised by a restructuring of childhood. Stephens (1995) suggests that ‘localised
Western constructions of childhood are now being profoundly restructured as a result
of complex patterns of globalisation and social and economic changes’. James et al.
(1998) for example have recently extended theories of childhood to encompass broader
sets of issues concerning social change and differentiation. Dominant sociological
dichotomies - structure and agency, identity and difference, continuity and change,
local and global - have hence been aligned with new discourses of childhood, or
childhood dichotomies.

A number of writers have situated changing discourses of childhood and youth within
the context of social changes associated with ‘late modernity’ (Giddens 1991; Jones
and Wallace 1992; Fornas and Bolin 1995; Stephens 1995; Furlong and Cartmel 1997;
James et al. 1998). Late modernity can be taken to signify a post-industrial stage in
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capitalism wherein traditional sources of identity based on production are increasingly
being reconstituted around new multi-contextual allegiances based on patterns of
consumption and lifestyle (Jones and Wallace 1992; Fornas and Bolin 1995;
Wildemeersch ef al. 1988).

Childhood and youth are therefore subject to increasing commercial pressures in terms
of identity, style and fashions in leisure and lifestyle activities. The prevailing culture of
consumption, the commodification of childhood leisure places (McKendrick et al.
1997) and explosion in information and media technology (Fornas and Bolin 1995)
have all imposed new pressures on childhood and youth, on where young people go
and what they do in their free time. Some critics have suggested that childhood has
become integrated into the economic system as a mode of production in itself (Oldman
1994b). However, not all young people have the means to construct their identities and
lifestyles in this way (Lister 1991). It is therefore no surprise that widening social and
structural inequalities (Kumar 1993; Bates and Riseborough 1993), restrictive social
policies which obfuscate the roles, rights and responsibilities for young people and the
control (Berman 1986; Fyfe and Bannister 1996, Zukin 1995) or ‘annihilation’
(Mitchell 1996) of free public space, have given rise to an increasing number of young
people experiencing disaffection, apathy and alienation (Wyn and White 1997;
MacDonald 1997).

Late modernity thus poses increasingly more complex and uncertain sets of social
circumstances which create tensions, ambiguities and contradictions for young people,
for example, between the family, the market place, the community and institutions of
the state (Jones and Wallace 1992). Furlong and Cartmel (1997) argue that young
people are caught within an ‘epistemological fallacy’ whereby the intensifying ethos of
individualisation (capacity for self determination) is being undermined by social
practices and policies which restrict young people’s capacity for social participation.
Jones and Wallace (1992: 142) observe that:

“While social stratification, based largely on social class, gender, race and
ethnic inequalities, affects young people’s life chances from birth, during
their life course they steer their way, with varying degrees of success,
through formal and informal institutional structures, which put new
constraints and opportunities in their paths; structural inequalities mean
that there are more opportunities for some and more constraints for others,
so that some young people’s actions may clearly be seen as informed
choice strategies, arising from opportunity, and others as survival are

not polarised, the extent to which agency or structure predominates is
more a question of degree.”

Understanding young people’s lives in the context of their local neighbourhoods
therefore needs to take account of three sets of factors. First, the changing macro
structural context of childhood; second, the positionality or situational context of
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different young people in terms of the specific social and environmental context in
which they live; and third, the capacity of different young people to negotiate between
the social and environmental contexts in which they live and their own aspirations,
motivatioqs and desires. A number of writers have therefore concerned themselves with
what they call the ‘reflexivity of youth as a social process’ (Giddens 1991; Beck 1992;
Jones and Wallace 1992; Furlong and Cartmel 1997). Some studies for example
highlight the ability of young people to subvert and resist the production of public space
(Katz 1991; White 1993; Breitbart 1995; Pile 1996; Valentine 1996a), whilst others
focus on the construction of ‘worlds apart’ (Matthews et al. 1998a) from adults as
young people withdraw from the public eye (Lucas 1998).

The way in which young people value and use local places cannot therefore be divorced
from the broader historical and social contexts in which they live. Increasing social
problems concerning young people growing up in urban areas such as crime,
unemployment, social and environmental hazards, substance misuse and the perceived
threat of young people as discrepant ‘other’ in public places are intermeshed with
broader processes of social change and differentiation. The lives of young people
therefore need to be understood holistically. As Henderson (1995: 11) states:

“The need for an holistic approach, of seeing and understanding children
in their totality, from individual circumstances to environmental
conditions ... is based on the principle of the indivisibility of need: the
argument that particular needs cannot be separated from each other
because they are experienced interdependently.”

This is reflected in the increasing tendency for studies of the lives of young people to
use social biographies and life course perspectives which take account of the complex,
multifaceted and variable nature of young people’s lives. The pervasiveness of children
and childhood in society necessitates an holistic and multidisciplinary perspective which
takes account of theory, policy and practice in a range of settings. Context is therefore
important in studying the multiple realities of childhood.

By locating this study within the broader contexts of global historical developments and
cross disciplinary theoretical perspectives it attempts to recontextualise previous studies
of children’s environments within contemporary discourses of childhood and social
change whilst, at the same time, contributing a spatial perspective to those debates. The
study complements existing knowledge of what it is to be a young person in the late
twentieth century, as well as providing new ethnographic insights which may be used
to reflect on established practice in the planning and management of urban space, urban
service delivery and public policy priorities and practice concerning children and youth.
To that end this project has five broad aims.
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1.7 Aims and structure of the thesis

~ This project sets out with five general aims. These aims are not mutually exclusive,
instead they provide discreet foci for studying young people’s multiple geographies
from different perspectives.

* To investigate the views and experiences of young people growing up in
contrasting urban areas using participatory and ethnographic approaches.

*  To explore the multiple realities which exist within and between social groups
of young people in terms of the way they value and use local places.

* To examine the way in which young people respond to their social and
environmental contexts and construct landscapes of meaning.

* Fo consider how childhood is constructed, contested and reproduced in
neighbourhood space.
* To explore perspectives on improving local places with and for young people.

The thesis is divided into two parts. In light of the absence of an established literature
on children and childhood in geography Chapters Two to Five provide a
comprehensive cross-disciplinary review of literature in order to provide a rigorous and
coherent framework for this study. The review of literature begins with Chapter Two
which focuses on the changing ways in which childhood and youth are conceived. In
light of these dominant conceptions of childhood and youth Chapter Three then
considers how the lives of young people have been, and may be, understood in terms
of structure, agency and contingency. Chapter Four maps out the importance of space
to young people in terms of the ways they value and use their environments. Chapter
Five then goes on to consider the importance of children’s rights, participation and
citizenship in shaping environments for young people.

The second part of the thesis begins with Chapter Six which outlines the
methodological issues and approaches relevant to this study and provides a description
of the locations, sample populations and issues concerning ethics and procedure.
Chapter Seven provides an introductory overview of the results by considering the
extent to which difference and diversity is evident in the geographies of young people
according to location, gender, age and parental influence. Chapters Eight to Thirteen
focus on each of the aims of the thesis by disentangling the local geographies of young
people. Chapter Eight explores the places and spaces children use and value in the
course of their neighbourhood transactions. Emphasis is placed on the affordances of
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place and the way in which young people construct their own meanings from and
within their environments. Chapter Nine explores the importance of hanging out to
young people, the environmental contexts for hanging out and the form it takes in
different locations. Chapters Ten and Eleven concern power relations in space and the
way in which local places are contested between young people and with adults. Chapter
Ten looks at the conflicts that occur when the place use of young people collides with
that of adults in the course of their daily place transactions. Chapter Eleven then reveals
the pervasiveness of bullying as a phenomena of young people’s use of neighbourhood
~ space. It illustrates how hegemonic spaces are created by some young people and the
impacts these practices have on the geographies of other young people. Chapter Twelve
investigates the quality of the two local environments for young people to grow up in
both in terms of levels of provision and the quality of the different environments.
Chapter Thirteen considers perspectives on young people and environmental planning.

Finally, Chapter Fourteen draws attention to the major findings of the study with
respect to the aims set out above, highlighting in particular the implications of the
results of this study for policy makers and planners and for improving the quality of
local places with and for young people. Suggestions are then offered for further
research.
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Chapter Two

Locating childhood and youth

2.1 Introduction

Childhood and youth are social constructions. They cannot be separated, either as a set
of ideas or practices, from the social and cultural contexts within which they occur.
Prout and James (1990: 2) have suggested that there is a “crisis in the study of
childhood”, characterised by the lack of a suitable framework which locates childhood
and adolescence within changing social contexts and which recognises young people as
social actors in their own right (Suransky 1982; Prout and James 1990; Caputo 1995;
James 1995; Corsaro 1997). What is being argued is that dominant conceptions of
childhood and youth have become inappropriate for two reasons. First, because
dominant paradigms, based on adult-centric notions of what children and youth are to
become, have colluded in the repression of young people as active social agents.
Second, because they are culturally and historically defined, conceptions of childhood
and youth must be flexible enough to account for variations over time and space.

Until recently, dominant paradigms for studying childhood and youth have been based
primarily on developmental perspectives, which have viewed children and youth as
natural and universal phenomena. According to these perspectives, children are ‘adults
in waiting’ - passive recipients of socialisation into an adult world; inferior,
inexperienced, immature pre-social beings (Prout and James 1990; Jenks 1996) as yet
lacking the characteristics and competence of rounded adult individuals and therefore in
need of education and control. Emphasis has been placed on “what children are not
rather than on what they are” (Oakley 1994: 22). However as a result of a growing
awareness of the competence of young people, the “uncritical acceptance of the
protective imperative” (Goldson 1997: 1) and the fallibility of adults acting in young
people’s ‘best interest’ (Alston 1994), increasing attention is being directed to new
ways of interpreting childhood as a meaningful time (Prout and James 1990) in which
young people may exercise their democratic rights as equal citizens (Hart 1992, 1997).

Emerging views recognise that childhood and youth cannot be understood as universal,
linear processes of development. Instead childhood and youth need to be seen as
socially and culturally variable phenomena, the experiences of which differ over time
and space (Hoyles 1989; James and Prout 1990; Amit Talai and Wulff 1995). Prout

and James (1990: 7) state that:
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* The immaturity of children is a biological fact of life but the ways in
which this immaturity is understood and made meaningful is a fact of
culture. It is these ‘facts of culture’ which may vary and which can be
said to make of childhood a social institution.”

Definitions of childhood must therefore be to some extent “dependent upon the society
from which they emerge” (Hendrick 1990: 36) and hence must be understood as social
constructions. Rather than one universal childhood, what emerges is a ‘multiplicity of
divergent childhoods’ (Archard 1993; Valentine 1996b) varying according to social,
cultural and historical contexts.

A central facet of conceptions of childhood is the location of boundary with adults as
well as with youth. The boundaries between childhood and youth are not self-evident
nor fixed (Chisholm et al. 1990), rather they are fluid and culturally defined according
to context. Ambiguity in understandings of childhood and youth therefore not only
reflects inconsistence in their social constructions but also in different definitions of the
concepts, for example, as indicated by the disjuncture of the social and legal status of
childhood and youth.

This chapter outlines the different ways in which childhood has been conceived. In
Chapter One the proposed use of childhood and youth terminology for the purpose of
this study was clarified. The first section in this chapter will consider more fully some
of the debates concerning the nature of the concept of the child, the difficulties in
locating the boundaries of childhood and youth and how these have changed over time
according to the historical and social contexts in which they have occurred. It will then
go on to explore two models of childhood which have dominated theory and practice in
childhood and youth until recently - the ‘Natural Child’ (based on developmental
precepts) and the ‘Moral Child’ (which came about as a result of attempts to understand
the socialisation of the developing young person). The constructions of media
representations and perpetuation of popular myths of childhood and youth will then be
considered. As a response to the perceived limitations of the two dominant conceptual
models of childhood and youth, the final part of the chapter will set out the key
dimensions of an emerging paradigm for childhood as a social construction which
acknowledges children as active social agents.
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2.2 Childhood., youth and adolescenée: boundaries and

imensions

2.2.1 In search of a framework

The difficulties revealed in Chapter One in delimiting the boundaries of childhood,
youth and adolescence reflect the enigmatic way in which the earlier ages of life are
socially constructed. A useful, though not wholly satisfactory, starting point for
providing a coherent, theoretical context for locating childhood and youth is age. Finch
(1986) describes the sociology of age as relatively uncharted territory. In particular
childhood and youth have been noted as being neglected as an area of sociological
study (Pilcher 1995). Attention to childhood has largely been conducted in connection
with education or the family, or in the case of youth studies, confined to popular
culture, employment and the labour market. Despite this absence, Pilcher (1995: 1)
suggests that “age is an important part of how we see ourselves and how others see
us”, for example in terms of status, prestige, citizenship and power.

Western industrialised societies tend to group individuals together on the basis of age
related criteria. However, unlike other sociological variables such as race and sex, age
is a dynamic variable, which can be understood in terms of three dimensions (Pilcher
1995). First, age has an inescapable physiological dimension in that the body ages over
time. Second, societies have different culturally defined expectations of behaviour
patterns, social roles, functions and status associated with different stages of biological
development. Third, the experience of different age stages in life is historically specific.

Until recently, attempts to understand the sociology of different phases in life with
respect to these three dimensions, has been dominated by the concept of the lifecycle
which provides a functional perspective of social expectations according to the age
related developmental stages an individual sequentially undergoes. In this sense ‘age’ is
a problematic concept. Indeed, it has been criticised, for its universal and deterministic
emphasis on the biological aging of the body, to the neglect of the variable social
contexts in which human development takes place. As a result, the lifecourse
perspective, based on the work of Hareven (1982a) has emerged as an alternative for
achieving a more comprehensive understanding of the sociological significance of age.

In contrast to the lifecycle concept, the lifecourse perspective is dynamic and flexible in
that it acknowledges historical and cultural variations in the way in which life stages are
experienced and undertaken (Ikels et al. 1992). The processes by which life stages, and
transitions between them, are negotiated are central to the lifecourse perspective and
necessarily embrace the influence of structuring institutions (Jones and Wallace 1992)
on progression through the life course. “People do not grow up in laboratories” (Riley
1984: 8) but within cultural and historical contexts characterised by “transitions, (...)
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relationships, statuses (and) institutions (which bring about) transformations of
identities and influence access to power and resources within society” (Pilcher 1995:
21).

Childhood and youth, as two early phases of the lifecourse, are embedded within
sociological studies of age. ‘Growing up’ is commonly used as a metaphor for the
rationale of this stage, in terms of what young people are to become from the standpoint
of the perceived ‘wholeness’ of adults. Thus childhood and youth are inextricably
linked to social relations with adults and more particularly, adult conceptions of the
early years of life, which are themselves culturally and historically variable. These three
processes - history, culture and the power relations between adults and children -
therefore affect the nature of conceptions of childhood and youth (Pilcher 1995). The
cultural variability of conceptions of childhood over time and space will be exposed
subsequently and the way in which adult’s power over children affects prevailing
conceptions of childhood will be revealed in the context of childhood in modern
Britain. At this stage it is important to draw attention to the need to differentiate
between the concept of childhood as a (culturally and historically variable) idea and a
conception of childhood as the nature of particular articulations of childhood (Archard
1993).

Archard (1993) draws attention to the difference between the concept of childhood and
having different conceptions of childhood. He posits three basic reasons why
conceptions of childhood may differ. First, he talked of ‘boundaries’ of childhood. In
the Middle Ages infancy appeared to merge with adulthood at about the age of seven. In
contrast, modern conceptions of childhood suggest either denotation of a period
between infancy and adolescence or, one which embraces the whole of the period of the
life course before adulthood (Klein 1990). The boundaries of childhood and youth
therefore vary according to historical social contexts. West (1997) for example
highlights how the boundaries of childhood and youth are currently being
simultaneously extended upwards into adulthood and downwards into infancy giving
rise to an extended period of pre-adulthood. '

The second reason Archard puts forward to differentiate conceptions of childhood from
a concept of childhood is in terms of the different ‘dimensions’ or contexts from which
childhood can be viewed. For example the age at which a child can work may be
incompatible with the age to vote and therefore take decisions about matters that affect
their working life. What Archard suggests is that “the various dimensions of childhood
need not necessarily converge in defining one consistent and agreed period of human
life” rather that “the point at which a given conception deems childhood to end has a

notional or virtual status” (p.25). Archard identifies adolescence in particular as a key
period in the modern conception of childhood, in which the dimensions of childhood
gradually merge into the dimensions of adulthood. Sibley (19952) refers to adolescence
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as a ‘liminal’ phase in which the individual is ‘lost in between’ being a child and an
~adult. The adolescent dimension in British society has hence been characterised by
James (1986) as ‘being nothing’, ‘belonging nowhere’ and ‘having nothing to do’.
Despite the actual differences between early childhood and adolescence, those in the
latter stage are commonly counted as children. The modern concept of childhood in
reality emerges as one that is characterised by a “multiplicity of childhoods varying
according to differential social priorities” (Archard 1993: 26), social structures and the
nature of adult-child relations at any one point in time.

Third, Archard talks of ‘divisions’ of childhood such that different periods can be
identified within childhood. Whereas in premodern times infancy was followed directly
by adulthood, the increasing sophistication of advanced, western post- industrial
societies has given rise to a finer differentiation of life phases. In late modern capitalist
societies the early phases of life are characterised by many distinct divisions - infancy,
early childhood, middle childhood, adolescence and youth - all differentially signified
through social institutions eg nursery, infant school, middle school, upper school,
youth clubs. To conceive of all periods of childhood as historically and culturally
predictable (de Winter 1997) undermines the integrity of each phase by failing to
recognise the “diachronic” (developing over time) and “synchronic” (coexisting with
other conceptions at specific points in time) specificity of different stages of childhood
(Esman 1990: 37). Archard (1993: 27) concludes by stating that: “any conception of
childhood will vary according to ways in which boundaries are set, its dimensions
ordered and its divisions managed. ... To be aware of the gap between concept and
conception is at the same time to realise that there can be, and are, different conceptions
of childhood.”

Hockey and James (1993) adopt a different approach to understand the changing
categories of childhood and youth, in the form of ‘personhood’. They suggest that the
boundaries of growing up are marked by a transition to adulthood characterised by the
achievement of independence. They state that “the form which dependency assumes in
any society is expressive of the relationships of power within that society” (p.55). As
the struggle for independence becomes more difficult due to macrostructural changes, -
the transition period between childhood and adulthood becomes longer and more crucial
as a time in the structuring of the lifecourse. Keniston (1968) suggests that rather than
constitute a lengthening of the period of adolescence, a new ‘phase’ could be identified
in the form of ‘post adolescence’ wherein adolescent ‘development tasks’ have been
completed but adulthood has not yet been achieved. He states that:

“... we can discern an emergent stage of life that intervenes between
adolescence and adulthood, a stage of life made possible by the affluence

of the post modern world, and made necessary by the ambivalence that

world inspires ... (for all) those who after adolescence and before

adulthood enter a further stage of development.” (Keniston 1968: 263-264)
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Klein (1990) in a similar vein argues for the need to differentiate an intervening period
of youth, beyond adolescence but before adulthood. He bases his assertion on the need
to recognise the extent to which responsibility and independence is conferred on youth
as distinct from adolescence or young adulthood. According to Klein it is changing
social roles which accompany the transition from school to work that provide the
opportunities for increasing responsibility and independence. He suggests that the
period of youth is about taking increasing control over one’s life, whilst at the same
time being provided with safeguards against potential error. Although he based his
ideas on college youth, the underlying principles of youth as a graduated transition to
adulthood involving increasing autonomy, provides a useful conceptual approach for
locating boundaries between different stages of childhood. Autonomy and
responsibility are important cornerstones for discussions on young people’s rights,
participation and citizenship which will be explored in detail in Chapter Five.

These competing perspectives present different interpretations of how the boundaries of
adolescence might be conceived. The particularities of each proposition differ, yet they
are united by their preoccupation with the way boundaries are produced by external
socio-structural forces which impinge upon the young person. James (1986) however
adopts a different starting point, focusing on the way in which boundaries are set by
young people themselves. James demonstrates how young people use their bodies in
symbolic expression of and about their adolescent condition in order to define the
boundaries to the self, the ‘other’ and groups of young people as a whole. Belonging is
not simply a matter of conforming, but a question of using bodily style, in ways
culturally determined and tacitly agreed by the group, to negotiate the position of self in
relation to society. In this way the body is used as a tool to mark boundaries of
inclusion and exclusion with respect to the ‘group’ as well as in relation to ‘outsiders’
(James 1986). This latter example illustrates the ambiguity of adolescence both as an
active cultural process, as well as in relation .to boundaries imposed upon young
people.

The whole debate around the terminology and conceptualisation of childhood is not just
epistemological, but concerns power relations between adults (and therefore society)
and young people. Pilcher (1995: 58) suggests, for example, that youth is best
understood not in terms of chronology but as “a position between the dependent and
powerless state of childhood and the independent and autonomous stage of adulthood”.
Henderson (1995: 10) attempts to clarify this disjuncture by stating that “at the heart of
the issue is a failure by adults to engage with the issue of power as it relates to
children.” The ‘experience’ of childhood is shaped and lived out in an adult world with
insufficient attention paid to the needs, interests and rights of the young person.
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“Youth’ similarly, can be seen as a power-laden concept related to generational conflict
(Hood-Williams 1990; Pilcher 1995) for example as used in the context of youth
movements or youth cultures. Youth or adolescence can be thus characterised as a
liminal phase of “status ambiguity” (Coleman 1992: 21), being neither dependent child
nor self-determining adult, in which the full rights of citizenship are denied. It could be
suggested that it is within the context of this status ambiguity and the consequent social
relations which impinge on young people that so called youth problems emerge.

In seeking to make sense of the dimensions and boundaries of childhood a number of
writers have looked back to history. In so doing theorists provide a rationale for the
“shift from notions of naturalistic determinism to an analysis of the conceptual relativity
of childhood over time” (Goldson 1997: 4). For Hendrick (1990) the value of such
retrospection lies in explaining the “tenacity and self confidence of western
interpretations of childhood” (p.35). Hockey and James (1993: 55) state that: “Only by
unpacking the past, then, can we discover the signifying potential for metaphoric
strategies which is intrinsic to the concept of childhood in the present”.

2.2.2 Childhood in history

The focus for the majority of historical perspectives of childhood has been the work of
Aries (1962) who states that before the sixteenth century the idea of childhood did not
exist. The early years of life up until approximately seven years of age, were
considered as infancy after which children were portrayed as miniature adults, dressing
in small versions of adult clothes. Children were essentially integrated into the world of
adults, with little representation of children’s distinctive attributes. What Aries suggests
is that an awareness of the particular nature of childhood as distinct from adulthood,
was lacking. Critics of Aries (for example Pollock 1983), disputes his thesis on the
grounds of his own evidence, arguing that the past did not lack childhood, rather that
previous societies simply had different moral views towards childhood (Archard 1993).
Indeed, the child’s particular nature was recognised in the Middle Ages, but was
different to a ‘modern concept’ of childhood (Archard 1993).

A change in conceptions which accompanied the ‘invention’ of (modern) childhood is
widely recognised to have occurred during the seventeenth century (Aries 1962;
Pollock 1983). During this period adults started to see children as ‘potential’ adults in
need of protection and education rather than simply as miniature adults (Aries 1962; de
Mause 1976; Postman 1982). Rousseau (1762) together with Locke (1693) marked the
advent of a period when parents began to see children as individuals who saw, felt and
thought in qualitatively different ways to adults, therefore requiring separation from the
adult world. Rousseau (1762), who is often credited with being the pioneer of the
modern view of childhood with his text Emile, depicted childhood as conceptually
different from adulthood, drawing attention to what he understood as the qualities of
childhood - morally innocent, as ‘seeds in need of nurturing’, close to nature and free,
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but being corrupted by social conventions. Locke (1693), on the other hand, adopted
the puritanical ethics of protestant evangelists and talked of the ‘child as original sin’, as
‘souls in need of salvation’ which parents were dutifully bound to nourish. Locke
(1693) hence identified the evolving moral consciousness and spirit of benevolence
amongst parents towards children as explanations for the emergence of modern
conceptions of childhood.

Some argue, however, that the emergence of the modern concept of childhood did not
occur solely as a result of an increasing benevolent sentiment towards children, but as
an outcome of broader social changes (Anderson 1980), for example, the increasing
awareness of the importance of education (Aries 1962; Hendrick 1990; Cunningham
1995), changes in the family structure (Aries 1962; Shorter 1976; Stone 1977) or the
rise of capitalism (Shorter 1976; Stone 1977; Kett 1977; Hoyles 1989). Hendrick
(1990) provides a useful chronology of changing historical social constructions of
childhood with respect to social change. He talks, in terms of the ‘romantic child’, the
‘evangelical child’, the ‘factory child’, the ‘delinquent child’, the ‘school child’, the
‘psychological child’, the ‘welfare child’, the ‘family child’ and the ‘public child’,
emphasising in particular the increasing demarcation of social roles and institutions
accompanying industrialisation. The impact of social changes on changing conceptions
of childhood is also argued by Cunningham (1995: 3) when he states:

* Childhood cannot be studied in isolation from society as a whole. It is
arguable that the factors which have had most impact on it, both as a set

of ideas and as a phase in life, have been primarily economic and
demographic, and, in second place, political. It has been the economic
development of the western world which has allowed for both the shift in
the experience of childhood from work to school, and for the emergence of
the idea that childhood should be a time of dependency.”

Historical changes in social constructions of childhood have hence given rise to an
increasing separation of childhood and adult worlds. This separation gained momentum
in the late 19th century as a result of child labour legislation, compulsory schooling,
juvenile justice and the emergence of periods of apprenticeship (Kett 1977; Suransky
1982; Hawes and Hiner 1985). Society’s need to delay entry into adulthood through
prolonged education generated the concept of ‘adolescence’, as a distinct phase of
childhood.

2.2.3 Conclusion

These historical studies of childhood, despite their ambivalence and over-
generalisations, have shown that childhood and adolescence are social inventions which
vary over time. According to historical studies of childhood, societies have always had
an awareness of children, but the way these conceptions of childhood have been
socially constructed have changed. Anthropological studies have in a similar fashion
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emphasised the variable nature of childhood between different cultures (Benedict 1935;
Mead 1943; Schildkrout 1978). Despite being challenged on methodological grounds
Mead’s (1943) work, for example, suggests that adolescence is absent in many pre-
industrial cultures. These historical and anthropological studies have initiated new
sociological discourses of childhood which recognise childhood as an historically and
culturally variable social construction and challenge dominant discourses of childhood
which have prevailed throughout much of the twentieth century (James and Prout 1990;
Jenks 1996). These will be considered in the following section.

2.3 Childhood in modern Britain

2.3.1 Introduction

Social constructions of childhood in the twentieth céntury have been dominated by two
models referred to by Jenks (1996) as the Piagetian paradigm (rooted in developmental
psychology) and the Parsonian paradigm (based on socialisation theory). The former
talks of childhood as a universal naturalness, the latter of the social child in need of
socialisation into an adult world. The binarism between children as ‘angels’ (innocent)
and as ‘devils’ (bearers of original sin) (Valentine 1996b), which characterised 18th
century conceptions of childhood have prevailed, dominating social constructions of
childhood for much of the twentieth century. They have also underpinned the
paradoxical and ambiguous nature of childhood in the context of modern Britain. The
contributions of both models to popular conceptions of childhood will be reviewed in
the ensuing sections. '

2.3.2 The Natural Child: The legacy of developmentalism

Until recently childhood has largely been understood in developmental terms according
to conceptions such as ‘maturation’ and ‘learning’ based, in particular, on the work of
Freud (1943) and Piaget (1954). The preoccupation of the expanding psycho-analytic
movement of the 30s and 40s with scientific rationalism, informed thinking about
childhood as a developmental naturalness (Jenks 1996). Jenks notes the tendency of
these theories to ‘routinize’ and ‘naturalize’ childhood on the basis of developmental
conceptions of normality, conceived as having universal relevance.

Piaget suggested that all children acquire cognitive competencies according to a
universal set of sequential stages, from initial development of sensory-motor skills,
through pre-conceptual and intuitive thought to concrete and formal operations in
adolescence. Adolescence was hence seen as a time when the skills and competence
learned in early childhood could be consolidated in readiness for life as a fully
developed adult. The growth process of the child’s cognition is treated as if it were
impelled towards a prestated structure of adult rationality (Jenks 1996). Jenks (1996)
conceptualises Piaget’s hierarchy of intelligence in terms of status dichotomies,
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contrasting the low status figurative thought of children with the high status operative
intelligence of adults, from which notions of ‘childishness’ emerge. In this way the
status of childhood has been “crystallised into lasting institutional forms such as the
family, nursery, school and clinic” (Jenks 1996: 5) according to age related
developmental stages.

In the same way as Piagetian concepts of the cognitive development of the child
monopolised theories of early childhood, developmental perspectives, for example
early psycho analytic theories of Erikson (1963) and Havighurst (1972), have similarly
framed conceptions of the later period of childhood known as adolescence. Invented by
Hall (1904), the term ‘adolescence’ is used to refer to the phase in a young person’s life
associated with the period of sexual maturation beginning with the onset of puberty and
ending when full height is attained - age 10-16 in girls and 12-18 in boys (Schonfeld
1973). Directed by developmental drives, adolescence was perceived as an inevitably
troublesome time in which the young person, is likely to experience ‘storm and stress’
(Hall 1904), be unpredictable, ambivalent and confrontational (Havighurst 1972;
Bradshaw 1990a; Coleman and Hendry 1990). Stereotypes of adolescence such as
these, initiate responses which control and contain adolescents as ‘mythical other’;
primitive or presocial beings in need of civilising (Hall 1904). In this way, adolescence
was constructed in developmental terms, prefiguring the social contexts within which it
occurs.

Developmental models of childhood and adolescence were viewed from an idealised
adult centric standpoint, emphasising what children lack in relation to adulthood rather
than what is present from the perspective of the child. ‘Growth metaphors’ (Jenks
1996) such as ‘adolescent transitions’ and ‘growing up’ predominate the rhetoric of
such theories and provide inertia for developmentalist approaches. The term ‘transition’
is however a contentious issue in that adolescence is not only the period of life that
connects childhood with adulthood but is also a meaningful time in its own right (Prout
and James 1990). Indeed it can be argued that adolescence is no more transitional than
any other life phase (Schneider-Fuhrmann 1986).

As a result of these developmental perspectives, until recently, the sociology of
adolescence has been constructed from a psychological standpoint, rather than with
respect to prevailing social contexts and relations. As Jenks (1996: 25) states,
according to the piagetian paradigm “(t)he ‘fact’ of natural process overcomes the
‘value’ of real social worlds.” The way in which the Piagetian paradigm has informed
social practices, policy and prevailing social attitudes towards children is most clearly
demonstrated in its influence on functionalist thinking in sociology which has given rise
to theories of socialisation. In this way dominant discourses of childhood and
adolescence, rooted in developmentalism, have informed a particular social construction
of childhood, which has prevailed for much of the twentieth century.
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2.3.3 The Moral Child: socialising the human becoming

Adult ambivalence about children as either innocents or possessing original sin, has
provided both the means and the ends for justifying the importation of developmentalist
assumptions into a social model of childhood, conceptualised by Jenks (1996) as the
‘moral child’. On the one hand, childhood is idealised as a secure and safe
‘sentimentalized’, world of innocence, fantasy and play (Holt 1975; Zelizer 1985; Prout
and James 1990) cocooned from potential hostilities, hazards and abuses of society,
which parents assume the natural right to protect (James and Prout 1990; Jenks 1996).
On the other, children and adolescents are perceived as possessing an inevitable
demonic quality connoted as naughty, troublesome or deviant (Valentine 1996b) and
therefore a potential threat to the stability of the social system. Views of childhood and
youth have therefore given rise to social practices which protect and control young
people according to social norms. This has occurred in the form of socialisation theory.

Socialisation, according to Prout and James (1990), is the process by which ‘immature,
irrational, incompetent, asocial and acultural children are magically transformed into
mature, rational, competent, social and autonomous adults’ (See also Mackay 1973).
According to this formulation being a child is about being ‘not yet complete’ as a
person, but in a process of becoming a ‘fully human’ adult and therefore becoming
‘social’ (Parsons 1951). The transition from childhood to adulthood is seen, from the
primacy of the rational, socialised world of adult norms and values, as a social function
concerned with reproducing the social order through successfully (or not) becoming
adult.

Drawing on the work of Talcott Parsons (1951), Jenks (1996: 15) talks of socialisation
as “a learning process involving the acquisition of the requisite orientations for
satisfactory functioning in (social) roles”. At the heart of this process of
institutionalisation is a “persistent translation of universal cultural values into particular
social norms and orientations...” (Jenks 1996: 15). Parson’s (1951) theory is based on
the presumption of consensus values, social norms and individual conformity to the
preservation of the status quo. The maintenance of the status quo is achieved through
social structures and processes constructed on the basis of dominant conceptions of the
way childhood and youth are located in society giving rise to an idealised vision of
childhood. '

The idealisation of childhood is intertwined with images of the ‘domestic ideal’ of the
family, in which the identity of childhood becomes intertwined and lost within family
structures. Saporiti (1994) refers to this process as the ‘familialization’ of childhood.
For Makrinioti (1994) this involves the fusion of childhood into the family institution to
such an extent that it defines an inseparable unit. Others see it as a process of control
and containment for the benefits of social reproduction and capital accumulation
(Oldman 1994a). On this basis adult conceptions of childhood create the social context,
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including social norms and expectations, in which young people live.

Socialisation theory has, however, been criticised on four counts (Tonkin 1982; Prout
and James 1990; Jenks 1996). First it emphasises what children lack from an adult-
centric position rather than recognising the innate individuality and agency of childhood
and youth (Prout and James 1990). Indeed it may well be the result of the discontinuity
and tension between the undervalued ‘possibilities’ of youth and the rigid certainties
and expectations of the social system that socialisation theory is weakened and
paradoxes of childhood and youth come to light.

Second, socialisation theory assumes that a common normative value system is
acquired on completion of a satisfactory transition to adulthood. Rather than
conceptualising childhood and youth with respect to the social worlds of difference
within which young people, developmental philosophies have retained a tenacious grip
on idealised, though conceptually flawed, social constructions of childhood and youth.
What emerges in reality is a multiplicity of life projections and a plurality of social
cultures, which are a consequence of divergent childhoods dependent upon a range of
social and environmental factors such as class, ethnicity, gender and place (Wilson and
Wilson 1992; Archard 1993). For many young people, achieving adult citizenship
involves more than a linear functional transition. Instead it is experienced as an holistic,
multidimensional process (Roche and Tucker 1997) mediated by place, subjectivity and
identity (Pile 1996).

Third, binary conceptions of childhood and youth as innocent and troublesome give
rise to inconsistency and ambivalence in social relations with young people which
hinder their ability for self determination and fail to adequately recognise their
experiences, abilities or cultural differences. Prevailing negative stereotypes of young
people as troublesome individuals likely to engage in anti-social activities appear as
threats to the family ideal and therefore justify discipline, guidance and control
(Hawdon 1996), to prevent them growing into untamed savages (Jenks 1996). For
example, thugs, gangs, hooligans, vandals or louts, seemingly engaged in anti social
activities such as ‘hanging about’, ‘doing nothing’ or just ‘messing about’ are
frequently devalued by adults as ‘idle’ (Ennew 1994) and therefore anti social.
However as Pence (1988) notes, the same groups doing the same things within the
structured setting of a supervised youth centre are perceived more positively.

Fourth, children do not live in a nostalgic world of fantasy rather, within changing
social contexts in which the child is constantly confronted with the need to make real
choices and decisions (Boyden 1990; Mayall 1994). Boyden (1990) notes how
childhood is for many, an unhappy time in which harsh realities of life are confronted.
Like any other stage in the lifecourse, childhood necessitates the individual negotiating
his/her way through changing social circumstances (Coleman and Hendry 1990;
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Giddens 1991; Beck 1992; Frydenberg 1996). However, paternalistic practices which
socialise young people into defined sets of activities and behaviours may divest the
power of children as social actors in their own right and alienate young people from the
wider community.

What emerges is a “status ambiguity” (Coleman 1992: 21) wherein childhood is
variably specified according to adult whim. Despite the contradictions and
inconsistencies which emanate from socialisation perspectives, the relationships
between adults and young people in public policy and everyday social transactions
continue to be constructed to a great extent in this way.

2.3.4 Folk Devils ... : constructing young people as ‘other’

Until recently, the sociological model of childhood and adolescence based on
developmentalist views of ‘growing up’, which view young people as troublesome and
subject to the inevitable experience of storm and stress (Coleman and Hendry 1990),
have created a ‘myth of adolescence’ (Schneider- Fuhrmann 1986) as ‘folk devils’
(Cohen 1972), which has dominated social constructions of childhood and
adolescence. Offer (1981) notes that the myth has been based on partial and incomplete
developmental perspectives and a bias in empirical evidence based on abnormal rather
than ‘normal’ adolescents. Jackson (1989) in a similar way notes the tendency of
researchers to emphasise the ‘exotic’ rather than the ‘mundane’ in youth cultural
studies. Stanley Cohen (1972), for example, illustrates how the mods and rockers of
the 1960s were seen as ‘folk devils’ who, through flamboyant expressions of their
~ cultural “difference’, initiated moral panic about youth in society.

Recognition of youth as groups apart from mainstream society came about as a result of
the creation of the popular image of the ‘teenager’ by the free market in the 1950s
which gave rise to the growing manifestations of ‘youth cultures’ as popular social
groupings differentiated iconically through music, dance, dress and lifestyles. The
‘multiple constructions’ (Valentine 1996b) of teenagers have been further exacerbated
by liberal youth movements and social protests of the 1960s and 1970s, particularly by
middle class kids (see Aggleton 1987; Meeus 1988); the increasing evidence of the
marginality of girls (McRobbie and Garber 1976) and working class lads (Hall and
Jefferson 1975; Willis 1977), and media representation of inner city riots (Scarman
1981; Keith 1987; 1989); which have consolidated adult images of youth as a group
apart from the civilised and socialised world of adults.

Youth research has been preoccupied with adult agendas concerned with aspects of
(particularly failed) youth socialisation and transitions into adulthood. For example,
Chisholm (1990) focuses on youth as lost social capital. More recently emphasis in
youth research has switched to the growing problem of social exclusion for an
increasing number of young people for whom disenchantment, disaffection and apathy
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characterise their lives (Wyn and White 1997). In particular there has been mounting
concern about the expanding ‘underclass’ of marginalised and disaffiliated young
people (Hockey and James 1993; Qvortrup 1994; MacDonald 1997) who are excluded
from traditional rights of citizenship.

Concern about the increasing numbers of youth who have been identified as slipping
through the net of successful social integration has given rise to an emphasis on
problem youth (Hawdon 1996) whose behaviour is disturbed or disturbing (Coppock
1996) or as Dohmn (1997) suggests: “mad, bad, sad and can’t add”. These categories
not only reflect a growing social crisis for many young people (Scraton 1997) but also
the shortcomings of prevailing conceptions of childhood and youth which fail to
acknowledge young people’s diverse social realities and the complicity of prevailing
social constructions of childhood and youth in the alienation of young people in society
(Leach 1994). ’ :

2.3.5 .. and Moral Panics: the role of the media in constructing
popular myths of childhood and youth

The media has a fundamental influence on how childhood is socially constructed.
Scraton (1997, vii) in the preface to his book “Childhood’ in ‘Crisis’?” states that “the
widely-proclaimed assumptions about the demise of childhood in the 1990s, the ill-
discipline of children and the lawlessness of youth, have dominated popular discourses
and political reaction”. The catalyst for such moral panic, he suggests, has come from
. the killing of James Bulger in 1993 and the ensuing flood of media attention directed
towards the representation of childhood in crisis.

Davis and Bourhill (1997), write about demonization of children and young people and
comprehensively illustrate the power of the media in shaping popular knowledge of
childhood and its supposed demise (Cox 1996). Davis and Bourhill (1997) suggest
simplistic generalisations such as ‘innocence and evil’, ‘nature and nurture’ and
‘protection and freedom’ construct children either as objects of concern or threats to the
adult order. They state: “(t)he media portrayal of children’s involvement in crime, either
as perpetrators or victims, is central in creating and reinforcing public perceptions of
childhood” (p. 29). Far from adopting a moral stance they note that the media is
motivated by the imperatives of its own agenda; of ‘dramatisation, sensationalism,
titillation and simplification’ (Chibnall 1977, quoted in Davis and Bourhill 1997), such
that representation of young people in the media becomes a popular fiction, frequently
characterised by distortion and bias (Davis and Bourhill 1997). Despite the fictitious
nature of media myths of childhood, moral panic has had substantive effects on social
constructions of childhood.
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Stainton-Rogers (1992) states that the ways children are construed not only determine
how we make sense of them as children, but also inform and reflect social and
economic policies towards children, political ideology and the values of institutions that
manage childhood. In particular the role of the family and numerous media headlines
calling for ‘the return to traditional family values’, discipline and control. Parton (1991:
202) explains the situation in terms of “an individualised conception of social relations
whereby the market is the key institution for the economic sphere, while the family is
the key institution for the social sphere.”

Rather than focusing attention on the structural conditions of childhood and youth,
successive governments have perpetuated the trend of individualisation (Beck 1992) in
which the state intervenes not to restructure the crumbling moral fabric of society, or to
recognise the plight of young people, but to impose structures which oblige parents, to
take greater responsibility for their offspring, for example through the imposition of
curfews (Jeffs and Smith 1996). In this way, popular representations of childhood
have been influenced by prevailing political ideologies. For example, in 1993 John
Major was reported in the popular press as saying: “society needs to condemn a little
more and understand a little less” (Mail on Sunday 21/2/93). The policies of his and
subsequent governments appear to have followed along the lines of this praxis.

The irony of media influence on social constructions of childhood is that attention is
disproportionately concentrated on the misdoings of young people, to the extent that
systematic abuse and violence against children by adults is sidelined. Children’s
concerns and values are frequently ignored whilst perceived transgressions of
childhood receive condemnation. The Independent on Sunday, for example, draws
attention to the fact that ‘of the 70 plus children murdered each year, most were killed
by parents or adults known to them’ (21 February 1993). In spite of such examples of
adults abusing their responsibility and position of power over children, the
scapegoating of young people for society’s moral decay continues, levels of provision
and protection remain inadequate (CRDU 1994) and prevailing adultist constructions of
childhood persist. Indeed a number of observers have noted that ‘children have only to
look around them to see that ours is a culture that does not actually like children very
much’ (S. Moore in the Guardian 26/3/93; Comedia 1991). Underlying media catalysts
to popular representations of childhood is an explicit hegemony of adult power and
interests over the paradoxical way in which childhood and youth are socially
constructed. The significance of childhood paradoxes will be explored in more detail in
the subsequent chapter in relation to social change and in Chapter Five with regard to
children’s rights and participation. Before the dimensions of a new paradigm for
childhood are explored, one further key debate which has pervaded much of the
literature is whether childhood may be in various ways disappearing.
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2.3.6 Disappearing childhood?

Postman’s (1982) essay on the disappearance of childhood has given rise to ongoing
debate about the changing nature of childhood. What is inferred is that childhood is
“disappearing as an embodiment of a particular meaning” (Qvortrup 1997: 3). Others in
a similar vein have talked of crises in childhood and youth (Griffin 1993; Scraton
1997), of lost or stolen childhoods (Vittachi 1989), of childhood being eroded
(Suransky 1982) or as Jenks (1996) put it ‘the strange death of childhood’. All these
expressions are united in their recognition that the western childhood idyll as a ‘walled
garden of innocence, fantasy and adventure’ (Holt 1975) is seen to be under threat.
Russell (1995) suggests that the crisis had reached such an extent that parents were
now ‘in fear of their own children.” A distinction needs to be made between changes to
childhood as an idea and changes in the conditions of childhood, which have given rise
to a critical reassessment of dominant conceptions of childhood in particular with
respect to their universal relevance (Boyden 1990).

It could be argued that childhood is disappearing in three ways. First are those studies
which focus on children in crisis situations, for example those in war zonés (Garbarino
1995; Coomaraswamy 1998; Dejanovic 1998), or exposed to environmental hazards
(Satterthwaite et al. 1996), or children as victims of abuse (Kitzinger 1990; Jenks
1996). Secondly are those which concern children who, whilst not in crisis, live in
situations which for social, cultural or economic reasons, do not permit the child to
benefit from a nourishing childhood. These children can be referred to as ‘children
without childhoods’ (Winn 1984) and include street children (Swart 1989; Glauser
1990),! those engaged in child labour (Bequelle and Boyden 1988; Fyfe 1989),
children who have domestic responsibilities for example as carers of a long term sick or
disabled relation (Aldridge and Becker 1993), children whose culture impairs their
freedom (Ghuman 1980; Verma and Mallick 1988), or socially disadvantaged children
(Bradshaw 1990b; Kumar 1993) who experience deprivation and exclusion.

The third category, arguably of greater relevance to this study, concerns what Stephens
(1995: 180) calls “deviations from modern childhood”. According to Stephens,
idealised western concepts of childhood are being challenged as a result of changing
macro structural, social and cultural influences on young people which are modifying
the particular qualities and attributes of childhood in late twentieth century post
industrial countries such as Britain. The impact of social change on contemporary
childhood has attracted a great deal of attention in the literature (see for example
Chisholm et al. 1990; Davis 1990; Jones and Wallace 1992; Fornas and Bolin 1995;
Furlong and Cartmel 1997; Bynner ez al. 1997) and will be returned to in the following
chapter. At this stage it is important to simply draw out those dimensions which

1 These categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive, since street children could also be classed as
at risk.
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constitute the changing contours of childhood in late modernity2 (Giddens 1991).
These can be couched largely in terms of the paradoxical situation whereby childhood
and adulthood experiences are conflating - referred to by Land (1994) as the crumbling
bridges between childhood and adulthood - whilst at the same time becoming more
separated.

At a societal level young people are being increasingly drawn in to the adult world of
economic activity as consumers (Buchner 1990; Stewart 1992; Jones and Wallace
1992). In contrast to practices which sought to cordon off childhood from the demands
of the economic world, in order to become educated, contemporary childhood is
characterised by children playing an increasingly important role in the post industrial
economy (Jones and Wallace 1992). The growth in global communication systems -
information technology, advertising media, satellite TV and the growth in home videos
(Furlong and Cartmel 1997) - create a situation in which young people are now
receiving a similar flow of information and stimuli to adults (Buchner 1990). Young
people are gaining adult levels of knowledge about their world earlier than previously
has been the case, but without full ‘adult’ credentials, autonomy or legitimacy of
consuming adults to act on that information. The importance of identity and style for
young people has become more crucially defined in terms of cultures of consumption
(Nava 1992; Stewart 1992; Miles 1996) as traditional sources of identity and belonging
become opaque (Furlong and Cartmel 1997). Whereas Stephens (1995) sees this as
central to the crisis in the reconceptualisation of childhood in modernity, Harvey (1989)
talks of the ‘structured coherence’ of capitalism and Jameson (1984) the ‘cultural logic
of late capitalism.’

At the same time, McKendrick et al. (1998) note how, in line with the growing
consumerisation and commercialisation of leisure time, young people’s out of school
world is increasingly being packaged as a commodity to be bought and sold in the
market place. Specialised play ghettos, childwork institutions and attractive leisure
experiences reflect an increasing preoccupation with socialising young people into
economic roles at an increasingly younger age, but in the process exacerbate the
separation of young people from the everyday activities of their communities. The
‘organic’ experiences which characterised childhood a generation before, in which
young people’s experiences and identities were realised within the neighbourhood and
the community, have been replaced by ‘virtual’ and ‘detached’ childhood experiences
(Liden 1997) characterised by a process of social dis-integration rather than integration
into community life.

The impact of social change on the lives of young people has implications for the
structural location of childhood (Goldson 1997), as well as for the roles and
relationships of the state, families and young people themselves. In particular it

2 See Chapter Three for definitions and debates about late modernity.
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precipitates critical reflection on the status of young people as citizens in their own right
and the premise upon which adult’s assumed hegemony over childhood rests. As
Qvortrup (1994) contends, it challenges the principle of ontology and age, shaking the
ideological foundation which legitimises adults’ natural right to exert power over
children. The conventional conception of the child-adult relationship as one of
dependency is open to question as young people exercise a greater degree of self
determination in constructing their own biographies beyond the ‘walls’ of the family.
Recent attempts to reconceptualise childhood (notably by James and Prout 1990; Jenks
1996; Qvortrup 1997) have hence been characterised by attempts to recognise
childhood as an active social process. The idea of childhood as a process of active
cultural production is however mediated by the differential intra-structural positions and
conditions within which different childhoods are determined (Goldson 1997).

The following section will uncover the key dimensions of attempts to reconstruct
childhood as an active social process, in so doing redressing the power imbalance
‘between adults and children in constructions of childhood. In the following chapter
greater account will be taken of the effect of macrostructural changes on contemporary
childhood drawing attention in particular to the contingency factors which mediate
young people’s ability to negotiate their changing social contexts.
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24 tructing childhood

2.4.1 Dimensions of an emergent paradigm

Theoretical developments in the way childhood is conceptualised have occurred hand-
in-hand with changing directions in the social sciences generally. A change that Prout
and James (1990: 8) quote Crick (1976: 2) as describing as “a shift from function to
meaning”. This shift mirrors developments in geography which have taken place under
the umbrella of the ‘cultural turn’ (as discussed in Chapter One). Prout and James
(1990: 9) suggest that “childhood is a phenomenon in relation to which the double
hermeneutic of the social sciences is acutely present”. In so doing théy locate a new
paradigm of childhood sociology in relation to changing societal contexts within which
the interplay between self and society gives rise to childhood as an active social
process.

Whereas developmental and socialisation paradigms focus on the age-related normative
growth processes of the young person as “human becoming” (Jenks 1996: 9),
contemporary sociological perspectives recognise instead the importance of
acknowledging childhood as a period of life within which young people, as active
cultural producers, construct and reconstruct their worlds within existent structures.
Childhood is therefore seen not as an inevitable and predetermined experience, rather as
being variable across time and space.

Emerging views of childhood therefore acknowledge the immaturity of childhood as a
biological fact, but propose that the way in which immaturity is understood and made
meaningful is a fact of culture which varies over time and space (Prout and James
1990). Childhood is thus characterised by difference and diversity and the lived
experiences of children are thus framed within, though not wholly determined by,
structural conditions and prevailing social constructions of childhood at any one time.
According to this emerging view of childhood, children are seen as active social agents
who negotiate and carve out their own childhoods from the complex interplay between
structural conditions and personal circumstances.

Despite the incipieht nature of a new paradigm for childhood, there appears to be a
consensus around a number of fundamental dimensions which have characterised
recent attempts to reconceptualise childhood (Sée in particular Qvortrup et al. 1994,
Jenks 1996; James and Prout 1990). First, childhood is understood as a social
construction with specific structural and cultural components which vary across time
and space. Second, childhood is a sociological variable associated with age, and
therefore can be defined in terms of power relations with respect to adults. As such,
childhood is embedded in the production of social relations and cannot be separated
from other sociological variables. Third, there is an essential temporality of childhood
such that childhood is experienced in the ‘here and now’, giving rise to childhoods
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which are in effect ‘worlds apart’ (Matthews e al. 1998a) from adulthood. Childhood
can therefore only be meaningfully studied from the child’s perspective. Fourth,
children are viewed not as passive objects of adult concern, rather as active social
agents capable of determining their own lives, of those around them and of the societies
in which they live. These four key components of a new paradlgm for childhood will
be used as a basis for this study.

2.4.2 Childhood as a social construction

Childhood, as distinct from biological immaturity, is neither a natural nor universal
feature of human groups but appears as a specific structural and cultural component of
many societies (Prout and James 1990; Jenks 1996). The child as a universal
phenomenon is based on the premise that the experience of childhood rests on a pre-
social ‘naturalness’ (Jenks 1996) which predetermines the nature of children's
development. However as an increasing number of retrospective studies of childhood
~ in history (Hendrick 1990; Cunningham 1995; Cox 1996; Goldson 1997) and cross
cultural research (Offer e al. 1988; Hoyles 1989; Amit Talai and Wulff 1995) have
shown, differences in the way childhood is lived out in different social, cultural and
historical contexts reflect the variability of childhood as a social construction.

Whilst there is little doubt that young people go through similar developmental
processes as they evolve, the “way in which immaturity is understood and made
meaningful varies over time and place is a fact of culture” (Prout and James 1990: 7).
Prout and James’s (1990: 1) concern is with “the ways in which the physiological
processes of aging are conceived and articulated in particular societies into culturally
specific sets of ideas and philosophies, attitudes and practices”. Young people’s lives
are therefore shaped by the social structures and values in any given society according
to prevailing philosophies of childhood (Hendrick 1990; Pilcher 1995; Jenks 1996).

Others (Hoyles 1989; Amit Talai and Wulff 1995) have adopted a cultural or
anthropological perspective to explode universal ‘myths of childhood’ and demonstrate
its variability over time and space. It has been suggested for example that, in contrast
to pre-industrial agrarian societies, adolescence develops as an extension to childhood
dependency in industrial cultures (Furnham and Gunter 1989). Cultural traditions
involving recognised rites of passage and social norms in non industrial (traditional)
societies facilitate the smooth transition of young individuals to adulthood (Mead 1943)
as a continuous process, thus circumventing the transition from childhood to adulthood
as being constructed as a troublesome time. Rather than Mead’s assertion that
adolescence does not exist, it is perhaps more apt to suggest that it takes a form devoid
of western social connotations. Boyden (1990) for example contrasts childhood in
Britain with that of Peru by referring to the significant number of 6 to 14 year olds in
Peru who are heads of households, principal breadwinners and primary carers of
younger siblings (Boyden 1985). For these individuals the transition from childhood to
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adulthood is hastened by economic necessity, cultural norms and social realities and
occurs earlier in life than their developed world counterparts. As a result of cases such
as these, it has been argued that conventional notions of childhood and adolescence
which have dominated theories of childhood have been based on western constructions
of childhood (Boyden 1990; Hockey and James 1993; Stephens 1995). Adolescence
" therefore, like childhood, is not a fixed concept, but is problematic varying according to
criteria used for definition, academic disciplines and social and cultural (and therefore
philosophical) contexts.

Others, along a similar line, have noted how childhood is eroded or betrayed
(Allesbrook and Swift 1989; Vittachi 1989; Boyden 1991) as a result of the immediacy
of social rather than cultural circumstances (see section 2.3.6). What is at issue here is
not that children are deprived of life as a child (although in places such as Kurdistan,
Argentina, Brazil and Iraq where the wholesale disappearance and genocide of children
by the state has occurred, this is literally the case), rather that childhood as a largely
western notion of a ‘carefree, safe, secure and happy phase of human existence’
(Sommerville 1982) is undermined and therefore replaced with an alternative, though
none the less real, social construction of childhood. Boyden (1990) remarks that
idealised and sentimentalised western visions of childhood are not only at odds with the
real life experiences of many children in the ‘South’ but also the ‘North’.

The fact that childhood, youth and adolescence are variable as cultural constructions
does not necessarily mean that childhood is not present in some cultures or at different
times in history, rather that it may simply take a different form. Indeed an irony appears
to exist in the theorisation of childhood in that on the one hand childhood is
acknowledged as a socially and historically variable cultural construction; on the other
the UNCRC talks in terms of the universal rights of all children under 18 years of age.
It seems more feasible to retain a binary perspective in discourses of childhood and
make a distinction between the lived worlds of children and childhood as constructed
through social discourse (Prout and James 1990; Cunningham 1995; Qvortrup 1997).
Whilst the ‘form’ that childhood takes is likely to vary across cultures, the essential,
innate or presocial human predisposition (the ‘essence’) of children and adolescents as
growing and developing beings could be argued as being perennial across time and
space. In this way childhood is seen as a multi-faceted phenomenon, split between self
and society, but grounded within social and cultural contexts. How childhood is
conceptualised is pivotal in accounting for how childhood is, as well as how it might
be. Childhood is therefore a fluid and dynamic historical social process.
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2.4.3 Childhood as a social variable

Childhood is a variable of social analysis and is therefore embedded in prevailing social
relations with respect to adults. It can never be entirely divorced from other variables
such as class, gender, or ethnicity (Prout and James 1990). Despite this, the sociology
of childhood has, until recently, been a neglected area of research. The ‘child’ has
tended to be subsumed within discourses of the family (Alanen and Bardy 1990;
Brannen and O’Brien 1994; Makrinioti 1994; Saporiti 1994). According to Prout and
James (1990) sociological discourses of childhood rest partly on “the way in which
notions of childhood are embedded within a tightly structured matrix of significations
which binds childhood and positions it in relation to the family” (p.24).

A number of recent writers have identified children and adolescents as minority social
groups who share much in common with the subjugation of women in society (Ambert
1986; Alanen 1994; Oakley 1994). Ambert for example suggested that children’s
relative absence from the literature is rooted in a male-dominated sociology which fails
to give worth to child care; adding credence to suggestions that adult-child relations are
embedded within prevailing structures of class relations associated with the economic
mode of production (Qvortrup 1985; Oldman 1994a, 1994b). However unlike women,
children are doubly disenfranchised, first as being economically unproductive and
second as a result of their age and subsumation within the family.

The position of childhood relative to aduits is therefore one of power relations (Hockey
and James 1993). Implicit in this generational relationship is an assumption that adults
know best. Hockey and James argue that children are subject to regimes of control
which effectively deny them much active choice in the direction of their own lives.
They note that if personhood in Western society is symbolised through ideas of
- autonomy, self determination and choice, then these are denied in the very act of
parents role as carers and their control of children’s behaviour and actions. Hood-
Williams (1990) has argued that examining adult-child relations in terms of ‘age
patriarchy’ characterised by an imbalance of power, presents issues of power, control
and dependency which problematize the concept of childhood. The implication of
recognising childhood as a social variable subordinated within age-patriarchical social
relations is to state that children’s social relationships and cultures are worthy of study
in their own right, independent of the perspective and concerns of adults (Prout and
James 1990). As a result there have been calls for statistical accounting which
“counteracts the ‘invisibility of children’ (Leonard 1990; Save the Children 1995;
Hodgkin and Newell 1996) and recognise childhood as a time in its own right.
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2.44 Childhood as a time in its own right

James and Prout (1990) draw attention to how the “reawakening of interest in temporal
dimensions of social relationships” (p.216) is crucial to the study of childhood. They
highlight two temporal themes associated with childhood. The first, concerning the
‘time of childhood’, in which childhood is located within historical social constructions
of the aging process. The second, focuses on the ‘time in childhood’, concerned with
how time is used to produce, control and order the everyday lives of childhood. Within
these themes exploration of the different dimensions of the temporality of childhood
reveals the way in which the ‘time of childhood defines, and is defined by, time in
childhood (James and Prout 1990). ’

When talking of the ‘time of childhood’ two dimensions are particularly pertinent. As
an ‘ongoing historical process’ (James and Prout 1990) the social construction of
childhood over space and time exhibits a ‘cultural relativity’ in the standardisation of
social time within different epochs. The “timeless culture of childhood as innocence and
purity” (James and Prout 1990: 228) gives rise to a “timeless cultural space” (James
and Prout 1990; 229), separated from the adult world and perpetuated by ‘nostalgic’
myths of childhoods past (Jenks 1994; 1996) which shape childhoods present. The
second dimension which characterises the time of childhood concerns the way in which
the social construction of the aging process in terms of the sequencing of time (for
example which sees childhood as a state of becoming), exerts sets of constraints on the
biological self. Childhood, as a state of becoming, becomes timetabled into separate

worlds demarcated by temporal institutions such as nursery and school. Within such
' institutional frameworks, childhood is presented as a temporal event (Ennew 1994) and
just as any other period in life, is a component of the “ ‘multicultural’ characteristics of
society” (Matthews et al. 1998b: 14). James and Prout (1990: 217) note that “each
‘time of life’ is understood to confer particular qualities and attributes upon its
incumbents so that cultures can have their own periodizations and draw such
boundaries differently.” The pertinent issue here is the differential power relations
between different ‘times of life’ which shape time in childhood.

James and Prout’s second theme of temporality in childhood concerns the relationship
between childhood time and adulthood time. A number of writers (Ennew 1994,
Phadraig 1994) have highlighted the conflict between time for children and time for
adults. Ennew (1994) identifies how the non school activity of children is increasingly
‘curricularised’ according to adult conceptions of the nature of childhood and relation to
the everyday worlds of adults. Matthews (1992) amongst others (see also Michelson
and Roberts 1979; Spencer et al. 1989) notes that young people experience the world in
different ways to adults and therefore “inhabit (and negotiate) spaces within an adult
constructed world” (Ennew 1994: 125) often at odds with their own outlooks. Adults
conceptions of young people ‘wasting time’ or ‘doing nothing’ underline the way in
which childhood time is linked to the standardisation of social time according to adult
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preoccupations (James and Prout 1990).

By developing the notion of childhood as a sociological variable, it can be argued that
childhood is phenomenologically, a meaningful time in its own right. Matthews et al.
(1998D) state that children are not just citizens of tomorrow, they are citizens of today.
They advocate the need to study the ‘here and now’ (Riger 1993; Caputo 1995) of
childhood, and acknowledge the immediacy of young people’s lives. Matthews et al.
(1998a) draw attention to children’s diverse and multi-faceted everyday life with its
own richness and intrinsic value, often not obvious to adults. Ennew (1994) however
notes that there is little or no data about what children do when they are in control of
their own time.

Rather than being seen as “a group apart from the rest of society, practising an
imperfect version of adult culture” (Amit-Talai 1995: 231), a number of writers have
suggested that instead of knowing something less than adults they may know
something different (Matthews et al. 1998b). However rather than acknowledging
differences between childhood and adulthood on an equal basis, childhood cultures
have been subordinated to that of adults such that the needs and interests and therefore
time for childhood have been marginalised in society (Hockey and James 1993; Ennew
1994; Matthews 1995). In an attempt to counteract this, recent research on childhood
and youth has concerned itself with the social and phenomenological worlds of
difference of children and youth as citizens in their own right within their historical and
generational contexts (James and Prout 1990; Qvortrup et al. 1994; Mayall 1994;
Moore 1994; James 1995; Jenks 1996). Prout and James (1990) go on to purport that
ethnography is a particularly useful methodology for the study of childhood, in that it
allows children a more direct voice and participation in the production of sociological
data than is usually possible through experimental or survey styles of research.
Increasing emphasis is therefore being placed on research which acknowledges children
and youth as active cultural producers (Amit-Talai and Wulff 1995).

2.4.5 Children as active social agents

Sociological reconstructions of childhood see children as competént social agents in
their own right (James and Prout 1990).

“Children are and must be seen as active in the construction and
determination of their own social lives, the lives of those around them

and of the societies in which they live. Children are not just the passive
subjects of social structures and processes” (Prout and James 1990: 8).

However, despite ample evidence about young people’s abilities to participate in the
construction of their lives and of those around them, they rarely get a chance to exercise
full rights of citizenship. Prevailing social mores and traditions dictate that adults act on
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behalf of young people and that young people do not have a productive contribution to
make (Save the Children 1995). Expectations that young people should act in a
‘responsible’ and ‘acceptable’ way are not matched by the provision of opportunities to
acquire the skills, competence or consciousness of participation. Nonetheless
increasing awareness of the vulnerability of children to social and environmental
hazards, for example from abuse and exploitation have initiated an awakening of
society’s moral conscience, and in turn, debates about children’s citizenship status.

The agency of childhood has been given further momentum as a result of the images
and initiatives of the Children’s Rights movement: the United Nations Convention on
The Rights of the Child, UNICEF’s Child Friendly City Initiative, Save the Children’s
‘New agenda for children’; and in Britain as a consequence of judicial and legislative
rulings such as the Gillick judgment and the Children Act 1989. The central thrust of
these initiatives is the importance of recognising young people as individuals and their
right to participate as democratic equals in the determination of matters that affect their
lives. For example the Gillick judgment and Article 12 state that the child has a right to
participate in decisions about matters that affect their lives. The problems lie in acting
on these recommendations to challenge existing constructions of childhood in a realistic
way; a prospect that many adults find alarming since it involves the relinquishing of
power (Save the Children 1995). Whilst adults readily scorn ‘irresponsible’ behaviour
by young people, and at the same time abhor the abuse and vulnerability of children,
they remain largely uncommitted to developing alternative discourses of childhood
which reflect the reality of young people’s lived worlds and the capacity of young
people as active social agents.

Childhood and youth in a contemporary form is thus characterised by a number of
paradoxes, centring in particular on a number of key issues about the status and
condition of childhood and youth in society, which problematise the construction of
coherent models which bring the theory and practice of childhood and youth together.
Arguably the most significant consideration in constructing new models of childhood
and youth is building in historical flexibility to account for the changing social contexts
which frame these stages in the lifecourse. The paradoxes of childhood (which will be
expanded upon in the following chapter) can be seen to be embedded in the historical
development of childhood, with their relevance becoming particularly salient within the
context of contemporary society. The paradox is based on two prominent and
competing philosophies of childhood revolving around ‘caretaking’ and ‘liberationist’
perspectives of childhood. These will be explored in more detail in Chapter F1ve in the
context of studies on young people’s rights and participation.
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2.4.6 _Conclusion

In seeking to redress the power imbalance between adults and children the
reconstructions of childhood put forward by Prout and James (1990) have concentrated
on the agency of young people at the expense of changing macrostructural influences
within which childhood is constructed and lived out. With this in mind the following
chapter will explore the way in which childhood and youth as active social practices
have been understood within the double hermeneutic of the social sciences as structured

relations between institutions and identity, collectivity and individualisation and
structure and agency.
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Chapter Three

Understanding the lives of young people

3.1 Introduction

Changing conceptions of childhood and youth (as outlined in the previous chapter)
have given rise to new ways of understanding the social worlds of young people. The
shift from adultist assumptions about childhood and youth to child-centred
perspectives, which acknowledge the agency of young people, is instrumental in
contributing to contemporary studies of childhood and youth. Post-structuralists such
as Henriques et al. (1984) argue that as a means of overcoming the binarism of
individual and society, the lives of children need to be interpreted as the effects of a
discourse between structure and agency.

Emerging from ongoing sociological debates about children and youth is an increasing
concern with the different ways in which the agency of young people, in the
construction of the meanings and symbolic forms, which make up their cultures, can be
understood (Wulff 1995a). Theories of childhood and youth have tended to employ the
concept of culture, as a way of understanding the actions, behaviours, values and
lifestyles of young people. In the 1970s cultural theory saw childhood and youth
cultures as structurally determined sets of cultural practices cemented through social
reproduction and contested through symbolic rituals of resistance (Hall and Jefferson
1976). Recent studies of children and youth cultures (Brake 1985; James and Prout
1990; Griffin 1993; Amit-Talai and Wulff 1995; Corsaro 1997; James et al. 1998) in
contrast, emphasise the relations of young people with, rather than as a product of,
social structures. Griffin (1993: 212) cites Bhabha (1990) as saying that “changing
discursive configurations around ‘youth’ and ‘adolescence’ during the 1980s reflect a
series of crises in contemporary western cultures which resonate around questions of
development and maturity, (...) struggles over power and citizenship, resistance and
survival, domination and the relationship between culture, structure and agency”. As a
result there have been attempts to reconstruct childhood and youth as reflexive social
processes within the dialectic of structure and agency (Giddens 1991). However
Griffin (1993: 210) notes the difficulties in “untangling the relationship between
culture, structure and agency” as young people’s social worlds are becoming more
complex and diverse.
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Fundamental to this shift in the theorising of childhood and youth cultures are the
effects of macrostructural changes which frame the worlds in which young people live.
Social and economic changes arising out of the process of globalisation (Stephens
1995; Qvortrup 1997), the political ideology and practice of governments of post
industrial societies at national and local levels (Coleman and Warren-Adamson 1992),
the changing nature of the labour market (Wallace and Cross 1990), the increasing
influence of the market place and the growing culture of consumerism in the
construction of lifestyles (Gardner and Sheppard 1989; Jones and Wallace 1992;
Stewart 1992) and the changing nature of social networks have all had marked effects
on the social conditions of modern childhood and youth. These have occurred both
directly, in terms of social opportunities and restrictions, and indirectly through the role
of social institutions such as the family, the state and the market place (Stewart 1992;
Jones and Wallace 1992).

Young people, however, live in diverse social circumstances. Young people’s lives
therefore need to be interpreted with respect to the different ways in which changing
social forces impact upon the everyday contexts in which they live (Prout and James
1990; Griffin 1993) and the way in which young people respond to these contexts. In
recognising the complex, diverse and multi faceted nature of youth transitions and the
increasing acceptance that single unitary disciplines provide only a partial understanding
of the lives of young people (Jones and Wallace 1992; Henderson 1995; Roche and
Tucker 1997; Wyn and White 1997) a number of writers have called for holistic, multi
disciplinary approaches to studies of young people’s lives, which take account of the
broader social circumstances in which young people live (Richards and Light 1986,
Prout and James 1990; Coleman and Hendry 1990; Waksler 1991; Jackson and
Rodriguez-Tome 1993; Henderson 1995; Roche and Tucker 1997) and which are
sensitive to the notion that different dimensions of youth transitions may not be
concurrent.

Drawing on literature from across the social sciences this chapter will consider some of
the different dimensions to understanding young people as active social agents within
the context of their everyday worlds. In recognition of the need to reconcile ‘new’
discourses of childhood and youth within the changing structure-agency dialectic,
attempts to understand young people as active agents will be complemented by
consideration of the impact of changing macrostructural contexts on the lives of young
people. The chapter will conclude by exploring the potential value of mobilising the
concept of ‘contingency’ in contributing to emerging new approaches for understanding
the diversity of young people’s lives. '
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3.2 Rethinking theoretical frameworks for understanding the
ultiple realities hildren and youth

3.2.1 Young people as active cultural agents

The principle that young people are active social agents has become widely accepted
across the social sciences (Suransky 1982; Silbereisen and Eyferth 1986; James and
Prout 1990; Sibley 1991; Coleman 1993; Amit-Talai and Wulff 1995; Caputo 1995;
James 1986, 1995; Corsaro 1997; Matthews et al. 1998b). The determining
characteristics of new approaches to understanding young people’s lives is a shift from
adult perspectives, which relate to young people as passive agents of social
reproduction, to recognising the agency of young people as cultural producers in their
own right. Brake (1985: 186) talks of a “shift from ‘structuralism’ to ‘culturalism’”
wherein culture is defined as:

“... the set of practices through which men and women actively respond

to the conditions of their social existence, creatively fashioning

experienced social relationships into diverse and structured patterns. of

living, thinking and feeling. The emphasis, within this account, is placed

on the notion of human agency.” (Bennett et al. 1981: 10)

“Culture is now seen as an active practice shaping and conditioning economic and
political processes, ... the emphasis being on the making of culture, rather than its
determined conditions” (Brake 1985: 186). According to Giddens “social theory must
incorporate a treatment of action as rationalised conduct ordered reflexively by
knowledgeable and capable human agents” (Johnston et al. 1994: 600). For Giddens
(1976) agency is ‘the stream of actual or contemplated casual interventions of corporeal
beings in the ongoing process of events-in-the-world (p.75).” Giddens (1976) thus
suggests that individual agency is dependent on structures directly at the point of action
and indirectly as a result of structuring the nature of individual action.

For Silbereisen and Eyferth (1986) the agency of young people is interpreted in terms
of ‘action’, which they take to imply “self-initiated, purposeful behaviour that can be
interpreted as a means of achieving certain goals, expressing certain values, or solving
certain problems in which free choice and personal control are determining factors but,
within the cultural context of legal norms or social expectations” (p.4). Coleman (1993)
similarly states that one of the four assumptions of lifespan development theory is that
‘individuals are producers of their own development’. Such a philosophical viewpoint
is underlain by the principle that young people are intentional actors, “constructing life
projects with consciousness” (Suransky 1982: 36). However, there are few studies
which examine the way children are active producers of their own culture (Caputo
1995), especially in environmental contexts. ~
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None the less, a number of perspectives have emerged which provide opportunities for
reinterpreting young people as social actors. Wulff (1995b) puts forward the concept of
‘microcultures’ as a means for understanding young people as cultural producers.
Microcultures, according to Wulff (1995b: 65) are:

“ flows of meaning which are managed by people in small groups that
meet on an everyday basis ... choose(ing) cultural concerns that relate to
their specific situation and reformulate them in their own terms as far as
it is possible. The particular combination of personalities, the localities
where they meet, and certain momentous events that they experience
together, are three elements in every microculture.”

Microcultures are thus a way of differentiating between the cultural values and practices
of groups of young people. James (1986), for example, illustrates how young people
construct their own group boundaries between self and others as a process of identity
construction and maintenance, demonstrating that even when commonalities in social
biography exist, young people are able to recognise social space for their own ends. In
this way, boundaries between groups become markers of acceptance and rejection
identified through differences in cultural codes, tastes, symbols and styles (Hebdige
1979; Willis 1990). Matthews et al. (1998a), apply the concept of microcultures within
an environmental context to explore the geographies of young people who share
common values, meanings and experiences in their relationship with local places. These
they refer to as ‘microgeographies’.

Despite a number of insightful ethnographic studies of young people in their
environments (Ward 1978; Hart 1979; Moore 1986) which highlight the creativity of
young people in interpreting and adapting their landscapes, there have been few studies
which adopt the notion of young people as cultural agents engaged in producing and
recreating space (Johnson et al. 1995; Valentine 1996a; Pearce 1996; Matthews et al.
1998a). Matthews et al. (1998b: 9) state that “children are actively involved in cultural
production in a variety of settings: at home, at school, at play, on the street, with
friends, teachers, parents, siblings”. However, little is known about the way in which
different contexts give rise to young people’s diverse microgeographies and the way in
which young people value and use their local environment in each case.

Lerner (1985) specifies three ways in which the adolescent interacts with the
environment. First as ‘stimulus’, whereby the adolescent is seen to elicit different
reactions from the environment according to their own personality and behavioural
characteristics. Secondly, the adolescent acts as a ‘processor’ of the world around
them, with the capabilities of adolescents to process environmental stimuli, changing
‘over time and from individual to individual. The third way adolescents may shape their
own development is as ‘agent’, actively shaping and selecting stimuli in order to make
choices, influence events and select contexts. According to this model, individual
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agency is a dynamic-interactional process! between the individual and his/her external

world and provides a useful tool for understanding the different means by which the

individual may exercise his/her capacity as agents. However, little account is taken of

the social structures and social relations which shape and provide the contexts in which
_Yyoung people act. '

In opposition to the conventional structure-agency binarism in childhood research,
Corsaro (1997) proposes the notion of ‘interpretive reproduction’ in which children are
seen as active, in terms of their contribution to cultural production and change, whilst at
the same time recognising they are constrained by the existing social structure and by
societal reproduction. Corsaro (1997) identifies three types of collective action which
constitute interpretive reproduction: children’s creative appropriation of information and
knowledge from the adult world, children’s production and participation in a series of
peer cultures, and children’s contribution to the reproduction and extension of the adult
culture. What he suggests is that children’s actions occur both within the moment and
over time, with young people appropriating information from the adult world to create
and participate in a peer culture at specific moments.

Young people do not all act in the same contexts, nor in the same ways. Variations in
the inclinations and outcomes of young people’s action is contingent upon the nature
and inter relationships of contextual factors. Even within any one particular context,
individuals may respond in different ways. Whereas some young people may conform
to the structures which surround them, others may contest and challenge their situation.
It could be suggested that past expressions of rebelliousness and rituals of resistance of
youth are simply expressions of their agency in response to regimes of power which
fail to provide the social space to articulate their particular mode of being. Difference
and diversity within and between social groups are in turn contingent upon individual
characteristics such as personal psyche, phenomenological world, life trajectory and
their synergy with structural contexts. What emerges is a need to recognise the multiple
contexts in which young people live and from which cultural difference arises.

. 3.2.2 Situated lifeworlds, diverse contexts: understanding young

people in the here and now of their everyday lives

The recognition that young people are active in determining their own lives has been
complemented by growing awareness of the multiple contexts which characterise the
diversity of young people’s lives. Alanen (1988) has called for a new framework which
focuses on the lives of children in their own right but in their social contexts. [‘Context’
can be taken to refer to the social, cultural, historical, political as well as physical
environment in which an action occurs (Bronfenbrenner 1986) or as Silbereisen and
Eyferth (1986: 4) state “an abstraction of the multivariate of actual environments in
which human beings live ...”]. Recognition of the importance of social context of

1 This relationship is developed in section 3.4.
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young people’s everyday lives (Caputo 1995), has given rise to a growing number of
studies with an explicit focus on the different social worlds of children and adolescents
(Richards and Light 1986; Prout and James 1990; Coleman and Hendry 1990; Waksler
1991; Jackson and Rodriguez-Tome 1993; Henderson 1995; Roche and Tucker 1997).

A corollary of this has been a growing recognition of the value of ‘interpretive’ and
‘ethnographic’ strategies for studying the lives of young people grounded in the context
of their lived worlds (Ingleby 1986; Harre 1986; Wulff 1988; Prout and James 1990;
Coleman and Hendry 1990; Coleman 1993; Griffin 1993; Moore 1994; Amit-Talai and
Wulff 1995; Pilcher 1995). The movement towards child-centred research grounded in
their everyday social practices of young people’s lives is characterised by a recognition
that ‘the mind is situated in practical activity, and cannot be understood outside of its
social and historical context’ (Ingleby 1986).

Understanding the process of cultural production amongst young people involves
recognising the diversity of their own ‘localised forms of cultural activity’ (Wulff
1995b) as distinct from adults and the cultural norms of the wider society. Griffin
(1993) identifies the need for radical youth research to recognise the ‘situatedness’ of
youth cultures, examining ways young people are located within particular youth
discourses (p.209) and the ‘textually mediated cultural practices’ (p.210) which give
rise to a diversity of youth cultures. Emphasis on the ‘here and now’ of young people’s
lives (Matthews et al. 1998b) shifts attention away from what they are to become to a
focus on the lives of young people in the context of their everyday worlds as they are
being experienced (Mayall 1994). Berman’s (1994) study of ‘rap’ culture amongst
young blacks in New York’s Bronx provides an excellent example of how young
people negotiate ‘modernism in the streets’ in the course of their everyday worlds by
employing music as the medium through which cultural capital is maximised and
expressed as a means of identity survival. McLaughlin and Heath (1993), also working
with inner city youth, highlight how faced with limited alternatives young people “join
gangs out of fear of the ‘nowhere jobs’ and resulting social death they see in ...
neighbourhood adults” (p. 214). In this way “the objectivity of outsider perspectives on
inner city youth with the subjective views of the young people from the street ” may be
contrasted (McLaughlin and Heath 1993: 213).

Explicit attention to the social settings of childhood and youth brings to light the
temporal dimension of individual lives. Matthews et al. (1998a) suggest that there is a
fluid and dynamic ‘temporality’ and ‘spatiality’ which structures and influences the
cultural agency of young people in the construction of their worlds. The context of
young people’s lives can therefore be differentiated according to time and space.
Hareven (1982b) uses a four fold classification of different ‘levels’ of time: family
time, individual time, lifespan and historical time. This typology could be reconfigured
to create a framework for the temporal context of young people’s lives as shown in
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Figure 3.1.

The context of young people’s lives can similarly be differentiated in terms of space.
Bronfenbrenner (1979) postulates that there is an ‘ecology”’ of social contexts, in which
human action takes place, which presupposes the importance of the environment in its
widest sense in the context of human development. Bronfenbrenner outlines four
ecological layers - macrosystems, exosystems, mesosystems and microsystems - which
provide the contexts in which the ‘worlds’ of individuals are located. These are shown
in Figure 3.2.

Bronfenbrenner’s model was constructed as a basis for understanding human
development and has been readily used to frame studies of young people’s lives (Moore
1986; Silbereisen and Eyferth 1986, Silbereisen and Noack 1988; Matthews 1992).
According to Matthews (1992: 9) “mesosystems and exosystems are (...) set within the
broad ideological and institutional structures of a pafticular culture or sub-culture.
Macrosystems reflect a society’s or a sub-culture’s shared assumptions” and values, for
example about childhood, lifestyles and changing cultural norms; as well as the
changing social and economic influences within which people live their lives. Matthews
(1992) suggests, however, that these levels are not exclusive, rather are inter-related.
In section 3.3 the way in which macrostructural changes restructure time for young
people in terms of the restructuring of society and space will be considered in more
detail. ’

Satterthwaite et al. (1996), using a similar framework to Bronfenbrenner, recognise the
macro and micro contexts on which infant and child survival, health and development
depend. They talk in terms of five contextual levels: the international economic and
political contexts; the national social, economic and political context; the household
social, economic and environmental context; parental and child knowledge/capacity and
gender relations within households; and the level of infant and child health, which are
interlinked through a complex pattern of inter-relationships. In this way the health of
the child is linked to the context of household conditions which in turn are affected by
national and international economic, social and political processes.

Emphasis on specific contexts of young people’s lived worlds such as the family,
school or the street, runs the risk of neglecting the important influence and inter
relationships of other contextual levels. This is particularly the case with studies of
young people as active cultural agents which, in highlighting the agency of young
people in specific contexts, have tended to neglect the importance of macrostructural
influences upon these contexts. Qvortrup (1997) in particular, has cautioned against
losing sight of the importance of macro social structures in a new sociology of
childhood. Whilst it is commonly accepted that young people are active social agents in
their own right, this becomes true only in relation to changing, multifaceted, multi-
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Figure 3.1: Dimensions to the temporality of young people’s lives
(adapted from Hareven 1982b).

historical time - concerning the specificity of social conditions

lifespan - concerning the dynamic progression of young
people’s lives

social time - concerning the configuration of temporal spaces out
of social relations between adults/parents and children

individual time - concerning the way in which individuals use free

time

Figure 3.2: Ecological layers of young people’s socio-environmental contexts
(Adapted from Bronfenbrenner 1979 and Matthews 1992).
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layered and historically variable social and structural contexts of which they are part
(Bronfenbrenner 1979; Garbarino 1985).

The following section will concentrate on the way in which changes at the macro- and
exo-structural levels (hereinafter referred to collectively as macrostructures) impact on
the lives of young people in particularly their geographical lifestyles. Emphasis is
placed predominantly on western developed societies, in particular Britain. As such the
ensuing review of the changing macrostructural influences on childhood and youth will
be set within a contemporary historical perspective associated with post industrial
changes commonly referred to as ‘late or high modernity’ (Giddens 1991; Jones and
Wallace 1992; Beck 1992; Furlong and Cartmel 1997).

3.3 Changing macrostructural contexts and young people’s
lives ’

3.3.1 Introduction

Qvortrup (1997), highlights the association between societal changes and the social
construction of childhood. However rather than concern himself solely with childhood
as constructed through discourse he argues for the need to see childhood as constructed
through a range of social, economic and cultural forces, of which changing discourses
are but one phenomenon. '

Arguably most significant amongst recent macrostructural changes have been forces
associated with globalisation (Boyden 1990; Stephens 1995) not only of capital but also
of culture and values (Allen 1995). Stephens (1995: 21) argues that so significant are
the globally articulated forms that affect the local worlds of young people, that they
should not be isolated within a narrowly defined field of “child research”, rather
constituted as an ‘important generative site for exploring and theorising capitalist
society and its historical dynamic’. She argues that:

“Models of political and economic transformations leading to
corresponding shifts in consciousness, subjective experience, and social
relationships do not adequately account for increasingly widespread
_notions of the disappearance, contamination, invasion, and colonisation
of domains such as childhood, previously regarded as relatively
noncommodified. To grasp these shifting boundaries, we need a more
powerful notion of capital, not as an objective thing whose development
calls for superstructural changes, but as a particular kind of social relation.”
(Stephens 1995: 21).
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Understanding the lives of young people can not be divorced, therefore, from the
multiple contexts of social relations and processes of social change. The nature of
children's lives in any particular culture varies according to the prevailing mode of
production (Oldman 1994b), but also in a decisive way as a result of parents’ work
(Qvortrup 1997) and the way in which the organisation of time and space impinges
upon the family. ‘Childhood is exposed to the same societal forces as adulthood,
although in a particular way’ (Qvortrup 1993) such that many of the far reaching
implications of macrostructural changes for children are not seen as childhood
problerhs‘

The impact of macrostructural changes on the lives of young people can be grouped
into six categories - a weakening of traditional social affiliations and an increasing ethos
of individualisation, a rise in consumerism coupled with the increasing role of the
market in young people’s lives, widening social inequalities and social exclusion, the
reconstitution of leisure, recreation and public space, the conflict over public space and
the restructuring of childhood and youth in relation to the family. These will be
considered in turn.

3.3.2 New identities: individualisation, subjectivity and the changing
social terrain

Studies of the changing social worlds of children and youth are increasingly being
conducted within the context of discourses of ‘late modernity’ (Boyden 1990;
Chisholm et al. 1990; Jones and Wallace 1992; Griffin 1993; Katz 1994; Stephens
1994, 1995; Fornas and Bolin 1995; Furlong and Cartmel 1997; MacDonald 1997;
Liden 1997; James et al. 1998). Late modernity can be taken to signify a post industrial
stage in capitalism wherein class affiliations, family ties and collective traditions are
gradually being fragmented and overlain with new contextual allegiances, lifestyles,
subcultures and identities associated with patterns of consumption (Lash and Urry
1987; Giddens 1991; Beck 1992; Jones and Wallace 1992; Miles 1996; Furlong and
Cartmel 1997). Social changes in late modernity have come about as a result of the
imperatives of the globalisation of capital and culture (Harvey 1989; Katz 1994;
Stephens 1995) which have brought about an expansion of cultures of consumption
within popular lifestyles (Jones and Wallace 1992; Reimer 1995) and have removed
socialising influences beyond the reach of the family.

The main line of argument in the late modern thesis is that everyday life is being
transformed by an intensifying emphasis on individualisation (Beck 1987, 1992;
Giddens 1991; Naesman 1994; Furlong and Cartmel 1997) whereby young people are
increasingly separated from their social backgrounds and individual subjectivities,
rather than traditional social affiliation, become the determining factor in the
construction of social identities (Beck 1992). Buchner (1990) refers to this as a
“biographization of the lifecourse”, as individuals negotiate an increasingly complex
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and uncertain world in which individual social roles and identities are no longer clear
(Beck 1987). According to the individualist thesis the focus is on young people as
‘reflexively mobilised’ individuals (Jones and Wallace 1992; Giddens 1991)
continually exploring and (re)constructing new forms of subjectivity and identity out of
personal and social changes within multiple contexts (Giddens 1991; Lash and
Friedman 1992). '

The implications of these changes for the social life of young people are that a range of
potential courses of action are open to individuals and collectives in the post-traditional
social universe (Giddens 1991). However rather than withdrawing from the influences
of social structures Giddens (1991: 177) sees the individual as engaging more boldly
with them. In this sense it could be interpreted that, as a result of the weakening of
structural influences and an increasing ethos towards ‘individualisation’ (Giddens
1991; Beck 1992), new opportunities are being (incidentally) created for young people
to negotiate and reconstruct their identities and social roles as active cultural agents.
Childhood and youth as reflexive social processes necessarily engages young people as
active in the construction of their own worlds through the continual reconstruction of
their own life biographies according to multiple social contexts. '

Lash and Friedman (1992) characterised these changes by emphasising the importance
of ‘movement, flux and change’ rather than ‘stasis and fixity’ in social processes.
“Wyness (1996) suggests that the social flux and fluidity which arise out of the
individualising tendencies of late modernity, are bringing about greater opportunities
and liberation for young people as identities and attitudes become more fluid and
negotiable. In this way one can talk of the ‘possibilities’ of childhood rather than the
disappearance of childhood (Postman 1982). One of the main changing global contexts
in which individualisation is permitting new (albeit unequal) possibilities for young
people is in terms of consumerism.

3.3.3 Young people, consumerism and the role of the market place

Youth cultures have long been associated with patterns of consumption and style
(Abrams 1961; Hebdige 1979; Davis 1990). Post war affluence created a youth
consumer market (Davis 1990) which commercial interests targeted with goods and
services (notably fashion, music and entertainment) specifically aimed at young people
(Stewart 1992). As Davis (1990: 166) stated: “... the entertainment media, or indeed
the whole flourishing youth culture industry, served simultaneously to create the
teenager and thus to exploit the young.” Nava (1992: 186) draws attention to Marx’s
less developed ideas about the relation of commodity fetishism to false consciousness

suggesting that young people (like others) are vulnerable to the manipulative power of
 the market. On the other hand, rather than seeing young people as passive subjects
exploited by the consumer culture, Frith (1984) and McRobbie (1989) amongst others,
note that young people are ‘active agents’ in the consumption process as they select
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between and appropriate what’s on offer.

For many young people in the 1980s and 1990s, as a result of the globalisation of
capital and culture, identity and status, in peer groups and society at large, are
increasingly defined by patterns of consumption (Gardner and Sheppard 1989; Brake
1985; Stewart 1992). Whereas youth styles were once aligned to social class, based on
roles in the productive process, the shift in importance from production to consumption
as the means by which social groups are differentiated have redefined young people’s
cultures in terms of modes of consumption of leisure time. In this way young people
have increasingly been drawn into the economic system as participants in their own
right (Oldman 1994b).

Hall (1989) noted that “the greater transformation in society involving the weakening of
collective solidarities and identities and the emergence of new identities (and) ...
individual choices through personal consumption has left a gaping hole where class,
association or region once was”. This hole has been filled by consumption (Gardner
and Sheppard 1989). As Jones and Wallace (1992: 122) put it: “ In a society comprised
of active consumers, citizenship is conferred by the relationship to both ﬁrivate and
public consumer markets, and participation in consumer markets is an important aspect
of citizenship as a whole.” By providing the medium through which common
experiences may be defined, the culture of consumption has had a profound effect on
young people’s values and their aspirations and the way they spend their time and
money (Stewart 1992). The ‘magic of the mall’ is hence significant in the lives of many
- young people (Anthony 1985; Lewis 1989).

Traditional youth subcultural affiliations to class (Hall and Jefferson 1976; Furlong
1990) or gerider (McRobbie and Garber 1976) according to this thesis, are being
replaced by ‘astructural’ youth cultural forms characterised by an homogenisation of
tastes and styles which cut across traditional class divisions (Martin 1983; Lash 1990)
creating new identities (Hall 1989; Back 1996) based on style and consumption.
McRobbie (1991) for example pointed to the way in which young women can acquire a
degree of independence and autonomy: by participating in consumer markets. In this
way consumption bestows new opportunities for social progression and citizenship
- which otherwise may be denied; and provide opportunities to transcend structural
subordination through “new status passageways in which social identities can be
remade” (Jones and Wallace 1992: 139). However, far from inferences of plurality in
new (post-structural) forms of social identification, the notion of opportunity and
choice implicated in contemporary consumer society could just as easily be seen as a
masquerade in the crisis of late capitalism (Jameson 1984).

Furlong and Cartmel (1997) argue, that the capacity of young people to compete in an
individualised world, is still structured according to social position. Furlong et al.
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(1990) noted how class cultures still influence consumer styles, with Nava (1992) and
McRobbie (1991) remarking on the way in which markets are also constructed on the
basis of gender, reproducing rather than restratifying social structures. The capacity for
decision making with regard to consumption is therefore dependent on the individual
having a reasonable degree of economic independence (Lister 1991; Roberts et al
1991). Young people with less financial means lack the resources, or ‘social capital’
(Bourdieu 1984), to satisfy their changing expectations manufactured by the consumer
industry (Brake 1985), despite facing the same messages from advertising media and
the same demands from peers and society for achieving status and acceptability
(Stewart 1992).

There is still much to learn about how these changing pressures on young people

influence their geographical lifestyles in different social contexts. What is clear,

however, is that due to existing structural inequalities some young people have become

marginalised by being excluded from consumption. As Giddens notes “modernity
produces difference, exclusion and marginalisation” (1991: 6). As a result of widening

structural inequalities and ineffective youth policy (Wallace and Cross 1990),

opportunities and capacities for individuals to identify through consumption practices

are being “structured away” (Jones and Wallace 1992: 144) giving rise to young
people’s geographies being differentiated according to social context (Stewart 1992;

Jones and Wallace 1992; Kirk et al. 1991). The following section draws attention to the
way in which social inequality and exclusion arising out of late modernity, impacts on

young people, as they struggle with choices and constraints in constructing their

- neighbourhood geographies and life trajectories.

3.3.4 Young people, social inequality and exclusion

Social and economic transformations have impacted significantly on the transitions and
experiences of young people (MacDonald 1997). The way in which social change
shapes the lives of young people “intertwines with class, gender, ethnicity and locality
...” (Amit-Talai 1995: 231), giving rise to ‘worlds of difference’ characterised by
inequalities of opportunity, choice and a diversity of place experiences amongst modern
youth (Bates and Riseborough 1993; Kumar 1993). Alienation, disaffection and apathy
are becoming increasingly more widespread (Furnham and Gunter 1989; Wyn and
White 1997) creating an increasing sense of marginalisation and social exclusion for a
growing number of young people (Williamson 1993; Bates and Riseborough 1993;
MacDonald 1997) as they struggle with a lack of opportunities for social participation
and isolation from the adult world. Roche (1993) and Dean (1997) suggest the problem
lies with the failure of social rights of citizenship, in which “lifestyle choice is
increasingly important in the constitution of self-identity and daily activity” (Giddens
1991: 5), but which is unattainable for a growing number of young people.
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A number of writers have identified a significant proportion of young people who
constitute a growing ‘underclass’ in Britain, for whom disadvantage and social
exclusion has become a reality (Dahrendorf 1987; Murray 1990, 1994; Westergaard
1992; Lash 1994; West and Sweeting 1996; MacDonald 1997). MacDonald (1997: 3-4)
defines underclass as:

“ a social group or class of people located at the bottom of the class
structure who, over time, have become structurally separate and culturally
distinct from the regularly employed working class and society in general
through processes of social and economic change (particularly
de-industrialisation) and/or through patterns of cultural behaviour, who are
now persistently reliant on state benefits and almost permanently confined
to living in poorer conditions and neighbourhoods.”

Whereas middle class young people are able to “trade on their cultural capital”
(MacDonald 1997: 21) in order to negotiate the constraints which hamper their social
activities; for the increasing proportion of young people living on the margins in a
‘drop-out society’ (Wilkinson 1995), capacity for contingent activities is restricted to
“the socialising influences of alternative and sometimes deviant cultures of their
economically sidelined parents” (MacDonald 1997: 19). Rutter and Smith (1996) argue
that the increasing occurrence of psychosocial disorders in young people are, as a
result, the outcome of the changing nature of young people’s isolation from the rest of
society, rather than a precursor to it. What develops are “self perpetuating sub cultures”
(MacDonald 1997: 16), or what Blackman (1997) refers to as everyday ‘cultures of
survival’. These are made up of “similar cultural outlooks, rituals, meanings, values
and activities” (Roberts 1997: 3; Blackman 1997) which give rise to “a cumulation of
social pathologies” (Dahrendorf 1987: 4) and sustained marginality. Or as Willis (1977)
suggested, a situation in which young people collude in their own oppression.

Lister (1991) and Kirk et al. (1991) interpret the creation of socially marginalised sub
cultures as being tantamount to the creation of second class citizens, characterised by a
divergence between inclusion in cultural life and exclusion from prevailing standards of
living. Kirk et al. (1991), for example, found how young people without funds were
more likely to get into trouble as they sought to negotiate the gap between their
heightened expectations (Jones and Wallace 1992) and the reality of their inability to
satisfy these needs in the consumer market place (Seabrook 1982). For Lash (1994)
and Wacquant (1991) the location of these subcultures constitute ‘hyper-ghettoes’
living under a form of political, economic and social apartheid (Field, quoted in Morris
1994: 106).

Jones and Wallace (1992) however make the distinction between the growing
proportion of young people at the bottom end of the social spectrum who suffer greatest
deprivation but also that young people as a whole are increasingly suffering
disadvantage. This has occurred through the impact of state policies such as
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authoritarian restrictions on,young people (MacDonald 1997) and the increasing control
- of public space which have tended to exacerbate rather than ameliorate distance between
young people and wider society.

3.3.5 Reconstitution of leisure, recreation and public spaces

Macrostructural changes in Britain in the 1990s have brought about changes to the
provision, management and consumption of leisure time and young people’s use of
local places. Urban space has increasingly been privatised and subject to regimes of
control (Berman 1986; Fyfe and Bannister 1996, Zukin 1995) which have, in effect,
squeezed young people out of the landscape. Mitchell (1996) refers to this as the
‘annihilation of space’, as ‘others’ (normally young people) are forced out of these
places.

At the same time other aspects of young people’s use of public space are being affected.
Young people’s free range is increasingly being undermined by environmental hazards
and social dangers (Bjorklid 1985; Hillman 1993; Barnardos 1994; Valentine 1995;
Satterthwaite et al. 1996; Valentine and McKendrick 1997) and the creation of ‘a
climate of fear’ (Valentine 1995) amongst parents about the vulnerability of young
people in public places. This is marked by the massive decline in the number of
activities that children undertook unaccompanied between 1971 and 1990 (Hillman et
al. 1993). As a result Valentine and McKendrick (1997) draw attention to a ‘retreat
indoors’ by children. This is compounded by a growth in televisual information media
such as videos and computer games which provide young people with alternative
virtual leisure experiences (Gunter and McAleer 1990; Valentine 1997b).

One final dimension to the changing context of young people’s experiences of play and
leisure experiences is provided by McKendrick et al. (1998). They identify the growing
‘business of children’s play’ whereby young people’s leisure experiences are being
sold as commodities on the free market in a range of settings - such as pubs,
department stores and shopping malls as well as purpose built venues. However, in a
similar fashion to other facets of consumer lifestyles, an increasing proportion of young
people lack sufficient means to use such facilities.

The implications of the increasing control and privatisation of recreational opportunities
(Rojek 1985) and use of public space goes beyond the consumption (or not) of such
opportunities to embrace wider issues of social exclusion for some young people. In
particular there is a burgeoning literature concerning young people and the conflict over
public space. Of interest in this study is how young people are affected by these
changes and the contingency activities and behaviours young people employ in
response to them. This has in part been reinitiated as a result of media scares and moral
panics about young people in public places, but is also resultant upon changes to the
way local places are planned and managed. The growing literature concerning the
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conflicts and hassle young people experience in public places will provide the focus of
the following section.

3.3.6 Young people and the conflict over public space

Increasing attention in the literature concering young people’s use of public places has
concerned the conflicts young people experience in the course of their use of public
space. Such interest has been given momentum as a result of growing moral panics
about the threat of, and to, young people in public places (Valentine 1996a, 1996b),
rising levels of crime committed by young people (Black et al. 1996) and the new
Crime and Disorder Bill. For some, there is a perception that young people’s
undesirable and anarchistic use of public space poses a threat to the moral order of
public space (Cahill 1990; Valentine 1996a). For others, the problem is inextricably
linked to the way childhood and youth, constructed as ‘other’, are engaged in an
ongoing struggle for legitimate use of public spaces, constructed as adult spaces
(Valentine 1996a; White 1993; Cahill 1990) as a result of their social and spatial
marginalisation on the landscape. This section will consider some of the central
discourses surrounding young people and conflict over public space. first, by
identifying the nature of young people’s struggle over public space and second, by
considering how regulatory regimes and interventionist strategies affect young people’s
use of public space.

Given the absence of legitimate private places for young people to meet they actively

seek autonomous space within the public domain. In this way young people carve out
/ ‘private’ space from the anonymity of the public realm (Valentine 1996a). Street
spaces, shopping malls, bus stations and parks become places where young people can
congregate away from the adult gaze. Urban space is therefore an important dimension
in the construction of social life amongst young people and with society at large (White
1993; Berman 1986; Matthews et al. 1998h). White (1993: 87) states that these places
are where “young people can get together to spend their time (...) among peers and
friends, in an atmosphere of relative annonymity and excitement of the senses”.
However, young people are not considered as legitimate place users (Lieberg 1995;
Wyn and White 1997). As Wyn and White (1997: 139) state: “The visibility and
presence of young people in the public domains of the streets, shopping centres and
malls, particularly the more marginalised, non-consuming individuals, has been met by
concerted attempts to exclude or regulate them”.

Underlying conflicts over young people’s use of public space are moral panics about

young people apparently turning feral in public spaces (Jeffs and Smith 1996).
Valentine (1996a: 214) states that:
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“public space ... is not produced as an open space, a space where
teenagers are freely able to participate in street life or to define their own
ways of interacting and using space, but is a highly regulated - or closed
- space where young people are expected to show deference to adults
and adults’ definitions of appropriate behaviour, levels of noise and so

2

on ...".

By placing the significance of young people’s spatial behaviour in the context of
prevailing (unequal) social relations with adults, young people are marginalised as a
result of their age. Valentine (1996a: 216) states that there is an underlying assumption
that: “public space is not a space shared on an equal footing by all generations, but
rather is a space that has been repetitively produced within a regulatory framework as
an adult space”. Watt and Stenson (1998: 262) for example state that: “rigidities of
socio-spatial inequalities coexist uneasily with post modern fluidity,” as a result of
cultural difference between young people and adults, giving rise to complex patterns of
contested cultural terrain.

The process of defining and negotiating spatial identity is intricately linked to the young
person’s access to, and creation of, places of their own (Stokols 1979; Silbereisen and
Noack 1988; Pearce 1996). Stokols (1979) suggests that place conflicts and stress arise
when individuals are thwarted or denied opportunities to exert control over their
environmental settings. Silbereisen and Noack (1988: 29) state that:

“Many problem behaviours of adolescents may be interpreted as attempts
to gain control over their environment and to cope with a context which
thwarts the pursuit of their goals. (...) The lack of private settings (...
leads to) the use of public spaces as though they were private ones; as a
result conflicts with adults also using the space arises”.

When alternative place uses are denied boredom, rather than stimulation, gives rise to
young people creating their own alternatives which may overstep the bounds of legality
or social acceptability. Guilliatt (1997: 18) states: “A lot of public concern is not caused
by crime but by low-level disorder - vandalism, smart remarks, graffiti ... it contributes
to this perception that juveniles are out of control”. However, as Guilliatt (1997) and
White et al. (1996) observe these responses are perpetuated by a “prior mistrust of
mutual antagonism”.

Valentine (1996a) suggests that because of the spatial hegemony that arises in the adult-
centric way in which place use is constructed, the act of hanging out in public places
and other non adherence to order becomes an expression (deliberately and
unconsciously) of resistance to adult power. Acts such as this are read as a threat to the
public order of public space (Cahill 1990) with young people on the streets treated as a
‘polluting presence’ (Baumgartner 1988) and therefore are subject to regulatory regimes
involving private security firms and curfews (Cahill 1990; Valentine 1996a; Jeffs and
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Smith 1996; Matthews et al. 1998g). Unaccompanied young people engaged in ‘non-
legitimate’ place use are therefore seen as being ‘out of place’ (Valentine 1996a),
discrepant on the landscape (Sibley 1995a). However, central to much of the discourse
on young people in public space are adultist perspectives. Little attention is paid to the
perspectives of young people themselves or recognition of the alternative discourses
they are seeking to construct (Matthews et al. 1998h).

White (1993), for example, has illustrated how the public spaces of shopping malls are
constructed as consumer spaces, but which are contested by ‘non-legitimate’ users such
as young people engaging in alternative uses of these places. Some writers have
considered young people’s ability to subvert and resist the production of public space
(Katz 1991; Lash 1994; Breitbart 1995; Pile 1996) through the pursuit of alternative
ways of achieving social status, for example, through engaging in criminal activity
(Peelo et al. 1990). Conflict arises when young people, often lacking the social capital
to use such spaces as consumers, attempt to use these spaces as non consumers
(Shields 1989; Presdee 1990; White 1990; Sibley 1995). Malone (1998), found how
young people, excluded from using sports centre facilities because of cost, were
branded as potential trouble makers and prohibited from engaging in non-consuming
social activities in the centre through a regime of interventionist approaches. She quotes
a sports centre manager as stating: ‘

“ We charge entry so that only those young people who have a legitimate
role come in ... if we had tables and chairs and stuff then the young
people would hang around, and we don’t want trouble” (p. 24).

White (1993) highlights the way in which the increasing regulation of public space
brings about marginalisation in public spheres such as shopping malls and streets. He
argues that the behaviour and activity of young people is shaped by their structural,
situational and personal contexts. In terms of their structural position as producers
(workers, unemployed, students) and consumers (levels of material wealth) in society,
they are subject to various social control measures involving the state and private
policing agencies (White 1993). Situational factors refer to particular social locations in
which young people’s environmental action takes place. Structural and situational
contexts are in effect contingency factors which give rise to diverse coping strategies as
young people negotiate their structural and situational contexts. White (1993) suggests
that it is because of the marginalisation of young people as ‘other’ and their exclusion
from decision making processes and the management of space, that conflicts involving
young people in public places occurs. Sentiments such as this are echoed by recent
work in Britain (Matthews ef al. 1998h). ’

Pearce (1996) provides an example of how the structural and situational dimension to
specific groups of young people is mirrored in the conflict around the way they use
place. She notes that, in a borough of th¢ East End of London, disaffection from school
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has given rise to a culture of truants who create their identity within the space
surrounding the school. It is these young people who are involved in the majority of
disturbances and crimes of violence. This case demonstrates the extent to which the
social contexts of disadvantage, racial tension and residualisation in ‘underclass’
ghettos and disaffection from school are intertwined with the cultural production of
urban public space.

Accessible public space has increasingly been privatised and regulated through, for
example, private security patrols, the police and surveillance cameras (Johnston 1992;
Fyfe and Bannister 1995; Zukin 1995). As Wyn and White (1997: 139) state: “ In
effect, the social and physical space of young people ... has been eroded and is now
subject to persistent state interventions, such as campaigns to ‘clean up the streets’”.
White (1993) highlights how private security firms are employed to move young people
on in shopping malls, as a result of being denied the legitimate right to use public
spaces as non-conventional place users, in order to protect the interests of private
businesses. Wyn and White (1997: 139) observe that: “ young people do not have to
have broken the law or engage in actual offensive behaviour before they are subject to
intrusive intervention into their affairs”. White (1993) found that 80% of young people
had reported experiencing police intervention. As White (1993) states: * this shows an
extraordinary degree of police intervention in young people’s activities”. What arises is,
in effect, a ‘spatial apartheid’ (Wyn and White 1997) in which young people are denied
the right to use public space as equal citizens. The redefinition and closing off of public
space to young people in this way gives rise to a transformation of public into private
space (White 1993). Indeed Valentine (1996a) suggests that there is a need to reassess
the use of the term ‘public’ to describe these everyday spaces and the validity of the
private-public dichotomy. ‘

Regulatory regimes and interventionist approaches to control young people’s use of
public place, however, leads to further distancing and alienation of young people from
public life (Jeffs and Smith 1996). Moreover as Matthews ez al. (1998h) have shown,
interventionist strategies such as curfews are misguided, in failing to understand the
importance of the street for young g people, and in breaching the European Convention
on Human Rights and the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
(Hodgkin 1998), undermine young people’s right to use public spaces and to free
association. Matthews et al. (1998h: 17) state that: “Declaring the streets as out of
bounds both (re)imposes an adult govemance' on space and (re)asserts an adult
sovereignty over children”.

This section has revealed how, faced with a lack of alternative places, young people
colonise public places in a search for ‘private’ space. However, in doing so they are
faced with regulatory regimes and campaigns through discriminatory intervention by
private and public authorities to exclude them from non-legitimate use of public places.
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Young people’s use of place must therefore be understood within these social contexts.
The final way in which macrostructural changes impinge upon young people’s lives is
through the reconstitution of time and space at the parent-child interface.

3.3.7 The changing status and condition of childhood and youth in

relation to the family

Restructuring of time and space have profound implications for childhood and youth as
globalisation of the economy and of cultural production and reproduction challenges
and transforms everyday life and family structures in various ways (Liden 1997).
Macrostructural changes influence families in three ways in terms of material standards
of living, through cultural changes and as a result of the indirect impacts on the
temporal and spatial organisation of family life.

A number of studies have illustrated the impact of social conditions on young people’s
lives (Kumar 1993; Leach 1994). Leach (1994), for example, reveals the increasing
hardship of many families due to economic and demographic changes, giving rise to a
high level of unmet needs amongst young people. Increasing cultural and economic
pressure on parents brings about a time-space compression of childhood in a way that
separates childhood from family life and provides insufficient time and space for the
changing needs and concerns of the child (Leach 1994). Childhood in late modernity is
situated within the spaces between adult timetables. As Ennew (1994) noted ‘time for
children is in fact organised to facilitate time for adults’; leading to writers such as
Shamgar-Handelman (1994) raising pertinent questions such as ‘To whom does
childhood belong?’ '

The increasing pressure or desire in some families for both parents to go out to work
(Leach 1994) has led to an explosion in ‘children’s work’ (Englebert 1994; Naesman
1994; Phadraig 1994) such as play groups and after school clubs which institutionalize
young people (Naesman 1994) within social networks beyond the reach of their
parents. Wyness (1996) talks of a shift of allegiances and commitments between adults
and children from the private to the public realm. These processes of defamilialization
and institutionalisation lead to a situation whereby young people are rarely in control of
their times and actions (Leonard 1990: 68), giving rise to their “sense of space and time
becoming so dislocated that their social relationships outside the family unit become
atomised” (Buchner 1990: 79) in social structures distinct from their parents. Whilst
providing benefits to young people in terms of an expanded world of opportunity, in
other ways, the spatially disparate nature of the modern child’s sphere’s of activity
necessitates dependency on parents (in terms of their daily round, transport and money)
and undermines autonomy in neighbourhood play (Naesman 1994). Englebert (1994)
noted that the functional differentiation that characterises modern societies produces a
specialisation of social institutions and ghettos which may ‘not allow the tolerance and
flexibility that children need’ but instead give rise to many differentiated children’s
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worlds’ which the child negotiafes out of necessity rather than choice (Hood-Williams
1990; Pilcher 1995).

Changes such as these have caused increasing debates about the changing role of the
family in contemporary society (Saporitti 1994; Brannen et al 1994). The whole notion
of children as individuals in their own right is complicated by their role as dependents
(Naesman 1994). The situation of young people in relation to the family is one of
paradox with young people caught within what Furlong and Cartmel (1997) called an
‘epistemological fallacy.” What they suggest is that young people’s capacity for self
determination is simultaneously being undermined by a reduction in capacity and
opportunities for social participation. The paradox of late modernity arises as an
“increasing individualisation of social processes is mediated by the irony of reduced
individual capacity” (Beck 1992: 131) and enforced dependency. Young people’s lives
are therefore characterised simultaneously by increasing independence from, as well as
dependence on, the family.

Mediating this whole process is the intervention of the state in the private affairs of
families and young people (Phadraig 1994), through a process of individuation
(Naesman 1994). According to Turner (1986: 122) individuation involves ‘the
bureaucratic intervention into the life of an autonomous individual.” Naesman argues
that it is this process of individuation that has given rise to ambivalent attitudes towards
young people. The ambivalence in social commitment to young people is reflected in
the paradox of late modernity (Beck 1992) and the central conflict in many young
people’s lives between adult domination and control and their own propensity as free
and capable individuals in their own right. Recent government policy which holds
parents responsible for their children’s behaviour through the imposition of curfews
(Jeffs and Smith 1996) for example, enforces dependency of the young person on the
family as well as encouraging the construction of young people’s leisure time around
the affairs of the family and the home.

Ambiguities and inconsistencies in the way childhood is conceptualised have
implications for policy and practice with regards childhood and youth. Wyness (1996)
for example examines these contradictory positions with respect to policy initiatives on
childhood which he sees as generating contradictory models of childhood. What
emerges is a paradox between the increasing concern about the vulnerability of children
and their consequent need for protection against a broader trend of ‘individualisation’
(Beck 1992; Naesman 1994) and the encouragement of self dependence. Childhood
and youth trajectories in late modemnity are therefore characterised by the negotiation of
an increasingly more complex, unpredictable and inconsistent set of social
circumstances (Berman 1982; Giddens 1991; Beck 1992).

83



3.3.8 Conclusion

What emerges from this discussion is that social and economic changes impact
significantly on the lives of young people. However, changing macrostructural contexts
do not affect all young people in the same way. Whilst late modernity has provided
young people with a wider range of possibilities, their capacity to construct their
identity and lifestyles are still dependent to a lesser or greater degree on structural
position. Within structural constraints, however, young people have a degree of
flexibility in the way they respond to their circumstances in terms of the social agendas
and lifestyles they construct, but their ability to do so is complicated by the ambivalence
of society towards young people. The difference and diversity of cultures of children
and youth are therefore contingent upon a range of factors related to social structures,
social processes, the agency of young people and the relationships between them.
Contingency factors relate to social, cultural and historical influences and are
themselves contingent upon the way in which they impinge upon and are interpreted by
families, groups and individuals. In the final section of this chapter, the discussions
that have been conducted will be synthesised into a theoretical framework around the
idea of contingency.

3.4 Contingent worlds of young people

3.4.1 Introduction

Acceptance of the socially constructed nature of childhood and youth has given rise to
acknowledgement of the importance of theorising young people as active social agents
(James and Prout 1990; James et al. 1998) as well as the influence of changing
macrostructural forces upon their lives (Qvortrup 1997; James et al. 1998). Growing
up is not simply a matter of acquiring skills, but the site of complex political tensions
between children, parents and the state which young people have to negotiate (Ingleby
1986). This is particularly pertinent with regard to young people’s use of public space.

Despite the acceptance that young people have considerable capacity for individual
action, the extent to which young people are influenced by and constrained within
structures is, however, still unclear. Similarly, although a range of studies (see Chapter
Four) highlight the way in which young people value and experience place in different
environmental settings, the significance of different contextual and contingency factors
in accounting for commonalities and differences in young people’s geographies is still
not fully understood. Silbereisen and Eyferth (1986: 3) state that:

“The search for a suitable paradigm for studying young people’s lives has

- led to a situation whereby researchers have emphasised emerging
individual capacities and behaviours apart from everyday contexts; or they
have stressed contextual features and their differences, apart from the
developing individuals™.
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In contrast to previous approaches which constitute the polar components of the
dialectic between agency and structure, recent approaches have tended to focus more on
reconciling this dialectic in terms of the interrelationships between the two.
Consideration of the social contexts within which young people’s actions and
behaviours are understood also necessitates understanding the linkages, in terms of
power, causality and intentionality, in the inter-relationships between the individual and
his/her context. Harre (1986) proposes an axis of location in which he suggests that
these linkages can be understood as a process of “appropriation from the social through
the subjective and personal to the objective, and thence to the social again” (p.289).
Gregory (1981) in a similar fashion proposed a ‘dialectical reproduction model’ in
which society forms individuals who create society in a continual reflexive process of
interaction. Gidden’s (1976) too echoes this philosophy in his ‘structuration model’
arguing that social systems are recursive in that they are both the medium and the
outcome of the practices that constitute them. He states that:

“the reflexivity of the self, in conjunction with the influence of abstract

systems, pervasively affects the body as well as psychic processes. The

body is less and less an extrinsic ‘given’, functioning outside the internally

referential systems of modernity, but becomes itself reflexively mobilised”
‘ (Giddens 1991: 7).

What these theories suggest is that the actions values and lifestyles of young people
need to be understood in terms of the way in which different individuals and different
contexts combine to produce diverse childhoods and in turn diverse children’s
geographies. To this end Silbereisen and Eyferth (1986) recognise the importance of
understanding young people’s behaviour in terms of the interplay between ‘internal’
psychological factors and ‘external’ social contexts such as parents, peers and society at
large. In doing so they propose a ‘person-process-context’ model (Bronfenbrenner and
Crouter 1983) which interprets the agency of young people in terms of ‘Development
as Action in Context’ (1986). The merits of this type of approach have been outlined by
Bronfenbrenner (1986: 293) who suggests that:

“the use of a person-process-context model avoids possible
misinterpretations of causal pathways, which may vary markedly for
different sub groups, by taking into account variations in process as a
function of characteristics of the person, the context, and any
interactions between them”.

‘Development as Action in Context’ (Silbereisen and Eyferth 1986) can be applied to
understanding the geographies of young people in terms of the outcomes of young
people’s own intentional, goal-oriented actions being adjusted to contextual demands
and opportunities. As a result of the reflexivity between ‘action’ and ‘context’, changes
occur not only to the individual but also to the context. What emerges then is a
‘dynamic spiral of adolescent - environment interrelations’ in which the adolescent is an
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active agent in shaping his/her environment as well as his/her own development (Lerner
1982). The notion of ‘environment’ as used here refers “not just to the physical aspects
of place or the family, but the geographical, historical, social and political setting in
which that (young person) is living” (Coleman 1993: 263). In this way environments
constitute mediating factors which give rise to contmgent patterns of adolescent
behaviour at different levels within society.

Hendry (1983) uses the idea of reflexivity in drawing attention to the “interplay of
factors from within the individual and from the social environment which direct young
people towards particular interests and activities in their leisure” (p.148). He suggests
they involve a range of factors from personal characteristics to the role of adults and
peers, social biographies and the effect of wider societal processes. Engstrom (1979)
has similarly recognised the reciprocity of adolescent leisure behaviour within
environmental contexts suggesting that:

“The individual is in constant interaction with the world around him as he
changes it. The development of the individual is therefore a continuous
dialectical process of interaction between ‘individual and environment’.
Behav1our is thus affected by processes of interaction both past and
present.” (Quoted in Hendry 1983: 147)

Apart from the influence of structure or context, the outcome of young person-
environment interactions, in terms of diverse geographies, is also depéndent upon
his/her personal characteristics such as identity, self esteem, social and environmental
competence. These in turn vary according to age, changing life contexts and social
influences. The capacity of an individual to act on their own behalf is also contingent
upon them having the opportunity to do so. Opportunities, in terms of life chances, are
themselves socially structured, for example, according to age, gender, class, ethnicity
and location. Equally an individual can transcend his/her structural position according
to the capacity of his/her agency. Pertinent to understanding the actions of young
people as free agents are the power relations which circumvent or structure the social
worlds of young people in these terms. This is, in particular, imperative with regard the
way in which young people construct places of meaning within structures and
environments created by and for adults and for understanding the conflicts over young
people’s use of public space, for example, between adults and young people.

The following section will consider the agency of young people as an agglomerative
and holistic process concerning the inter-relationships and contingencies upon and
between the individual and the context of the action at any one point in time. In so
doing a dynamic conceptual model is proposed in which the relationships young
people, in different contexts, have with their environments can be understood and the
diversity of young people’s geographies explored.
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34.2 Contingency and reflexivity in the construction of young people’s
relationships with their environments

Contingent worlds emerge as a result of the interplay between the abstraction of the
phenomenological world of the individual and the contextual influences or structures
within which the individual acts. These two positions (individual and context) are in
turn multifaceted and contingent upon mediating factors. The individual, for example,
is not a prescribed social entity rather is the product of, for example, his/her own life
experiences, genetics, social biography and phenomenological world. These factors
influence the nature of his/her being at any one time, bringing about contingent
behaviour in the form of a particular set of intentions and attitudes which incline the
individual to a particular course of action. Mediating these scenarios is the influence of
the context in which the individual is acting, the interrelationships with other contexts
and the nature of the interactional relationship between the individual and his/her
context (See also Bronfenbrenner 1986). One dimension to the context in which the
individual may act is that of the peer group. Contingent outcomes therefore arise out of
the interplay between the contingent actions and intentions of the individual (or group)
and the influence of the context within which it occurs, as is shown in the dynamic
model of human action in Figure 3.3. In this way context is understood as an amalgam
of abstract and concrete processes and structures which together provide a certain
condition for action at any one time or place.

Both of these sets of forces are vested with power and meaning which are unlikely to
be mutually compatible. The inter-relationship between the young person and
neighbourhood space is in turn one of power relations concerning social control and
cultural difference. These may, for example, involve parental authority, boundaries
between private and public space, local by laws, local authority policy, police practice,
national legislation and public policy concerning use (in particular by young people) of
the street, and prevailing socio-cultural attitudes towards young people. Interactions
between young people and their environment become characterised by disjunctures and
cultural discontinuities which in turn give rise to contingency actions to remedy the
disharmony.
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Figure 3.3: Dynamic-interactionist model of young people's relationship
with environmental contexts. -
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Within this situation the individual has a range of options in the way (s)he responds,
for example by conforming, by rebelling or through constructing alternative
contingency plans. The choice of strategy will depend on such things as the
individual’s own experience, personality, aspirations and microcultural group
influence. The production of an outcome from the interaction of young people with
their environment, in terms of place behaviour, occurs within what can be termed the
‘domain of reflexion and negotiation’ in which the nature of the power relations and
influence between individual and context determines the ‘realms of possibility’. The
outcome of the interaction between the individual and the context is also contingent
upon the reality the individual constructs in the moment. That is to say, the context is
not presented as a concrete universal reality but is variably interpreted by individuals as
a result of their own consciousness. Individual consciousness is constituted from the
product of an individual’s life experience including previous interaction with, or
knowledge of, similar contexts. This is the educational process which occurs in person-
environment interactions and which predisposes the individual towards future action
with varying degrees of competence.

The resulting changes in the form of contingent outcomes gives rise to a new reality (to
a lesser or greater degree - which may simply involve a change in thought or a change
in the course of history) or context within which any subsequent human action occurs.
The lifecourse consists of a series of these events over time each of which
retrospectively and prospectively influences individual life trajectories. Different life
trajectories over time and space are in turn reflexively influential upon each other. This
may result in compatible place uses and geographies based on shared values, meanings
and experiences between individuals which flow together to constitute diverse
microcultures (Wulff 1995b) which, in terms of place use, give rise to different
microgeographies of young people (Matthews et al. 1998a). Wulff (1995b: 65).
suggests that microcultures are characterised by: “the particular combination of
personalities, the localities where they meet, and certain momentous events that they
experience together”. These parallel with the conceptual framework - individuals,
contexts and interactions between the two - being adopted here. In this way
microgeographies reflect young people facing different contexts which afford different
possibilities, which young people are then able to exploit, adapt or change.

There are numerous possible contexts and many contingency factors which impinge on
young people’s lives. The multiplicity of contexts have already been identified within
an ecological framework and the influence of macrostructural changes on young
people’s leisure and lifestyles has been considered. It has in particular been noted that
macrostructural changes have diverse effects on different groups of young people
according to how they réspond to these structures as well as contingency factors which
circumvent their local worlds.
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The fact that any human action occurs at a point in time means that it has an historical
context. The historical context affects an individual’s life trajcctbry (as a composite
series of moments) as a result of the characteristics of the historical context at any one
point in time. Historical change exerts a cascading influence on contexts at different
points along the continuum between the abstract and the concrete, and at different
structural levels or ecological contexts. For example, late modernity brings about
changes to social structures, social processes and contexts which impinge upon the
worlds of young people at a local level. It also directly affects young people’s
consciousness of the world around them.

The model put forward in this section suggests that young people carve out their worlds
through a process of negotiation and reflexivity in different contexts. Contrary to views
that young people may be considered as passive victims of structural determination,
young people are, on the contrary, active agents constructing their own life trajectories
in an increasingly fragmented, unpredictable and complex world. The extent to which
young people are variably positioned to deal with the contexts of their lives depends on
an amalgam of contingency factors including locality, social biographies, parental
influence and home background, peers and microcultures. The next chapter will
consider the influence of some of these different sets of contingency factors on the way
in which young people value and use local places.

3.5 Conclusion

- This chapter has set out to define the parameters of a new approach to understanding
the lives of young people, which suspends moral judgment and instead provides a
dynamic and holistic framework for understanding young people as active cultural
agents in their own right. The key agency-structure-contingency debates which have
been set out here in the context of childhood and youth research, will remain present
throughout this study and will contribute to the theoretical framework in which this
research is conducted. One of the problems that has characterised the ‘crisis’ in the
study of childhood and adolescence has been the partial view that singular disciplines
have contributed. This study aims to contribute to evolving discourses of children and
youth by reinterpreting young people’s relationships with local places in terms of the
multiple realities and diverse sets of contingency factors which influence the way in
which young people reflexively respond to their social and environmental contexts and
which bring about a diversity of young people’s geographies. The following chapter
will review recent studies which focus on the way in which young people value and use
local places in different contexts. '
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Chapter Four

Young people and place

4.1 Introductign

Concern about young people in pﬁblic places has grown over recent years surrounding,
on the one hand, children’s safety and vulnerability and, on the other, young people’s
anti-social behaviour in public places. This ambivalence about young people’s use of
local places appears to reflect indifference and partiality in understanding the values and
meanings young people attach to, and the way they use, local places. Young people’s
values are under represented on local landscapes. However, there is a lack of
recognition of the difference and diversity in young people’s relationships with their
environments. For example, local environmental planning appears to take inadequate
account of differences between the place needs of younger and older children.

There is evidence that society’s commitment to environmental provision for young -
people may be starting to change. The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the
Child, in particular, has given rise to a range of local developments and initiatives
concerned with ways in which young people’s views and interests may be better
accommodated through their own involvement (see Chapter Five). At the same time
young people’s patterns of leisure and place use have become more complex and
diverse (Valentine 1996a). This study therefore aims to expose the diversity of young
people’s relationships with local places, in terms of different modes of social and
- recreational activities in and with local places. To that end this chapter will review
evidence to date concerning the difference and diversity in the way in which young
people value and use local places.

There is an established literature on children’s place behaviour, environmental
cognition, spatial competence, sense of place and place use which highlights that young
people do not all have the same relationships with their local environments (see for
example Blaut and Stea 1971, 1974; Bunge and Bordessa 1975; Coates and Bussard
1974; Moore 1976; Payne and Jones 1977; Moore and Young 1978; Hart 1979;
Matthews 1984, 1987, 1992; Downs 1985; Moore 1986; Downs and Liben 1987,
Ward 1978, 1990; Spencer et al. 1989). These studies indicate variations in young
people’s transaction with place, for example, in terms of the expanding ‘home range’ -
“the distance children travel away from their home in the course of their outdoor play
and leisure pursuits” (Mathews 1992: 19) - according to age and gender.
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This chapter will not replicate the reviews of these earlier studies, for this is
comprehensively accomplished elsewhere (see Matthews 1992; Aitken 1994 for a
review). Instead this chapter will seek to bring this work up to date by considering the
contribution of more recent studies to the growing field of children’s geographies. In
particular it will focus on studies which reflect the themes and issues which have
emerged from the empirical research in this study. In Chapter Three attention was
drawn to the importance of different contexts for understanding young people’s lives
with insights provided into the way in which macrostructural forces impinge upon
young people’s experiences. This chapter, in contrast, will emphasise how variables,
such as age, gender, location, micro cultures and parental influence are pertinent to
understanding young people’s use of local places.

The chapter begins by reviewing evidence which highlights some of the ways in which
local places are important for young people. It then explores continuity and change in
the general patterns of young people’s place use and values. Evidence for the diversity
of young people’s geographies is then explored according to age, gender, lifestyles,
location and parental influence. Finally, attention focuses on the increasing number of
studies which address the nature of conflicts young people experience between
themselves and with adults in the course of their place transactions.

4.2 The importance of local places for young people

4.2.1 Introduction

A number of writers have highlighted that local places matter to individuals, affording
personal identity through attachment, personal development through effective use of
local resources and civic and social belongingness through participation (Matthews
1992; Spencer and Blades 1993; Hart 1995, 1997). The extent to which young people
identify with local places depends on the sense of community and belonging the
neighbourhood offers, the quality and availability of environmental opportunities and
the extent to which particular places are valued by young people. The importance of
local places for young people therefore depends on the physical, social and perceptual
landscapes of different neighbourhoods. This section will consider the importance of
local places for young people in terms of sense of community and belonging and
environmental opportunities.

4.2.2 Sense of community and belonging

For young people, the value of a community is in the sense of belonging and
attachment they feel (Chawla 1992; Heaton and Sayer 1992; Bell 1993; McLaughlin
1993; Hasler 1995; Henderson 1995) and the extent to which they may be able to “learn
to experience the benefits of reciprocity and co-operation and to act on them as they
grow up” (Matthews et al. 1998b: 31; Hart 1992; Henderson 1995). Matthews et al.
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(1998b: p.8) suggest there is “a need to investigate neighbourhood environments as
young people see it, only then will they become full and integrated users of large scale
environments”.

The social environment for children concerns the space outside as well as inside the
home. Henderson (1995: 1) defines community as entailing a “definite meaning of
shared identity (in terms of a community of children) and a strong sense of place”.
Whereas traditionally communities may have provided a nurturing and cohesive
network of social structures through which the young person can grow, learn and
become enculturated in the ways of the community (Blyth and Leffert 1995), in recent
decades, the worlds of children and adults have become increasingly more separate
and, for children, alienated (Warner 1994). Young people tend not to be treated as part
of the community (Henderson 1995), such that they are invariably excluded from
community development and local environmental decision making and seen as
discrepant on the landscape (Sibley 1995a).

The failure to provide creative, supportive community environments (Zeldin and Price
1995) in which young people can grow as competent citizens with a sense of place,
purpose, belonging and self worth, can lead to alienation, disaffection, apathy and
dysfunctionalism amongst young people (Wyn and White 1997). Garbarino (1995) for
example, draws attention to how ‘socially toxic environments’ such as urban ‘war
zones’ play out in the lives of young people and the development tolls they extract,
particularly in what is interpreted as socially dysfunctional behaviour. Past studies (see
for example Willis 1977) have shown how local cultures extend a socialising influence
upon subsequent generations such that the everyday life of the community becomes a
medium for cultural reproduction. Prevailing local cultures in this way constitute one
particular difference in the contingency effect of locality.

Bo (1995) outlines a theoretical model for understanding the interplay of factors
concerning neighbourhood quality, network processes and the leisure time pursuits of
15-16 year old boys. She finds that the better the neighbourhood quality, the more
comprehensive the development of social networks and young people’s involvement in
them and the more pro-social the leisure activities of young people. The quality of the
social environment of a neighbourhood could thus be positioned on a continuum
between ‘harmony and inclusion’ - in which young people are valued and integrated
into community life - and ‘conflict and exclusion’ , based on what White ez al. (1996: 5)
describe as “ a prior relationship of mistrust and mutual antagonism”, in which young
people’s social worlds remain separate from the mainstream life of the community. The
extent to which neighbourhood communities acknowledge the difference and diversity
of young people and therefore create cultural space for their difference to be articulated,
determines the contingency effect of place in terms of the degree to which young people
collide, conflict or collude with other neighbourhood groups. Young people’s
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relationship with the wider community therefore has implications for their use and
sense of place. There is consequently a need to understand young people’s sense of
community - of inclusion or exclusion (Henderson 1997) - and the way they negotiate
and manage neighbourhood and community structures in their production of cultural
space. A further way in which local places are important for young people is in terms of
the environmental opportunities different localities afford young people.

4.2.3 Environmental opportunities

Young people are the most frequent users of public space for recreational purposes
(Rosenbaum 1993; Williams 1995). Ward (1978: 72) states that “children will play
everywhere and with anything.” The significance of the physical environment for
young people lies in the quality and availability of opportunities to engage in recreation
and play activities (Berg and Medrich 1980; Gaster 1991; Cunningham and Jones 1991;
Noschis 1992; Aitken 1994; Owens 1994; Sebba 1994), for exploration, stimulation
and adventure (Hart 1979; Moore 1986; Nabham and Trimble 1994), for social
encounters (Hendry 1983; Silbereisen ez al. 1986; Hendry et al. 1993; Lieberg 1995;
Cotterell 1996) and for creating a sense of well being (Chawla 1992; Korpela 1992;
Owens 1994; Matthews et al. 1998a).

In making a connection between agency and habitat Bauman (1992) noted that young
people pick among what is available in their surroundings to form their identity.
McKendrick (1997) similarly finds that, despite the drabness of the physical
environment, children from poor communities enjoy a wealth of environmental
opportunities. This he refers to as ‘paradoxical poverty’. These echo previous studies
which have consistently highlighted the agency and competence of young people in
their environments (See for example Lynch 1977; Hart 1979; Schoggen and Schoggen
1985; Moore 1986; Silbereisen and Noack 1988; Silbereisen er al. 1988). The way in
which young people’s agency is articulated in terms of behaviour is therefore dependent
to varying degrees on the physical character of the neighbourhood. The quality of life
of young people in urban areas cannot be divorced from the changing social, as well as,
physical nature of the neighbourhood environment.

The informal educational benefit of neighbourhood play (Ward 1978; Hart 1979) and
‘free’ play generally is widely recognised (Child 1985; Moore 1986; Cohen 1993; Van
Gils 1995) by academics and parents alike. However, the quality and availability of
opportunities for play and socialising in a neighbourhood is dependent on the
availability of open and green space, recreational facilities and quality of the physical
environment. The physical environment can in turn be divided into the built and the
natural environment. A number of writers draw attention to children’s affinity for
nature (Chawla 1988; Simmons 1994; Wals 1994). On the other hand are studies which
have highlighted the influence of different types of built environments on the behaviour
of young people (Hayward ez al. 1974; Bunge and Bordessa 1975; Van Vliet 1983; Van
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Staden 1984; Cooper-Marcus 1974; Bjorklid 1985; Schoggen and Schoggen 1985;
Coffin and Williams 1989; Ware and Cavanagh 1992; Aitken 1994).

The quality and availability of public space is dependent on the way local places are
planned and managed. Zukin (1995) notes the increasing privatisation and policing of
urban public space particularly through the use of private security personnel and
surveillance equipment. Incursions into young people’s free range is not only
detrimental to young people, but also to communities as young people become alienated
from the everyday activities of neighbourhood social activity. Rosenbaum (1993: 64)
notes that “if children are to benefit from the facilities provided for the whole
community, these need to be physically accessible and convenient for them.” Katz
(1994), however, highlights how play space for children is being eroded as a result of
cuts in investment in community facilities. Urban public space is increasingly being lost
with significant repercussions for young people (Karsten et al. 1995). One further
focus of interest into children and neighbourhood environments has been the declining
quality of local places in terms of social dangers and environmental hazards.

Environmental hazards have provided the focus for many studies which highlight the
way in which young people’s neighbourhood activity space is increasingly being
blighted (Bjorklid 1995; Lawson and Edwards 1991; Hillman and Adams 1992;
Kendrick 1993; Hillman ez al. 1993; Rosenbaum 1993; Blakely 1994; Levelt 1995;
Valentine 1995, 1996b, 1997b; Valentine and Mckendrick 1997). For example Hillman
et al. (1993) indicates a dramatic reduction in young people’s independent mobility
between 1971 and 1990 as a result of an increase in car ownership. Other writers have
indicated how perceived (if not real) stranger dangers affect young people’s
environmental range both directly in terms of young people’s own environmental
anxieties and indirectly in term of parental concerns (Cahill 1990; Blakely 1994;
McNeish and Roberts 1995; Valentine 1997b; Valentine and McKendrick 1997). Of
interest to this study is how these environmental factors affect the local geographies of
young people in different locations.

This section has drawn attention to some of the different ways in which local places are
important for young people, but also provides examples of how local places are
becoming lost or blighted by environmental hazards and planning. The way in which
place factors give rise to diverse geographies of young people will be considered in
section 4.4.4. The following section will explore general trends in the places young
people value and use. ‘
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4.3 Continuity and change in un eople’s place use and
values

4.3.1 Introduction

The environmental and social contexts in which young people live are diverse and
changing. The discussion above draws attention to the increasingly hazardous nature of
public space and young people’s diminished access to neighbourhood space.
Macrostructural changes too have provided a different set of contextual factors in which
young people spend their leisure time and use public places. For example the increasing
pressure to engage in commodified and consumption orientated leisure activities, the
expanding range of virtual technologies and information media and the reorganisation
of leisure time and space (particularly with respect to the family and public space) are all
characteristic of the changing macrostructural influences on young people’s place
transactions (Stewart 1992; Jones and Wallace 1992; Hendry ef al. 1993; Naesman
1994; Lieberg 1995; Foernas and Boelin 1995; Furlong and Cartmel 1997; McKendrick
et al. 1998). Lieberg (1995: 721) suggests that “it is difficult to understand the
behaviour and activity patterns of teenagers in public environments without also relating
them to issues of modernization and individualization.” Furlong and Cartmel (1997: 63)
suggest that “... with a growing range of possible activities in which young people can
engage, the lives of the younger generation in Britain have changed significantly”.
Sennett (1977) interprets the impact of late modernity on patterns of urban place use in
terms of ‘pedagogizing, institutionalising and disciplining public spaces’ which coerce
young people into new lifestyles, activities and identities.

These assertions suggest that young people’s use of public places needs to be
understood with reference to these historically specific social, cultural and economic
conditions in which they live. Recent studies suggest that despite a degree of continuity
in local places used and valued by young people, trends in young people’s lifestyles
and use of place are also experiencing changes. This section will consider evidence for
continuity and change in young people’s place transactions. It will consider general
patterns in young people’s place preferences, reasons why they value particular places
and the different ways in which they use local places.

4.3.2 Young people’s place preferences

Evidence from recent studies of young people’s use of local places suggest an overall
continuity in the local places young people value most. Studies by Owens (1994) and
Malone (1998), replicating earlier work by Lynch (1977) in a suburb of Melbourne,
Australia, reveal that little has changed in the range of places most valued and used by
young people. In both of these studies commercial areas, homesites, developed parks
and natural places' were found to be most valued by young people. Malone (1998)
however, found differences between young people’s favourite places and the places
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they most frequented. For example, whereas 2 per cent of the respondents mentioned
commercial areas as their favourite places only 13 per cent frequented these places.
Similarly 22 per cent mentioned home sites as their favourite place but in reality a larger
percentage of respondents (34%) frequented home sites. These trends raise questions
as to why young people are not frequenting the places they would most like to and why
they are spending more time in homesite locations. :

A number of other studies have equally revealed consistency in young people’s leisure
setting preferences. Woolley and Amin (1995), investigating the perception and use of
public spaces by Pakistani young people in Sheffield aged 7-12 years also found
similar trends to Owens (1994) and Malone (1998). They found that neighbourhood
parks were visited most frequently (48%) followed by playgrounds (17%), the
Sheffield arena (13%) and roads/streets (12%). Hendry et al. (1993) conducting a
questionnaire survey of 10,000 young people aged 9-20 followed by in-depth research
with a panel of 250 boys and girls, found common leisure activities to be visiting
friends (85%), hanging about in the street with friends (56%), discos (47%), sports
clubs (40%), youth clubs (37%), cinemas (31%) and pubs (29%). However, they also
revealed variations according to age and lifestyle in young people’s patterns of leisure.

Since the work of Corrigan (1979) and James (1986) there have been few geographical
studies which emphasise ‘the street’ as an important social venue for young people.
However, a number of recent studies have been conducted from disciplines such as
cultural studies, psychology, anthropology, criminology, social policy and sociology,
which reassert the importance of the ‘street’ for young people (Hendry ez al. 1993;
Wulff 1995; Back 1996; Cotterell 1996; Pearce 1996; Taylor et al. 1996; Watt and
Stenson 1998). Hendry et al. 1993; Lieberg 1995; Cotterell 1996; Pearce 1996; Taylor
etal. 1996; Herman and Aitken 1998; Malone 1998; Matthews ef al. 1998a, 1998g;
Watt and Stenson 1998). The continuity of young people’s orientation to
neighbourhood street spaces reflects a continuing need for autonomous space but also
the complex ways in which young people’s social identities and lifestyles are
intertwined with space, place and territory. Herman and Aitken (1998) referred to the
street as a ‘performance space’ in which elaborate roles and activities are created.
Recent studies uncover a merging and mixing of cultural identities and place use
between different social groups of young people. Watt and Stenson 1998; Wulff (1995)
and Back (1996), for example, identify inter racial friendships in street peer cultures.
However, as Back (1996) and Watt and Stenson (1998) found, identity and place use is
still to a greater extent formed along lines of gender differences.

The general trends in place use outlined here mask the multiple realities and diverse
uses of place both within and between different groups of young people. Different
places yield different opportunities according to the attractiveness of particular places to
young people and their identification with, and motivation towards, different place
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transactions. Lieberg (1995), for example, differentiated between ‘places of retreat’ and
‘places of interaction’. Whilst neighbourhood fringe areas are the site for negative
interaction with other place users, general public place such as the woods and the dam

were important for withdrawing to so as to escape the public attention. The conceptual

map of the city for young people is hence characterised as differential “spheres of
several linked places” (Lieberg 1995: 722) with different places having different

functions for different teenagers at different times. Matthews et al. (1998a: 16) follow

this trend by suggesting there is a “diversity of ‘microcultures’ ... into and out of which
young people move ... (according to) their own preferences and values for any given
situation” at any given time. They suggest four categories of ‘special’ places which
comprise important parts of young people’s microgeographies and which vary from

person to person. They are: places away from authority (outdoors, woods, fields,

streets), places to be with friends (woods, parks play ares, streets, local shops, sport
centres, town centre malls, friend’s and own house), places for adventure (woods, lake

, streets, back alleys, underpasses, building sites, derelict land) and places for solitude

(woods, bedroom, backyard, garden). These findings suggest that places are defined in

terms of their usage.

The evidence provided here suggests that despite the increasing importance of
commercial and institutionalised leisure activities and new cultures of consumption
(Featherstone 1991;-Nava 1992; McRobbie 1994; Sennett 1977; Lieberg 1995;
Valentine and McKendrick 1997; McKendrick et al. 1998), young people continue to
identify with local neighbourhood places. However, findings from Valentine and
McKendrick’s (1997) study, investigating parental concerns about children’s outdoor
play, indicate that young people’s patterns of place use are changing, characterised by a
retreat indoors into home based and institutionalised activities.

According to Valentine and McKendrick’s (1997) research, based on nearly 400
questionnaires with parents of young people between eight and eleven years of age and
subsequent in depth interviews, they found that fewer children (23%) are now
considered outdoor children in comparison to what Newson and Newson (1976) found
in their research (60%). They found that outdoor play is increasingly centred on home
sites - places in and immediately around the home - such as the garden or the road
outside the home, suggesting that a significant amount of outdoor play is in fact
conducted in private rather than public spaces. To compensate for this decline in
independent free range they noted an increase in young people’s participation in parent-
controlled institutionalised activities. This trend they argue is due to the growth in
women’s participation in the labour force and the decline in after school provision.
Young people’s play and leisure activities are hence increasingly occurring in child-
adult segregated private spaces. Adler and Adler (1994) claim that institutional
activities are characterised by being organised, competitive and routinized. The
implications of these changes are that young people are being denied opportunities to
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develop self reliance, co-operation, problem solving and interpersonal skills, their own
understanding of their local environment through spontaneous and carefree play, giving
rise to a dislocated sense of space and time (Valentine and McKendrick 1997; Adler and
Adler 1994).

The study by Valentine and McKendrick (1997) reveals significant changes to trends in
young people’s use of place. However, emphasis is on changes to where young people
actually spend their time rather than signifying a shift in young people’s place
preferences. There is a need therefore to investigate young people’s perspectives upon
these changing patterns of leisure and place use, how they feel about and respond to
these arrangements but also how relevant these changing trends are for older children.
Valentine and McKendrick (1997: 232) indeed conclude by stating that: “Whilst there is
a growing body of work (...) on the experiences of late teenagers/young adults (or
youths), there is little work which explores the lives of young teenagers”. Furthermore
as Conn (1994) argues there is a need to explore further why places matter to young
people and how the relationships of teens with aspects of their environments are
formed.The following section will consider evidence concerning the relationships
young people have with different places and why different places are valued.

4.3.3 Young people’s place values

Identifying place preferences provides only a partial picture of young people’s
geographies. As Hendry et al. (1993: 177) conclude “The interplay of factors from
within the individual and from the social environment which directs young people
towards particular pursuits in their leisure is important to understand”. The values
young people attach to different settings are therefore also important in defining young
people’s geographies. Owens (1994) outlines a number of reasons why young people
valued particular places establishing a link between place, activity and psychological
impact. In order of importance the most frequently mentioned were: because they could
go there with others (91%), to feel better (72%), for recreation (69%), to be with others
(63%), because of a sense of belonging (55%), to put things into perspective (49%), to
get away from others (36%) and to be with nature (33%). These findings suggest that
young people value local places for three sets of reasons: for social reasons, for
recreation and for psychological improvement or what Korpela (1992) refers to as
environmental self regulation. These will be considered in turn.

Owens (1994) reveals that ‘developed parks’ were visited primarily for recreation but
also to be with other young people. Kleiber ez al. (1986) found that young people
demonstrated a higher degree of concentration and motivation to sports and games than
other leisure activities. Fox (1994) suggests that young people’s decisions about
physical activity are linked to their desire to achieve, to their need for a positive body
image and as a result of the need to belong. Harris (1993) found, however, that as with
other health related behaviours amongst young people, they are primarily motivated by
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the desire for fun and enjoyment and to be with friends rather than intrinsic benefits of
the activity itself. However, whereas Malone (1998) also found that young people
frequently hung around recreational settings, this was largely the result of lacking the
financial means to use the facilities.

The use of venues as meeting places is equally relevant to commercial areas. In a
similar fashion to developed parks, Owens (1994) found that commercial areas -
including local milk bars, local shops, downtown shopping areas and malls - were used
to be with other young people and as places to bring friends and hang out. As places to
see and be seen, like the developed parks, commercial areas serve a social function of
defining and redefining identities. Hendry et al. (1993: 56) echo these findings through
their Young People Leisure and Lifestyle project by noting: “Fast-food cafes and bus
shelters are not used to buy food or await transport. They are used as “theatres for self-
display, observations points for assessing the roles of others and of oneself, meeting
grounds for establishing and maintaining solidarity with one’s group”. Lieberg (1995)
notes that a large part of the ‘daily fellowship’ of young people hanging out outside
entails keeping track of each other, joking, talking and arguing about common interests
and experiences in their daily lives. The peer group acts as a resource in terms of
mutual emotional support, empathy, vital intimate feedback and exchange of values and
information on an equal basis, and opportunities for practising new roles and
behaviours and developing social skills (Hendry ez al. 1995: 116). Cotterell (1996: 21)
stated that “friendship is not an optional extra in adolescence: it is crucial to achieving

many developmental tasks”.

The importance of commercial areas for young people have been corroborated by a
range of studies (Anthony 1985; Lewis 1989; Shields 1989; Hopkins 1991; Korpela
1992; White 1993) which have highlighted the attraction of the mall to young people.
Anthony (1985) for example, found that young people spend large amounts of time
watching each other, cruising around playing video games and having occasional
snacks. However as will be considered in section 4.5 young people’s use of
commercial areas, as with many neighbourhood places, are increasingly becoming sites
of conflict and harassment. Hendry et al. (1993) conclude that although public places
such as malls are clearly important for young people little is known about the
significance of these places for young people.

The use of places as a process of environmental self-regulation extends analysis of
young people’s use of local places beyond their symbolic or functional values to
embrace the affective relationships of young people with different places. Sommer
(1990) for example shows that favourite places for young people can provide respite
from daily pressures as well as feelings of well-being, peace and comfort (see also
Sobel 1990 and Dovey 1990). Engler (1990) also draws attention to the visceral
importance of particular places for engendering a meditative state of mind, for
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introspection, which provides an important emotional resource for the individual, and
for gaining insights to the solution of inner conflicts. In this way physical environments
are important resources to enable the individual to negotiate life contexts (Knopf 1983).
Korpela (1992) notes that young people frequently do not identify one particular
favourite place rather have many places they enjoy dependent on mood and feelings. In
this way Korpela uncovers how young people use different places as means of
regulating unpleasant and pleasant feelings, the coherence of self-experiences and self
esteem (see also Silbereisen et al. 1986; Noack and Silbereisen 1988; Silbereisen and
Noack 1988).These may be quiet places to be alone (Hart 1979) or public spaces to be
with friends (Owens 1988, 1994). A number of studies indicate that young people
frequently search out ‘solitary places’ (Hart 1979; Owens 1988; Chawla 1988;
Matthews et al. 1998a). Hart (1979: 171) for example notes that:

“Contrary to the urban and recreational planners’ image of children as
desiring to continually run, jump and climb, some children search out
quiet places to be alone. These places very frequently carry water, dirt
or sand and are sites for hours of quiet introspection often dabbling
seemingly aimlessly.”

Whilst these activities may be seen as unproductive in the eyes of adults they are
integral to the young persons means of coping and making sense of the world (See also
Owens 1988 and Sommer 1990). Home sites and natural settings are most often noted
as places where young people go to be alone. These places are valued because young
people can get away from others, put things in perspective and feel better being there.
~ Home sites are also meaningful for young people as a result of a sense of ownership
and their sense of having created or changed the place in some way and because, like
the street, they have a degree of autonomy (Owens 1988; Hester et al. 1988). Typically
these places are the back yard, the bedroom or on the street at the front of the house:
However, Korpela (1992) suggests that the importance of places for children to be
alone requires further research and needs to be taken more account of in environmental
planning.

Studies also indicate that young people have a strong affinity for natural places (Chawla
1988; Hester et al. 1988; Owens 1988; Korpela 1992; Olwig 1993; Simmons 1994;
Wals 1994). In particular evidence suggests that one of the reason young people are
attracted to natural places is for their therapeutic benefits (Chawla 1988; Kaplan 1983;
Kaplan and Talbot 1983; Owens 1988; Wals 1994). Kaplan and Talbot for example
identified how natural environments serve as ‘restorative environments’ characterised
by: a sense of being away, a sense of being in an entirely different world, a feeling of
fascination, and compatibility with the environment, individual inclinations and the
actions required by the environment. However as Schiavo (1988) notes, the desire to
sometimes be alone does not refute the importance of peer groups and the importance of
other places, rather, to reveal the multiplicity of adolescent place needs (Owens 1994).
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Indeed studies suggest that different places yield a range of different opportunities
(Owens 1988; Hendry et al. 1993; Matthews et al. 1998a). For example, natural places
‘also yield opportunities for adventure or spontaneous recreational activities.

This section illustrates that the motivation behind young people’s use of place, varies
according to setting. Knopf (1983: 211) views the “recreating human as a purposive
actor systematically operating on his or her environment to bring about states of
optimality”, suggesting that understanding of human-environment behaviour must be
understood in the context of ‘larger quests’. Silbereisen et al. (1986) for example,
suggest that young people affect their own development in their choice of place use by
harmonising internal conditions with external contexts. Such strategies are ways of
negotiating social contexts and achieving personal goals.

The diversity of relationships young people have with local places outlined here echoes
previous findings which highlight the richness, diversity and agency of young people’s
place experiences (Lynch 1977; Ward 1978; Hart 1979; Silbereisen et al. 1986; Moore
1986; Bernaldez et al. 1987; Schiavo 1988). They also suggest that young people have
a strong affective sense of their everyday worlds (Chawla 1992; Matthews et al.
1998a). Bernaldez et al. (1987) for example, found that children perceive distinct
differences in landscape settings, according to levels of fear and anxiety about hazards,
people and inconveniences and the availability of facilities that might meet their needs
(for example shelter from the rain). As Matthews et al. (1998a) suggest, the importance
of these different types of place relationships for young people gives rise to a complex
. web of diverse local geographies.

However, these studies have, with the exception of Moore (1986), Valentine and
McKendrick (1997) and Matthews et al. (1998a), been conducted in non-UK contexts.
Nonetheless the increasingly inter disciplinary nature of studies of young people’s lives
has given rise to a number of studies conducted from the disciplines of cultural studies,
youth and community studies, social work, anthropology, psychology, environmental
education, planning, sociology, criminology and social policy which concern young
people’s relationships with their environment (Amit-Talai and Wulff 1995; Watt and
Stenson 1998; Hendry et al. 1993; Pearce 1996; Evans 1994; Cunningham et al. 1996;
Back 1996; Malone 1998; Jeffs and Smith 1994; Karsten et al. 1995; James et al.
1998). The value of these studies is in the different perspectives they bring to

understanding young people’s relationships with place. '

Despite, in the main, concerning older teenagers, these studies echo the call from
geographers in recognising the need to explore young people’s use of place along lines
of social and cultural difference. There is however a need to bring studies of young
people’s use of local places conducted from different disciplines, together within a
coherent framework of young people, space and society. This study seeks to contribute

102



to this endeavour by uncovering some of the diverse environmental experiences of
different groups of young people. What follows is a review of evidence to date
concerning diversity in young people’s place preferences with respect to age and
gender. Subsequent sections will explore the contingency effects of parental and
locational influences upon young people’s place transactions.

4.4 Exploring diversity in young people’s place use and
values

4.4.1 Introduction

The review so far has has focused on general trends in place use and values of young
people as a generational group. Young people do not all share the same patterns of
place use or leisure activities, nor spend their time in the same way. Young people’s
geographies are therefore characterised by multiple realities. Furlong and Cartmel
(1997: 54-55) state that “... while some spend much of their leisure time in informal
pursuits or solitary activities, others participate in a range of organised and group
activities”. This section will consider the diversity in young people’s place use and
values in terms of age, gender, spatial cultures, location, class and parental influence.

4.4.2 Age variations

A significant dimension to young people’s place preferences is the distinction between
boys and girls and between younger and older children. There is a sufficient body of
literature which demonstrates that young people’s environmental range increases with
age (see for example Coates and Bussard 1974; Newson and Newson 1976; Payne and
Jones 1977; Moore and Young 1978; Hart 1979; Matthews 1984, 1987, 1992; Schiavo
1988). Hart (1979) found that at the age of ten young people’s range suddenly
expanded. Matthews, in contrast, found that it was between eight and nine that parental
restrictions on range became more relaxed. Matthews (1992: 21) states that: “as
children grow older so their opportunities to encounter and explore large-scale
environments increase”. Whilst it is acknowledged that young people of different ages
may have different environmental ranges, these may be considered as primarily
determined by environmental competence and parental controls rather than patterns of
cultural difference. Understanding young people’s relationships with place also
necessitates recognising the diverse cultural preferences and therefore different patterns
of place use of young people of different ages.

The place behaviour of younger children up to (approximately) 12 years of age tends to
differ from that of teenagers. Moore (1986) worked with ninety six young people aged
9-12 in three different urban settings to uncover the nature of their relationships with
their everyday neighbourhood environments. Based on children’s drawings of their
local area he found a similar range of favourite places in each of the three locations,
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with homesites, open spaces, natural places paths and associated spaces emerging as
the most important types of local places. As young people become teenagers place
preferences switch to places providing commercial entertainment and private meeting
places (Silbereisen et al. 1986). Based on a study of the favourite leisure settings of
1300 young people aged 11-15 in Berlin (Silbereisen et al. 1986), Silbereisen and
Noack (1988) found that the primary activity at different commercial leisure settings
revolved around informal social contacts and communication using the settings as hang
outs, a place for socialising, with the official program of minor interest (see also
Malone 1998). This finding is echoed by Furlong and Cartmel (1997) who suggest that
by the age of 15 years young people place a greater emphasis on social activities.

Coleman and Hendry (1990) propose a ‘focal theory’ in which different issues,
interests and relationships come into focus (in the sense of being most prominent) at
different times and at different ages for different individuals. Hendry et al. (1993),
building on this idea, suggest that the leisure patterns of young people move through
three age-related stages: ‘organised leisure’, casual leisure’ and ‘commercial leisure’.
Organised leisure includes clubs (such as uniformed groups) and sports club activities.
Hendry et al. (1993) found that 75% of 9-10 year olds belong to at least one club
(including youth clubs), however this level declines with age as organised activities
give way to informal neighbourhood encounters. However, participation in sport
remains popular through out the age ranges. Casual leisure includes hanging around
with friends either in each others homes or around the local neighbourhood. They find
that visiting friends houses remains popular throughout the age ranges. Home based
activities, such as television viewing, also remain popular throughout the age ranges.
Listening to music increases in popularity whereas reading and hobbies decrease in
popularity with age. At the age of 15 commercial leisure becomes the predominant form
of leisure activity extending young people’s range beyond the neighbourhood to
encompass visits to the cinema, discos, and pubs. Willis (1990) notes that
approximately three quarters of 16 -24 year olds visit pubs at least four times a week.

These findings underline the increasing importance of social as opposed to
environmental transactions with age, also noted by earlier studies (Cooper-Marcus
1974; Moore and Young 1978; Csiksentmihalyi and Larson 1984). Moore and Young
(1978) referred to this as environmentally independent behaviour wherein the
environment accommodates a predetermined set of behaviour. This is not to suggest
that the environmental location is not important, instead it’s importance shifts from one
of stimulus to one of setting, in which young people have the space to engage in social
interaction without adult interference. ' :

'Age related trends in young people’s relationships with place are however also subject
to the influence of other factors such as gender, class, location and parental influence.
Valentine and McKendrick (1997) argue that trends in young people’s outdoor place
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activities are mediated more by class, gender and environmental location than age.
Hendry et al. (1993) also note that after the preadolescent years clear patterns begin to
emerge in young people’s leisure, which reflect gender, age and social class. However,
Valentine and McKendrick (1997) state that “there is little work which explores the
lives of young teenagers”.

4.4.3 Gender variations

Recent studies of gender variations in young peoples place use have tended to
corroborate earlier work (Coates and Bussard 1974; Payne and Jones 1977; Hart 1979;
Van Vliet 1983; Matthews 1987; Cunningham and Jones 1991) which indicates that
boys are permitted a freer roaming space than girls (Katz 1993; Owens 1994; Valentine
and McKendrick 1997; Pearce 1996; Malone 1998). Hart (1979) argues that this is due
to differences in caretaking practices of boys and girls, with boys enjoying more
flexibility. Whereas boys are increasingly given more freedom with age, parents
exercise a higher degree of vigilance and control over their daughters. For some (Loyd
1975; Hart 1979; Moore 1986; Peters 1994) these differences are seen as arising out of
the gender roles learnt in the home and a belief that girls are more vulnerable to sexual
assault and less able to defend themselves against attackers.

Mowl and Towner (1994) also suggest that it is patriarchal relations, reproduced in the
home and community, which limit the access of females to environmental and leisure
pursuits. However changes to the macro-environmental context of place use (such as
on holidays or with special events) have been shown to reduce these gender differences
as a result of the relaxing of parental constraints on place use (Cotterell 1991; Pugh
1998). Time, as well as space, is an important determining factor in young people’s
place use. Girls pursuing outdoor activities are more likely to be accompanied by
parents than boys, whilst after dark activities of girls tend to be centred more on indoor
activities with friends or parents (Cotterell 1991). |

Pearce (1996) follows the feminist tradition (for example Rose 1993) in suggesting that
gender differences in place use are linked to the production of environmental
knowledge dominated by a masculinist tradition in which:

“... male truths create the norm, as maps impose their explanations on
subjective and female locations. These maps chart the environment as
if male inscriptions were defining the contours of the female body.”

(Pearce 1996: 2).

Katz (1993) in a similar vein draws on cross-cultural analysis to show that restrictions
on girls movements are concerned primarily with access to girls’ bodies. A number of
studies have shown how, as a result of their (real or perceived) greater vulnerability in
public places, that female fear in itself is a constraint on leisure activities (Valentine
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1989; Mowl and Towner 1994; Goodey 1995). The association between access to
urban space and control over access to women’s bodies, as is articulated for example in
the way attitudes to the vulnerability of women from attack in public places, is
paradoxical in two ways. First, because statistics show that it is young men that are
most in danger from attack in public places and second, that young women are most
vulnerable within the home (Mooney 1995). In spite of statistical realities males in
contrast have fewer restrictions placed on them. However, recent work by Valentine
(1996a, 1997b) suggests that parents influence on the range of boys and girls is
narrowing. She suggests that this shift reflects equal concern for the vulnerability of
boys and girls than a liberalising of control over girls. Others have also identified a
blurring of gender distinctions. Furlong and Cartmel (1997: 63) for example note that
“although gender differences remain powerful, there is evidence that they have
weakened” .

Gender divisions also emerge in the patterns of leisure activities of boys and girls
(Garton and Pratt 1991; Hendry et al. 1993; Fitzgerald et al. 1995; Pearce 1996;
Furlong and Cartmel 1997). Studies suggest that males and females engage in highly
gendered sets of activities giving rise to an indoor/outdoor gender division of leisure.
Whereas girls spend more time engaged in more social activities such as sitting and
talking, visiting friends, going to parties, discos or the cinema; boys tend to be engaged
more in active pursuits such as playing and watching sports or hanging around
neighbourhood streets (Medrich et al. 1982; Garton and Pratt 1987,1991; Glyptis 1989;
Furlong et al. 1990; Hendry et al. 1993; Fitzgerald et al. 1995, Pearce 1996). Many
social and leisure settings are predominantly male preserves (Hendry et al. 1993).
Pearce (1996) noted that for young males the places noted as being of greatest
importance were youth club (76%), friend’s home (52%), park (52%) and sport place
(36%); whereas for young females the emphasis was on indoor places: friend’s home
(50%), own home (44%), shops (44%), park (38%) and relative’s home (22%). These
results parallel other findings (Hendry et al. 1993; Owens 1994; Malone 1998). Owens
found these trends in place preference to be consistent over time with the exception that
girls now tended to use commercial areas to a larger degree.

Some writers have noted how inclination towards leisure and recreational activities, in
particular sports, is constrained by gender roles (Henderson 1991). As a result, the
leisure activities of girls tend to centre more on the home environment (Deem 1986;
~ Green et al. 1990). Furlong and Cartmel (1997) suggest that leisure opportunities are
restricted through conventions governing the use of space, which inhibit women’s
freedom of access. Coakley and White (1992) for example highlight conventions which
tend to prevent young women entering snooker clubs.

In spite of the constraints of gender on public place use, she argues that girls develop
skills in negotiating their spatial and temporal constraints to colonise and sometimes
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control specific inner urban environments (see also Wulff 1995b). Pearce (1996)
illustrates how young people cooperate to provide themselves with intimate social space
with boyfriends using a rota system. Also, the way in which they devise activities to
deter younger kids from provoking older male youths. These strategies include
negotiation of safe access into certain estates as well as individual access to boyfriends.
In this way young girls are able to move from private domains into the public domain.
However, Pearce (1996) suggests that they are 