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described by Felix Padilla in his book, Latino Ethnic Consciousness {1985).
The pluralists leaders, like Padiila’s “emergent” group of Latinos, tend to de-
fine Latinos by their activism in the Latino movement while the clientelists,
like Padiila’s “traditional” group of Latinos, use much more of a culiural defini-
tion." This has allowed the Latino pluralists, for example, to organize a Latino
caucus in the project with the more movement-oriented U.S. born and immi-
grant leadership and at the same time exclude nron-activist U.S. and immigrant
Latinos (in this case the majority} from their definition of Latino. The clientelists,
in turn, have excluded ethnic Americano Latinos (Chicanos) from their definj-
tion of Latino, particularly if they have lost the Spanish language. A further
twist in the Route 2 project has been the appointment of Anglo Americanos
who do speak Spanish and are identified with the immigrants’ problems to what
amounts to honorary Latino status,

The division between Americano regardless of ideology or ethnicity and
Latino immigrants is further complicated by the factor of class, The corridor
population, while overwhelmingly working-class, is composed of various strata
of the working class, Certainly the Americano leadership whether populist or
pluralist tends to be skilled workers including many union members. A few of
the leaders have moved into administrative positions and are approaching mem-
bership in the professional-managerial class. In contrast a great deal of the
corridor’s immigrant and clientelist population works in the secondary labor
market with garment workers, domestic workers, and contract labor in signifi-
cant numbers. Because of the tendency of labor market membership 1o be
coterminous with immigrant/ethnic status, many of the class-strata-based con-
flicts in the corridor are perceived by residents of cooperatives as ethnic or
race conflicts."!

In the Route 2 project ethnicity is a major issue if for no other reason than
language, a primary element which divides the population and prevents full
direct interaction. Monolingualism is common across the population including
both large numbers of English-speaking-only and Spanish-speaking-only indi-
viduals. Race, on the other hand, is an issue that seems to have been superim-
posed on the setting. Within the diverse Americano population it has rarely
been an issue. It only appears as a programatic issue as the immigrant Latino
population is integrated into the racialism of U.S. society.

Because of the class and racial fragmentation of the Latino population,
ethnicity or race as analytic categories do not perfectly fit the Route 2 project
situation. Examples of the misfit are found in the sometimes frayed relations
between Chicanos in the project and the immigrant Latinos, and racial and
ethnic tensions among immigrant Latinos, whites and blacks in racial terms
and European, Indian and African in ethnic terms. The categories the inimi-
_érants used, Latino and Americano, while having significant ethnic conlent,
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more clearly divide the class-strata expression of immigrant status than ethnic
or racial groups from one another.

The emphasis on immigrant status represented in the Americano/Latino cat-
egories in the Route 2 project echoes a distinction described by Robert Miles
(1982). Although Miles is writing about England, much of what he has written
seems to apply to the Route 2 project.'* He argues that the immigrant experi-
ence is extraordinarily powerful and is central to understanding social relations
in society, particularly its role in the fractionalization of the working class.
Beyond this Miles argues that while ethnicity with its material characteristics
such as language can be a significant social factor, race {as opposed to racism)
has no objective basis in the current historical period and is, therefore, an inap-
propriate category to be employed in understanding social relations. He sees
race instead as a social construction of the racial state that is employed through
the analytically important practice of racism."

The central role of immigrant status is demonstrated in the Roulte 2 project.
The tendency for the Latinos and Americanos to have different positions in the
labor force introduces a number of structural elements into the project beyond
the obvious one of variation in financial resources." Workers in the primary
labor force usually work nine-to-five, five-days-a-week jobs. Workers in the
secondary economy have irregular hours (Sassen-Koob, 1985). Some of the
more marginalized workers in the cooperatives are day laborers who cannot
easily control their work hours or plan their free time. In this setting, establish-
ing meeting times is difficult. The Americanos usually want to meet on week-
day nights. The Latinos are often unavailable on these nights and prefer instead
cither Friday night (the least likely night for bosses to want workers) or week-
end meetings. Friday night meetings are a particular anathema to the Americanos.

Scheduling meetings is not the only problem. Autonomy in the workplace
is also a factor. Having access to a phone during work hours is important to
conducting the business of the cooperative. Since the Housing Authority is
primarily a nine-to-five office with phone hours between 10:00 AM and 12:00
PM and 1:00 PM and 4:00 PM., the opportunities for communication are lim-
ited. Many of the Latinos work in very regulated environments with little
opportunity 1o communicate with the outside warld or take time off for meet-
ings. Workers in the primary labor force have more freedom during working
hours. Certainly those members of the cooperatives with administrative posi-
tions have a great deal more freedom.

The class fragmentation resulting from labor market participation is further
complicated by class fragmentation within the Latino immigrant population.
Different countries have sent various classes to the corridor. This difference is
often accentuated by a further rural-urban split. For example, the Cubans in the
project tend to be from major cities with petite-bourgeoisie or professional-
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managerial backgrounds and college educations. The Cubans have tended, given
their special treatment by the U.S. government, (o integrate more quickly into
the primary economy. The Mexicans in the project tend to be rural, have mini-
mal education, and be more economically marginalized. The class-educational
divisions have resulted in language fights among Latinos of different countries
over the style of Spanish to be used. More than once the charge of racism has
been leveled by one Latino against another."” The charge sometimes suggesis
that the offenders have separated themselves from the group and considers themn-
selves better than other Latinos.

Class difference was a major factor in a conflict that emerged when a
group of very low-income Mexican residents, who lived in overcrowded quar-
ters without open space, felt deliberately snubbed when they attended an or-
ganizing party in a much higher-income, spaciously housed Cuban neighbor's
backyard on a hot summer night.!® The Mexicans had held meetings in their
modest apartments and didn’t understand why the party was held outside.
The reasons given were the heat and the fact that the varnish was drying on
the newly refinished floors inside. The reasons did not satisfy the offended.
Why did the host have to refinish his floors that weekend? Weren’t they good
enough to be invited inside?

RACISM

The very existence of multiethnicity in the project coupled with its location
within the racial state gives rise to the question of the existence of racism among
the corridor population. Most of the leadership in the development phase of the
project was Americano. This alone created the suspicion of racism in some
Latinos’ minds. Every time a significant question is answered the answer is
subject to scrutiny for racist intent or result. Is that Jook of disapproval or other
action racially motivated? Why was an individual elected to the board? Whose
unit was repaired or improved? Who was selected for a vacant unit? The issues
never end. After discussing these and similar questions in general, the remain-
der of the chapter will examine a case involving the selection of a new member
family for one of the cooperatives.

Discrimination can be intentional behavior or the unintentional consequence
of the particular structure within which an act takes place (Feagin and Feagin,
1986). There were isolated incidents of intentional racist behavior in the project,
but these were not the rule. Overt racism is not acceptable behavior in the
project. At one point in the development of the cooperative a group of Anglo
residents approached the board and demanded their cooperative be divided into
two areas with one largely Latino and one largely Anglo. The Anglos rational -
ized that the split would provide internal cohesion. The largely Americano
board saw the Anglos’ request as racially based. Moreover, the failure to in-
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clude the two areas in the cooperative would have made the purchase of the
largely Latino area financially infeasible. The leadership insisted that everyone
should benefit and no one should be displaced. The co-op was not divided.

The issue of structural racism is more complex, but by the most obvious
measures one would have to say that the Latinos received more of the benefits
of the project than the Americanos. Ceitainly an analysis of subsidy dollars
would lead to that conclusion. All families in need received Section 8 subsi-
dies.”” The Latino families tended to have a greater need for these subsidies.
All overcrowded families received units appropriate to their family size. The
Latino families tended to be more overcrowded than the Americano families. A
high percentage of rehabilitation funds were spent creating large bedroom apart-
ments out of smaller ones. Four, five, and six bedroom apartments were created
for specific Latino families. These benefits, however, also indirectly benefitted
the Americanos. They made it possible for everyone (o avoid displacement and
become part of the cooperative.

The analysis is also complex when the burdens are considered. The original
Americano leadership did most of the work that made the project possible even
though they received less of the direct benefits. These burdens, however, ar¢
balanced by the fact that the Americanos tended to have nicer units than the
Latinos to start with. This contributed to their greater willingness to partici-
pate. Also the Americanos suffered less of the inconvenience of the rehabilita-
tion including the inconvenience of moving to a larger unit. Americanos are
more likely to pay a monthly charge that while higher in a dollar amount (the
maximum) represents a smaller percentage of their income than the members
on Section 8. The Americanos are less likely, moreover, to suffer the indigni-
ties of participating in a subsidy program. Research has shown that some people
value their privacy over housing quality and affordability (Hollingshead and
Rogler 1963). A researcher could find this sentiment in the Route 2 corridor.
Although the Latinos gained more they also had to give up more of their pri-
vacy to the Housing Authority and HUD regulations.'

Any unevenness to benefits and burdens in the project cannot be isolated
from the greater variance in the larger society. The structural racism of the
larger society penetrates the project creating inherent inequalities in the corri-
dor population that no project by self could overcome. One of the most salient
elements of this is that the United States is not officialty a bilingual nation.
English speakers have an extraordinary advantage over non-English speakers
in the society. The lack of bilingualism in the larger society has created a con-
stant pressure to have a native English speaker as president so that person can
represent the cooperative fo the outside world. In dealing with the politicians or
the Housing Authority on complex matters such as Section 8 regulations, En-
glish is virtually a requirement. Recently the Latino majority on the board of an
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cighty-percent Latino cooperative pushed to have Americanos be president and
vice-president of their board. Only at the insistence of the Americanos did a
Latina unsure of her English, who is the acknowledged leader of the coopera-
tive, assume the presidency.

WHO IS THE RACIST?

Members of one of the cooperatives encountered the issue of racism in select-
ing a family to occupy a two-bedroom non-Section 8 unit vacated by an
Americano family. The cooperative had to choose between three families: a
Chinese family consisting of a mother and teenage son; an immigrant Latino
family consisting of a husband and wife and two young children; and a4 mixed
family consisting of a pregnant Anglo wife and a Latino inmigrant husband.
The Chinese woman was an accountant with a substantial income although still
within the moderate income (120% of the county median family income) re-
quirements. The Latino family husband, the spokesperson for his family, was a
sheet metal worker. The mixed family Anglo wife, the spokesperson for her
family, was a bilingual school teacher with an organizing background in Latino
communities. The Latino family was a friend of a Latino member of the co-
op’s board of directors and the Chinese and Anglo applicants were friends of an
Americano member of the board. )

This cooperative had become increasing Latino over time and some of the
Americanos were worried aboul the cooperative losing its multiethnic charac-
ter. Many people who moved into the cooperatives whether Americano or Latino
were friends of current residents. Some of the Americanos saw the increasing
Latinoization of the cooperative through these friendship and kin networks as a
problem. When friends of Americanos were chosen for membership over friends
of Latinos, some Latinos saw this as problem. In both the Americano and Latino
segments of the membership there were murmurs of racism. The non-Section §
case brought the issue to a head.

Three Latino and three Americano members of the cooperative acting as the
membership commitiee and the two Latino neighbors of the vacant unit inter-
viewed the applicants. Of those present four people were on the board, two
Latinas and two Americanas. Only one person at the meeting, an Americano,
backed the Chinese family. He argued that the accountant had skills the coop-
erative desperately needed and that over the time the cooperative had been in-
terviewing no one with this skill level had applied. A Latino member replied
that the family didn’t need the apartment since the woman had plenty of income
and could live anywhere. The Americano said that was exactly the point. The
accountant wanted to live in the cooperative and would work for it. He argued
that if need was the primary criteria, particularly in non-Section 8 units, the
cooperative would soon be without the skills to operate.



226 The Cooperative as Home to Contemporary Social [ssues

All the Latinos in the room including the neighbors backed the Latino fam-
ily. The friend of the Latino applicants had been on the phone recruiting
support and had brought another friend to the meeting whom she had previ-
ously and successfully supported for admission into the cooperative. Since
this person had not attended a meeting for several years, her presence at the
meeting angered some of the Americanos who felt the meeting was being
stacked. The Latinos argued that the Latino family needed the apariment more
than the other families and that the husband’s skills would be valuable in su-
pervising the maintenance of the cooperative. He promised to do the repairs
himself. The husband and the family’s friend said the wife in the family had
secretarial and accounting skills, but the wife was very quict and spoke very
little in the interview: '

The Americanos reacted by saying that they had heard the man’s speech
before and that very few of those making this speech ever kept their promise to
work. The cooperative had a lot of men with manual skills who failed o be

- active. This made the applicant’s friend angry; she declared she knew the fam-
ily and promised they would work for the cooperative. She put her credibiliry
on the line. Underlying the Americanos’ reaction but unspoken, however, was
the memory of two friends of this member who had previously been admitted
after similar promises, but who had not kept their word.

The remaining two Americanos (one Anglo and one African-American)
backed the mixed Anglo/Latino family. They believed that, like the Latino
family, the mixed family needed housing. In addition they saw the organizing
skills of the wife as more important to the cooperative than any other skill.
Active cooperative members needed help encouraging participation in the co-
operative. The women’s bilingual and teaching skills could be eniployed o
prepare a newsletter. The cooperative had wanted a newsletier for some time,
but few people had the skill to prepare a bilingual newsletter and none of them
had made it their priority.

An Americana populist at the meeting believed the Anglo woman applicant
would also encourage multiculturalism in the cooperative and act as a
multicultural mediator. The Americana did not see the husband in the Latino
family in that role although he was also bilingual. In the Americana’s mind the
Anglo woman's marriage to a Latino and her long-time involvement in Latino
communities confirmed her abilities for the role. She regarded the husband in
the Latino family as part of the Latino culture and not likely to be a prime
mover towards multiculturalism. Since the Chinese family was not bilingual, it
also could not bridge the gap between the cultural groups.

The tense meeting became tenser when an Americana, reacting to the per-
ceived attempt to stack the meeting, asked whether the Latinos at the meeting
were voting for the Latino applicants because they were Latino. The Latinos
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answered the question negatively and reiterated their reasons for supporting the
family. The family was the most in need, the family’s skills would be useful 1o
the cooperative, and they were the neighbors’ choice.

The Latine family received a majority of the votes at the meeting, but among
the attending board members the vote was split two to two. While the board
usually goes along with the committee, the ultimate authority to choose rests
with the board. Consequently the three members of the SeVen-person co-op
board who did not attend would have to make the final decision. Two of the
three remaining board members were Latino. It was decided at the committee
meeting that the highest ranking member of the board in attendance, the Ameri-
cana vice-president, should hold a meeting with the absent board members the
next night io make the final decision.”

One of the Latino members could not attend the meeting. The other 1wo
members came at different times and ended up talking individually with the
vice president. She described the three applicants. Both of the board members
voted for the mixed family, and the family was awarded the unit.

The Latino member of the board who had supported her friends was clearly
upset at the decision. She felt she made a mistake allowing the Americana to
convene the meeting and that pressure had been put on the Latino member to
vote for the mixed couple. She withdrew from activity in the cooperative, but
after several talks with the Americanos involved (talks that would likely not
have taken place at an early point in the development of the cooperatives)
resumed full involvement. The board resolved to create a new waiting list for
the non-Section 8 units to reduce the chances of such a problem recurring.

Almost everyone involved in this event believed initially that racism played
apartin the interview meeting. There was no agreement about the nature of the
racism. The Latinos saw the Americanos as anti-Latino and voting for their
own, and the Americanos saw the Latinos as biased in favor of Latinos and
voting for their own. The Latino members viewed the Latino member who
broke ranks and voted for the mixed family as a “dupe” of the Americanos, a
term which had been applied before in the history of the project to Latinos who
consorted with the Americanos. They were regarded as tokens or only Latinos
on the cutside. In the most dramatic incident, a Latino distributing fliers in his
cooperative had been accused of being paid by the Americanos. He had to g0
home and get his pay stub to convince his accusers that he had another joband
was just volunteering to help the co-op.

THE CHARGE OF RACISM
What the charge of racism means in a multiethnic organization like a Route 2
cooperative is not entirely clear.
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If the intentional bias charges were both true —

In the larger society Anglos are the majority and as a group the purveyors of the
racial state and racism. Minority groups who suffer from racism and the racial
state are seen by some as having a legitimate right to assert their group interests
in the larger society and to demand affirmative treatmeni 10 redress past and
continuing wrongs (Omi and Winant, 1986).% In the cooperatives, the division
between the majority immigrant Latinos and minority ethnically mixed
Americanos confuses the usual societal debate.

National minority groups that are subject to discrimination in the larger
society, including Chicanos, form a minority Americano population in the
cooperatives. Can the immigrant Latinos claim an affirmative action prefer-
ence for Latinos within the project without being seen as racists? To a U.S.
African-American member of the cooperative, for example, the preference
for Latinos can look like a new version of the same racist game. The
Americanos claimed not to be anti-Latino but pro-multiculwral. Can
Americanos support a claim for affirmative action for Americanos on the
grounds that they are seeking multiculturalism in the cooperative? If they are
saying in effect that the Latino quota was filled by past practices which in-
creased the percentage of Latinos in the cooperative, that this unit was an
Americano unit, and vote against a Latino for that reason, are they being
racist? Can a bias for multiculturalism be seen as racism?

If nepotism controlled judgment —

It may be that intentional bias had nothing to do with the decision and that
one or both sides were simply favoring their friends and received the support
of their friends in their effort. The reality of the situation in the project and in
the larger racial state is that each ethnic/racial group is likely to have people
of their group as friends. Trying to help a friend and friends helping friends
who are helping friends is likely to have a biasing effect. The activity may
have no racial motive, be unintentional, but have the effect of creating biased
results. It has been argued that nepotism in this form, the “good-old-boy
network,” is the basis of racism (Feagin and Feagin, 1986). Here the story is
only complicated by the presence of numerous groups that suffer from exclu-
sion from these networks.

If different criteria controlled judgment —

The Latinos stressed the applicants’ level of need in their discussion. As one of
the Latinos put it, “helping people in need is what the cooperative is all about.”
The Americanos emphasized the skills of the applicants and the needs of the
cooperative. Their position is that once eligibility is established, skills should
be considered as the primary factor or there will be no cooperative to help people
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in need. Here the issue becomes one of structural racism, Structurally. Latinos
have less economic and educational opportunity than Americanos, particularly
Anglo Americanos (Barrera 1979). If the Americano criterion of skill leve] is
used, then selection is likely to favor Americanos, Conversely if the criterion is
need, the opposite is true. Selection results are less clear when national minor-
ity groups are brought into the picture.

Given the limited number of vacancies in the cooperative, there is no exter-
nai reason for structural racism to express itself in the cooperative. Here, how-
ever, the issue was not just skill, but a particular type of skill. The Latinos saw
manual labor skills as important while the Americanos stressed mental labor
skills. When the type of skill becomes a criterion and a choice is made from an
applicant pool largely representative of the present residents of the cooperative,
the likelihood of this structural tendency to express itseif is greatly enhanced.
The claimed importance of mental skills is certainly subject to skepticism by
the listener whose group will be negatively affected by its application.?

The issue of skill level as a criterion also raises the question of training of
members of the cooperatives. Whose responsibility is the training? Who de-
signs the training and who does the training? Do the residents with greater skill
levels have a special responsibility to train the less skilled members or is it an
overall cooperative responsibility? Training has taken place from time to time.
Members who participate are becoming more sophisticated over time. The
issue is partly one of short-term versus long-term participation. In the long-
term people can be trained. In the short-term the skills are needed.

If stacking the meeting and the reaction controlled judgment —

In the cooperative majority rules. The populists, however, believe the rule of
the majority should be part of an open process where decisions are based on
meritocracy. Can the societal history of racism justify stacking the meeting?
I have been in groups where it has been argued when there have been com-
plaints against such tactics that “it’s about time Anglos understood what it
feels like.” Can the Americanos’ definition of meritocracy be seen as biased
in itself and justify the Latinos stacking a meeting? What is usually argued is
that merit is only a proper criteria up to that necessary to do the task. Beyond
that affirmative action can come into play (Maquire 1980). If the meeting
were stacked, can the mixed ethnic Americanos Justify violating their own
rule of meritocracy and vote against the stacker’s friends? This would seem to
corrupt the process even further.

CONCLUSION

The extraordinary number of differences both material and ideological among
the Route 2 cooperative members demonstrates how difficult it can be to form
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the community necessary for a cooperative to function close to the ideal. Mem-
bers must successfully work through a great many issues to make the coop-
erative work. The lesson learned in the Los Angeles cooperatives is that this
takes time and commitment to the success of the cooperative. The seeds of
conflict are ever present. Time is no guaraniee because conflict can be crip-
pling, but it is necessary. Time will not be enough if the will to make the
cooperative work is fully dissipated.

Another lesson is that the presence of conflict in a cooperative should not be
equated with failure. Conflict can be the basis for the achievement of a new
level of understanding. Those in regulator positions with governmental over-
sight power for cooperatives must know that the residents of cooperatives must
go through a process of change and adjustment to one another. QOur current
society is not one of direct democracy or close community. The residents of the
cooperative must learn the skills of direct democracy and community. The
residents of the cooperative must leam when to react angrily or faugh with
friendly tolerance at a cultural faux pas. They must negotiate and renegotiate
the limits of each others’ ideological space, see what works and what does not,
and learn who to trust and who is not trustworthy.

Even with this knowledge, the suspicion and distance created and recreated
by the racial state cannot easily be overcome. Racism overshadows all the
other questions of ethnicity, class, and immigration status. Racism is omni-
present in the larger society and tears down the community construcied within
the cooperatives. The implication of bias is possible in nearly every significant
act. The whistle cannot be blown, and everyone cannot simply agree to avoid
behavior that could be interpreted as racist. Yet the whistle must be blown.

;
Allan Dgvid Heskin, Ph.D., is a professor in the Department of Urban Plan-
ning, School of Public Policy and Social Research at UCLA.
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NOTES

" Racial differences among the Latinos have generated charges of racism within
the Latino populations. One dark skinned Latina often makes charges of rac-
ism against fairer Latinos.

* This statement should be qualified. The mutticultural image was largely in
the Anglo world. Among Chicanos activists in the city, the project was often
characterized in the early days as a Cubano project because of the original Cu-
ban leadership.

* For a discussion of the authoritarian populist rather than progressive populist
approach, see Omi and Winant (1986), p. 120.

* For a discussion of the racial state see Omi & Winant (1986). Omi and
Winant set out the long history of racism in the United States and discuss the
role of the state in the establishment, maintenance, and redefinition of racial
categories, what Miles (1982) calls racialization. Their position is similar to
those theorists who see the state as the locus and product of class struggle and,
therefore, relatively autonomous from the bourgeois (Carnoy, 1984). Omi and
Winant see the racial state as a focus of “racial” conflict in which distinct state
institutions intervene in a contradictory fashion as pressures are placed on them.
Overall, however, as with the relative autonomy theorists position on class, their
position is that racism underlies the state's acticns.

* The racial state and the attack on ethnic groups requires self-defense. The
stress on one’s own needs is an inevitable result. The creation of the category
“race’” and the fractionalization of the working class is the result (Miles 1982}
® There are Americanos who also share a clientelist approach, but they are in
the minority in this group.,

" The patron is a “gatekeeper” who stands between the community and the
state and connects the peasant to the larger market (Powell 1970). John Powell
indicates that the patron’s “basic function is to relate to community-oriented
individuals who want to stabilize or improve their life chances, but who lack
economic security and political connections, with nation-oriented individuals. ..”
(p- 413). The test of reciprocity is the ability of the patron to improve the life
chances of the individual or more likely the family. Empowerment in this con-
text is a term often used to evaluate the ability to survive and nat, as the plural-
ists use it, to compete (Friedmann 1988, p. 116).

* Low income have similar clientelism on Tmmigration status in the U.S.

* This is true even with immigrants who believe they will return to their coun-
try of origin. To some extent they have to adjust to conditions in the United
States.

"% Padilla sees the traditionalists as pluralists and the emergent group in an-
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other category. On this point we disagree. [ see the difference between the
groups being a matter of tactics. They both seek benefits from the state. What
is different is that the traditionalists play more within the rules and the agenda
set by the state than the emergent group.

' There is voluminous material on the subject of ethnicity. race, and class. See
for example the excellent collection of articles in Rex and Mason {1986).

12 The global phenomenon of restructuring contributes to making this juxta-
position possible. See Soja (1989) p. 188.

1. For a further discussion of this point and its implications see Fields (1982).
It is important to note that Miles sees racism as important if not central to soci-
etal analysis. If, however, I am corect that racism is not a primary internal
factor in the Route 2 project, then racism itself does not come into play.

4. This is somewhat offset internally by the subsidization of the monthly carry-
ing charges of the lower-income residents. The housing in Route 2 is some-
times treated as transitional housing on the way to unregulated ownership and
is employed as part of the immigration process. Over the years that Caltrans
owned the housing many immigrants moved on as they successfully integrated
into the economy. This process contributed to a collection and over-representa-
tion of those who did not have this success. The Americanos have also gone
through a similar process of passing through this housing on their way to un-
regulated ownership, however, they tend to have a head start in the process.

5. Interestingly I rarely heard the charge publicly made against an Americano
although the feeling existed in the Latino population.

6. Nationalism is also a factor in Route 2. Long held national animosity clearly
played a role in what is called motivation. How one approaches a problem is a
result of history. Nationalism in this context shares a great deal with racism.
. This is a subsidy provided by the federal govemment Lo very low income
(50% of the county median family income or less) residents. The residents
pays 30% of their adjusted gross income in monthly charges. The government
pays the differences between that sum and the total monthly charges.

8. One of the biggest issues in the research and in the Route 2 project involves
how many people live in a home. The Section 8 program has regulations on
overcrowding and being underhoused. Those in the Section § program can be
forced to move from their existing homes to an “appropriate” sized unit.

1% The other board members at the interview said they were too busy to come to
yet another meeting that week.

2. For a discussion of the affirmative action debate see Maguire (1980).

2. There is some basis for the argument that need alone will detrimentally
effect co-op participation. The boards of the cooperative tend to be made up of
peopte who are either non-section 8 residents or people towards the top of the
Section 8 income criteria. [n the cooperative in question, for exampte, the ma-
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jority of the residents on the board are non-section 8 members, Among those
who are Section 8 eligible atl but one are in the higher income group . That onc
person just suffered a personal tragedy which greatly reduced the family’s in-
come. Whether mentat versus manual skill is preferable is more debatable al-
though clearly both mental and manual skills are required o make the coopera-
tive work. It should be made clear that the Americanos are talking about skill
and not capacity. However, either interpretation could be made by alistener to
the argument.
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COLLECTIVE JUSTICE AND
COOPERATIVE STRUCTURES:
DISCIPLINING DEVIANCE IN HOUSING
COOPERATIVES

Stuart Henry

Among those who have examined or who advocate collective organizations
there is considerable debate about whether such structures are sustainable when
set in the broader context of a capitalist society. Many of the issues raised by
commentators relate to attempts by collectives to distance themselves from con-
tamination by the non-collectivist ideology and structure of capitalist society.
Central to the debate are; how to avoid hierarchy; whether specialization is
inevitably undermining; how to prevent cliques and factionalism; how to main-
tain commitment and full participation; whether differential reward systems are
always undesirable; what relations to have with non-collectivist organizational
structures; and what to do about uncooperative members such as the “free rider.”
Much can be learned about this whole range of issues by focussing on the
last. The way an organization deals with its deviants can tell us much about its
internal social structure and operational practices. In this chapter I will explore
the way some British housing cooperatives struggled with their internal control
problems and how, as a result of failures at collective control, they were often
undermined and indeed transformed into hierarchist organizational forms.

THE GENERAL IDEA OF COLLECTIVE JUSTICE

As part of their overall implementation of alterative ideological formations to
those of hierarchy, specialization, competition and profit incentives, coopera-
tives maintain internal normative order through informal collective social con-
trol. Instead of constructing their intermal disciplinary procedures on the third-
party interventionist model of the quasi-court or tribunal, as do most capitalist
companies (Henry,1983; 1987a), cooperatives rely on controls that have more
in common with the dispute settlement procedures common in acephalous, non-
industrial societies (Roberts, 1979; Rothschild-Whitt, 1979; Henry, 1985; 1988).

The cooperatives that I surveyed' generally developed normative orders simi-
lar to those that Abel (1982) describes as consistent with the needs of decentral-
ized socialism, and to those found by Schwartz (1954; 1957) in his study of the
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[sraeli kibbutz. Efforts at social control, like those in the kibbutz Schwartz
(1954: 476) studied, “must be considered informal rather than legal.” Written
rules were thought to be incompatible with the kinds of spontaneous, collective
decision-making that provide the context in which individuals can be fully and
personally responsible, so rules were not fixed or written down, except in the
very general sense of an overall policy objective.

Instead of celebrating formal rules and procedures, cooperative members
see control in terms of everyday ongoing relations which are their own disci-
pline. The idea is that people should conform to the cooperative tasks because
they want to do so rather than because there are imperatives directing them.
There is an emphasis on preventing the rise of disciplinary issues by incorporat-
ing ongoing interpersonal evaluations as part of normal working relationships.
Rather than establishing a separate control specialism, cooperative members
generally have no system of supervision, finding, as one member [ interviewed
said, “that the best form of control is. ..through open discussion, with criticisms
of each other in as constructive a way as possible.”

What is important tor the present analysis is not only that cooperatives orga-
nize themselves in a way that is consistent with their overall ideological direc-
tion, but that this organization is both rooted and reflected in the members’
discourse about social control. In other words the members’ “control talk”
(Cohen, 1985} must be supportive of the cooperative ideology. Unlike the ac-
counts of managers and employees of those industrial and commercial organi-
zations that model their discipline on capitalist legality (Henry, 1987a; 1987b),
the discourse of members of cooperatives does not Lalk of law, policing, courts,
or punishment. Instead they account for control in terms of responsibility to
other co-op members and of deviants who “failed to take this responsibility.”

If control issues persist, however, a more formalized arena is constituted. For
example, in most of the co-ops that [ studied, a decision about someone who had
broken the co-op rules was made by a general meeting of the cooperative. Con-
sistent with the findings of Schwartz (1957) and Rosner (1973), an organized
forum was found to better focus the control effort, but the sanction remained one
of collective opinion. As long as these non-capitalistic control forms maintain
the internal order of the cooperative, then there is no challenge to them. How-
ever, sufficient evidence exists on collective social forms to show that when per-
sistent problems arise in collective social forms set in capitalist contexts, there is
a tendency for the collective control form to be displaced by a form of capitalist
legality. Weisbrod (1980: I1), for example, showed how nineteenth century
American utopian communistic religious societies eventually used an orthodox
legal framework to “create and defend their quite unorthodox institutions.” Simi-
larly, Schwartz (1954: 473) has argued that when disturbing behavior is not ad-
equately controlled through informal processes, law develops at the expense of
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collective justice, in the form of control by “specialized functionaries who are
socially delegated the task of intra-group control.” For others (Shapiro, 1976),
this tendency towards “legalistic” control co-exists with informal controls.

The fundamental question that concerns me here is whether the construction
of capitalist legality by cooperatives as a form of social control is the result of
some inevitable tendency inall collective organizations when their control prob-
lems become intractable, or whether this development is the result of contami-
nation from the wider capitalist context in which the collective is set. In addi-
tion, I am concemned with the question of whether the development of capitalis-
tic rational-legal control forms undermines the cooperative as a cooperative.
To address these issues adequately is beyond the scope of the evidence [ have?
However, in order to tentatively illustrate the issue [ will focus on the develop-
ment of discipline in housing cooperatives and on a case study of one particular
housing cooperative which had experienced a problem of member delinquency
in the form of rent arrears and a related problem of the failure of members 0
participate in co-op activities. Examination of this case study will suggest the
way subsequent analysis might proceed with a broader research base. To begin
the analysis, however, it is important to review the assumptions about human
relations and social control made by those who advocate cooperative collective
organizational structure, in order to gain a broader understanding of how sup-
porters of collective organizational structures generally envision the control of
member deviance and delinquency.

THE PRINCIPLES OF COLLECTIVEJ USTICE

I this review, I will first discuss the assumptions about human nature by advo-
cates of collective justice. The key issue here will be whether people are seen to
be basically socially responsible or whether they are viewed as naturally differ-
entiated. Second, [ will examine the view taken of social order; whether the
division of labor and occupational specialization necessarily imply hierarchy.
Third will be a discussion of the nature of rules in collective structures and in
particular, whether these are always informal, spontaneously created, and dif-
fusely applied, or whether there are also occasions where formalization and
legalism take precedence. Fourth, 1 will discuss the perspectives that collec-
tives take toward rule-breaking and deviance. Here it will be important to re-
solve the question of whether deviance is seen as individualized or as part of the
wider relations of disputing within the collective. Also important will be the
views taken by cooperatives about the cause 0f Causes of their members’ devi-
ance. Fifth will be an examination of the procedures advocated for and used by
collectives for administering discipline and justice. As with the discussion of
rules, it will be important to look at whether procedures are informal and col-
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lectively administered or whether they can also be formal, administered by elite
groups. or even by individuals. Finally, | shall examine the philosophy of sanc-
tioning advocated to enforce the rules in collective structures. 1 shall try to
determine whether this is designed to celebrate the individual rule-breaker as
an indicator of the need for organizational growth, to encourage individual re-
form, or whether the moral condemnation such as shaming, ridicule and ostra-
cism are used to deter unacceptable behavior. [ will begin with the assumptions
about human nature and social order, before [ go on to discuss the dimensions
relating to deviance, discipline and justice.

Of vital importance to any discussion of deviance and discipline is a consid-
eration of the way individual human agents are perceived and the organizational
structure in which they are seen as acting. Although some commentators on
collective behavior have taken a pessimistic view of human nature (Glson, 1965)
and others have pointed 1o its utilitarian roots, classical advocates are more op-
timistic about social cooperation being an essential human trait (Kropotkin, 1902).
For Marx, humans are intrinsically social agents, potentially open to develop-
ment and change under the right structural conditions (Geras, 1983). They are
fundamentally social beings who create the world in which they live, but not
under conditions they have freely chosen for themselves: “Rather on terms im-
mediately existing, given and handed down to them™ (Marx, 1852: 115). An
even more radically individualist position was taken by Proudhon (1876) who
viewed the cooperative human spirit as secreted within a person, imminent, con-
stituting not only human essence but the essence of society itself.

The view of social order taken by advocates of cooperative organization is
coalescent with, and indeed cannot be separated from, their view of human
nature. For Kropotkin, “man... was not naturally solitary...He was naturally so-
cial and his natural form of social organization is that based on voluntary coop-
eration” (Woodcock, 1977: 18). Indeed, the freedom of individuals, argues
Wieck (1978: 230), is “defined not by rights and liberties but by the functioning
of society as a network of voluntary cooperation,” such that order is “consti-
tuted freely through manifold agreements, contracts, negotiation.” This view
flows from the nature of human agents choosing voluntarily to cooperate and
results in a society composed of a plurality of organic groups.

A central idea of this view of social order is that government should be
decentralized, emphasis being placed on face-to-face contacts and shared deci-
sion-making among all of its members. *Each group is to be small enough that
all members know each other” and size should be such that people can “relate
to one another in a variety of ways” (Gaus and Chapman, 1978: xxxiv). Itis
argued that this leads to the strengthening of connecting bonds between people
and the elimination of the alienation which accrues from impersonal structures
that emphasize separation and fragmentation. Woodcock (1977: 22) says that
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in a collective structure of the kind we have been considering, decision-making
authority begins among individuals and small groups: “The most important
unit of society...is that in which people cooperate directly to fulfill their imme-
diate needs. Nobody can assess these better than those that experience them.”

A crucial issue here is whether the authority for decision-making resides in
the individual or the group/collective. Some, such as Rothschild-Whitt (1979:
509), argue that authority resides not in the individuat but in the collective:

Decisions become authoritative in collective organizations to the
extent that they derive from a process in which all members have
the right to full and equal participation.. .there is a ““consensus pro-
cess” in which all the members participate in the collective formu-
lation of problems and negotiation of decisions. .. All major policy
decisions are decided by the collective as a whole. Only decisions
which appear to carry the consensus of the group behind them, carry
the weight of moral authority...are taken as binding and
tegitimate. .. Ultimate authority is based in the collective as a whole,
not in the individual.

Indeed, although decision theory has been invoked to show how collective
decisions differ from the sum of individual inputs and may have unintended
outcomes, the notion that collectives make decisions is open o the charge of
reification. Collectives are abstract constructs which merely appear to make
decisions; beneath the appearance is the reality that only individuals can make
decisions because only individuals have human agency. Moreover, that these
decisions intermesh and also have unintended consequences is no grounds for
attributing the choice to an abstraction. This agency-based view recognizes
that individuals are free within the collective structure to deliberate in the exer-
cise of their own responsibility on an equal basis with fellow members, but it
does not simultaneously deny their agency by expropriating it to an abstraction.
Thus in contrast to Rothschild-Whitt, Ritter (1978: 132) argues that,

the one most crucial ,..justification of authority is their commit-
ment to the overriding value of rational deliberation, understood as
choosing and acting on the basis of evidence and arguments that
one has evaluated for oneself.

He argues that only when individuals have freely exercised their own au-
thority, can the process of sharing individual decisions begin. From such shar-
ing derives the consensus: “All members of society must exercisé authority
before its directives can deserve support” (Ritter, 1978: 135; Ritter, 1980). Simi-
larly, as Tifft and Sullivan (1980: 47) say, “A truly valid and meaningful social
order is one which is voluntarily constructed by each person freely entering
relationships with others, constantly renewing or dissolving agreements based
on each person’s own desire.”
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One feature of social order that can undermine this free individual process of
participation in collective decision-makin g occurs when individuals accrue spe-
cialist knowledge or when they adopt increasingly specialist organizationu] roles.
Some believe that the tendency for a minority to rule, stems from allowing
individual differences to be used as a resource. This is subsequently erhanced
by specialization, which itself develops into hierarchy. According to Rothschild--
Whit (1979: 517), in order 1o avoid such a development some cooperatives,
“aim to eliminate the division of labor that separates intellectual workers from
manual workers, administrative tasks from performance tasks,” by creating a
scries of generalized jobs, holistic roles and non-specialized functions. As in
many communal structures {See Rayner, 1988) this is achieved through job
rotation, internal education and task sharing.

However, not all agree that a division of labor is necessarily detrimental, nor
that it inevitably means hierarchy (See, for example, Unger, 1975). Indeed. as
Gaus and Chapman (1978: xxxv) argue,

The purpose of occupational specialization is to foster development
of some aspects of men’s many-sided selves to the fullest possible
extent. Specialization promotes romantic expression. .. Thus respect
for human differences is preserved without...domination.

At a broader level of analysis, whether the basic unit of a collective society
is described as the parish, commune, workshop, cooperative or collective, the
links between this unit and others is typically envisaged as administrative rather
than governmental. The workplace or neighborhood is the vital nucleus of so-
cal life and associations formed around these arenas of interaction federate
loosely, where they have interests in common, to discuss ways in which 1o co-
operate and to arbitrate differences. “The whole world becomes a federation of
tederations, bringing together every smail community in a kind of symbiotic
unity like a great structure of coral” (Woodcock, 1977: 26). As Tifft and Sullivan
(1980: 152) summarize it,

The social organization of these networks has been envisioned as
communes, councils, syndicates, people living and working, muiu-
ally, unselfishly aiding one another. The organization of work/life
has been envisioned as decentralized among face-to-face interact-
ing individuals who arrange their order autonomously and equally,
Human society is to be arranged into a series of autonomous com-
munities which can voluntarily form federations or links with one
another...The criterion of being is the spirituality that connects one’s
life with all life,

This is not to say, of course, that there are not splits and divisions but these
may be seen as constructive growth enabling the collective to survive in a chang-
ing environment.
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According to scholars who have theorized about the nature of rules in decen-
tralized collective structures, these are designed to reflect both the interests of
the sum of individual members, and to serve consensually agreed goals. The
rules or guiding principles cannot be constructed by anyone other than those
whose interests they directly affect since only the person subject Lo possible
harm knows how much of that risk they wish to absorb and how much they wish
to control. Abel (1982: 702), for example, argues that risk control is best achieved
through a cooperative structure in which each person is “able to control the risk
to which he or she is exposed™ and where people share equally, “those risks we
collectively choose to encounter” (Abel, 1982: 710).

Nor can the rules be fixed in advance or written down, since, in the ideal
structure, there should be no limits on spontaneous decision-making because
this is the only guarantee that members are always fully responsible decision-
makers. Indeed, for Unger (1976: 202-3) all who have “communitarian
aspirations. ..will look for an alternative to legality in the notion of a commu-
nity bound by shared experience and capable of developing its own self-revis-
ing customs or principles of interaction.” Similarly, for Rothschild-Whitt (1979:
513), “No written manual of rules and procedures exists in most collectives,
though norms of participation clearly obtain.”

However, the relative absence of formal rules does not, it must be empha-
sized, deny the existence of informal rules governing activities taken to be
deviant, as we shall see later. Indeed, that some behaviors are taken as devi-
ant is itself a reflection of these informal rules and nomms and insofar as
these behaviors are acted on by other members, therein the informal rules are
constituted.

What counts as deviance is that which offends the collective interests, irre-
spective of whether a specific rule has been broken or not. At a general level,
“The abuse of persons and anything that tends toward creating patterns of
‘enslavement’ or that hinders the realization and continuity of free coopera-
tion is wrong in such a society” (Wieck, 1978: 232). Behavior which goes
against the cooperative spirit of taking fuil responsibility for one’s actions in a
socially aware way, is considered deviant. It includes any number of specific
actions and can be called by any member of the cooperative; indeed, not to
call attention to deviance would itself be seen as avoidance of responsibility
and may invoke its own questions. Examples of rule-breaking behavior are:
failure to participate in activities of the cooperative such as meetings; unwill-
ingness to help other members if asked; attempting to create personal advan-
tage at the expense of other members; and failure to contribute an equivalent
amount of effort. Indeed, as Taylor (1982: 120-23) states in his review of
communes and other intentional communities, “a central problem was inequal-
ity of work effort.” For Olsen such “free riding” in any structure where ben-
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efits are available on the basis of need or on an equal basis, independent of
contribution, is tantamount to theft (Olson, 1965).

The cause of such behavior is atiributed to individuais themselves since
they are responsible for their own action. However, the assumptions discussed
above regarding human’s essential social being imply a recognition that any
particular incident may be the ocutcome of the shared responsibility of many
rather than being only the responsibility of one individual. Itis such a stance
that leads 10 the celebration of deviance, since other members of the collective
can take some responsibility for their own contribution to another member’s
uncooperative behavior.

Gurvitch (1947), like Ehrlich {1913} long before him, pointed out that in any
socia structure or substructure it is possible to discern a number of levels of
formality whereby control is administered. This is no different for collective
structures such as cooperatives. As [ mentioned earlier, some commentators
have generalized about decision-making in collectives (Schwartz, 1954).
Rothschild-Whitt {1979: 513) has observed, “Decisions...tend to be conducted
in an ad hoc manner.. .are generally settled as the case arises, and are suited to
the peculiarities of the particular case.” Importantly, informal control involves,
as Godwin observed in the 18th century, the “inspection of every man over the
conduct of his neighbors™ (Woodcock, 1962: 83-84),

But procedures are not limited to purely informal, face-to-face interpersonal
messages. When disturbing behavior is not adequately controlled through the
informal process, an organized forum focusses members’ attention more sharply
(Schwanrtz, 1957; Rosner, 1973).

Sanctioning in collective structures is designed to bring the individuals to
aceept responsibility for their own behavior by reminding them of their con-
nectedness to other members of the collective. The major sanctions used are
collective persuasion through approval or disapproval, expressed through pub-
lic opinion, personal appeals, withdrawal of cooperation, ostracism, shaming
and expulsion. The general philosophy behind each of these controls is to re-
store the wholeness of social existence to the collective after it has been breached
by a person’s failure to accept responsibility and connectedness. Informal pro-
cedure operates as a continuous control on each member’s behavior and one
which constitutes “a censorship of the most irresistible nature,” provided that it
is based upon “the spontaneous decisions of the understanding” (Godwin, cited
by Woodcock, 1962: 83-84).

if this series of informal sanctions fails, collective justice can get very rough,
Even relatively mild ongoing criticism can be an effective inducement to radi-
cal self-discipline. Collective persuasion can either work to correct the
individual's behavior, such that the connections are reestablished positively, or
else they can lead to the member deciding that they do not want to take that
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responsibility, in which case they may voluntarily leave the cooperative. As
Godwin again astutely observes, “Under the unequivocal disapprobation and
observant eye of public judgement” they are “inevilably obliged.. either to re-
form or emigrate.” (Godwin, 1946: 211; 340).

It is not always only an individual who takes responsibility for breaking the
cooperative spirit of responsibility and connectedness 1o others. The other
members also share this responsibility. Wieck (1978: 234) recognizes this when
he says “reparation would not always be exclusively a demand made on a guilty
person, but a task for the community concurrently.” Elsewhere Lhave described
this approach as celebrative (Henry, 1983: 94-5; 179-219) to reflect the view
that deviance and delinquency, rather than necessarily betng seen negatively
may sometimes, and ideally often, positively contribute toward the cooperative’s
need to revise its relationships in order to adapt to changing circumstances. In
one version of this deviant behavior may be no more than an indicator of new
direction and the deviant, a kind of Durkheimian functional rebel (Durkheim,
1953). Indeed, Melville (1972: 130) has pointed out that where there is no
general agreement about a problematic behavior, it is “a sign that part of the
group should leave and form another community.” This is a process Taylor
(1982: 92) describes as fissioning which he says may occur “when there is per-
sistent internal conflict.” At a more general level, “grievances, conflicts, dis-
putes and unhappiness are desirably inevitable as social life is enriched by our
differences” (Tifft and Sullivan, 1980: 155).

In short, then, under the collective model of discipline, the philosophy of
sanctioning is often one of turning negative connectedness into positive, by
reminding individuals of their responsibilities. As such, it is a celebration of
human agency over negative struciures which necessarily involves “acts of
imagination...to rectify injustice, to resolve conflict, just as acts of imagination
are called for in the normal creation of ongoing life” (Wieck, 1978: 235).

CONTAMINATION OF AN IDEAL:

THE CASE OF HABIT HOUSING COOPERATIVE
Habit Housing Cooperative is based in London, England and in 1980 received
short-life housing from the local governmental authority, in the form of hous-
ing scheduled for demolition or renovation. When the cooperative was founded
and in its early days there was little problem in getting the members to partici-
pate and there were no rent defaulters. As one member explained,

When we first got together it was naturally a ¢0-0p...because we
were all in the same boat. We all wanted to get out of the situation
we were in and do something about it. Everybody wanted to have
a say and everybody had ‘something to say at the time. We were a
small group. And because we were into self-help and mutual ad-
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vancements, naturally there was no question about it. We actually
needed people’s skills, We wanted to maintain it on a self-help
basis and we couldn’t do that unless we knew which people had
skills and we knew who we could call on.

For another member this was a period where thoughts of discipline were
unnecessary:

The cooperative spirit is actually doing the right thing without the
formality. In a sense there is a lot of coercion...it’s less formal than
that. It’s just cooperation between small groups of people. We
agree to get something done in the best way possibie and that some-
times means that you have to put yourself out.

At the time of the study and during the course of my research, which took place
between 1979 and 1980, the cooperative had begun to experience a deterioration in
member participation and there began to be discussion about how to correct this
development. One member explained how she thought the problem arose:

Last year we got very big, very quickly and a lot of people are
either very ignorant of what is going on, who would otherwise get
involved, or are intimidated by the organization. They come along
to meetings, and don’t say “I don’t understand,” because of the whole
social taboo of not being “in with the scene”...T suppose it is in-
timidating if you don’t know anything about the organization—
you are a new member—or somebody who hasn't been involved
because they came in last year and haven’t been called on to be
involved. Then they come along to a meeting and a lot of discus-
sion takes place...and they don't know the background and then
everyone else gets fed up going over old ground and unless you can
grab someone in the pub and ask them what’s going on, you know
it’s difficult to get involved.

The lack of interest in meetings and in participation generally was also said
1o be a problem of growth by members:

How many people do we get to meetings? Ten? Well occasionally,
if there’s a house going we get loads of people. People only come
when they’ve got a vested interest. [f the members were really
cooperative you wouldn’t have to do anything like that (discipline
and evictions). People would pay their rent. They would want to
come to meetings because they would be involved. .. A cooperative
should be a joint effort by every member. You shouldn’t need a
single member keeping it together because the idea of a co-op is
that everyone knows what’s going on and is involved. But I think
because we're so big, and the members aren’t involved and don’t
want to be involved, then you can’t run it like a proper co-op.



246 The Cooperative as Home to Contemporary Social [ssues

However, another member saw the fault lying with the management com-

mittee of the cooperative which had become distant from the membership:

On the old management committee people were building up cxper-
tise which only they had. Some of the members outside the man-
agement commitice thought that what was going on was wrong,
that because the management commiitee had become a bunch of
experts, perhaps they were corrupt as well...And there’s always
been a lot of allegations about people bringing in their friends, fid-
dling here and there...So the allegation was that the management
committee had become very centralized, very tight and alienating
to the members.

For their part members of the management committee felt that the fault was
with the members. As one member explained:

It’s all very well them complaining but they should make more ef-
fort. If the members think something’s wrong, if they feel they are
being subjected to something they don’t like, the opportunity has
always been there for them to devise a different system. Butif they
have not participated, what right have they got to complain? There
are so many people in this cooperative who acknowledge it’s a co-
operative when they’ve got something to complain about. So if
they haven’t helped devise a different system and if they then accu-
mulate rent arrears, I've really got no sympathy with them.

It was in this context that the co-op began to experiment with a series of
measures designed to control its delinquent members. Initially the rent arrears
problem was approached using informal collective control that involved invit-
ing defaulters to the meeting of the co-op to explain why they were in arrears.
The following members explain the principles at work under such a system:

People who would normally act in a very responsible cooperative
way sometimes forget what the co-op system is and don’t use it
properly. They fail in their duty to pay rent, which is most funda-
mental, [ suppose. If you can remind people of their duties, talk to
them on a friendly basis, then they think “Oh, of course.”

If they are not put in a situation where they have to discuss it they might just
think, “Oh, I've got rent arrears. Il get round to solving it sometime” and they
don’t think what the implications are for the other co-op members and what it
means for them personally. Whereas if they are in a meeting they can see the
implications for the organization and they can see the implications for themselves.

I think it has a lot to do with friends... At a meeting if there are
friends there and they find out you are not paying rent then there’s
much more pressure on you to pay. It’s group pressure...people
might be cut off from their friends if they do not pay.
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The participation issue was tied up with rent arrears, as well as being a prob-
lem in its own right. If members are less involved they are less likely to feel
compelled o pay their rent. [f they do not pay rent they are less likely 1o want
to attend meetings and then they become increasingly less involved. A preven-
tative to rent arrears would be increased involvement and participation but how
is this to be achieved? Consistent with the literature on collectives discussed
carlier, Habit Housing Co-op tried a formal, coilective approach. They attempted
to enact legislation to compel attendance:

1f they won’t come to meetings and won't get involved then I think
we should get rid of them because those of us who believe that we
should stay a cooperative and strive (o be a real cooperative can’t
carry that kind of membership...Apart from anything else, if we
want to be a cooperative we have to have a mandate from the mem-
bership to do the things that we do, and you won’t have a mandate
if people aren’t there to say yes or no.

So we put together this motion. “Every member of the co-op shall
assign themselves to one pre-determined area of work in ‘List A’
within which their skills may lie, and can be called on to utilize
their skills and assist in running the co-op. Anyone who persis-
tently fails 1o help when asked will have their membership ques-
tioned by the participation sub-committee (which was intended to
be set up if the motion got through). In addition no member shall be
exempt from assisting in any area of activity in ‘List B*.”
But as another supporter of this motien pointed out:
What happened was, it was amended. Someone got up and said, “I
will support anything as long as there is no compulsion in ir.”” He
was a very good speaker. The part about the compulsion and being
checked up on by a participation committee got fought against and
we lost it. [t was dropped.
One of those who opposed the motion explained the reason for the opposi-
tion to this formal collective disciplinary measure:

I can see no sense in people attending meetings that they are not
interested in, It makes it difficult to run the meeting because if
people are not interested in a particular issue, which is the business
of the meeting, they will talk about other things and thereby divert
the course of the meeting. [ think if you were going to try and get
people to go who don’t want to, you insist that they go, they would
take offence and it would alienate them, I saw this, actually, at the
general meeting where, on precisely this motion people just hap-
pened 1o be wandering out. You know they were going home to
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their tea or something and the finger was pointed—"these people
are leaving the meeting. Isn't it a disgrace?” Well there was no
evidence to suggest that they were acting in the wrong way, o they
took offence. They said “Fuck You!”

On the issue of rent arrears a double problem emerged. I found confirmation
of Olsen’s (1965) observation that the weak were able to exploit the strong.
Those who came to the meeting to explain their arrears did not simply offer an
explanation and make an arrangement 10 pay, which was the intention of the
control measure. Rather, some used the power of the meeting against the coop-
erative to invoke sympathy for themselves and further extend their arrears. For
example, it was said of one delinquent member who leaned heavily on the
cooperative’s tolerance of personal and emotional difficulties and their alleged
source in the capitalist social structure, that he manipulated the principles of the
collective system for his own interests:

Peter is a special case. People think “Oh he’s gota lot of problems.”
But it’s only because we know about his problems, because he’s
made darmn sure everybody knows about them, whereas other people
in the co-op don’t do that, There may be people who've got into
rent arrears difficulties, who've got really serious problems, but they
haven’t made it their business to try and say to us, “Well, L have got
these problems.” _

The way this manipulation occurred was illustrated by another delinquent
member, who explained in one such meeting that 1 attended:

Look I’m shit scared. It’s sheer hell to stand up and explain your
financial expenses to a meeting of twenty or thirty people. This co-
op policy is a peculiar way to collect rent. It just frightens people
who are already in a state about their inability to pay, who are un-
employed and on social security.

The effectiveness of the “invitation to explain,” then, was questionable. It
could be exploited or used against the co-op and it could further alienate the
members who were already uninvolved, The problem was captured by one
member who said:

If they came along to the meeting, they would get a warning and
we'd be very nice to them and make an arrangement for them to
pay. None of us wants to get our fingers burned or be seen to be
heavy, so what happens? We start feeling sorry for them. “Ah
poor dears. They've got all these problems. Let’s make it easier
for them.” Perhaps we ought to reorganize and restructure the co-
op to make it more accessible...But on the receiving end, when
people in arrears come to meetings, it puts them on edge to be
strong about it. It’s incredibly humiliating and I think it’s a cheek
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to make people come along and be humiliated because I don't
think it’s going to make them want to be more cooperative. [t's
Jjust going to put their backs up.

Emportantly, thercfore, not all deviants in cooperative organizations submit
meekly to the collective sentiment. Some use the collective structure as a re-
source to exploit the co-op's softer side whilst avoiding its harsher controls.
This ability for the relatively powerless individual to turn the collective policy
against the collective can pose severe control problems for the co-op. In ihe
context of collective justice it is, as Olson (1965) has observed, aimost as if the
more severe the sanctioning mechanism, the more powerful are the resources
available to the individual being sanctioned. .

The second difficulty in controlling the rent arrears problem came from
those members who did not attend meelings to offer any explanation. In this
instance Habit Housing Cooperative decided to “take the meeting to the mem-
ber” by adopting a system of “visits.” Although seemingly against the prin-
ciples of collective justice, specialized functionaries are sometimes deemed
necessary, as when members of a housing co-op neither pay their rent nor
attend meetings to explain why. Clearly the whole collective cannot visit en
masse, $0 a sub-group might be invited to volunteer. These were undertaken
by sub-groups of the collective meeting. Although a very intimidating tech-
nique, sensitivity to this fact ironically renders the cooperative vulnerable to
further exploitation by the individual, to incursicns or manipulation by indi-
viduals who were the subject of control. A member of the co-op described
how the system should have worked.

The idea behind the visits was not to bludgeon the rent out of people.
You don't go along as a sort of threatening mob. [t's more of a visit
to try and find out whether there are any mitigating circumstances
and to sort out a means of payment, but not in a lump sum.

At a regular Habit meeting that [ attended, volunteers were invited to go on a
visit and there was a lot of humor and joking expressing a consciousness aboul
how their visit might be viewed. One member asked “What is it going to be
then? A knee job?” Another replied, “They 're not going to break his legs, just
bruise him a little—where it can’t be seen.” “Come out with your hands up or
your rent book,” said another. Indeed, a further reason why this approach is
vilnerable is because co-op members do not enjoy taking responsibility for dis-
cipline. One member of the visiting sub-committee described his experiences:

[ was on one of those early visits. That’s why [ didn’t go the second
time—because it freaked me out. We went tn a group of six and
stood around shuffling our feet, feeling very uncomfortable. We
went along to a house on Galena Drive, a large house with very
large debts...I went to visit one girl in particular and she was obvi-
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ously taken aback and abusive...If there isn’t hostility then the per-
son who is being visited is bound to get overwhelmed. [t is rather
intimidating when six people suddenly descend on you with no prior
notice at all. It's not a good forum to discuss personal things like
“Are you going to pay your rent?" and “Why are you not paying ir?”

It should be pointed out that, in the co-ops | studied, this ability for the
individual to tumn the collective pressure back on the cooperative was not re-
stricted to occasions of hostile reception. Even where the visitors were invited
into the member’s home, a surprising amount of power can be reflected back
onto the visiting committee. There were usually not enough seats for six or so
people arriving unannounced and even if there were, the visiting party was so
sensitive to its intimidating appearance that it was easily disarmed by questions
about fellow co-op comrades, friendly offers of hospitality and apologies, that
the quicker the subject of rent arrears could be dropped and leaving rituals be-
gun, the better everyone felt.

By driving a wedge between those exercising control and the rest of the
cooperative this institution of sub-committee discipline can actually escalate
the problem. For example, where the deviance is the not uncommon practice
of a member failing to participate, then the act of collectively disciplining that
person can result in the deviant feeling even less involved and being less will-
ing to participate. This, in tum, can result in an even greater control problem
for the collective.

Subcommittee discipline is also vulnerable to the charge of personal vindic-
tiveness. As a member of a housing cooperative said: “The individuals con-
cerned are surprised and resentful when they see a comrade knocking on the
door. Quite a lot react aggressively...feel they have to hit back. People think
they are victimized." Indeed, by the nature of co-ops, nearly all members know
each other quite intimately, so where one group acts to discipline a fellow mem-
ber, resentment is often inevitable.

Perhaps the ultimate irony is that in order to resolve these kinds of difficul-
ties some cooperatives have sought to eliminate personal feelings from their
control policy by resorting to the outside legal system to support their collective
disciplinary action. After considerable attempts with these innovations in col-
lective discipline Habit Housing Cooperative reluctantly decided that a more
extreme solution was necessary. Against all its principles, and thosc of collec-
tive justice discussed earlier, the collective decided to adopt a rational legal
approach to its rent arrears problem, and to not only model itself on capitalist
legality, but to use the police and state law against its delinquent members. A
member of a housing cooperative explained that after the visits system had
caused a number of inter-personal disputes within the cooperative and some
members were still avoiding paying their rent, a different approach was adopted.
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The explanation of how this came about is instructive:
We reached a siage then when we sent out eviction notices and no-
body believed that we'd carry them out, because basically, up to then
nobody had canied them out... People just saw it as an emply threat.
They said, “Oh yes, here we go again. Send in a couple of quid.”
And meetings just delayed things further. We invited them to come
along and explain. But I mean you can talk until you're blue in the
arse and still nothing gets done about it. Then, the visits were a
bloody disaster. There was a rumpus which was totally over per-
sonal things. It had sod ali to do with rent. | mean the reason for
people getting at each other’s throats about those visiting and calling
them the “heavy mob™ was because of their own personal feelings
towards those people that came. And also you try and get six people
together that will go on a visit...See the people who advocate poli-
cies and the pecple who come to meetings are human beings and
most human beings are unstable in the sense that they don’t want to
be disliked. But if you are going to lay on someone, you're not go-
ing 1o be liked. So people won't go. As far as I'm concerned if it
can’t be done there’s no point in attempting it... You see, the problem
when you're trying to use discipline or just logic is that people get in
the way, because: people aren’t disciplined and they aren’t logical,
right? To run an efficient rent system you’ve got to get the human
element out as much as possible because that is what messes the
whole thing up—people’s emotions and whatever. 1 know it sounds
daft trying to ge1 the human element out, but a system where you
don’t have to go znd explain why you haven’t paid and involve your-
self in totally irmelevant personal problems, has to be preferable, as
long as you pay ii. 1 mean if there is a good rent system [ don’t see
why anybody sheuld be intimidated, humiliated. There's no reason.
As far as I'm concerned it’s cut and dried. So that’s why we intro-
duced the new svstem...Now, if they are four weeks behind with
their rent they get a warning letter; if they are etght weeks behind
they get a notice to quit and when that expires we take court proceed-
ings. Of course, the main objection we have from people if you send
them a notice 1o quit is, “Oh that's a bit heavy isn’t it?” or if it’s a
possession order, “getting the law involved.” But, number one, if the
law wasn’t involved, people wouldn’t be secure in their short-life
housing. They would be in squats, because that’s all short-life hous-
ing is, official squats. So the law is already involved. Number two,
they tell us that it's a bloody cheek that we send them eviction no-
tices, but of coursz it's not a bloody cheek that they don’t pay their
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rent...[’d much rather not see the law involved but if there isn’t an-
other way then you've got to do it. 1think it's a drag giving credibil-
ity to the law in this sense because the law does not particularly like
co-ops or people who are in them. There are a lot of funny people in
co-ops and they'd love to get hold of all that. We are allowing the
police to harass our members, more or less, which is very heavy but
there’s no option...[’m afraid you just have to kick them out. I feel
that a co-op is a very important and good way of living—good for
the people. And because of that you've got to treat it like a bloody
baby. You’ve got to wrap it in cotton wool. 1f anybody comes near to
strike it down, then you go for them, go for their throats. Oh that
sounds very heavy but you've got to protect it.

[n this Habit Housing Co-op moved from an informal system of control to
one which explicitly relied on the capitalist rational legal control form. It was
noted by members that this changed the nature of the cooperative such that *It's
running now like a housing association.”

Although Ritter (1978: 138) has claimed that the kind of authority which
underlies the cooperative enterprise, “being intimate, particular and internal,
cannot issue directives of a legal sort,” clearly my evidence supports the argu-
ment of Shapiro (1976) who suggests that this tendency to legalism co-exists
with informal procedures. Both serve to bring those who offend and those who
are offended together to resolve their differences. As Shapirc (1976: 429) says:

The possibility that the kibbutz will not prevent the initiation of
police action...has a subtle influence in strengthening internal con-
trols in the kibbutz. This parallels the way tribal societies use the
colenial power to strengthen traditional leaders.

However, as with the other cases of the collective flexing of muscte which 1
have discussed above, the adoption of a legalistic stance is also available to
individual co-op members. In the nineteenth century this counter legalism was
used successfully by individual ex-members of utopian-communist religious
societies to sue for the right to reclaim their investment from the collective
(Weisbrod, 1980).

For our purposes there are three crucial issues in this development that have
a bearing on the broader issue of the viability of collective forms in a capitalist
society. First, does the tendency toward rational legal forms of control in coop-
eratives undermine the collective form? Second, is this tendency inevitable and
a product of intrinsic micro-forces or is it an outcome of the contamination by
the wider social structure in which cooperatives are set? Third, are there ways
that collective organizationai forms in a capitalist society can avoid both being
undermined from within and resist penetration by the wider hostile forms?
Discussion of these issues will form the basis of the final section of this paper.
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INTRINSIC DIFFERENTIATION OR EXTERNAL
CONTAMINATION

Let us consider, for a moment, the possibility that the tendency toward adopt-
ing rutional legal control forms, like the tendencies toward specialization, hi-
erarchy, domination and factionalism in collective organizations, is the out-
growth of micro-human interaction. If this is so, it would seem that initial
cooperation in any collective enterprise, regardiess of the wider context, will
eventually deteriorzte into competition, if only because of the differential de-
velopment and uniueness of human individuals. [f differentiation, special-
ization and hierarchy are products of micre-processes of human individuality,
then collective justize and cooperative structures are simply an ideal that can-
not be met; a framework whose reality is present only at the point of its cre-
ation and which time, growth and action will ultimately undermine. How-
ever, whether such diversity of human process must necessarily undermine
cooperative structures may depend upon whether there is an alternative back
cloth of principles and practices which support the divergences of member-
ship while simultanizousty placing limits on the tendency of some to monopo-
lization of power, knowledge and interests. If so, then a healthy tension can
exist between coopiration and individual competition. However, where that
structure is relatively undeveloped, or, as in our capitalist society, where it is
surrounded by a wic'er structure that caricatures and refines the merits of indi-
vidualism and comjetition, then the issue of contamination and undermining
becomes critical.

A number of cominentators have recognized that social forms within the wider
matrix of capitalist society, although exercising a degree of autonomy, are si-
multancously penetrible by that society, and that this is also true of control forms
(Moore, 1978; Fitzpatrick, 1984). | have documented efsewhere (Henry, 1983;
1985; 1988) the waiss in which cooperatives in a capitalist society assimilate
organizational features such as specialization, hierarchy, sexism and material-
ism, which are directly contradictory to their collectivist aims. It has been shown
in the case study abcve, that this is particularly true of their form of social con-
trol. Let us take ore further illustration from a member of another housing
cooperative of how the outside structure penetrates the collective:

Lihink it’s almost conditioning. 1 mean they have always had to be
aggressive with their landlords. So they might come stomping in
here and say that they ve got a burst pipe or something. I think that
is where their background is, always being on the receiving end.
They only rea'ly do see how things have changed when they are
actually required to play the role of landlord. And some of them
are reluctant tc do that. Tt's a question of people having been tradi-
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tionally in a very, very weak position of power but not aware of it.
Like going to a general meeting and asking for a decision to serve a
notice to quit—a lot of people really cannot believe that by putting
their hands up that it is actually going to result in somebody being
kicked out of their home. People find it difficult. They cannot
comprehend how Joe and Mabel from up the road are going to be
able 1o kick them out of their home.

A member of Habit Housing summarized the penetration problem facing
cooperatives in general:

How do you persuade someone to change their beliefs? From be-
lieving in elitist institutions to believing in collectivist beliefs and
self discipline. [ mean you have to persuade them or control them
into it first, especially if they’ve got no experience.

One result of forming cooperatives from people whose ideas are receptive
but whose experience is largely with a different system is that conflicts and
frustrations of process are ultimately met, not by creating and seeing through
new innovations, but by relying on partial fragmented parts of the old capitalist
order. Nowhere is this more so than when dealing with delinquents or free
riders. As we have seen, not only has the capitalist system the appearance of a
rational legal form of social control that offers a tested system, but it has con-
structed the institutions and developed an ideology that presents these institu-
tions as disconnected and sclf contained; mere tools for control. Nothing could
be further from the truth, for as [ shall argue below, the mere presence of that
system of control must ultimately undermine the collective system of control,
and in turn the interrelated cooperative structure as 2 whole.

There are three ways that the collective control form preferred by the coop-
erative is undermined. First there is the generation of problems extraneous 1o
the cooperative which become problems for the cooperative. Members having
difficulties stemming from their ambivalent relations with the wider society
and from the contradictions that lie therein, find they are unable to adequately
fulfill their cooperative responsibilities. It might be thought that a collective
could avoid problems that are extraneous. However, insofar as its members are
also members of the wider structure, they will also be unwitting purveyors of its
contradictions. Therefore, dealing with its own members, a cooperative is also
dealing with the wider capitalist structure. 1f a collective acknowledges the
existence of the outside structure in its own internal relations, regardless of
whether in support or apposition, this can be drawn on as a resource in a ma-
nipulative process by the delinquent members and used to undermine the col-
lective. We saw examples above of how some delinquent members would ex-
ploit the co-op’s understanding of the difficulties of living in a capitalist struc-
ture to allow themselves personal concessions,
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A second way that the cooperative’s form of sociat control is undermined
occurs simply by th wider sysiem of capitalist legality being held at a distance.
The very existence of a rational legal model.with an accompanying ideology
that claims neutraliy in its impersonal interventions, stands in stark contrast to
a system which secs particular instances of delinquency tied up with wider
issues. When co-op members draw on their familiar capitalist ideological think-
ing about issues of :ontrol they undermine the attempt to develop alternatives.
For example, the cooperative's visits system for collecting rent arrears allowed
a sub-committee of the collective to privately police co-op members to the point
where this was declared as harassment, intimidation and victimization. The
paradox here is that by doing nothing but maintaining a distance from the coop-
erative, capitalism’: rational legal control forms are sirengthened. Rational
legal control forms are thrown into relicf as being preferable because they are
apparently impersonal and predictable. The more the cooperative altempts to
develop its own control forms that are resisted by some individuals, the more
those of the wider system are given credibility. So the mere existence of a
wider control form tased on rational rather than substantive principles of which
members have knowledge regardless of direct experience, combines with the
co-op’s difficulties in developing a new collective control form, and consider-
ably weakens its resistance to penetration.

The third way the collective control form of cooperatives is undermined is in
the actual adoption of capitalist control forms in place of its own emerging
forms. After trying many variants of its collective control form, if problems
persist there will be a great temptation to try the very form that lies in direct
contradiction to their own ideology. Once that form is used, as when the hous-
ing cooperative uses court orders on its members, it not only gives credibility to
the wider system, it is also changes its own internal structure. While there is a
sense in which the use of capitalist legality to support collectivist objectives
demonstrates that form is adaptable to content, the overwhelming extent of the
capitalist content of law is unaffected by its marginal use in the collective. In
contrast the internal structure of the collective is massively affected by resort to
this structural form. While the use of capitalist legal control forms may have
the effect of temposarily resolving the co-op’s delinquency crisis, it simulta-
neously remakes the old structure and undermines the necessary elaboration of
that which is emergent. Indeed. insofar as the medium of available discourse is
that common to the wider capitalist society, then collectives cannot fail to si-
multaneously reprocluce the capitalist control forms as they struggle to create
their own altemative vision. Nor is this difficulty surprising since, as Rothschild-
Whitt (1979: 522) says, placing people in dual structures is stressful: “Ii is ask-
ing in effect that people in collectivist organizations constantly shift gears, that
they leam to act one way inside their organizations and another outside.”
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CONCLUSION: GLIMPSING A NEW WAY FORWARD

Leaving aside the issue of any intrinsic tendency toward differentiation, and
fragmentation, the question remains of how a collective such as a housing co-
operative can resist such undemmining and penetration from the wider structure
in which it is set. Whether or not the recreation of capitalist contro! forms
within the collective structure will ultimately undermine the whole collective
venture is to some considerable extent dependent upon how far these collective
social forms can simultaneously generate and sustain new alternative discourse
which is constitutive of their own order, regardless of regenerating the old order
of capitalism. Marx (1852: 115) recognized this duality facing practitioners of
radical change in his observation that: '

The tradition of countless dead generations is an incubus to the

mind of the living. At the very times when they seem o be engaged

in revolutionizing themselves and their circumstances, in creating

something previously non-existent, at just such epochs of revolu-

tionary crisis they anxiously summon up the spirits of the past to

their aid, borrowing from them names, rallying cries, costumes, in

order to stage the new world historical drama in this time-honored

disguise and borrowed speech.

For Marx the crucial issue for revolutionary change was whether the con-
cepts of the past could be used selectively to enable the liberation of the futre.
Until the spirit of revolutionary change could be captured and used without
reference to the past, automaticaily and spontaneously, it was but a bourgeois
revolution, short-lived, soon reaching its climax.

So it is with cooperatives under capitalism. While the basic idea of coop-
eratives will emerge in response to the contradictions of capitalism, beyond
that, invasion by the wider system is likely whenever new problems arise.
This is because the readily available resources for addressing these problems
are those generated, tried and tested as answers to problems of capitalist de-
velopment. Because of its emergent nature the collective structure has a lim-
ited set of solutions available. The result is that situations requiring new for-
mulations are often answered with old recipes, as in the case of the use of law
to back-up the housing co-op’s problem of rent arrears. While this may have
the effect of temporarily resolving the co-op’s immediate crisis, it simufta-
neously remakes the old structure and undermines the necessary elaboration
of that which is emergent. Until co-ops can resist the temptation to embrace
the apparent security of the past, until they can disinvest in unwittingly con-
structing that which is, they will be unable to gain a permanent release from
their self-generated subordination.?

This is not to say that collective social forms need to develop oppositional
or critical discourse, for oppositional discourse is no more liberating than
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supportive discoursc: insofar as it buys into the prevailing constructions. That
which denies also affirms since both opposition and support invest in con-
structions which reconstitute the existing relations of power of capitalist soci-
ety. Release from this self-generated subordination can only come from
disinvestment; ceasing to construct what is. But as we have seen, total
disinvestment is virtually impossible given the ideological content of a shared
language. What is necessary is the development of a replacement discourse;
investment in an altemative set of constructions while simultaneously ceitsing
to invest in existing torms. This tnvolves learning a new language while cre-
ating that which is being leared and of talking only in terms of that which is
imminent or becoming. Cooperation is a struggle and one which, especially
in a capitalist society, needs continuous attention.

Stuart Henry, Ph.D., is a professor of Sociology and Criminology at Eastern
Michigan University.
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NOTES

L This analysis draws on data on cooperatives that I collected in the course of
a wider study on non-state forms of social control (Henry, 1983). The re-
search entailed tape-recorded, unstructured interviews with twenty-seven
members of rwelve different housing, worker and consumer co-ops; corre-
spondence with eighty-one housing co-ops and twenty worker co-ops; and
attending nineteen meetings of one housing cooperative, “Habit” Housing
Cooperative, over a four-month period. The duta were gathered in England in
1979 and 1980. The research was funded by the British Economic and Social
Research Council grant no. HR5907/2 while I was a Research Fellow at
Middlesex Polytechnic. The results have been published in a number of places.
For a more extensive discussion of some of the issues presented here see Henry,
1984; 1985; 1987b; 1987c; 1988; 1989.

2 Indeed, not only would evidence of collective structures in capitalist societies
be required but we would also need evidence of capitalist adventures in social-
ist societies before any firm conclusions could be drawn.

5. For an elaboration of these ideas see Henry 1987b. Here I formulate the
concept of “replacement discourse” to capture the essence of a reflexive com-
munication, whereby members of a cooperative might transcend their tie to the
existing dominant structure by investing in alternative forms while simulta-
neously ceasing to invest in existing ones. See also Henry, 1989.
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HOUSING COOPERATIVES
AND COMMUNITY

David Clapham and Keith Kintrea

The idea of community is at the heart of the theory and practice of housing
cooperatives and povides the justification for their existence as a collectivist
form of housing. However, there is no agreement about what community is.
Furthermore, there is a stream of academic writing arguing that in Westermn ur-
ban society community is in decline and is being replaced by the concept and
practice of individealism, which has led to increasingly privatised lifestyles.
The aims of this chapter are threefold. The first aim is to examine briefly the
roots of housing cooperatives in cormmunitarian philosophy, with its emphasis
on community and collectivism. The second is to review ideas on the concept
of community and "¢ review the argument that it is in decline. The third and
main aim of the chupter is 10 explore the meaning and importance of commu-
nity in cooperatives in two British cities, Glasgow and Liverpool. The experi-
ence of cooperitives in Llwo cities shows clearly that, in these cases at least, the
desire for community by residents is strong and housing cooperatives are a
mechanism for expressing and reinforcing this desire.

COMMUNITARIAN PHILOSOPHY
AND HOUSING COOPERATIVES

Housing cooperatives embody a set of social relations quite distinet from the
main tenures of renting or home ownership. Cooperatives have their roots in
communitarian philosophy which developed from the nineteenth century on-
wards as an alternalive to liberal and soctalist traditions.

Communitarians in general dislike both the individualistic, self-interested,
money-mediated exchanges of the market and the authoritarianism and lack of
liberty which they associate with collectivism achieved through state socialism.
They seek to tread :. middle path between the individualistic concept of liberty
adopted by liberals and the colleciivist concept of equality pursued by state
socialists. They argue that although individuals are motivated to some extent
by individual self-interest, they also have a strong desire for fratemity or com-
munity with others through mutualism and collective self-help.

As in any traditissn of thought, there has been substantial variation between
communitarian writing at different times and stimulated by different circum-
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stances. This applies to the perceived importance and meaning of community.
For example, Proudhon, writing in France as a contemporary of Marx, adopted
primarily a liberal, individualist position, arguing that a man must accept full
responsibility for himself and his family. He argued strongly against any form
of authority which would impinge on this freedom, whether the authority is
vested in the state or in any kind of formal association. Nevertheless, Proudhon
considered a degree of association to be necessary to meet needs of production,
consumption and security.
Mutualism intends men to associate only insofar as this is required
by the demands of production, the cheapness of goods, the needs of
consumption and the security of the producers themselves (Edwards,
1969: p.62).
Hyams (1979) argues that
He [Proudhon] sought a measure of association between men 50
minimal that it would allow every man Lo retain the optimum of
individual freedom and responsibility, but sufficient to ensure an
adequate process of production and exchange (p. 142).

Cole, taking part in debates around the wirn of the twenticth century about
the appropriate direction of the emergent Labour Party in Britain also argued
for the minimum of association. He argued that it is “better to do a thing
without organisation if we can, or with the minimum of organisation that is
necessary” (Cole, 1920: pp.185-6).

In contrast to Cole and Proudhon, Kropotkin argued for a much stronger
degree of mutualism or collective action. Kropotkin was born in Russia where
he spent half his life before being exiled because of his political views, which
were rejected by both supporters of the Czar and the Boisheviks. In his later
travels, Kropotkin spread his ideas which became influential in Britain around
the turn of the twentieth century. Amongst other things, Kropotkin was con-
cemed with refuting the influential Darwinian ideas of the inherent selfishness
of animals by putting forward mutual aid as a principle of evolution. He
recognised the importance of self-asserting instincts in humans and animals,
but he placed emphasis on mutual aid both for the survival of species and social
groups, but also as an instinct upon which societies are based. Mutual aid, he
argued, is not based on emotions such as love or sympathy as it can be applied
to individuals in general and formulated into moral values and codes.

Love, sympathy and self-sacrifice certainly play an immense part
in the progressive development of moral feelings. But it is not
love and not even sympathy upon which society is based in man-
kind. It is the conscience—be it only at the stage of an instinct—
of human solidarity. It is the unconscious recognition of the force
that is borrowed by each man from the practice of mutual aid; of
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the dependency of everyone’s happiness upon the happiness of all;
and of a sense of justice, or equity, which brings the individual to
consider the r.ghts of every other individual as equal to his own
(Kropotkin, 1972: p.22).

Some writers suc.1 as Owen and Kropotkin saw the ideal of community be-
ing best put into practice in small. self-governing communities. Owen thought
hurmony and humar. happiness could best be achieved in small, largely sel-
sufficient communities involved in agriculture and industrial production which
could barter betweer themselves to exchange goods which they could not pro-
duce themselves. However, others such as Cole and Proudhon, argued for co-
operatives which were based on onc particular aspect of people’s lives. They
conceived that production and consumption would be organised around a large
range of overlapping ooperatives and other mutual organisations such as worker
cooperatives, consunier cooperatives and housing cooperatives.

THE MEANING OF COMMUNITY

The idea of ‘community” emphasised by the communitarians has for a long
time been subject to i 1vestigation by sociologists. In addition, the development
of community has oiten been a leading objective of urban rencwal projects.
However, it has proved to be an elusive concept which ts difficult to define and
even more difficult t¢ measure.

In his review of the: British community studies literature Frankenberg (1966)
takes as his working definition of community that put forward by Maclver and
Page who write that o community is ‘an area of social living marked by some
degree of social coherence. The bases of community are locality and commu-
nity sentiment’ (1961, p.9). However, two schools of thought have emerged
concerning the mean.ng and measurement of community. The first has been
less concerned with community sentiment and more with the patterns of inter-
action between indiviguals. For example, Janowitz and Kasarda (1974) attempted
to measure social interactions in areas in England through indicators such as
the number of relatives and friends in the locality and participation in social
activitics and formal organisations. They argued that:

One can identifv the social fabric of communities in systemic terms
by focusing on the daily networks of the populations and analyti-
cally abstractings those that are directly linked to the occupational
system. The reraaining social relations, to the extent that they have
a geographical Dase, are manifestations of the social Fabric of hu-
man communitizs, be they neighbourhoods, local communities, or
metropolitan arcas (Janowitz and Kasarda, 1974: p.210).

By these means the patterns of mutualism and interdependence can be ascer-
tained, but little insight is gained into what Maclver and Page call ‘community



264 The Cooperative as Home to Contemporary Social Issues

sentiment.” It may be that high rates of interaction between people reflect a
high degree of ‘community sentiment” but this may not necessarily be so.
Also, this approach measures only the quantity of social relationships and not
their quality. Further, there are very difficult problems of definition involved
in this approach. Which patterns of interaction constitute ‘community’ and
which do not? Where is the dividing line between the existence or absence of
‘community'?

Maclver and Page’s emphasis on community sentiment follows closely
Kropotkin’s emphasis on the ‘conscience of human solidarity.” Community
does not consist of a specific pattern of social interaction, but is a feeling of
solidarity or inter-dependence. Therefore, community cannot be measured by
outsiders as it only exists in the sense that it has meaning to those who are part
of it. Thus, as Cohen argues, the role of an outside investigator is not to attempt
an objective definition and description. Rather it is to try to understand ‘com-
munity’ by capturing people’s experience of it. ‘Instead of asking, “what does
it look like to us? What are its theoretical implications?” we ask, “What does it
appear to mean to its members?” * (Cohen, 1985: p.20).

The implication of this approach is that community may be defined differ-
ently by different individuals or groups and that each of these definitions is
equally valid. This is borne out by some case-studies of housing areas. For
example, in a study of the formation of housing cooperatives in Echo Park/
Silverlake, an ethnically diverse area of Los Angeles, Heskin (1991) identified
three conceptions of community held by three different groups. One group
which he labeled the ‘populists” was keen to create an inclusive political com-
munity based on participatory democracy-—an casis in a world of oppression.
“They wanted the cooperatives to be places of political contemplation and psy-
chological safety where justice would be the common concern’ (Heskin, 1991:
pp-39-40). This group specifically rejected the idea of community-based small
town life with what they saw as its ‘oppressive” social control based on a close
knowledge of the lives of others.

Another group, the ‘pluralists,” saw community as a negotiated compro-
mise of interests and a base from which to launch wider political struggles.
‘Clientalists’ on the other hand, ‘sought a more traditional totalised commu-
nity of family where blood ties, culture, or ideology is the prime element
that holds people together and serves as a cause 10 exclude the outsider’
{Heskin, 1991: p.41).

Each of these concepts of community is likely to lead to a different pattern
of social interaction. If they have meaning for those involved and they influ-
ence attitudes, objectives and actions, then it would seem to be erroneous (o
exclude any of them from the definition of ‘community’ on the grounds that
they do not conform to the conceptions of academics outside.
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THE. DECLINE OF COMMUNITY?

Whatever the definit .on of ‘community” there seems to be a consensus that it is
in decline. For example, Wirth (1938) characterised urban life as consisting of
social relations whica are impersonal, superficial and transitory.
The distinctive features of the urban mode of ife are the substitu-
tion of secondary for primary contacts, the weakening of bonds of
kinship, and thz declining social significance of the family, the dis-
appearance of he neighbourhood, and the undermining of the tra-
ditional basis cf solidarity (Wirth, 1938).

The “decline of community” has been a constant theme in urban writing in
the twentieth century and is based on two main arguments. The first is that the
trend towards smaller households and greater geographical mobility has re-
duced the intensity and quality of contact between kin.

Contact with kin, particularly between parents and grown-up chil-
dren themselves married, is maintained by the motor car and tele-
phone. In time; of need, one can travel to the other, but day-to-day
local contact has more typically been replaced by week-to-week
contuct from a distance (Bulmer, 1987: p.55).

The second argunient is concerned with the idea of a growing ‘privatism’
of life styles. This firut surfaced in Lockwood's (1966) study of affluent manual
workers who, he argued, exhibited an instrumental work orientation and adapted
a pattern of life centred on, and largely restricted to, the home and the conju-
gal family, restrictinz the scope of common sociability outside the famnily.
Members leave the tome only to service their lives within it (Saunders and
Williams, 1988).

The argument for increased privatism is a controversial one which has been
criticised by, among others, Gurney (1990) and Franklin (1986). They argue
that the extent of privatised behaviour found in studies such as that by Lockwood
has been exaggerated and can be explained to some extent by life-cycle factors.
Franklin argues that, inasmuch as increased privatisi exists, it is not a unives-
sal or inevitable trend. Further he argues that what is often viewed as privatised
behaviour is the re-assertion of traditional working class cultural values in new
economic, social and technological circumstances.

An interesting version of the privatism thesis is one put forward by Gididens
(1984). He argues that, in advanced capitalism, people’s lives are shaped by
economic forces which operate on a global scale. Consequently people cannot
understand or control their everyday existence and, therefore, suffer from a lack
of identity and meaning in their lives, in other words a lack of ‘ontological
security.” However, Ciiddens argues that people attempt to overcome this lack
through the routinisation of everyday life in certain ‘locales’ or physical set-
tings where social interaction takes place such as the home or a street corner.
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Saunders (1986, 1990) has expanded this argument by stressing the importance
of home ownership in providing control, autonomy and a sense of identity which
can create ‘ontological security.” However, these same features may be present
in housing cooperatives because they can enable residents 10 have more control
over their housing circumstances than they would enjoy in traditional renting
(Clapham and Kintrea, 1992).

[n summary, the emphasis on the decline of community and the increase of
privatised lifestyles would seem at first glance to offer a bleak outiook for the
growth or even survival of housing cooperatives, which above all other tenure
forms embody mutualism and community. However, these are not universal
trends as the experience of housing cooperatives outlined in the next section
shows. Further, the arguments of Giddens and Saunders have pointed to the
possibility that housing cooperatives, as well as being an expression of a sense
of community, may also act as a focus in which ‘ontological security” and com-
munity can be regained.

HOUSING COOPERATIVES AND COMMUNITY
IN LIVERPOOL

Housing cooperatives in Britain have not received much political support and
have existed at the margins of housing policy (Clapham and Kintrea, 1992).
Nevertheless, they have flourished in particular cities such as Liverpool and
Glasgow where econormic, social and political conditions have been conducive
to their growth, even in a national climate which has been generally hosule or
apathetic towards them.

Liverpool is a city with a population which has declined to around 450,000
from 850,000 in 30 years. The period since the 1950s has seen a series of
industrial setbacks: the manufacturing industry has shut down or reduced in
scale substantially and dock-related trades have dwindled almost to nothing
(Meegan, 1989). Unlike many former industrial centres, including Glasgow,
Liverpool’s role as a regional centre is quite limited and there has been little
recent expansion of the service sector (Parkinson, 1985).

The first council housing anywhere in Britain was built in Liverpoo! (Gauldie,
1974) and there was a vigorous programme of counci} housebuilding from 1919
right through to 1973. Although the programme led to many successtul schemes,
it also led to some poor-quality walk-up tenement blocks in the inner city butlt
in the inter-war years. From 1955 to 1973 there was widespread demolition
and clearance of unsatisfactory privately-owned inner-city housing. However,
communities were broken up and many thousands of people were rehoused in
public housing in overspill estates on the periphery of the city.

The main period of support for cooperatives in Liverpool came between 1973
and 1983 when the Council was controtled by the Liberal Party. (In Britain, the
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Liberal Party was 1 centre party which placed considerable emphasis on com-
munity politics. It is now subsumed within the Liberal Democrals). The aim of
the Council and th: voluntary agencies involved was to manage slum clearance
and rehabilitation projects in a way which gave local people control over the
process and kept communities together. By 1989, there had developed 29 hous-
ing cooperatives in Liverpool, providing nearly 2,000 houses (Walker, 1991).
This was despite 3. period between 1983 and 1987 when the city council was
controlled by the Labour Party. This Labour administration was dominated by
Militant, a leftist ;zrouping within the party which strongly favoured public
ownership and dir:ct state provision of public services, It attempted to drive
housing cooperatives out of existence and re-established municipal
housebuilding. Huousing cooperatives were viewed by the Council as “elitist,
exclusive and discriminatory—in fundarmental opposition to the basic objec-
tives of their housing progrumme’ (Grosskurth, 1985: p.21). However, in 1987
the councillors who led the assault on cooperatives were dismissed from office
and surcharged by central government for failing to set a legal rate (property
tux) in Liverpool. Although the Labour Party remained in power, with different
personnel it has become more supportive of cooperatives.

During the majcr growth of cooperatives in the 1970s the Liberal adminis-
tration provided suaport partly as a means of building on grassroots reaction to
the paternalism of previous Labour Party housing policies. Many of the coop-
eratives such as Weller Streets (Macdonald, 1986) and the Eldonians (Walker,
1991} grew out of community action for better housing and other Facilities and
a resistance to the prospect that long-established communities would be dis-
persed to the unpopular estates on the outskirts of the city.

Meegan (1989) suggests that the strength of community feeling evident in
parts of central Liverpool is a reaction to economic decline. Marginalisation in
the labour market led to alienation and a distrust of officialdem. However, the
absence of work forced the reforging of family and community links. Meegan
suggests this sense of community was, at least partly, a cultural legacy whose
origins lay in people’s sense of ‘fair play’, antipathy towards authority, and
solidarity developed as a reaction to the working practices of local employers.

Thomas and Hedges (1988) in a study of Portland Gardens Cooperative point
also to the role of “he Catholic church and population stability as important
factors in the derivation of a sense of community and suggest both were a con-
sequence of economic decline.

In Portland Gardens, Thomas and Hedges argue that locai people’s sense of
‘tommunity’ was vital in bringing about the cooperative.

The key to urderstanding Portland Gardens is 1o understand how
local people ieel about their areas. The salient feature is an ex-
tremely powerful sense of community, which is not simply an ab-
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stract or romantic notion. There are real practicat benefits in terms
of the help and support given, both individually and collectively
(1988, p.124).

In interviews, over half the residents spoke of their ‘decent, helpful and
friendly’ neighbours.

You could go outside to hang washing out and you could be out there
hours because everyone wanted to stop and chat. If you needed help
with anything you could always go to someonc who would help you
(Portland Gardens Resident, quoted in Thomas, 1990: p.15).

Surveys showed that 60 percent of respondents had a close relative living
clsewhere in the scheme (Thomas, 1990). Nearly half of the respondents had
most of their friends living in Portland Gardens and the vast majority of people
interviewed felt they were living in a ‘tightly-knit community’ (Thomas and
Hedges, 1988: p.23). Walker (1991) provides similar evidence from his survey
of residents in nine Liverpool cooperatives where residents also previously lived
in fairly stable areas with intensive social ties.

Support for the cooperative was seen by residents as a way of keeping the
community together.

I think the primary impetus was the very fact that the community
itself expressed this desire to remain intact. I’s always been our
philosophy that, while it may take many generations 1o establish a
community, they can be destroyed within a matter of months. We
didn’t want to have happen again what had happened in the past.
from our own experience. Past experiences have produced bad re-
sults, and we’ve seen in other parts of the city what had happened—
and you’ve only got to look on the outskirts and the problems they're
having out there now, where people have like no identity with one
another, indeed fear one another. And our atiitude was, “Well we’ve
got something here which is good, and we're not going to let it be
broken up, we're not going to lose it"—and the ideal way to pre-
serve it is the cooperative thing (Portland Gardens Resident, quoted
in Thomas, 1990: p.43).

At Portland Gardens the hopes of a cooperative were dashed following the
rise to power of the Militant-dominated Labour Party in Liverpool in 1983. But
the rehousing plans were well-advanced and the strongest attempts at munici-
pal intervention came too late (o prevent most of the plans from being imple-
mented. In particular, the design and planning of the scheme remained the
product of the cooperative’s efforts, not the council’s, despite the eventual
municipalisation of the ownership of the houses.

Despite the transfer to the council and the enforced disbanding of the coop-
erative, the residents achieved much of what they wanted including keeping
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their community together. The achievements of the co-operative were appreci-
ated by residents.
{t Look a great interest in the people, the co-op. It really did. And
if they didn’ want this and they didn’t wanlt that, they nevar got it.
They got whatever they want. Tt’s a fine thing, the co-op (Portland
Gardens Resident, quoted in Thomas, 1990: p.94}.

There was considerable support for the re-instatement of the cooperative.
Seventy-one percent of residents said that they wanted the cooperative revived
if the opportunity irose.

We want our co-op back again, that’s what we want, we want to be
responsible for these houses. [f we do we’re going to have either
our own €o-Ip Or 4 management committee, where we can man-
age them ovrselves, make sure the repairs are done, and make
sure that they’re maintained properly, which is what we want—
this is our own little village now (Portland Gardens Resident,
quoted in Thomas, 1990: p.94).

HOUSINC COOPERATIVES AND COMMUNITY
IN GLASGOW

In Glasgow, unlike Liverpool, industrial decline has been offset (o some extent
by the growth of a service sector which has been given support by a pragmatic
Labour council anc: by a central government quango, the Scottish Development
Agency, which was originally set up by a Labour administration to promote
employment. But clespite its changing economic base, Glasgow, like Liverpool,
has a history of employment in heavy engineering and shipbuilding and a long
tradition of trades 1nion organisation and militancy.

In Glasgow, as in Liverpool, for most of the post-war period until the early
1970s, housing policy was dominated by the clearance of slum housing and
its replacement by large councit schemes on the periphery of the city and
many high-rise developments in the inner city. The slum clearance programme
was planned to be extensive, nearly 200,000 houses were to be cleared in
more than 20 comprehensive redevelopment areas. Glasgow’s housing con-
ditions were the worst of any major British city after the Second World War,
with extensive overcrowding in one- and two-room tenement flats. There was
an overwhelming belief by Labour politicians that council provision was the
solution to these problems and, in consequence, clearance and housebuilding
was relentlessly pursued, almost without regard to other social considerations.
The city’s housirg management department became enormous, highly
centralised and palernalistic.
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Keating reports that by the 1970s the backlash against these policies was
growing.

Comprehensive redevelopment was not only proving very expen-
sive, but disruptive and unpopular, breaking up old community pat-
terns, moving people permanently or temporarily out to the hated
periphery, and producing, when completed, a bleak concrete envi-
ronment (1988: p.117).

A change of approach took place in the period 1977-1980 when there was no
overall political majority in the city council. A review of the council’s housing
policies led to the ‘alternative strategy’ which, although mainly a response to
spending restrictions imposed by central government, also emphasised rehabili-
tation rather than redevelopment, the need for private resources. and a commit-
ment to decentralisation and greater tenant involvement in housing management.

The rise of the ‘alternative strategy’ in the late 1970s and early 1980s pro-
vided an opening for the development of resident-controlled housing
organisations in a city where large-scale and highly centralised housing man-
agement by the council had been the norm. At first this led to support for
community-based housing associations, as an agent of rehabilitation in the older,
inner city areas. They draw their membership and carry out their operations
within specific, usually fairly tightly-drawn, areas. They are run by maunage-
ment committees comprised mainly of local residents, often tenants of the asso-
ciation, but also owner-occupants. Their major role in Glasgow has been in
coordinating and carrying out improvements o inner-city tenements with the
support of the council and financial backing from govemment-funded agen-
cies. Community based housing associations grew quickly in Glasgow and
surrounding towns and by the mid-1980s there were 25 associations with 10,000
improved houses in management (Armstrong, 1984). By 1991 the number of
improved houses had grbwn to 15,000. Community based housing associa-
tions have proved successful and popular. A government-sponsored research
project concluded:

Locally-based associations have certainly provided a unique op-
portunity for local people to become actively involved in decisions
affecting their own housing and the future of their area (Maclennan
and Brailey, 1984 p.35).

The other important development in the 1970s and 1980s was the growth of
tenant mahagemcnt cooperatives in public housing. Tenant management coop-
eratives are resident’s organisations which take over responsibility for cer-
tain housing management functions from the council. The council retains own-
ership of the buildings and the responsibility for any necessary major re-invest-
ment in the fabric. The first was set up in a newly-built council scheme of nearly
250 houses at Sumnmerston in 1977, Crofts and Seale (1979) report that the
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cooperative proved very effective at everyday housing management ard that it
successtully operated as a focus for the community. Other tenant management
cooperatives have followed, but unlike Summerston, were usually created in
housing that was already developed and occupied. Some such as Speirs Coop-
erative in Yoker (see Birchall, 1987) were established in conjunction with an
improvement programme.

The perceived success of community-based initiatives such as thes: meant
that by the early 1980s ali political opposition to establishing small, resident-
controlled housing orgauisations had evaporated. Attention then turned to the
large housing schemes v/hich had been created in the 19505 and 19605 on the
periphery of the city, and which were showing increasing signs of disrepair and
social malaise. iIn the mid 1980s central government restrictions on council
capital expenditure meant that increasingly dilapidated and damp houses could
not be improved. Within the council the idea emerged of establishing bousing
cooperatives to take over ownership of areas of council housing (Nicholson,
Sim and Webster, 1985). The intention was to use public resources eannarked
by the government for the private sector, supplemented by loans from private
financial institutions, to fund improvements in housing built by the public sec-
tor. At the same time, building on the experience of community-based housin g
associations and tenant inanagement cooperatives, the council wanted to de-
crease the scale of housing management, increase resident involvemént and
carry out modernisation without displacing existing residents. It also wanted to
create, where possible, a siense of community which seemed to be lacking in the
peripheral schemes (Clapham et al. 1989).

‘Community Ownership,’ as these ideas came to be called, drew support from
across the political spectr im (Kintrea and Whitefield, 1991). The Conseivative
government promoted it as a means of breaking up council housing and because
it embodies principles of self-help. At the same time Labour politicians have
seen them as a form of so:ialism embodying communitarian principles.

Tenants were initially :iceptical and, in some cases, openly hostile to the idea
of cooperatives. Howeve:, the incentive of having their houses modernisi:d was
strong and this proved to be the principal reason why cooperatives were sup-
ported. But, in addition, commitment to the idea of cooperatives grew s ten-
ants visited established te.1ant management cooperatives in Glasgow and coop-
eratives in Liverpool and saw what they had achieved. In particular, a strong
desire emerged to recreate: a sense of community in areas which were suffering
from crime and vandalisn and where little sense of community existed. A
cooperative was seen as a means of bringing people together in order for them
to gain control over their living conditions. Tnitial scepticism tumed into a
strong campaign by residents in six areas to form Community Ownership coop-
eratives, which helped to overcome resistance to the idea among some politi-
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cians and initial delay and prevarication from the government. In 1986 the first
three Community Ownership schemes (Broomhouse, Calvay and Castlemilk
East) were created followed by another three (Possii, Southdeen and Rosehill)
in 1987. By the early 1990s there were about 30 schemes throughout Scotland
and many more were being developed.

As part of an evaluation of the first six Community Ownership schemes (see
Clapham, Kintrea and Whitefield, 1991) interviews were carried out with resi-
dents who were members of the cooperative committees. In addition, group
discussions were held with a selection of about 10 or 12 tenants in each of the
six schemes. One of the aims of the interviews was 10 explore the importance
of ‘community’ to tenants and what it meant to them.

From the interviews it was evident that many tenants had a view of what a
sense of community meant and were intent on creating this in their areas. Most
of the older tenants interviewed had been brought up in older, inner-city tene-
ment areas, many of which were demolished in slum clearance campaigns in
the 1960s and early 1970s. They had fond memories of their early lives and of
the places in which they lived at that time.

I'm a great believer in the co-op and I'll telf you why...1 was bom
and bred in Glasgow—George Street—but the city of Glasgow’s
changed...it had a terrific community spirit. I'll never forget that.
I think people were...for example, you knew the name of every
policeman, you knew your neighbours. [ can always remember my
mother taking an illness and the neighbours would step in. They
took over. One would take the boys and put them in with their
boys, put them into their bed, put them to school in the moming.
Other ones would take the daughters (Tenant, Breomhouse).
Other tenants shared a similar view of whata community should be:

but the area where | stay I've got good neighbours and everything
else and that's one of the reasons why [ would not leave this area,
because of the neighbours I've got round me. Even when the big
kinda storm with the weather was bad and we were more ot less
kept in the house, the mothers of people round about....the children
round about, sent their children over to see if we needed bread or
milk or anything and when you got these people round about you
you're quite happy (Tenant, Rosehill).

People being neighbourly and being able to walk down the street
unafraid. People looking out for each other (Tenant, Rosehill}.
A number of tenants specifically related community to village life reflecting
a recurring theme in urban writing.
a lot of people in Broomhouse are related, this is what people want
to cling to and this is what they agreed earlier on, getting back to
the old village style thing, communities {Tenant, Broomhouse).
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['d love 1o see like a wee village night, everybody knew each other
and they were very supportive to each other, but I think mayb:z it’s
a generation gap...thal everyone's changing. Might not gés that,
you might achicve some of it but I don’t think you’ll get it the way
it used to be yeirs and years ago—there was always somebod: on
hand to help you.if something went wrong (Tenant, Castlemilk E. st),

We saw co-ops in the beginning was to get the community spirit
going, to get prople doing things for themselves, not Just about
housing, about cverything. ..you know, organising summer outings
for the kids, paient-toddler group, after-school care, like a nomial
little village wauld do, the thing that you used to do when I was
young (Tenant, Possil).
It was recognised that not everyone wanted this kind of community and that
many people were living privatised lifestyles.

Broomhouse isn’t different from any other area, people are just iso-
lating themselves, staying in the house. Television is like a religinn
(Tenant, Broomhouse).

There’s not a lot of people in the area want to communicale {(Tea-
ant, Castlemilk 13ast).
Overall the creation of Community Ownership was felt to have irnproved
community spirit within the areas.

Very seldom a ne:w tenant comes into the co-op even if they’ve had
absolutely no idea where the place was or anything, its very seldom
that they’re here for more than a couple of days and you don't see
them straightaway talking to people and seem to be reasonably
friendly. Imean there is a pretty good sense if something happens
that peopie do rally round...people helping out if the folk arg
moving...[ just think there certainly seems to be a bit more pulling
together in term: of things like vandalism and stuff like that, If
people weren’t protecting not just their own property but commu-
nal property, the Oval for example, that’s not one individual stop-
ping folk damaging that, that’s everyone around here. [ mean that’s
communal and everyone knows it. That’s the community as a whole
that’s trying to protect it (Co-op Employee, Castlemilk East).

I'm speaking to people on the street now that 1 havenae spoke to for
the last 17 years, didnae know them from Adam, even if they're
only stopping to say “when’re we getting them done? —it’s an
opening gambit. Now if [ go out there to wash my car it takes me
about two hours ' cos everybody that passes stops and talks to me.
Now if I can create what 1 said earlier, what the tenements had gone
from., it was a cornmunity spirit (Tenant, Rosehtll).
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However, in Castlemilk East it was recognised that creating a sense of com-
munity would take time. Unlike the other five areas, Castlemilk East had been
largely derelict and empty before the creation of Commiunity Ownership with
only about a dozen families living in the area. Therefore, many of the coopera-
tive members were new to the area.

Hasn’t been enough time. That idea’s great, but you don’t create
communities right away from the outside in the space of 30 months.
Communities come from shared experiences over a long period of
time (Tenant, Castlemilk East).

There was also a recognition that in deprived areas such as some of the Com-
munity Ownership schemes, the gains could easily disintegrate under the pres-
sure of people’s problems.

Let’s be honest about it. When people moved into the housing co-
op most people brought their problems with them...they didnae
leave them behind...and those problems are manifest throughout
Castlemilk—poverty, low income...when you get poverty you get
apathy, you get in-fighting because people start blaming each other
for their own situation and the real blame lies upstairs (with the
Conservative Government)” (Tenant, Castlemilk East).

In the interviews, tenants were asked why community had improved after
Community Ownership. Perhaps surprisingly there was little mention of the
physical improvements to the houses and the environment. Rather, tenants fo-
cused on a concern that under the Council, standards of responsibility in the
area had slipped because of sloppy housing management practices which Com-
munity Ownership would correct. Also, they put forward the idea that coliec-
tive involvement in decisions results in a greater sense of community responsi-
bility. Both of these explanations will now be considered in tumn.

Many of the problems which existed in the areas before Community Owner-
ship were put down by some tenants to a lack of control over the behaviour of
some ‘bad’ tenants, either through informal pressure from other tenants or by
housing managers.

At the beginning Priesthill was a great place, everybody was really
keen to get going, to get their gardens done. There was a great
community spirit and everybody knew everybody else. Rent col-
lectors were really strict about tenants’ behaviour and they were
really strict about—lthey vetted them before they were housed. Now
it sounds like I'm saying big brother over your shoulder, but big
brother had his uses because you didnae get all this vandalism. That
was nipped in the bud (Tenant, Rosehill).

If the Council had kept a beady eye on what was happening in the
houses and the tenants they were putting in. [ mean, at the time
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they weren't € /en bothered 10 see that the tenants were doing the
stairs or doing their gardens. Some of the gardens are a disgrace
(Tenant, Southdeen).

It was expected by many tenants that the Community Ownership manage-
ment would rake a much stricter line on what was perceived as anti-social
behaviour. But the job of social control was not seen to be just a job for housing
managers; tenants themselves had an important role,

In the old day: children would be reprimanded by adults for bad
behaviour such as graffiti, but nowadays people are frightened.
Everybody used to know everybody’s business. The cycle's turn-
ing, or [ hope il’s tuming and people are going back 1o the old val-
ues (Tenant, Scuethdeen).

There’s a lot of people around here who do have bother and there's
the youngsters that won’t take & telling. But I’'m lucky, I can shout
and bawl at the kids if | see them doing something they re not sup-
posed to be doing because I'm grandma. You see they all kaow |
treat the kids the same way as | treat my grandchildren (Tenant,
Southdeen).

The concept of :o-ops is good. Itmeans people talking more, they're
more involved in their houses and their community which can only
be a good thing. You should go to (another co-op). You can even
feel the companionship people have for each other, They sad il’s
really changed, it’s put the place back to what it used to be years
and years ago where neighbours and people checked their children
for destroying the street { Tenant, Rosehill).

There was a view held by many tenants that the greater control given to them
through Community Ownership would result in increased responsibility and a
better community spirit.

Everybody’s takiing a pride in it (the co-op) it’s given everybody a
different outloo’k (Tenant, Broomhouse).

I think the area’s improved, the tenants are going to have a lot more
pride in the place and therefore they're not going to stand for what
they’ve put up vith till now (Tenant, Southdeen).

Also tenants have had a choice of what’s in their houses - had a
chotce for the first time in their lives. People get what they want,
they will look aiter it {Tenant, Southdeen).

I suppose first and foremost it’ll be a better community because
tenants will want to keep it better. T think they’lt have a bigger
tnterest in it, they know they have a say in what goes on (Tenant,
Southdeen),



276 The Cooperative as Home to Contemporary Social Issues

[n the six Community Ownership areas the cooperative acted as a focus
for feelings of community. Coupled with modernisation of the houses and
environmental improvements it led to an increase in the proportion of ien-
ants saying that there was ‘good community spirit’ in the area. Table 1
gives the results of household surveys of approximately 100 (enants in each
of the initial five areas (Castlemilk East is excluded as the numbers living in
the area at the formation of Community Ownership were too small). The
first surveys were carried out in 1986 or 1987 when the Community Owner-
ship schemes were in the process of being established. A follow-up survey
was carried out in 1989 when the schemes had been established and most of
the improvement work had been carried out. (The follow-up survey, like
the first, was based on a random sample of people in the area rather than on
re-interviewing tenants in the first survey.)

Table 1. Residents’ Views of Community Spirit in Five Community Owner-
ship Schemes (percentage of all residents who expressed a view)

Community Ownership Area Good Community Spirit
1986/7 1989
|

Broomhouse 46 86

Calvay 25 53

Possil 17 67

Rosehill 39 63

Southdeen 28 74

From the table it is clear that the proportion of people saying that there was
good community spirit had increased markedly between the two dates in all of
the areas. It is waorth noting, however, that in 1984 some areas of non-coopera-
tive housing used for comparison in the rescarch also had large numbers of
residents who considered that their area had a good community spirit. For
example, in Easthail, an area of council housing, 66 percent said there was
good community spirit and in Faifley, an area of housing rented from a central
government body, the figure was 70 percent. Importantly, both Easthall and
Faifley are areas with strong and active tenants’ associations,

Therefore, the lesson from Glasgow is not that co-operatives are a unique
means of creating a sense of community. Rather, they can act as a focus for
residents who wish to improve community spirit in their area and provide one
mechanism by which tenants can achieve this by taking more conirol over
their living conditions.
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- CONCLUSION

The experience of Liverpool and Glasgow shows that “privatism’ and a loss of
‘community’ is not a universal phenomenon even if it is a general trend. In tradi-
tional working class areas such as inner city Liverpool and the council estates of
Glasgow, many people have experienced a sense of community in their early
lives which they wish ta keep (as in the case of Portland Gardens in Liverpool),
or re-create (as in the case of Community Ownership in Glasgow). This has
resulicd in those areas in a fight for the creation of cocperatives as an instrument
to keep people together, and to assert collective control over people’s living con-
ditions. Thus cooperatives are an expression of this desire for community,

Cooperative member; in Glasgow and Liverpeol seemed to hold similar con-
ceptions of ‘community” and there was little evidence of the conflict over the
meaning of the term which characterised the ethnically diverse neightourhood
of Los Angeles studied by Heskin (1991). This is not surprising given the rela-
tively homogeneous class and ethnic structure of the Glasgow and Liverpool
cooperatives and their relatively stable populations. The conception held in
Liverpool and Glasgow was different from any of those in Los Angeles and was
modelled on the village idea so disliked by the Los Angeles ‘populists.” The
village idea had two main components. The first was the social interaction and
the support from neighbours thought to be associated with village life. In Port-
land Gardens in Liverpool there was a desire to retain the socialising on the
balconies which was a feature of their life before the cooperative was formed.
In Glasgow it was associated more with stopping for a chat in the street and
with the organisation of specific social activities. In Liverpool there was a
concern to retain the networks of support between neighbours and in Glasgow
this was a feature which cooperative members sought 1o revive.,

The second componeat which featured more strongly in Glasgow was the
desire to re-assert the sccial control perceived as operating in villages. The
intention was 10 prevent vandalism, nuisance and crime by observing others’
behaviour and applying social sanctions to those who did not conforin to the
established norms. The Los Angeles ‘populists’ specifically sought (o avoid
this control but in Glasgow it must be seen in the context of perceived high
incidences of vandalism nd other forms of *anti-social’ behaviour, Residents
were attempting to regair. control over the communal spaces {0 create a.feeling
of security and to improve their environment,

It is no coincidence that cooperatives have grown more rapidly in Clasgow
and Liverpool than in other British cities. Both are predominantly working
class cities and have had a long experience of trade union organisation. Both
cities have strong religio 1s communities and seem 10 engender a fierce pride
and attachment in their residents. Both have suffered severe deprivation and
depopulation as a result 5f economic change and have endured housing and
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urban renewal policies which have broken up existing communities and forced
people to move away from their friends and families. This is not to say that
cooperatives will not flourish in other cities which do not share all these charac-
teristics, merely that it seems more likely a desire for ‘community’ would exist
in such cities if it existed anywhere.

Cooperatives do not create ‘communities,” they act as a focus for residents
wishing to express their sense of community and a mechanism for exercising
collective control over living conditions. Therefore, their attraction to residents
depends crucially on whether the thesis of increasing privatism holds true. if
s0, cooperatives may remain a marginal form of housing tenure, catering 1o
those clinging to past memories and collective values. However, in a world
characterised by what Giddens called ‘ontological insecurity” it may be that
cooperatives can provide a means for people to make sense of their lives and
derive some control over their living conditions, and thus express their desire
for ‘community.’

David C!ap;ham, Ph.D., is a professor of Housing and Director of the Centre
for Housing Management and Development at the University of Wales in Cardiff.

Keith Kintrea is a lecturer in Housing at the Centre for Housing Research and
Urban Studies at the University of Glasgow.
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WOMEN, COMMUNITY, AND HOUSING

Sylvia Novac and Gerda Wekerle

The degree to which women live their bives separated from each other is
probably one good indicator of their oppression under male dominance. While
it is common for groups of women to develop social networks to create
woman-positive spact;, it is rare for them to develop woman-controlled com-
munities, yet such pockets of women’s autonomy reveal a great deal. The
eartier historic existerice of a materialist and spatial approach to addressing
women’s economic and political concerns seems, for the most part, to have
been forgotten by modern feminists.! We will present brief descriptions of
two historic examples of communities of independent women living together
and compare them with the experiences of residents in two Canadian women’s
housing cooperatives today to tilustrate feminist resistance and objectives
through the provision of housing and community development.

Based on interviews with residents of two women's housing coopera-
tives, we will describe: some of the ways in which they create and sustain a
sense of community. By contrasting the conternporary communities with
earlier examples of women’s communities, we will see that the co-op women
faced both opportunities and constraints from housing policies that institu-
tionalized a separation of private and public spheres. The resulting restric-
tions on use of domestic space limited the type of modern-day community
women could create.

Since the 1970s, a lew groups of women in Canada have developed small
residential communities that address their own housing needs from a social
and economic perspective using the model of housing cooperatives. While
modem housing cooperatives have more limited objectives than earlier femi-
nist communities, both incorporate or accommaodate goals that are of par-
ticular importance o feminists. These goals include generic objectives such
as the provision of afiordable housing and democratic control by residents
of their housing envirbnment, plus creation of a supportive environmeni for
women, skill development, and mutual exchange of services. As we will
see, however, the cooperative housing model does not accommaodate other
feminist goals for achieving a sense of community that were met in the
earlier examples.
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WOMEN’S COMMUNITIES OF THE PAST

Within a climate of reform, the Beguinage Movement began spontaneously in
several places all over the Low Countries during the twelfth century and spread
quickly to the rest of Europe. The beguinages housed groups of independent
women, creating small communities. A ‘surplus’ of women, particularly in
urban areas, led to a movement which defined a new status for women separate
from either traditional home or church.? Elise Boulding describes the origins of
this movement that lasted for many centuries:

A religiously oriented laywomen’s movement led by upper- and

middle-class women who were moving from rural areas to the towns

and cities of Europe, it provided autonomy for single women of all

classes moving in from the countryside. [t created for women a

third alternative to the existing ones of marriage or religious seclu-

sion. [t also provided a new kind of urban social service.

Special houses {beguinages) were built on the edges of cities for unmarried
women workers (some married women lived in them as well for periods of
time). Most of the women who joined were working women or the offspring
of well-to-do burghers. Those who entered with more wealth supported wormen
of more limited means. Unlike women in convents who were drawn from the
aristocracy, the communities of Beguines were of mixed class origins.* The
large houses constituted congenial and pragmatic living arrangements with
workshops similar to those of the women’s trade guilds. In fact, “the Beguine
movement outlasted the guilds and gave working women an autonomous niche
in urban society which the mixed guilds never provided.”” According to
Boulding, the rapid expansion of beguinages was due to the need of increas-
ing numbers of women in the cities to have a place to live and work. Well-to-
do women who were part of the movement joined the working women in their
trades in workshops.

Research on the Woman’s Commonwealth of Belion, Texas portrays a nine-
teenth century women's separatist community based on shared religtous values
and celibacy.® Because their husbands resisted the women’s desire for celibacy,
the women found it necessary to leave their homes; they designed and built
their own houses, and managed a successful hotel business and dairy with a
communist system of shared work, resources, and decision-making. Carved
out of one town block were several buildings: the Central Hotel and the Com-
monwealth Area had continuous sitting, dining, and work spaces, and there
were several floors of hotel rooms, some used for guests and others for the
women's private bedrooms. While a desire for privacy was accommodated,
work did not have to be isolated in any sense. Space was not rigidly defined,
but adaptable with multiple uses.’
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The women were beund to each other by shared values, and they pragmati-
cally adopted a communist econemic base. Gwendolyn Wright poinis out that
these practices were common in the American West al that time, when women
socialized primarily within religious groups and economic cooperation was of-
ten necessary. The apglication of the principles of equality and independence
to their rights as women was a radical concept, initially raising strong hostility
from deserted husband: and townsfolk alike. The women’s rebellious and in-
dependent actions prorapled vigilante group violence at first; when physical
attack failed to scare the women back to their husbands and homes. there was
eventual local acceptarce of the group and their thriving hotel business. The
Woman’s Commonwealth successfutly ran their hotel for about 20 years, and
sustained their scparate community for another 20 years.

LESSONS FROM THE PAST

Though distinctly different in time and place, there are similarities between
these two historic and heroic examples of women’s communities. In twelfth-
century Europe and ninzteenth-century Texas, there were no models of women
living independent of family or church. Resistance to the development of
women's spaces was a serious threat: the Commonwealth women were ini-
ttally pursued by grougs of angry husbands, and the Beguines were under re-
peated attack from a male-dominated church. The Woman’s Commonwealth
and the beguinages werz both initiated by upper- and middle-class women who
had the financial resouces to buy land and build. In both examples, domestic
activities were set up cammunally, and space for market exchange (paid) activ-
ity was made an integrzl part of the physical structures. Wealth and resources
were pooled within a cooperative and communal system to include women of
limited means. Succest in both cases was largely attributable to a high degree
of sharing and group auionomy due to the supportive, commuaal integration of
work opportunities and living space. In other words they retained an inlegra-
tion of domestic and industrial or commercial economies.

As we look at the cantemporary experience, we note that women'’s funda-
mental issues of autonamy within patriarchal societies have changed litle,
and that their response; are similar to some extent. A significant difference
is the greater degree o’ govermment programs which have created both op-
portunities and constraints for the full realization of the co-op as women’s
preferred life spaces.
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ANOMALY WITHIN ANOMALY:
WOMEN’S HOUSING COOPERATIVES

First established in 1973, the federal nonprofit cooperative housing program in
Canada has been revised several times, but as of this writing, continues despite
a trend in federal withdrawal from nonprofit housing support.® Cooperative
housing remains a minor housing tenure form, little known or understood by
most Canadians, but the model allows for community initiative and control in
housing development and management. The use of this program as an opportu-
nity to create woman-controlled housing is an innovation even more unique.

Women rarely develop housing in our society, but an increasing number of
women's groups have sponsored and developed nonprofit housing for them-
selves.? In the early 1980s, two women's housing co-ops were built in Toronto
under Section 56.1 of the National Housing Act (the second version of the co-
operative housing program that was in effect from 1979 to 1985). Constructed
in 1982, the Constance Hamilton Co-op is a 30-unit stacked townhouse project
with an artached 6-bedroom transitional house for single women. The Beguinage,
4 28-unit combination of stacked townhouses and apartments, was occupied in
1985.1 Specific aspects of the federal co-op housing program made it an at-
tractive vehicle for women's groups. They were eligible for development assis-
tance grants, which allowed people with no prior housing experience to de-
velop a proposal. The government insured the mortgage financing which cov-
ered 100 percent of the project cost, and provided an interest reduction grant.
Housing unit charges were set to match the low end of market rents in the sur-
rounding neighbourhood. Additional government funding allowed about 30
percent of the units to be directly subsidized according to househeld income.
This structured income mix was particularly attractive to low- and moderate-
income women who sought to avoid the stigma and ghetto atmosphere of pub-
lic housing for which they would have been eligible."

Within the context of a wider study of women’s housing projects in Canada,
the residents of these two women's co-ops were interviewed during the summer
of 1986. The comments used in this paper come from those 45 resident inter-
views.? Additional interviews were conducted with founding board members
and professional co-op housing developers.

The underlying desire behind these women’s concems to produce housing
projects that were affordable, self-managed, safe, and secure was the creation
of a supportive environment. They chose to create a housing environment that
focused on elements which are not usually priorities in most housing develop-
ment: concems with aspects of community life in the physical design of the
projects, and in the social design of management and decision-making struc-
tures. The model of nonprofit housing cooperatives places value on community
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development rather thaa viewing housing development as simply the provision
of affordable shelter. Nonprofit houstng resource organizations that guide spon-
soring groups through ihe various development stages use the rhetoric of com-
munity to differentiate their product from other forms of housing tenure. One
development officer said of this practice:

Falways use the v:om community to indicate that it’s different from

a housing project | talk about creating community...Some people

see that the co-op has some sort of structure—it has committees,

and so on. | sec that, but I also see the interaction. When 1 talk

about community, that’s what | mean.

Development of a supportive community was the express goal of the founders
of both women'’s co-ops. One of the initial objectives was to create an environ-
ment where women might obtain support from other women 1o make changes
in their lives, especially after divorce. Another was to provide security of living
arrangements and the possibility of a community social life,

The residents’ housing histories showed that all but one woman had been
renting in the private macket sector prior to moving into a co-op. While changes
in household composition and financial status were the primary reasons for
previous moves, several 'vomen also spoke of abusive male landlords who caused
them to move."* The greater tenure security of co-op housing, and control over
costs, maintenance, and rules made the idea of co-ops very desirable for those
without stable high incones.

SIGNIFICANCE OF COMMUNITY

Desire for a sense of community was the most frequent reason given by
residents of Constance Hamilton and Beguinage for moving into their co-
op. In response to the question “Why did you choose to move into this
housing co-op?” almost all of the women stated that they were seeking a
sense of community. In speaking about what they had gained on moving
into the co-op, the themss of security and support predominated;

[ have a community that I know I can count on. That is difficult

to find in this country. And it’s important that I live with women——

mutual sharing of experience, support, community. Makes me

feel secure—and t have a comfortable house that I can afford.

I've gained lots of friends, security. I've also gained the fact that
I'm involved, as 1 ‘was in my small town. [ like being involved.,

I've learned a wholz new sense of community and neighbourhood
that you don’t nortnally get in the city, the downtown core. It's
great to be in the tight lesbian and feminist communities, and to
liveinittoo. It’s living in a community of women who share my
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philosophy, my political perspective. Or at least, if they don't
share it, they respect it.
Besides the general gains of security and support, the friendships, and
sense of community, there was strong appreciation by lesbian women of a
space where they were accepted.

COMMUNITY AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

Who lives in these housing co-ops? A demographic profile of the residents in
1986 shows a fairly wide range of individual annual income—33,000 1o
$36.000—with an average of about $16,500. This reflects the income mix fos-
tered by co-op advocates and built into the funding arrangements of the federal
housing program. The profile also shows a range of formal education (Grade 9
to doctorates) with about 45 percent having a university degree. This is a higher
level of formal education than that revealed by a survey of housing co-op mem-
bers in Metro Toronto," where 25 percent were reported to be university gradu-
ates, and it is certainly much higher than that in the population at large. Yet,
there is no reflection of this high level of education in the income level of the
women: many residents earn moderate incomes as employees in the service sec-
tor, the arts (theatre and film), or in feminist organisations (women’s shelters).

A third of the women in the co-ops live alone; over a third of the house-
holds include children, and the remaining women live with partners of friends.
The age range of the women is truncated relative to the general population in
that no elderly women lived in cither co-op; the youngest woman was twenty-
two, and the oldest, fifty—the mean age was thirty-four. By far the majority
of members were white, a fact that was forcefully pointed out during an inter-
view with a South Asian resident.

While the income mix represented by members of the wOmen’s co-ops re-
flects the housing program’s funding requirements, the relative age, racial, and
educational homogeneity appear to reflect that group dominant in organized
feminist activity—young to middle-aged, white, middle-class, university-edu-
cated, urban women—which is not surprising given the feminist network that
was used to advertise the availability of these co-op units. Increased sensitivity
to the inherent racism and ageism that has resulted should motivate changes in
unit allocation and outreach strategies for replacement members. While devel-
opment of a sense of shared values and common purpose may come ore eas-
ily with homogeneity of background, feminist objectives necessitate dealing
with those forces that separate women, particularly racism.

PARTICIPATORY MANAGEMENT

The women’s co-ops’ founders viewed the participatory management typical in
most housing co-ops as additional opportunities to address feminist goals to
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empower women by being in charge of their environment. Management re-

sponsibilities in the women's housing co-ops offer leaming experiences for

women (o gain new .kills from one another and develop new models of deci-

sion-making. One of the founding members comments on these opportunities:
What's different in an all-women environment? A supportive envi-
ronment—safe and supportive. Women do the managing and the
running; they don’t do it when men take over. ‘The women do ev-
erything from inaintenance to management,

Because of this control these women can set rules to accommodate their
circumstances, for instance, in providing for emergency housing subsidics for
members who are suddenly unemployed, and in designating units for ex-psy-
chiatric patients or homeless women who need housing subsidy. These policies
reinforce residents’ s1ared values of mutual aid and support and further con-
tribute 1o the feeling of a supportive community.

The women are often faced with responsibilities with which they are unfa-
miltar, such as the financial management of, and planning for, property worth
several millions of dcllars. Undertaking these responsibilities involves work,
but it also involves Icarning new skills of leadership, financial management,
effective group comniunication, deciston-making, and property maintenance.
Skill development was reported as a personal gain by two-thirds of the wormen
interviewed. The type of skills gained were primarily social and negotiating
skills, along with administrative skills such as budgeting and property mainte-
nance. Decision-making by consensus, which tends to take more lime, is the
norm in these co-ops.

['ve learned a graat deal: I've been on the board. I’ve learned about
building issues, fantasies versus reality regarding living with women.
Autonomy over my own housing, and not 100 percent respongsibil-
ity. And the possibilities of resolving our difficulties differenily.

Working collectively to solve problems, resolve conflicts, and make deci-
sions is a new challenge for most of the women, and the need for patience was
menitoned more than once. On the other hand, a resident who is a board direc-
tor cautioned against tomanticizing the opportunities for women to develop a
sense of competence and new skills, noting that most of the women have many
obligations, and limited time to give o CO-0p management,

SHARED ACTIVITIES

Residents in the two women’s Co-ops engage in a broad range of shared
activities, thereby creating opportunities for the emergence of social networks
and affirmation of shar2d values. When members were asked to name the types
of collective activities in which they personall y engaged, all but one rzspondent
reported at least one activity, and some residents reported as many as ten.
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Shared activities were of three types: social activities, organizational partici-
pation, and exchange activities. The participation calegory included those for-
mal, organized activities that are part of the management structure of any hous-
ing co-op: serving on the board of directors, various committees, and work
teams. Social activities are those carried out on a voluntary basis with other
members of the co-op, generally within the setting of the co-op: barbecues,
sports, parties, dinners, socializing across backyards. These activities were not
usually formally organized and involved a variable number of other residents.
Barter between co-op residents formed much of the basis of the ‘exchange’
category. These usually combined social and exchange activities, such as pot-
luck dinners and barbecues, but also included childcare and other services in-
cluding pet care and job referral, or sharing assets such as cars, cottages, and
computers. While we did not specifically ask about the exchange of emotional
support, it was frequently mentioned in response to open-ended questions, and
it seemed to be a significant aspect of what was meant when residents referred
to the sense of community that they felt because of living in these co-ops.

The greatest number of shared activities were primarily social (reported by
77 percent of the women), while 70 percent of residents engaged in format co-
op activities, and 36 percent practised exchange or barter. The high level of
participation in formal co-op management is greater than in Metro co-ops at
large (64 percent),” and may be due to a stronger commitment 10 direct in-
volvement, or to the relatively small size of these co-ops which necessitates
proportionately more work per member.

DESIGN, DEVELOPMENT AND COMMUNITY FOCUS

One structural basis for the creation of a supportive community in these co-ops
is grounded in direct member participation in key aspects of the development
and management of the housing. Community involvement for the early mem-
bers began with maintaining control of the development process, as reflected in
the words of a founding member of one of the co-ops:
Early on, the co-op made the decision to maintain control of the
development process, and, in particular, to hire its own architect
rather than giving over the building process to a resource group. It
never would have entered our heads to do a thing like that (hand
over design responsibility]. We were developing a co-op. We wanted
to work with an architect and have a large say in how the units
worked. We hired a resource group to save us time—to free us to
develop our membership.
In both projects, maximizing control over design and site demsncms was
an important objective for the founders, despite the years of volunteer work
required.
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Some of the novel 3esign ideas favoured by the founding groups met with
resistance from federal funding agencies and bureaucrats involved in the ap-
proval process, such a; equal size bedrooms (no *master bedroom’), a deliber-
ate variety of unit layouts, and floor separation of bedrooms for two women
sharing a unit (eg., one: bedroom and kitchen-cem-living room on a floor, with
a second bedroom and living room on another floor). While these ideas were
successfully implemented, other ideas were not, and the women’s co-ops do
not have a particularly distinctive physical form compared to most multi-unit
housing. The existing communal spaces—the laundry room, office space, and
meeting-cum-party room—are similar to those in most housing cooperatives.

Initial desires for greater communal space were thwarted by program con-
straints which strictly limit funding for what are considered non-residential uses.
Innovative ideas, like cn-site child care or enterprise space which could be used
for work-at-home businesses, were also not implemented due to funding con-
straints. The Constancz Hamilton Co-op has no facilities for formal child care,
but the co-op is adjace 1t to a small park which has play equipment and a wad-
ing pool. The Beguinage has no child care facilities, nor does it provide shared
outdoor play space. It is not common practice for nonprofit housing coopera-
tives to provide on-site child care. For example, 70 percent of Toronro area co-
ops do not provide any form of organized child care.'®

A constant complaint of co-op residents is the lack of space within the projects
for meetings and shared activities. Women from both co-ops expressed frustra-
tion with government g uidelines that limit the capital funding for non-residen-
tial space with the result that small housing projects do not have the meeting
space essential for coll:ctive activities.

There are also limit; on how individual unit space can be used, particularly
for employment. Unirs are small compared to Canadian norms. There are
occupancy restrictions that are intended to prevent “over-housing’ (eg., a single
woman will not be allawed a two-bedroom unit, regardless of her ability to
pay). Municipal zoning by-laws that restrict business activity in residential
areas are another barrier, ‘

Some of the residents reported that the inability to pursue paid work at home
would be one of their re.asons for moving out of the co-op even though they felt
attached to their community.

[ would like to continue to live in the co-op, but I'm going to have
to find a way to get more space in the co-op. I'll probably be more
self-employed and want to work at home.

Texpect to move out of the city into a house with a partner or friend,
commuting to my projects when necessary, working out of my home,
sending my designs to the city.
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The restrictions on employment activities within the co-ops represent
significant contrast to the ways in which the earlier women’s communitics
were able to achieve financial autonomy and the integration of their life
activities.

CONCLUSIONS

The Constance Hamilton and Beguinage cooperatives share some experi-
ences and characteristics with the earlier women’s communities: the cre-
ation of an alternative to the predominant models of male-dominated living
arrangements, provision of affordable shelter, small-scale projects, negative
and hostile reaction to women’s space by outsiders,'” and the provision of a
supportive community. The co-ops differ from the historic communities in
two fundamental respects: the public rather than private source of capital,
and the inability to accommodate employment opportunities.

Land and development costs, particularly in an urban centre, require a
great deal of capital. Private capital was available in the cases of the Woman’s
Commonwealth and the Beguinages, while the women’s housing co-ops were
dependent on state provision of public capital. That financial support came
with a set of normative assumptions about domestic space for low- and middle-
income people. The program severely restricts funding for non-residential
space to 15 percent of the budget or 20 percent of floor area. Non-residen-
tial space must cover its costs and is not eligible for operating subsidies.
Arguments for a greater amount of collective space are not appreciated by
government officials who see this program as creating affordable shelter and
do not acknowledge the community development functions envisioned by
the women. Individual unit space is held to a spatial minimum that reflects
ideas of ‘modest” housing wherein home is a place of rest, not work."® Fund-
ing for-adaptable space and quality amenities is severely restricted instead of
being viewed as a public investment for which long-term utility would be a
priority.

Housing policy has often been used as an economic prod for job creation
which benefits the male-dominated development industry and construction
trades. The economic framework that views housing as a commodity for
consumption rather than a site for productive activities attributes little or no
value to the domestic and community work that is done mostly by women.
The artificial separation of the domestic economy from market exchange is
the basis for municipal by-laws that enforce a spatial division between le-
gitimate places of employment and residence. Land use planning since World
War II has been based on restrictive zoning to ‘protect’ residential arcas for
single families from what was commonly portrayed as the “filth and degrad-
ing influence of industry.” Using definitions of ‘single family” as a tool that
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assumed male-dominated nuclear family living arrangements (the ‘ideal fam-
ily” of male breadwinner, housewife, biological children, and no one else),
female-headed households have been pushed out of certain neighbourhoods.*?
The isolated position of Western women in the nuclear family structure, re-
inforced by the ideological and physical separation of employment and home.
partially explains why Wistern women have focused particularly heavy criti-
cism on the family and home life. [t also explains the importance of creating
both women'’s networks and communities tor supportive and political reasons.
One of the crucial lunctions of networks lies in providing women
with a context in which they can share feelings and problems. The
validation they receive from each other is a tremendous influence
on the degree to which they accept and internalize male values and
thinking. The more support women get for their own perspectives,
the closer they camr e to questioning male perspectives and priori-
ties, a crucial First step in the process of change.™
The form of this change will have to address not only wage and employmeint
inequality, but the gendered division of labour in the domestic economy (unpaid
work) that supports this s'stem and the form of household which it creates.”
Wekerle and Simon note that the feminist approach in models of transition
housing has been:
{o use housing first o a secure base from which to develop a support-
ive community, then as a locus for the delivery of services, and finally
as an economic basc: for the development of on-site employment.*
Developing and managing housing within a feminist community development
framework, rather than as a proﬁl-proaucing commodity, will require challeng-
ing the institutionalized barriers that sustain separated spheres and women'’s
dual burden of paid and unpaid work. Certain aspects of the cooperative hous-
ing model can be adapted to such an end, but the barriers woven into complex
government legislation must be confronted before we can design homes within
communities that do not reinforce sexism in our daily lives.

Sylvia Novac holds a Ph.D. in Sociology from the Ontario Institwie for Studies
in Education, and is a housing consultant living in Toronto.

Gerda Wekerle, Ph.D_ is a professor in the Faculty of Environmental Studies at
York University in Toron'o, Ontario, Canada.
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COOPERATIVES AS PLACES OF SOCIAL
CHANGE

Heléne Clark and Susan Saegert

COOPERATIVES AS SYSTEM AND LIFEWORLD

System and lifeworld are conceptual categories of social theory, employed to
illuminate the means through which society reproduces itself, both at the level
of the society and its institutions as a whole, and through transmission of cul-
tural knowledge and values. The system perspective describes the steering
mechanisms of the society and is focused on the achievement of economic goals
and the accumulation of power. The lifeworld perspective describes the norms
and values of the participants in the society. The system acts as a fimit on the
social integration based on norms and values.'

This distinction helps us understand differences and similarities in the op-
eration of for-profit and nonprofit housing providers. The rational action that
nomally governs housing operations, and therefore residents’ actions vis-a-vis
housing management in a private market economy usually requires the maxi-
mization of profit as well as the creation of a livable environment, The non-
profit sector, on the other hand, begins with a different goal. These goals vary
depending on context, but usually include the creation of housing units, access
of low- or middle-income people to secure, reasonable-quality housing and re-
duction of the cost of housing. The nonprofit sector must still act rationally, in
an economic and operational sense, to meet these goals. In fact, many of the
issues of cost rerain the same in the nonprofit as in the for-profit sector, and so
issues of efficiency, economies of scale, and provision of service and amenity
will all affect the balance sheet.

Cooperative housing, as a sub-sector of nenprofit housing, of course, shares
these concems. Yet, under conditions of resident control other goals vie for
equality or primacy of importance. Unlike an outside provider, for whom meeting
the technical requirements of providing the housing are paramount, residents
must incorporate their housing decisions into the logic of their daily life. This
logic is rooted in normative values, communicative practices and needs for the
reproduction of the material, cultural, and social spheres of existence. As
Johnston Birchall (Chapter 4) says, collectively controlled housing exists pri-
marily to serve housing needs rather than private profit.
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Two questions im mediately emerge upon making the distinction between
the for-profit and the nonprofit sector, and then between bureaucratic and
resident control. One is whether the difference in goals corresponds to a
fundamental reorientation in the meaning of rational action, and then, under
what conditions such a reorientation occurs. The second guestion is what are
the implications for social change and individual or collective empowerment
of different rationalities.

Answers to these questions require not only theoretical clarification. bur
empirical evidence derived from the details of day-to-day decision making and
capable of uncovering; the meaning structures behind them. To claim any real
possibilities for social transformation stemming from transformations in ratio-
nality, we must be able to show that cooperatives support resident struggles to
sustain their lifeworld, both in its normative content and its material substance.

However, the history of cooperative housing has not only been hidden in terms
of the extent of its existence, or its connections to popular ideology. Whal has
also been hidden are the experiences and actual activities of those living in and
managing the housing. Therefore, we have very little information about what it
actually means to be “:ollective’ and what this means for those living inside it.

Some of the chapte s in this volume go behind the mask of terminologics—
lenant management, re sident control, collective—to explore organizational prac-
tices, the meaning of participation and resident experiences. We categorize
those chapters as taking a ‘lifeworld’ perspective. Other chapters describe co-
operative history as it is enabled or prevented by national legislation, financing
schemes and ideology. We categorize those as taking a ‘systern’ perspective.
We need both perspectives to reveal the role of cooperative housing, because it
simultaneously requir:s and changes the system of housing provision (however
slightly) and the daily life of its inhabitants.

Our work in New York City {see chapter 9), and the earlier work by Leavitt
& Saegert (1989,199(}) on the initial organization, development, and mainte-
nance of limited equity cooperatives immediately raised the radically different
perspectives that we later identified as system and lifeworld. We came to un-
derstand this dichotorﬁy as 4 fundamental flaw, and its recognition as vital, if
we were to break out of the mold of viewing housing and housing programs
from the point of view of policy, efficiency, and economics, hiding the lives
and experiences of residents,

To provide an exainple of the danger of explanation by recourse to events
and priorities of the economic system alone, rather than both system and
tifeworld, the term “abandonment’ is useful.

Abandonment has been defined by urban theorists in different ways, how-
ever, with certain cornmon assumptions. P, Marcuse has defined abandon-
ment as follows:
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Abandonment of a unit occurs when its owner loses any economic
interest in the continued ownership of the property beyond the
immediate future, and is willing to surrender title to it without
compensation. Physical condition is a good, but not sufficient,
indicator of abandonment: some units that appear physically aban-
doned may instead be on hold pending re-use, and others that
have actually been abandoned by their owners may still be main-
tained in tolerable condition by their tenants. Abandonment of
an entire neighborhood occurs when public and/or private parties
act on the assumption that long-term investment in the neighbor-
hood, whether in maintenance and improvements or in new con-
struction, is not warranted. It is only a matter of time before
residents of an abandoned unit or an abandoned neighborhood
are displaced. (P. Marcuse, 1986).

Thus “abandonment” is a term that applies to the capital investment status of
a building or neighborhood, rather than one that describes whether or not resi-
dents continue to live there. The purely cconomic use of the term abandonment
is even more stark when we compare the situation in New York City, where
buildings are described as abandoned, although people continue to live in them,
with Coin Street in London (Tuckett, Chapter 2) which was an empty site, with
neither buildings nor residents, but which was never considered abandoned,
because it was economically valuable.

The second aspect of the abandonment definition that is significant is the as-
sumed inevitability of the lived experience ultimately following the investment
logic. Displacement of the tenants from their homes is “only a matter of time”
according to P. Marcuse. Limited-equity ownership defies this inexorable course.
So, in the case of housing issues, “abandonment™ is 4 system term that leaves out
the daily lived experience of residents in “abandoned” neighborhoods.

How can we explain the invisibility of the tenants in our characterization of
their housing and their neighborhoods? How can we account for their creation
of an alternative to their inevitable displacement? To do so, it is necessary to
come to terms with the difference between the realities of the economic market-
place and the realities of lived experience. At the same time, the limits set by
one upon the other, and their interdependence, are crucial,

Limited-equity cooperative housing in New York City reveals the close
interplay between the competing realities of the system and the lifeworld. We
learned much about this dynamic as we talked with residents, attended meet-
ings and were allowed to observe the daily decision-making processes in-
volved in running a building. However, the particular buildings and tenants
that are involved in the limited equity alternative did not evolve this way by
accident. They are responses to crises in living, and are the combination of
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direct, empowering acrions by residents and certain institutional circu mstances
that extended the norm al limits for tenant control (see Leaviu & Saegzri, 1990,
for a fuller discussion’, '

Drawing on the preceding chapters we can locate other combinations of site
occupation and econoniic value, thereby uncovering differing relations between
the cooperative residerts and the system. In Great Britain, for example, where
cooperatives were often built on land outside the city that was vacant, coopera-
tive housing development was also not hotly contested, but deemed appropriate.
Similarly in Deamark, indesirable tocations were increasingly chosen for coop-
erative housing as the economic system increasingly determined cooperative hous-
ing production. The conlext of the buildings and the transition to tenant owner-
ship are, of course, factors in a larger economic process of shifting capital re-
sources, and thereby operate within limits set by the system of economtic and
political forces such as : nvestment return and public policies as well as prevalent
ideologies. But the corisequences of the actions of residents resisting displace-
ment have the potential to change the existing limits and call into question some
of the mechanisms of power that had previously seemed “natural™ or immutable.

COOPERATIVE HOUSING—SITES OF RESISTANCE
OR BUFFER ZONES?

Cooperative housing cin be seen as mediating, or acting as a buffer between
system and lifeworld; as a point of integration. However, it is also a site where
the conflicts between the needs of the two emerge. Wallerstein (1984) and
others have argued that households act as such a buffer, and are therelore sites
of potential resistance. Leaviit & Saegert (1990) argued that the cooperatives
they studied in New York City operate as an expansion of the household to the
building as a whole. Tie actual composition of a household in terms of race,
gender, and income may be co-determining factors along with its place in the
hierarchy of social relations in understanding its potential for resistan:e.

Critical theory has not yet fully incorporated gender and race into the devel-
opment of theoretical perspeciives concerning the system and lifeworld or so-
cial change. Some bricges remain to be built between feminist critiyues and
critical social theory, In the case of housing cooperatives, where the focus is on
the intersection betweer: the (otal context of housing provision and the mainte-
nance of individual site; for the cultural and material reproduction of life, the
feminist analyses of the spheres of the public and private are particularly rel-
evant. The socially constructed gender differences in styles of organization of
action also make it impertant to include a discussion of the connection hetween
gender and forms of rationality, where action organization is theoretically linked
to conceptions of ration:Hity.
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Whether a particular chapter focuses primarily on system or lifeworld, the
tension between the two is evident in all the accounts of cooperative housing.
For example, Richman describes the transformation of the Danish cooperative
sector from a system of worker controlled and owned homes to a method by
which the government and large development organizations provided housing
for lower-income segments of the population. As decision-making about hous-
ing moved further away from actual or potential residents, decisions were made
to require methods and forms of housing construction that were considered un-
desirable by the majority of residents. Vestiges of the lifeworld orientation of
early cooperative housing remain, in that residents usually retain control over
some aspects of daily operations and budget priorities. However, selection of
residents, hiring and firing of staff, and choice of a manager rest with parent
development corporations. While hardwood floors, other design amenities, and
communal facilities remain, cooperatives must use prefabricated building com-
ponents. These and other regulations introduced to rationalize building produc-
tion and finance from the governmental perspective have resulted in huge *‘bleak
modemist buildings in new communities on the urban periphery” (Richman,
Chapter 8). Surveys indicated residents were unhappy with the buildings, as did
high vacancy rates and occupancy by primarily those with few or no choices.

Using our frame of analysis, it is clear in Richman’s report that the transfor-
mation of the cooperative housing was driven by system imperatives and in-
volved the progressive separation of decision-making from the discourses of
residents related to the kinds of daily living they sought. Yet lifeworld-based
movements of young people, acting as squatters or as more affluent consumers
unwilling to accept the standardized products of the system, have resulted in a
new form of limited equity cooperative, planned and developed by small resi-
dent groups apart from the large nonprofit developers.

Each chapter contains some such example, whether it be the satisfaction of
residents with cooperative housing services and management in England and
the simultaneous judgment of Housing Corporation monitors that management
systems were unsatisfactory, sometimes to the point where co-ops were forc-
ibly shut down (Birchall, Chapter 4), the Danish dissatisfaction with system-
produced cooperatives described above, the demands for homes rather than of-
fice buildings or hotels at Coin Street (Tuckett), or the planting of flowers by
San Jerardo women as legal and political battles raged about them (Bandy, Chap-
ter 1). In cooperatives, rationalities inevitably meet and clash. When coopera-
tives survive, they find ways of bridging the conflict.

CREATION OF COOPERATIVES

From all the chapters collected here, we see a broad range of means for coop-
crative creation. However, every story, every history, has one thing in common.
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Cooperative housing is only used when other, more conventional, methods have
failed. Only when the private market and state ownership have been fully tapped,
do cooperative altern:tives emerge. Sometimes they emerge from the system
itself, meaning that reformers or other political forces, such as labor unjong
recognize a need for lower cost housing and are successful in implementing
legislation that allows or encourages collective housing in some form, and ac-
cess to financing goe:. through fairly normal channels. Under this formation,
sites are given by gov::rmiment or negotiated.

In other cases, suct as Coin Street, San Jerardo. and the TIL {Tenant Interim
Lease) program in New York City, cooperatives cmerge not from the recogni-
tion of others that housing is needed, but from the dircct, personal experiences
of people that the existing system cannot provide for them. [n these cases,
tegislation and financiag ofien have to be created and sites are more likely w be
disputed than negotiat >d.

A study of the history of cooperative housing indicates that up until the 1970’s,
the former, system-tyge provision was prevalent. In Leavitt's history of coop-
erative housing in the United States, Richman’s in Denmark, and Birchall’s in
Great Britain, we have a history of examples of collective forms that were pro-
duced by, or negotiated with, politicians, bankers, and even public opinion, such
that the cooperative alternative didn’t undermine the private market or the con-
trol of the state. As a resull, cooperative housing has been most often a housing
alternative for the woricing class, rather than for the very poor.

Since the 1970's thire seems to be a change in focus. Initiatives for some
housing cooperatives have come from people about to be displaced, with no-
where else to go. Thiy are not concerned with ensuring that a cooperative
ahernative fits nicely into the overall private econom y. Rather, they are waging
a political battle over rights to occupy and control space. Since this is a battle
that only needs to be fought by those whose security and ability 1o live some-
where is most tenuous, it more often involves the poar than the working class.

But political struggles can only succeed when they either fit into some Sys-
tem agenda. such that they do not threaten the balance of power and cconomic
distribution, or when tl ey find some gap, or contradictton in the system which
can be exploited to gain power. In the case of cooperative housing, the form of
power to be gained is erritory.

It has been hypothesized by some social theorists that institutions which
develop within the lifevzorld will divert an informal, nonprofit sector cut of the
main economic system, and create a “politics in the first person” that 1s both
expressive and democr: tic (Huber, 1980). Such counterinstitutions can remove
some domains of actior. from the control of money and power and retirn them
to a sphere of action-coordinated-through-understanding. The limited-equity
cooperatives we becam: familiar with seem to be doing just that. A cancept of
“liberated™ areas may apply to these cooperatives.
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Further, the low-income tenants, already among those most affected by growth
in the complexity of the system, are often also fairly removed from the core of
the economy (Hirsch, 1980). Therefore, they can be considered to be part of
the peripheral amalgam that Habermas locates on the other side of a line of
conflict separating the productive core from those outside of it. This location
provides these tenants with few resources but also places them at a distance
from-system control.

MEDIATION AND RESISTANCE

According 1o Habermas, technical action is oriented to control outer nature and
communicative action to reproduce inner nature. Inner nature, or conscious-
ness, requires recourse to validity and justification, that technical control of
objects does not. Later, we will reinterpret this distinction to reflect our objec-
tion 1o the separation of consciousness from biological life. However, we do
accept the difference in goals of control versus reproduction.

It is through communication, not technical mastery, that emancipation is pos-
sible, because the notions of truth, freedom and justice are inherent in every act of
communicating. Communication is the primary mechanism through which coop-
eratives maintain themselves. That this is so is apparent in the importance placed
on participation by every cooperative organization and by virtually every commen-
tator on cooperatives. Although many of the previous chapters do not examine
day-to-day operations of co-ops, all refer to participation as a critical element.

Two interesting points are revealed by how the various authors treat the topic
of participation. One, no single definition or “norm” seems to be agreed upon,
either by the authors or by different cooperatives. Two, participation is linked
most often with verbal communication, such as attending meetings, talking with
others in the cooperative {especially officers), explaining problems, and engag-
ing in problem-solving. Itis less often, although sometimes, also considered to
mean performing tasks, such as cleaning or bookkeeping. However, such tasks
usually follow from decisions made and volunteering offered through verbal
communication, and are based on an agreement among members that such task
is necessary. It is also interesting in this regard that in a study of a large mutual
housing association of affiliated cooperatives, member satisfaction with hous-
ing was more strongly related to participation in decision-making processes
than to either holding office or doing tasks for the cooperative (Van Ryzin, 1991).

The concepts of communicative and technical rationality, allow us to inter-
pret the process of meeting the goals that arise in each. With the evidence at
hand, of which there is little, we can say that it appears to be true that residents’
actions and decisions are based on the norms accepted by the group, are aimed
at achieving understanding and consensus, and must be validated by their ap-
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propriateness to group values. Leavitt and Saegert (1990), Bandy, Heskin (1991,
and Rodman and Cooper (Chapter 10) all illustrate the kinds of discussions and
Strategizing that emanate from the goal of life world reproduction. This ratio-
nality produces not just decisions but also the definition of the community and
its members identitie::.

On the other hand. the decision-making process of private providers is ori-
ented directly to fulfilling technical goals, such as lowering costs per dwelling
unit, maximizing profit, weighing the costs and benefits of entering the housing
market with other investment alternatives, etc. Although certain normative stan-
dards witl affect the dixcisions made, this is so precisely because to violate them
would lower the mar} etability or feasibility of the project. The primary logic
puiding action is not Jriented towards understanding, but rather is oriented to
the fulfillment of a technical goal, that of constructing housing units,

The basis for the private provider’s actions are not incorrect, rather they are
rational for the task at hand. What is rational for one concerned with the invest-
ment potential of horie construction and what is rational for one concemed
with sustenance of their home and social world are two different things. The
disagreement about thz quality of housing and management noted in the histo-
ries of cooperative housing in England and Denmark illustrate the discrepancy.
The recognition that they are different is the first step towards recognizing the
emancipatory potential inherent in resident control.

Habermas’ emphasi; on communication tends to focus the idea of the lifeworld
on the reproduction of social norms and values. However, through this process
individual and group identities emerge and the physical requirements of repro-
ducing life are fulfilie] in a socially acceptable mode. Our research suggests
that the process of communication does not sim ply reproduce norms. Rather, by
serving as the basis for the coordination of action, it simultaneously remakes the
physical habitat and the: personal and social identities of residents, thus affecting
the nature of future ncrms and the quality of every day life. These emergent
norms and the nature ol the physical habitat are tied to the identitics of residents.
Thus, the distinction Eabermas makes between conflicts over distribution and
conflicts over social norms fades. Residents both expect heat and hot water at
affordable prices and t acquire these goads through democratic processes and
in ways that conform to the social norms of the building.

In our study, the initial abandonment of buildings by the system enlarged the
scope of lifeworld raticnality and action. [However, in achieving the material
as well as social goals of the residents. this distance was necessarily dimin-
ished.] The co-ops thet emerge, in our New York example and in papers de-
scribing co-ops elsewheire, then become zones of interference in which lifeworld
directives and system inperatives daily contest the territory through the words
and actions of residents,
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The empirical finding that almost all cooperative situations experience diffi-
culties with social conflict may be connected to the underlying assumptions
each resident holds about the decision-making process. An action orientation
that is aimed towards understanding places great importance on the ability and
willingness of others to understand you, and of the fairmess and truth of what
others say to you in their effort to be understood.

If these are called into question, then not only are participants disagreeing
about the best means to an end, they are violating the norms of their social
relations. This then has an impact not only on their social relationships as such,
through a breakdown in friendship or development of mistrust or hostility, which
are common to all sacial systems, but an impact on the management and quality
of their housing as well.

This is peculiar to organizations which ground their actions in communica-
tive rationality and solve problems through discourse. Habermas defines dis-
course as that mode of communication that is rationally motivated and aimed at
solving problems and producing selutions. The agreement to enter into dis-
course as a means of coordinating action depends on the assumption that the
communication will meet certain basic criteria. Habermas refers to these as
validity claims. Namely, to even bother talking to someone else in order to
solve a problem it is prerequisite that we believe that the other person will be
sincere, appropriate and authentic in their represeniations.

Furthermore, for the decisions reached to be valid, they must be the result of
rationally motivated consensus. To judge the rational motivation inherent in
the discourse, Habermas invokes the idea of the ideal speech situation. The
ideal speech situation has the following features: Each party has an 1) equal
opportunity for expression of needs, interests and interpretations, 2) equal op-
portunity to initiate discussion, 3) equal opportunity to make claims, challenges
and recommendations and 4) equal opportunity to command and resist com-
mand, be accountable and demand accountability. In short, the ideal speech
situation assumes an equal balance of power between communicators and free-
dom from constraints imposed extemnal to them.

Clearly, in the real world the ideal speech situation cannot therefore be met,
since power is rarely equally distributed and constraints are imposed either by
the exigencies of the economic and political system, or naturally, through the
impossibility of removing time and space constraints from discussion. How-
ever, as a standard against which to judge a particular situation, the ideal speech
situation can serve as a means by which to determine how rationally motivated
a consensus is, and in what ways it is prevented from being so.

Rodman and Cooper’s account of how richer and poorer residents came to
understand rent subsidies in two Canadian co-ops illustrates this process well, as
for example the discussion of how higher income groups came to better under-
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stand that they themse Ives were being subsidized as a result of conununications
from officially subsid; zed residents. Conversely, Henry discusses the difficulty
for co-ops in situations when communicative rationality does not lead 10 a solu-
tion to disagreements ind the action consequences of the disagreements threaten
the cooperatives ability to survive. Many of the examples he gives, for exampie
non-payment of rent, nost likely have their source in the discrepancy between the
residents’ ubility to command resources from the system and the systern demands
for money from the co-op, in the form of making payments for fuel, utilities, etc 2

A problem that arises from action coordinated by communicative rationality
is that it must meet ug, at points, with actions coordinated technically. Policy-
makers, professional aousing managers, bureaucratic overseers, and the vari-
ous suppliers of good; or services to cooperatives necessarily operate through
instrumental, rather than communicative, rationality. Cooperative leaders them-
selves, as managers «r treasurers or procurers of resources, must be able to
appropriately move frym one means of coordinating action to another. In some
cases, technical decisi>ns must arise out of the lifeworld and be subordinated to
the consensus of sharzd meaning, and in other cases they must conform first
and foremost to systein demands.

This is a fine balande to maintain, and probably an impossible one. Errors in
orientation appear 10 r:sidents as violations of the norms of the shared lifeworld
of residents. The uswil outcomes of this problem include blaming difficulties
in operating the technical housing Systems on character defects and moral fail-
ings. Actions based o1 these presumptions would then introduce new difficul-
ties in accomplishing technically regulated repair and maintenance activities.
These failures would feed back into the system of blame, increasing the hitter-
ness of the social conflict. Such cycles evenlually seriously threaten the mate-
rial as well as social existence of the Co-0ps.

Several of the co-0s we studied five to ten years after tenanis bought their
buildings illustrated these problems well. In one building, an applicition for a
loan to replace a boiler was inexplicably delayed during processing. The lead-
ers failed to understaiid the problem and therefore to communicate it to the
tenants. Caught between an apparently impenetrable bureaucracy and a de-
manding and critical tenant faction, leaders Jjudged the complaining tenants to
be disruptive and uncooperative, both unworthy and incompetent to deal with
necessary management decisions. Identification of the disruptive faction with
previous alleged fraud sealed the case for the leader, and often for the technical
assistants and bureaucrats with whom he interacted. From the point of view of
at least some of the nsidents, they received little information and WETE eX-
cluded from participation. The management style and lack of success in resolv-
ing the boiler problem were interpreted as signs of the leader’s dictatorial na-
ture and basic incompelence. As aresult, many residents stopped paying monthly
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maintenance charges, they said in protest to the leader’s handling of co-op man-
agement. This rent stoppage made it more difficult to resolve the loan problem,
acquire a new boiler, and run the co-op effectively. For both groups, all of the
criteria of the ideal speech situation were being seriously and intentionally vio-
lated. These intertwined outcomes exacerbated the blame each side placed on
the other and further precluded the re-establishment of control of technical re-
quirements by communicative rationality.

In other cases, presidents of shareholders associations tended to blame their
paid managers for imposing priorities on co-0p decision making, while share-
holders blamed the president and members of the board who were in favor of
retaining the manager. In still other cases, leaders decreased the number of
others on the board and the frequency of shareholder meetings. Through these
tactics and persistent resistance Lo engaging in dialogue with residents, the leaders
isolated themselves from the communication situations that highlighted the ten-
sions between system needs and lifeworld priorities. They often at the same
time cut off or limited relationships with technical assistance and professional
organizations which would have forced them to confront these tensions from
the opposite perspective.

On the other hand, the most successful cooperatives may be those where this
balance is most well-maintained. Leaders who develop the knack of using tech-
nical assistance and outside resources to fulfill the communicatively arrived at
needs of residents, rather than vice versa, may keep the empowering element of
the subordination of system imperatives intact.

The sensitivity of technical assistance groups 1o the need to subordinate tech-
nical rationality to communicatively arrived at goals also contributes to the suc-
cess of cooperatives in handling these inherent tensions. Professionally trained
staff may find this subordination difficult, as described by Heskin (1991} in his
account of the relationships of professional staff to the board of a federation of
cooperatives and by van Wezel (1990) in his description of the conflicting inter-
pretation of repair priorities between cooperative housing staff and residents.

The material and social functions of the household under conditions of land-
lord abandonment in New York help reveal the problem of equating the material
dimension of life with the system. Since households living in landlord-aban-
doned buildings had been required to employ some collective survival strate-
gies previously, and since they frequently shared other aspects of social identity
such as race, gender, residential and occupational histories, and since they in-
habited a shared materiat lifeworld, the communicative rationality of the lifeworld
could be substituted as the steering mechanism for the material production of
the shared habitat. If the lifeworld were devoid of any conditions for material
reproduction, the buildings would have become abandoned in fact as well as in
system terminology.
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GENDER AND.-COMMUNICATIVE RATIONALITY

The actions and oriertations of women in the cooperatives we studied under-
line the continuity b:tween the material and social nature of the lifeworld.
Whereas Habermas tznds to equite the system with the outer world and the
lifeworld with the inrer world, this distinction seems more or less absent from
the perceptions of the home held by co-op residents of formerly landlord aban-
doned buildings, espécially women.

As Leavitt & Saegent identified in their book, From abandonment to hope:
Community households in Harlem. the process of organizing collectively was
in itself an empowering experience. Their book developed the idea that the co-
oping experience wa; by no means gender-neutral, but based on a model of
social relations and values that was linked with domestic life and the skills and
experiences of the women who emerged as leaders, Women extended their
social ties that had be:n essential in maintaining their households to define and
achieve the collective: goal of building survival. While this expansion of the
household outward r:quired an increased fow of communication within the
soctal network, it alsc involved simple acts of housekeeping and the employing
of strategies previously used for household survival for the good of the build-
ing, from chasing drug dealers off the stoop to cleaning the hails and repairing
the building themsels es.

Women have histcricatly been identified with the household and its domes-
tic, as opposed to economic, organization. Bernard (1981) has described the
world of women as o:ganized around the “integry™ in contrast to the organiza-
tion of the world of men around the economy. Boulding (1976) has made a
similar argument in ter massive analysis of women’s dominant roles in world
history. As the name: implies, “integry™ has as its main function the mainte-
nance of connectediess and mutual care among the members of society.
Women's domestic atd community functions focus on the activities of care, not
as sentiment, but as s set of actions that promote life in all its material, social,
psychological, and spiritual forms. However, in times of crisis and resource
shortage, creating and sustaining the material basis of the life of the group ob-
viously have priority,

Gilligan’s (1982) analysis of differences between the characteristic modes
of moral reasoning employed by women and men suggests that the domestic
tradition of women iavolves a particular rationality. In trying to solve moral
dilemmas, women seek first to maintain connection and communication with
others. They more o:ten organize their moral thinking around an ethic of care
and responsibility as compared (o a tendency among men to take an ethic of
rights and obligation: as the first principles of morality. In her view, the fully
mature person enconipasses both perspectives in moral decision-making. We
argue that it is women’s situatedness in the lifeworld that provides the basis for
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a distinctive ethic. This distinctive ethic corresponds is supportive of commu-
nicative rationality, except that it does not depend on a distinction between
inner and outer life.

Our research also indicates that the socially constructed location of residents
with regard to the system affects their likelihood of employing a system per-
spective or a lifeworld perspective,

In the (Leavitt & Saegert, 1990) study of the New York cooperalives, women
most frequently described styles of leadership and organizational communica-
tion that derived from the imperatives of the lifeworld, the need 10 maintain
homes and communities. Men recognized these goals but portrayed their con-
tributions to the organization more often in system terms, as replacements or
adjuncts to their jobs in the labor force and as bearers and enforcers of the
demands of technical rationality in housing maintenance and management.

As women leaders became more entrenched in management roles within the
cooperatives, this distinction was not as clear, although a sort of dual system of
rationality often seemed 10 charactetize their actions. On the one hand, they feel
compelled to enforce the technical requirements of the transactions with banks,
govermnment agencies, lawyers and so on. On the other, the running of meetings
for boards and shareholders fails to follow a technocratic and efficient formula.
Personal experiences and needs constantly challenge the technical demands and
analysis of priorities. Sometimes the meetings include claborate meals of home-
made food. At such times, each contributor of a dish would make special note of
whether we as researchers or technical assistants who were present sampled their
particular contribution and participated in the event wholeheartedly.

Since male leaders were few in our own research, our analysis must remain
tentative. However, in one case of a strong male leader in New York City, he
systematically cut off communication of personal perspectives, claiming that he
understood the situation better because of his key role in the technical procedures
of running the building. Although he was very negatively regarded by at least
half of the building, and the meetings he ran lacked all democratic pretense, he
was highly thought of by the technical assistance groups and professionals 1o
whom he represented the building. He was also very active in these forums. In
the earlier study by Leaviut and Saegert, male leaders identified themselves with
the technical and authoritative aspects of running a building, often leaving the
social aspects to a wife or other female resident. Some male residents who pre-
ferred not to participate in co-0p activities said they did so because they needed
to pursue their professional activities. Others scoffed at the paucity of financial
resources and power the female co-op officers could command.

In the few cases where leaders balanced the competing demands relatively
well, they included large numbers of shareholders in positions of some respon-
sibility. In one case, the female leader developed a long list of offices with
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some technical respon ibilitics and insisted on personal involvement by the share-
holders in the physicai upkeep of the building, an activity to which she herself
devoted many hours of what was essentially housework at the building level.
Thus the habitat of e cooperative was being constantly produced not only
through the judicious use of low interest loans obtained through elaborate ap-
plication procedures, hut also through daily actions of people in their lifeworld.
A male leader who managed his cooperative very successfully took care of
most technical decisicns and many external contacts, but he designed a system
of floor captains whc gamered input and enforced decisions, His wife and
sister-in-law spent lar;ze amounts of time socializing. They saw theinselves as
the real organizers of the building and the male leader as useful in handling
technical work and public contact.

Does gender affect communication and decision makin g in the other co-ops
described in this book and elsewhere? To the extent that gender continues (o be
related 1o a social division of labor that places women more squarely in the
lifeworld and men closer to the system, we think it does have an effect.

By focusing on the logic of the lifeworld, new questions about €O-0p organj-
zation and functioniny will emerge. [n answering these questions, it will be
necessary to look at th: dail y lived experience of residents as fully as one exam-
ines the political resistance of women, handicapped and elderly people, and
others whose physical and social lives are more isolated from decision maling
and actions generated by the system will be betier understoad.?

Every building has its own unique history and personalities living within i,
so the larger story emerges from a composite of the ways in which renants
organized and saved their buildings, rather than from a series of identical cir-
cumstances. However, emerging and established limited-equity cooperatives
do confront similar groblems and clear differences have emerged between
those that can handle them successfully and those who cannot. Leavitt and
Saegert (1990) compered these processes in successful co-ops, struggling co-
ops and rentat buildings, and found that in successful co-ops the social lile of
the tenants was more connected 1o the co-oping process than in any of the
other buildings. The process of organizing to take control of and ma nage their
housing increased the amount of communication among residents, bringing
dectisions about housiag into the realm of the lifeworld. In our later studies in
co-ops that have been longer established, we found a sirong link between the
level of social integration and the functioning of the cooperative (Clark, Saegert,
Glunt & Roane, 1991).

An important component of the tenants’ ability to change the way their hous-
ing was provided and ‘nanaged was a base of common experiences and values.
Our data were coliected in low-income, predominately black neighborhoods in
New York, most oftet Harlem and all of Leavitt and Saegert’s work was in
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Harlem. Moreover, we found that the average length of residence was seven-
teen years in the building, and many had been on the same block even longer.

So, for our data at least. a shared lifeworld was one of the starting points for
changing the management of the building from an economically driven action
orientation to a communicatively based one. As Habermas has pointed out, the
lifeworld is organized by shared norms and values and reproduces both cultural
and individual identity. The shared lifeworlds in our study were found at both
personal and historical levels. As people lived in the same building and the
same neighborhood, they developed friendship, mutual support, and mutual
knowledge. Even antagonisms had the characteristics of expected and usually
manageable encounters. In the New York co-ops, residents usually shared a
history as a social group as well, in part because of Harlem’s significance as a
capital for African-Americans, and also because many participated in comman
generational pilgrimages from the agricultural South to a new life in the indus-
trial North. The subculture shared by Harlem residents encompassed a shared
oppression, as well as African-American traditions of cultural and community
resistance. The predominantly Hispanic co-ops usually housed expatriates of a
particular Latin American country who shared both the cultre of origin, the
economic and social conditions of that country that promoted migration, and
the experiences of immigration. Similarly, Bandy’s account of the struggle of
Latino farm workers show their struggle to be based on common experiences of
culture, occupation, and oppression.

In Heskin’s (1991) study of a multi-cultural federation of housing coopera-
tives, the absence of shared social historics, and the extent to which cultural
differences limited personal sharing of daily life, contributed to conflict and
factions based on different cultural norms. His paper with Heffner (1987) out-
lines the need for special attention to communication and the development of
shared understanding in such circumstances. The successes of the co-ops he
studied occurred almost always when the process of communication was sus-
tained sufficiently to allow the definition of priorities to emerge from a consen-
sus of values and needs. When time ran out and decisions were made that alien-
ated a particular group, the strength of the cooperative federation lay in the abil-
ity to sustain discourse and continue to search for what he calls “substantive”
cather than “procedural” justice (Heskin & Bandy, 1985). He defines this dis-
course as “public talk,” “a form of conversation that permits a community to
discover its mutuality, clarify its values, develop affinity, and take action.” “Public
talk” could be defined as communicative rationality. Indeed, the variety of crite-
ria by which Heskins judges his federation to be successful seem to be the char-
acteristics of the ideal speech situation. So strong is the commitment to open
and democratic decision making that at one point the leader of the federation
declares she would rather see the housing lost than to subvert these principles.
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However, internal jolitics and communicative styles do not fully determine
the kind of rationalities employed or the full content of action and the opportu-
nities within the lifeworld are set by the larger system. So, for example, tenants
may agree to run thei’ building and make repairs. But they may not have the
legal right to collect their own rents and take over management. They may be
legally powerless to p :event their displacement. It is necessary, if one wanis to
protect the tenants’ ability to stay in their homes and improve them, that the
political/bureaucratic sphere not cut off this option. Initially, a legal means did
not exist for tenant control for most of the co-ops described that formed in
opposition to losing their homes. Organized tenants both resisted efforts to
remove them and initiited the legal, economic, and political changes that wiould
support their efforts to retain their homes.

A shared interest it saving their buildings, and a shared set of norms on how
to go about this could not, without encountering a point in the economic/politi-
cal system that would allow entry, have brought about the limited equity hous-
ing altemative that no'v exists. Some forms of resistance create their own break
in the system that allows for change. In the case of the limited equity coopera-
tives in New York Civy, the initial conditions were set by the operation of the
system itself. Both literally and abstractly, the space was open for new action,
The buildings had been left behind, with no physical or economic interest.

Aspects of the systizm and spheres which acted as buffers between the house-
hold and the larger pelitical system were available domains for tenant interac-
tion. The need for legality to continue the progress toward tenant control in
turn required a policy that would provide for it. On the other hand, tenants
needed to develop expertise to handle the technical aspects of running a buiid-
ing and managing a tudget. Technical assistance organizations, sympathetic
professionals, and soraetimes professional staff were critical in helping tenants
develop skills and cope with bureaucracies.

In the New York co-ops, both the larger household of building residents and
the technical assistan e organizations served the role of a buffer between the
individual and the system. They provided the means to reach out both horizon-
tally and vertically. The household. expanding to include residents not within
the nuclear family unit, acted as a strong, socially integrated sphere with shared
values. The availability of technical assistance to tenants was critical, on the
other hand, in providiag both information and means to reconnect the buildings
back into the political/bureaucratic system, which was necessary 10 establish
legal control and procure financial and building management resources.

The material significance of lifeworld reproduction has not been fully rec-
ognized. We disagree with Habermas’s assessment that alternatives seeking to
defend and restore cu-hmunicatively formed domains of action stem only from
problems of social imregration and symbolic reproduction and not from distri-
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bution problems. The ownership and management of housing is a central func-
tion of capitalist distribution, and altematives which challenge the housing
sector’s traditional role in the division of class, race and labor, are forms of
opposition in the areas of both symbolic and material reproduction. Struggles
for identity sometimes are simultaneously struggles for rea! space. The home,
as a site for both material and symbolic reproduction, is an important place in
which women can achieve identity and empowerment. Without attaining con-
trol over the space—the housing—the increased sense of self and achievement
that resulted from the protection of the home would not occur.

Harvey (1987) has identified cooperatives as forms of local political prac-
tice, that reflect the possibilities presented by the dynamics of the flexible ac-
cumulation of capital for decentralized community control. As the papers in
this volume demonstrate, housing cooperatives are not always characterized by
decentralized or community control. However, when both the form of organi-
zation and the role of cooperative housing in the larger national {and interna-
tional) system are considered, it is apparent that under certain conditions hous-
ing cooperatives can be empowering, provide resistance to forms of domination
that threaten the social reproduction of residents, and perhaps even serve to
transform social practices.

It is critical that if cooperatives are to be seen as collective agents of social
change, that they not be analyzed only as local resistances or local successes.
They must be understood both as real, material, meaning-filled places, and as
one form of social and spatial practice within the system of advanced global
capitalism. Cooperative housing’s emancipatory potential also depends on
changing the realities of isolation and subordination to bureaucratic modes of
operation that most cooperative organizations face.

One challenge facing the development of truly empowering forms of col-
lective housing is the undermining of those very mechanisms that are crucial
to real resident control. Most national programs or policies for cooperatives
limit the rights of ownership in a collective form, so that tenure and continued
cooperative existence is not ensured independent of the state. Most govern-
ments promote either collectivism for the fulfiliment of many social and ser-
vice needs (Europe) or ownership as the most desirable housing form {United
States). The ideology of private home ownership in the United States has not
prevented the acceptance of collectivity in other spheres, if the private market
and the state couldn’t provide the needed services. Credit unions and con-
sumer cooperatives are seen as legitimate types of collective service provi-
sion. However, the combination of collective activity and ownership has been
either marginalized as in the U.S. or compromised, as in Europe. Together,
collective action and legal control really can shift the power to the residents,
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and hence has been too threatening to even those governments interested in
the benefits of providing low cost housing in this manner.

Power is inscribed in material life through the rights 10 use and control space.
If domination of space is in itself both a form and a source of power. then
nonprofit housing ccoperatives can be seen as either the giving (by the state) or
the taking (by residznts or workers) of power for low- or moderate-income
people.

Heléne Clark, Ph.D. in Environmental Psychology, is the Associate Director of
the Housing Enviror.ments Research Group at the City University of New York,
which she co-founded with Susan Saegert and Eric Glunt in 1988.

Susan Saegert, Ph.D., is a professor of Environmental Psychology and Director
of the Center for Hunan Environments at the Graduate Center of the City Uni-
versity of New York.
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NOTES

I- The only other work to our knowledge that brings Habermas’ theoretical
frame work to an analysis of tenant actions and the nonprofit housing sector
was carried out at two sites in the Netherlands, by Ruud van Wezel. The
premise of the paper describing that work (van Wezel, 1990), is that as tenants
attempt to carry out building management, they must interact with the larger
system of Duich housing renewal, represented by housing associations and
landlords. During this interaction, the “lifeworld” orientations of the tenants
meet the system needs embodied in the manager or landlord. Specifically,
van Wezel means that the tenants talk about having made the houses into homes,
the social aspects of maintenance, and their idea about how their homes should
be maintained. The landlord, or housing association manager, on the other
hand, overseeing a large budget and following statewide regulations and effi-
ciency measures, speaks in terms of cost-benefits and technical rules.

——— m—— . A A = A
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