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Abstract

This research aims to understand how people respond to post-industrial change
in places that are represented through a range of official measures and
narratives as ‘declining’. Against a backdrop of pervasive policy assumptions
about why people move from, or remain in, ‘declining’ places, this research
explores in-depth the range of responses that people make to changing labour
market contexts. It particularly seeks to understand why people remain in
weaker labour market areas rather than moving to places that may offer greater
employment opportunities.

The case study approach focused on two areas in England: Nearthorpe,
Sheffield, and Eastland, Grimsby. Stakeholders were interviewed to understand
the area context and official narratives of place. The main data is drawn from in-
depth interviews with 18 households, comprising 25 individuals, who were
interviewed twice during the research. Thematic and biographical interviewing
and analysis was used.

The research found that experiences of working in low-paid and insecure work
reduced the impetus to residential mobility for many participants. Most people
adjusted to labour market changes not through mobility but by remaining in-situ
and drawing on place-based support. The extent to which networks of support
were utilised to find work, provide childcare, and support those experiencing ill-
health strongly suggests that immobility performed an important function.

Mobility decisions did not draw on a simple cost-benefit calculation of the
relative economic benefits. Participants foregrounded emotional connections to
people and places, embedded experiences of work and places that guided
responses to opportunities in the present, and revealed multiple motivations for
(im)mobility within households. This research has demonstrated the importance
of understanding how people relate to the places in which they live and the
active processes of distinction that are used in order to construct a place in
which they can belong and adjust in-situ to a changing labour market backdrop.
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1.1 Introduction

The overarching aim of this research is to understand how people respond to
post-industrial change in places that are represented through a range of official
measures and narratives as ‘declining’. It seeks to add to the literature by
undertaking in-depth research to explore “why people do not move, especially
when relocating may provide them with new opportunities” (Coulter and van
Ham, 2013:1053). The origins of the research lie in pervasive policy
assumptions about why people move from, or remain in, particular places,
against a backdrop of shifting labour and housing market trends. It therefore
aims to understand through empirical investigation why people may remain in
weaker labour market areas rather than moving to places that may offer greater
employment opportunities. A set of focused research questions — outlined later
in this chapter — were designed to elucidate the relationship between people,

place, mobility, and work.

The research uses a case study approach, focusing on the neighbourhoods of
Nearthorpe (Sheffield) and Eastland (Grimsby). Both places have experienced
the decline of key industries and the loss of many thousands of jobs, and there
is an implicit assumption in popular narratives that they are undesirable places
to live; understanding how current residents relate to these places forms a core
part of this thesis. A qualitative approach to data collection was used,
comprising semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders such as local
authority employees and estate agents, whilst the main fieldwork was carried
out through in-depth, repeated household interviews. The main findings are
drawn from these 34 interviews with 18 households (comprising 25 individuals).
The second interview with each household took a biographical focus, drawing
out how people related to the places in which they had lived across their lives,
how they represented their experiences of mobility and their responses to
labour market changes. The aim was to be able to adequately represent the
interplay of the many factors involved in decisions to remain in, or leave, places.
By using this biographical frame of reference and key concepts such as the
habitus (Bourdieu, 1990), which emphasises the historically situated nature of
behaviour, the research also sought to understand the role of enduring

influences on behaviour and perceptions.



Fundamentally, the research presented here suggests that the role of work and
labour-market factors in residential mobility are differentiated by class, and
people orientated towards employment in the low-pay economy are less likely to
be residentially mobile in relation to work. This does not mean that they are not
responding to changes in the labour markets in which they are situated, but
rather that they are adapting in-situ by drawing on place-based support as they
move in and out of formal employment and engage in other activities to manage
complex circumstances. The extent to which local, place-based networks were
utilised to find work, provide childcare, and provide support for those
experiencing ill-health strongly suggests that immobility performed an important
function. However, people’s relation to place was not just pragmatic but also
emotional; there was a level of comfort in living in a place that was knowable
and in which one could belong. Taken together, these place-specific elements

reduced the impetus towards residential mobility for many people.

The research presented in this thesis seeks to make a contribution to
knowledge around a number of key areas. It makes an empirical contribution by
explicitly examining the role of work-related factors in residential mobility,
beginning to fill a gap at the intersection of two sub-disciplines. This research
takes an integrated approach, working across housing studies and labour
market research. It emphasises the importance of drawing across these
disciplines to provide a more nuanced account of behaviour and people’s

responses to post-industrial change, underpinned by sociological theory.

Because of the qualitative nature of the research, this study has been able to
make a contribution to knowledge in exploring why work was not an important
part of mobility decisions for many people in Nearthorpe and Eastland,
something that labour market research has been less able to explore because
of the nature of the data that these studies are based on (Champion, 1999,
Champion and Coombes, 2007, McCormick, 1997, Turok, 1999). In doing so, it
has drawn a fuller picture of experiences of immobility, considering the range of
ways in which people respond to labour market changes. This has particularly
highlighted how many people are adapting in-situ rather than through the
rootless mobility conceptualised by Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002).



A further contribution to knowledge is made by combining biographical
interviews with a household approach to exploring residential mobility and
labour market change. This has added to the small number of studies that have
used either household approaches (Winstanley et al, 2002) or biographical
interviews (Bertaux-Wiame, 1981) when exploring residential mobility. Whilst
one study has utilised both (Clark, 2009), the research presented here extends
this to the English housing context and widens the scope to include a range of

housing tenures.

A final contribution to knowledge is made in seeking to advance understandings
of belonging in low-income communities. It therefore responds to calls by Paton
(2013) for further research to begin to fill the gaps in understanding
contemporary working-class attachment to place, and by Cole (2013) for more
attention on the historical formation and development of neighbourhood

attachment in working-class communities.
1.2 Research questions

The case study areas of Nearthorpe and Eastland have been subject to
problematising policy narratives around worklessness and immobility. As Mah
(2009:289) asked in her exploration of former industrial areas, when places are
seen through official measures as ‘declining’ and offering few opportunities, why
would people want to live there? The research questions provide a framework
around which to present a more nuanced understanding of both mobility and
fixity, exploring how people relate to the places in which they have lived across

their lives.
The key research questions are:

1. In what ways do experiences and perceptions of labour markets
influence households' residential mobility behaviour and intentions?

2. How might changes in the nature of work have shaped the relationship
between people and place?

3. What factors do people draw on to explain residential mobility and
immobility?

‘4. How can biographical approaches add to our understanding of residential
mobility and immobility across people's lives?
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1.3 Structure of the thesis

Chapter Two discusses the origins of the research, which lies in labour market
and housing market trends and the policy narratives that have sought to frame
understandings of worklessness, place and residential mobility.

The next chapters explore how these areas are addressed by the academic
research literature. Chapter Three focuses on key themes from housing studies,
while Chapter Four introduces research from studies of labour markets. Arising
from this review of relevant literature, it is argued that there are gaps in
knowledge, which the research presented here begins to address. One gap
exists at the intersection of these two sub-disciplines, with potential for original
research to investigate the relative salience of work in residential mobility using
a method that can provide an understanding of why work may play a different
role in the mobility of different types of households. There is also potential to
utilise a household and biographical approach in the English housing context.
Finally, there is potential to add to the literature on mobility and place by using
theories of belonging (May, 2011, Savage et al, 2005) to understand working-

class belonging in low-income communities.

Chapter Five puts forward an analytical framework through which the research
findings could be scrutinised. This draws primarily on the broad concepts of
individualisation (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002), habitual explanations for
behaviour (Bourdieu, 1990), and place-related notions of belonging (May, 2011,
Savage et al, 2005).

Chapter Six outlines the methodological approach to conducting the empirical
research. This includes consideration of the ontological and epistomological
foundations of biographical research, describes the approach to case study
selection and the conduct of fieldwork, highlights some of the limitations of the
research, and provides a discussion of key ethical considerations.

Chapter Seven sets Nearthorpe and Eastland in the context of their broader
urban locales using a mix of administrative data and stakeholder interviews.

Chapter Eight reports key findings from participants in the case study areas. It

outlines the many factors that households draw on to explain their residential
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(im)mobility, linking back to the themes highlighted in the academic literature.
This chapter argues that residential mobility is more complex than broad models
can capture; household decisions are often multi-layered, diverse, and
contested, drawing on a range of emotional and experiential factors that have

been less well represented in the existing literature.

Chapter Nine explores how participants’ experiences and perceptions of
changing labour markets relates to their (im)mobility. Beginning with a
discussion of participants' experiences of work, this chapter argues that these
experiences — particularly of low-paid and insecure work — guide perceptions of
labour markets. In turn, this drives the many different responses that people
demonstrate to changing employment contexts. While work-related residential
mobility was relatively uncommon (except for those working in more
professional occupations), immobility was far from a non-response to labour

market change, and participants utilised a variety of strategies to adjust in-situ.

Chapter Ten builds on this, arguing that as the role of work has lessened in
importance in many people's lives, the role of places and relationships with
people have been strengthened. This chapter considers how people relate to
the place in which they live, the different ways in which they generate feelings of

belonging, and the importance of networks of friends and family.

Chapter Eleven is the final results chapter, utilising biographical analysis to
present the lives of three participants in greater depth. This chapter argues that
exploring the whole of someone's life enables the sequencing of events and the

enduring impact of experiences to be better understood.

Chapter Twelve discusses the key contributions to knowledge that are made by
the research presented in this thesis. As outlined earlier, these include empirical
investigation of the role of work in residential mobility utilising a qualitative
approach, applying biographical and household research methods to
understanding residential mobility in the English housing context, and
advancing understandings of working-class belonging in low-income
communities. It also offers insights for policy, and suggests future directions for

academic research.



2. Market trends and the policy
backdrop



2.1 Introduction

This research has its origins in the policy narratives, labour market and housing
market trends that form the basis of this chapter. Labour market trends indicate
that there has been a negative shift in the security and availability of
employment. While writers such as Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002) and
Bauman (2000) have theorised that individuals have responded through
increased flexibility and mobility, the spatial dimension of worklessness
suggests that some people remain tied to areas with industrial legacies in spite
of profound labour market changes. There is a need to understand the full
range of responses to economic change, particularly residential fixity.

Parallel changes in the housing market also impact on mobility by restricting
access to certain locations or tenures. Geographical differentiation in housing
markets presents a considerable barrier to residential mobility from weaker to
stronger employment markets. However, this is precisely the sort of mobility that
is expected by certain strands of policy. Worklessness is conceived of as a
largely cultural problem, embedded in particular places by an inflexible attitude

to seeking employment.
2.2 Labour market trends

This section introduces broad labour market trends and highlights the

importance of understanding the spatial component of labour market changes.
Deindustrialisation and geographies of unemployment

The decline of manufacturing industry has been well-documented (Bailey and
Turok, 2000, Champion, 1999, Martin and Morrision, 2003, Pollard, 1993, Turok,
1999). In the UK, manufacturing employment as a share of total employment fell
from 28% in 1980 to 15% in 2003 (Treganna, 2009). As Table 2.1 shows, this

has been a long-running process.



Table 2.1: Changes in employment in Britain by sector, 1951-1991

Manufacturing Services
Number % Number %
1951-61 +374,000 +5.0 +1,246,000 +9.3
1961-71 -255,000 -3.3 +1,125,000 +7.7
1971-81 -1,929,000 -25.7 +1,457,000 +9.2
1981-91 -1,407,000 . -25.2 +1,983,000 +11.5

Source: Turok and Edge (1999:8)

This decline did not occur evenly; urban conurbations, for example, lost
manufacturing jobs at twice the rate of towns and rural areas from the 1960s,
but service industry expansion was slower in cities than elsewhere (Turok and
Edge, 1999:7). Analysing Labour Force Survey data, Sissons (2011) highlighted
the on-going nature of this sectoral change, noting that among men the fastest
declining occupations were in manufacturing, while the fastest growing were in
professional occupations, construction jobs and service roles. Cross-European
data points to evidence of the ‘hollowing out’ of labour markets, creating an
hourglass structure in which middle-wage clerical and manufacturing
occupations have been eroded, while the highest and lowest paying

occupations have expanded (Goos et al, 2010).

Decline in manufacturing left a legacy of unemployment, sickness, and
economic inactivity; significantly, this has a spatial component. Assessing
unemployment using not only the official ‘claimant count’, but also individuals
diverted onto other benefits or off benefits altogether, Beatty et al (2012) argued
that there is extensive hidden unemployment across England and Wales.
Although often in ill-health, these hidden unemployed would be expected to find
work in conditions approximating full-employment. As they pointed out, the real
world is not divided neatly into those who are 100% fit and able for work and
those who cannot do any work at all — there are gradations (Beatty et al,
2000:620). Hidden unemployment was disproportionately concentrated in the
weakest local economies, older industrial areas where the claimant count was
already highest, as shown in Figure 2.1. lts relative absence across much of
southern and eastern England (excluding London) primarily reflects the scale of
diversion onto incapacity benefits in former industrial areas (Beatty et al,
2012:16).
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around 25 hours a week, but around a third of these employees wanted more
hours, compared to 10% of other people in employment (source: Labour Force
Survey, 2015).

Taken together, these indicators suggest that there have been significant
changes in employment over the last 30 years. A shift from manufacturing to
service industries has left concentrations of unemployment and economic
inactivity in particular geographical areas. More people are working part-time,
an increasing proportion because they are unable to find full-time employment.
There is also evidence of greater insecurity in employment, demonstrated by
zero-hours and temporary contracts. Qualitative evidence (McDowell, 2003,
Shildrick et al, 2012) strongly supports the notion that work has become less
secure. Shildrick et al (2012) found that people moved in and out of
unemployment and low-paid work, but repeated engagement with the labour
market failed to provide a route out of poverty because there were insufficient
decent job opportunities locally. The defining features of the lives of their
participants were “poverty and economic marginality”, despite strong work
attachment and engagement with the labour market (Shildrick et al, 2012:195).
It is timely to explore the role of work in residential mobility decisions, as
perceptions and experiences of employment insecurity could have significant

implications for the likelihood of people moving for work.
2.3 Housing market trends

The housing market profile has also demonstrated considerable change; this is
relevant to residential mobility research because to some extent the housing
market context structures moving decisions. Key trends in England are outlined

in this section.
Tenure shift

As shown in Figure 2.4, the proportion of privately rented housing stock has
increased significantly over a ten-year period, from 10% of overall dwelling
stock in the financial year 2000/01 to almost 19% in 2011/12.
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resulting expansion of buy-to-let mortgages making landlords, rather than
traditional homeowners, the key to sustaining the value of housing assets.

In addition to rising property prices, experimental data collected by the Office for
National Statistics shows that in Great Britain private rental prices increased by
8.7% from January 2011 to December 2014, or 5.5% if London is excluded
(source: Experimental Index of Private Housing Rental Prices). Current
evidence suggests that as with house prices, there is a high degree of regional

variation.

These housing market trends provide important context to the research
presented in this thesis. The relationship between the cost of housing and the
strength of the labour market suggests that people working in the low-pay
economy may face particular financial barriers to moving to areas of greater

employment opportunity, even if this was an important driver of their mobility.
2.4 Policy narratives of work(lessness) and (im)mobility

This section discusses key policy narratives and initiatives that directly inform
the empirical research. These narratives explain the spatial dynamics of
worklessness partly through perceived unwillingness to be residentially mobile.
A number of strands of policy have focused on 'problem places’, relatively
deprived areas with high unemployment, economic activity, sickness and
disability. Narratives have promoted the idea that places nurture a culture at
odds with the work ethic, and that housing tenure can limit people's employment
aspirations. These narratives try to reconcile the apparent benefits of
employment in the formal labour market with the seeming unwillingness of
people living in places with high levels of deprivation to find work, for example
by being residentially mobile to the key cities of the “Northern Powerhouse”
(Transport for the North, 2015). Although this section focuses on worklessness
and mobility, it is acknowledged that this is one strand of policy and that other —
contradictory — narratives exist, particularly around community-focused localism,
which presupposes a stable population (Cameron, 2011, Department for

Communities and Local Government, 2015).
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Re-socialising the workless

The underlying assumption of much policy thinking around out-of-work benefits
is that some people were relying on "something for nothing" (Duncan Smith,
2011). Having faced escalating requirements under 'new' Labour (DWP,
2007:13), for example around job search expectations for lone parents and
those receiving sickness and disability benefits, there has been "a
transformation in who is now expected to look for work and what looking for
work should actually entail" (Centre for Social Justice, 2014:1). For example,
those receiving sickness benefit — who make up a large proportion of Beatty et
al's (2012) 'hidden unemployed' — have undergone reassessment (Jobcentre
Plus, 2011), and under the current benefits and welfare-to-work regime almost
all benefit recipients were expected to look for or prepare for work (DWP,
2011:2).

Worklessness is conceptualised as a supply-side phenomenon, addressed
though focusing on employability (Theodore, 2007). Individuals are expected to
respond to labour market and employer needs, building their skills and
demonstrating flexibility in terms of the distance travelled to work, type of role,
and working hours (Centre for Social Justice, 2011:11). Those perceived as
immobile have been increasingly problematised. In 2010, lain Duncan Smith
told Newsnight that jobless people in Merthyr Tydfil, South Wales, could

commute by bus to Cardiff:

The truth is that there are jobs. They may not be absolutely in the
town you are living in. They may be in a neighbouring town...We
need to recognise the jobs often don't come to you. Sometimes you

need to go to the jobs
Duncan Smith (BBC News, 2010)

In this view, limited horizons manifest in an unwillingness to travel beyond the
boundaries of the neighbourhood, blocking people off from labour market
opportunities. The then Employment Minister highlighted the globalised labour
market context, where "people travelled thousands of miles and found work.

Those on welfare stayed down the road" (Grayling, 2011).

Refusal to be mobile — or the inability to be so — is “equated with the refusal to
ensure one's individual promotion or to take part in the race for social status”

(Kauffman and Montulet, 2008:53). Workless households are seen as lacking in
17



values — self-improvement, aspiration and ambition — essential to the
functioning of a modern economy. Recent Universal Credit reforms were

designed to:

...get people who have fallen into benefits to get a sense of
responsibility about what they do and to recognise that they should
always be striving to change their lives so that they actually
contribute rather than take

Duncan Smith, 2012

Rather than a demand-side phenomenon stemming from lack of jobs,
worklessness was conceptualised as arising from individual traits such as skills,
values and culture. Active labour market policies have sought to tackle
perceived low aspirations through re-socialising people into the habits and
routines of working life, developing "the labour market discipline associated with
full-time employment" (DWP, 2010b:29).

However, conditionality that requires people to accept any suitable employment
jars with competing discourses of raising aspirations and ambition among those
outside the labour market (Crisp et al, 2009:37). As Peck and Theodore
(2000:123-125) noted, such policies seek to articulate a regulatory strategy that
makes flexible labour markets work, re-socialising people for contingent work
and relentlessly reminding people that 'any job is a good job'. However, many
jobs available to those at the lower end of the labour market — likely to be low-
paid, short-term, temporary, or part-time — may not be worth breaking a benefit
claim for, given the financial strains that could result (Fletcher, 2007:74).

The psycho-social benefits of work

Various policy documents have identified a link between working and
improvements in health, wellbeing and psycho-social indicators (Cameron, 2015,
DWP, 2010:5, HM Treasury and DWP, 2003:1). However, these benefits may
be less common in industries where insecurity, antisocial hours, poor conditions
and low pay make in-work poverty a feature of many working lives (Crisp et al,
2009:26). As Smith (2005:103) argued, "the burden of unemployment may not
be so heavy when compared to badly paid and mentally stupefying work". The
benefits accrued from employment depend on social context and the nature and
quality of the job (Waddell and Burton, 2006:34).
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The impact of unemployment on mental wellbeing also relates to the role of
work in self-identity. Many people who are not in formal employment engage in
other kinds of work outside the labour market (Williams, 2010, Williams and
Nadin, 2012). Others are able to adapt to unemployment by finding other roles
through which to ground their identity (Nordenmark and Strandh, 1999). For
example, many women are engaged in domestic work, caring for children (Craig
and Powell, 2011, Lutz, 2007, Speakman and Marchington, 1999, Walby, 1997).
For some of these women, performing the role of ‘mother is a route to a
legitimate and respectable identity (Skeggs, 1997). In their review of the
literature around work and wellbeing, Waddell and Burton (2006:32) noted that
"it is not possible to say whether paid employment is what matters for health, or
if any form of purposeful and meaningful ‘'work' may be equally good". Indeed,
Batty et al (2011) found that workless individuals’ engagement in unpaid
activities delivered benefits that sometimes seemed equal to or greater than
those delivered by paid work. It is perhaps the involuntarily underemployed who
face the most difficulty, as they are not able to develop the same coping
mechanisms as those who are out of work (Ritchie et al, 2005).

For it to be meaningful, the economic rationality of labour market behaviour
must be situated (Smith, 2005:193), exploring household circumstances and
motivations. There is potential for a qualitative approach to add to the literature
in this area, exploring experiences of employment, underemployment and
worklessness, and how paid work relates to other the roles that people

undertake.
Targeting places and cultures of worklessness

As noted earlier, some policy strands have focused particularly on places that
are seen as nurturing cultures at odds with the work ethic (Crisp et al, 2009:10).
The Coalition government argued that an underclass persists in ‘declining’
places, "governed by a perverse set of values" (Duncan Smith, 2011). Social
housing in particular was linked with "intergenerational worklessness,
hopelessness and dependency" (Duncan Smith, 2011), although the notion of
intergenerational worklessness has been robustly challenged (MacDonald et al,
2014).
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Social housing policy has increasingly been used as a means of enforcing
desirable behaviour, for example through tenancy probationary periods, fixed-
term tenancies (renewal of which may include consideration of employment
status and behaviour), and the potential for the employed or those making a
‘positive contribution’ to their neighbourhood to receive longer-term tenancies
(Watts et al, 2014). The apparent problem of immobility has also been
considered, with a range of commentators calling for greater mobility in social
housing. Sprigings and Allen (2005:392) argued that 'community-building'
policies fixed social housing residents to declining places, preventing them from
moving to other areas. Calling for a scheme to enable social housing residents
to move for work, the conservative think-tank Centre for Social Justice (2014:14)
argued that "social housing can be a significant barrier to employment". lain
Duncan Smith has also called for tenure reforms to "look at how we get that
portability, so that people can be more flexible, can look for work, can take the
risk to do it" (Groves, 2010).

Attempts to increase mobility in the social housing sector — for example housing
mobility projects exploring mutual exchange (Batty et al, 2014) — are based on
the belief that "in the future society will profit from a more flexible...more mobile
population” (Shapps, 2009). Mobility is seen as a route to changing "squeezed"
aspirations and limited horizons (Shapps, 2009), while immobility is seen as
reflecting a non-modern attitude towards employment (Schneider and Limmer,
2008:124). It is also an economic imperative: "this section of the workforce is
too immobile and our economy ever more lop-sided as a result" (Shapps, 2009).
Fitzpatrick and Pawson (2014:612) have highlighted significant reforms to the
social housing sector which may result in greater mobility, for example through
the use of fixed term tenancies, although they note that the greater impact may
actually be in bolstering the narrative that social housing is ‘not for normal
people’ and furthering the assault of the ontological security of disadvantaged

groups.

Some commentators have suggested that whole places may even be
abandoned, as people move away from areas with fewer opportunities to those
with more opportunities (Lawless et al, 2011, Leunig, 2009). However, as Martin
et al (2015) argued, given that 70% of the UK’s population live outside London

and the South East, it is less than desirable for those who cannot find work to
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simply move to these areas. Nevertheless, as they highlight, the conceptual
underpinnings of government spatial policy in recent years has been heavily
influenced by ‘new spatial economics’, which suggests that natural spatial
‘agglomeration’ of economic activity in key regional cities will provide economic
balance. The focus of government policy is to help markets work more
effectively, something that previous regional strategy was seen as working
against by stifling “natural and health competition between places” (HM
Government, 2010:7). Agglomeration is primarily seen as the outcome of
market forces, as highly mobile, information-rich workers sort themselves into
more productive, higher-wage city-regions (Martin et al, 2015). However, places
also influence people, and a high-skill, dynamic local economy will tend to
produce spill-overs that reinforce that locality’s high-skill environment, while the
opposite is true of a low-skill economy (Martin ef al, 2015).

This policy is not a-historical, but place-histories, geography and economic
circumstances are seen as part of the way in which to determine “the prospects
for growth” (HM Government, 2010:7). Regional policy, as in other areas (Flint,
2015), increasingly reflects the ceding of state authority to market forces. The
implication is that some places will not grow, but rather will enter a process of
“transition to better reflect local demand” (HM Government, 2010:8). Rather
than this managed decline, however, Martin et al (2015) argue for the spatial
decentring of the power structures that drive and manage economic growth,

giving more areas the real resources to shape their economic future.

At the same time as highlighting the desirability of mobility, other reforms
suggest that this movement may be forced, constrained, and directed only to
particular types of places. Reform of non-dependent deductions, under-
occupancy deductions, Local Housing Allowance rates, and an overall cap on
benefits may encourage some households to be mobile from places that are no
longer affordable. As Employment Minister Chris Grayling acknowledged, "there
certainly will be people who have to move house as a result of this [benefit cap]”
(Jones and Syal, 2012). Because of the interaction between housing cost and
areas of stronger economic performance (Haas and Osland, 2014, Zabel, 2012),
some of these reforms could compel mobility from high-cost regional cities to
lower-cost places, which may have relatively weaker employment opportunities.

Powell (2015) argued that LHA tenants are being spatially marginalised, with
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claimants in London increasingly channelled to lower quality areas, while in
more disadvantaged places there was potential for the reforms to compound
existing “territorial stigmatisation” (Wacquant, 2008). Flint (2015:47) also noted
that for some people, particularly younger generations, there may be new forms
of “forced fixivity” as they remain in the parental home due to restrictions on
Housing Benefit in the public and private sector, and reforms in the allocation of

social housing.

However, results from research into Local Housing Allowance reforms suggests
that households were more likely to plan to reduce expenditure or borrow
money from family or friends and remain in-situ, than to move home (Beatty et
al, 2014). Among people who had moved, most moves were local and
encompassed a range of motivations. However, as the authors noted, impacts
on residential mobility may have a significant time lag and could be difficult to
disentangle from other factors. Cole and Powell (2015) also noted that some
impacts may have been blunted or delayed by the use of Discretionary Housing

Payments.

These policy narratives have particularly been targeted at low-income areas
that are perceived as cultivating abnormal values. For some policymakers, this
seems to be the only way that living in these places can be understood. As Mah
(2009:289) asked in her exploration of former industrial areas, when places are
seen through official measures as ‘declining’ and offering few opportunities, why
would people want to live there? Lack of aspiration, lack of skills, and lack of
motivation — personal failures — become the primary explanations. The research
presented here aims to empirically explore how people relate to the places in
which they have lived, providing a more nuanced picture of both mobility and
fixity. While some policy narratives link residential and social mobility, through
connecting people to new areas of employment opportunity, it is also possible
that being stable and drawing on local networks facilitates both finding and

being able to take-up this work.
2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has presented the key trends in housing and labour markets that
underpin the research presented here. It has particularly focused on setting out
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the policy narratives that have problematised places like Nearthorpe and
Eastland — both former industrial areas that have suffered from persistent
unemployment, sickness and economic inactivity — as requiring intervention
around worklessness and immobility. Some strands of policy suggest that
people should be more flexible and mobile in responding to the needs of the
labour market, including moving to areas with greater employment opportunities.
This would see areas like Eastland — which has little connection with wider
labour market areas — enter into a process of managed decline. This is
contradicted by other reforms, particularly to housing, which may restrict access
to stronger housing and labour market areas. Furthermore, as will be
demonstrated by the chapters that follow, moving behaviour is not based on
economically rational calculations. Attachment to place — be that emotional,
practical, or habitual — is a crucial part of understanding why people may remain
in places that are seen by official measures as offering little those who live there.
The two chapters that follow consider how the research literature has
addressed issues of residential mobility, attachment to place, and responses to
labour market changes.
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3. Themes from housing

studies



3.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines key themes around residential mobility from the housing
studies literature, while Chapter Four considers research on mobility and
employment from the labour markets literature. Whilst policy narratives may
assume a neat relationship between employment and mobility behaviour, the
literature reveals a much more complex picture. The spread of disciplines that
have looked at questions of mobility perhaps makes it inevitable that a range of
methodological and theoretical approaches persist. While many of these
different approaches have co-existed, it is possible to identify methodological
and conceptual shifts that have had a significant impact at different times. This
chapter is set out largely chronologically according to these shifts. Beginning
with the earliest research, from the 1950s to the late 1980s the focus was on
rational, predictive models, which sought to understand the main factors in
residential mobility. These largely conceptualised household movement as a
linear, planned, and rational approach to meeting particular needs, such as a

larger house or better neighbourhood.

Few of these studies considered the barriers to mobility faced by households.
Understanding the uneven experience of residential mobility has been the
concern of much research from geographical and sociological perspectives,
which is the second main body of literature addressed by this chapter. While
earlier studies had focused on middle-class homeowners, from the turn of the
millennium, research focused more on working-class housing consumption and
the experiences of those living in low-income communities. Methodologically,
qualitative approaches added to the largely quantitative literature, adding
greater depth and complexity to understanding motivations for moving or
staying in places, however work-related factors have rarely featured in
discussions of mobility. The desire to articulate all-encompassing models has
largely given way to research seeking to understand the complex interplay of
the many variables associated with mobility decisions and a broader conception
of people’'s relationship to place. With this has come a greater focus on
emotional attachments to place, and how people belong in neighbourhoods,
which is the third section of literature that this chapter addresses. Finally,
qualitative methods have sought more in-depth understandings of household
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behaviour, utilising biographical approaches to explain how people relate to the

places in which they live (and have lived).
3.2 Rational, predictive models

Theories of urban mobility

Early theories of residential mobility attempted to explain large-scale urban
growth patterns. Seminal works by Burgess (1928) and Hoyt (1939) both
examined land-use in urban American cities. Based largely on the Chicago
context, Burgess' city was one in which families responded to the appeal of
more attractive residential districts that were further and further removed from
the city centre. As the most enterprising members of each community ‘escaped'
their zone they were succeeded by those lower on the housing ladder, but their
movement into these new places changed the community's make-up, prompting
abandonment by 'old time' residents (Burgess, 1928). Rather than concentric
circles, Hoyt (1939) conceptualised mobility as spreading along axial lines out of
the city. His 'settled area maps' traced the movement of high, low and
intermediate rent areas over time, concluding that people moved out of the city
along established lines of travel, towards open spaces and the homes of

community leaders.

These theories of residential mobility conceptualised occupants of lower income
areas as engaged in attempts to 'escape' to better homes, left empty by
households in middle and higher-income areas who had themselves moved up
the housing ladder. The trajectory of households was upwards towards a clear
and shared goal in terms of housing aspiration. Housing markets and income
relative to housing were central to the models, with little accounting for the
demographic characteristics of movers (Kendig, 1984:273), or individual
motivations, desires or aspirations. Even if shared aspirations existed, those on
lower incomes face significant barriers to residential mobility. As Short
(1978:422) noted, "for some households, the escalator of rising real incomes
and increased housing opportunities moves very slowly, if at all". The growing
consensus on such all-encompassing models, following decades more research,
is that they have been thwarted by "the idiosyncrasies and complexities of

household motivation, intention and outcome"” (Cole et al, 2006:4).
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Life cycle

Life cycle approaches are based on the assumption that families have different
space requirements at different life stages; residential mobility is the result of
households adjusting their housing to meet these changing requirements. Peter
Rossi's Why Families Move: a study in the social psychology of urban
residential mobility (1955) had a profound and long-lasting influence on the
shape and direction of research on residential mobility. Moving away from urban
growth models, the study linked the household characteristics of people living
on four census tracts in Philadelphia to satisfaction indicators and mobility
behaviour, concluding that the major function of residential mobility was to bring
the family's housing into adjustment with its housing needs (Goldstein,
1956:187). Demand-side factors, which had received little attention, were at the

heart of subsequent research (Berkman, 1957:90).

Many studies following Rossi focused on the immediate motivations for
household relocation (Clark and Onaka, 1983:47). In their systematic review of
the literature on life cycle and housing adjustment, Clark and Onaka (1983)
found that housing unit adjustment was the most common reason for relocating
for all age groups, but the type of adjustment varied over the course of the life
cycle, moving from housing cost and tenure at the start, to tenure and size at
the mid-point, and location/neighbourhood quality for older households with
children. Changes in household characteristics (not directly associated with
initial housing dissatisfaction) also prompted a significant number of moves,
providing some support for the life cycle approach (Clark and Onaka, 1983:52-
56). The life cycle approach has also been applied beyond the US and UK
context. In Germany, Kley and Mulder (2010), sought to understand the
influence of life course events in mobility among young adults. Using a survey
approach, the study found that moves out of the city were associated with a
number of life course events, including the beginning and end of educational

stages and employment (Kley and Mulder, 2010:85).

Almost all studies consider the role of the life course in residential mobility, even
where it is not a central element. One inherent weakness of life cycle models is
in focusing on 'traditional' family structures and seemingly universal life course
events (Winstanley et al, 2002:815). It is difficult to incorporate diversity in
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household composition and life paths through life cycle approaches, nor do they
recognise different housing preferences and aspirations, instead placing people
on a universal housing pathway with few barriers to movement. This may reflect
the empirical evidence, which drew on the experiences of middle-income
homeowners in more affluent neighbourhoods. There was little room for
alternative ways of being towards housing, which Allen (2008) argued has
resulted in the misconceptualisation of working-class values; rather than a
middle-class concern with housing consumption, it is argued that working-class
households have a more practical orientation to their dwelling. Such
simplification is also seen in the tendency to assume that a single, primary
reason prompts residential mobility, even though "there is little empirical
evidence to support this assumption" (Clark and Onaka, 1983:51). Most of the
studies of residential mobility discussed so far have also been based on the US
urban context; it is difficult to transport such models to other sites (Huang and
Deng, 2006, Li, 2004, Strassman, 2001).

Housing careers

The language of 'economically rational' approaches to understanding residential
mobility stress behaving in a way that maximises (often financial) gain.
Households embark on housing careers, consuming in a way that maximises
their position on the housing ladder. Kendig (1984) examined the role of
housing careers and life cycle adjustments in mobility among movers to
Adelaide. Similarly, McLeod and Ellis (1982) analysed movers in Perth to
understand the relative influence of income, wealth, and family size on housing
consumption across the life cycle. As in previous research, households were
seen as striving for home ownership — the term 'housing careers' suggesting
linear movement along a pathway of housing consumption — although both
studies found that housing consumption was constrained by wealth, savings,
and income. The life cycle was also found to be important in enhancing
predictive abilities in relation to mobility (Kendig, 1984) and explaining specific
patterns of housing consumption at key points, for example partnering and
children starting school (McLeod and Ellis, 1982). One of the criticisms of the
life cycle and housing career models is their conception of the 'traditional’ family.
Feijten and van Ham (2010) sought to partially address this, examining the

impact of divorce and splitting-up (of cohabitees) on housing careers in the UK.
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Using British Household Panel Survey data, they found that such household
changes had a long-lasting, downward impact on housing careers and
encouraged frequent mobility as individuals sought temporary housing.
However, the study failed to challenge the assumption that universal norms
govern housing behaviour, arguing instead that marriage dissolution disrupts
the ideal of progression up the housing ladder (Feijten and van Ham, 2010:488).

The idea that people's mobility decisions are guided by the pursuit of housing
gains is pervasive, but increasingly at odds with a UK housing market context in
which homeownership is delayed or unobtainable, and the private rented sector
is growing. Although Kendig (1984:276-277) acknowledged that many
households moved 'across' and 'downward' in the housing market, disrupting
the linear pattern of housing improvement, "the most important aspect of a
housing career is the ability to attain, retain or regain home ownership". Many
studies also assumed that stages in the family life cycle could be used as
proxies for fairly homogenous housing requirements and preferences (McLeod
and Ellis, 1982:180). This view does not account for the multitude of different
family and household types, nor does it allow for variation in personal
preferences. Researching residential mobility using a population of movers
(Kendig, 1984, McLeod and Ellis, 1982) excludes those who did not — or could
not — move, who may have different attitudes to housing consumption and

experience different barriers.
Cost-benefit and ‘dissatisfaction threshold’ models

A range of other studies can be conceptualised as cost-benefit models,
considering the role of different variables in residential mobility. These studies
incorporate various 'push/pull' factors, going beyond the dwelling to cbnsider the
neighbourhood context. In their review of over 100 empirical studies, Quigley
and Weinberg (1977) moved away from narrow life cycle and housing career
models to develop a more nuanced cost-benefit model. Despite differences
between research in the definition and measurement of key variables, the basic
assumption of the model was that if the dollar value of the benefits derived by
moving exceeded the costs of the move, a household would be more likely to
move (Quigley and Weinberg, 1977:56).
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Boheim and Taylor (2000) applied rational economic ways of thinking in their
analysis of IongitUdinaI data from the British Household Panel Survey to
understand the link between residential and job mobility. They argued that
unemployed people were more likely to move than employed, supporting the
classical economic hypothesis that individuals moved to escape unemployment.
The study began from the assumption that "the decision to migrate is a choice
variable determined by expected utility flows", and in making decisions people
seek to maximise benefit above all else (Bbheim and Taylor, 2000:2). This
research is a rare link between the housing studies and labour markets
literature but, like many studies on residential mobility from the labour markets
perspective, it is weakened by attempts to assign motivations to perceived
correlations in the data. The study fails to acknowledge that mobility among
unemployed people could have many and varied causes beyond seeking to

escape unemployment.

'‘Dissatisfaction threshold' models have some similarities to cost-benefit
approaches. These models conceptualise mobility as the result of weighing up
different variables and moving past a given tolerance threshold. Brown and
Moore (1970) developed a mobility model which captured a range of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction indicators, enabling variability in individual
household preferences. However, as with life cycle and economically rational
approaches, migration was still viewed as a process of adjustment whereby
moves were made in order to better satisfy the needs and desires of migrants.
'Place utility' was a measure of satisfaction which would result in the search for
a new property if it diverged sufficiently from immediate needs (Brown and
Moore, 1970:1). Importantly, the model incorporated an understanding of
negative 'push’ factors (stressors) such as neighbourhood blight, beginning to
recognise the salience of place and that mobility was not always a positive

event.

Other studies went further, developing and testing threshold models using data.
Speare (1974) argued that there was a threshold of dissatisfaction where
someone would consider moving by weighing up the costs and benefits of
mobility. Rather than seeing mobility as the result of the inexorable consumption
of housing, Speare (1974) highlighted the bonds that connected people to

places and properties; stronger bonds resulted in higher satisfaction,
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decreasing the likelihood of considering moving. The empirical survey on Rhode
Island supported the link between residential satisfaction, desire to move, and
actual mobility. In contrast to life cycle and housing career approaches, the
impact of variables like age and tenure were seen as indirect via their impact on
satisfaction (Speare, 1974:181). Morris et al (1976) also developed a model
based on the hypothesis that dissatisfaction with housing was the primary factor
governing mobility, but housing was assessed in relation to cultural and family
norms. If housing failed to meet needs, the 'normative housing deficit' could
lead to mobility or adaptation. Through interviews with heads of household in
New York and subsequent statistical analysis of variables, Morris et al
(1976:318) argued that the life cycle indexed normative housing deficits, as
families at some stages were more likely to experience certain deficits than
families at other stages. Other research examined the role of triggers and
stress-thresholds in moving intentions and behaviour, acknowledging the
significant constraints facing households with a desire to move (De Groot et al,
2011). Finally, longitudinal research has focused on the triggers for mobility
within specific groups of the population, such as older people, noting that
considering moving was not a good predictor of actually moving (Hansen and
Gottschalk, 2006).

The satisfaction/dissatisfaction models discussed here considered a wider
range of variables in their explorations of mobility than life cycle and
economically rational approaches. However, they are weakened by their "latent
determinism" (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993:335), which sees mobility as a
reaction to stressors. Quigley and Weinberg (1977) also noted that households
do not possess perfect information so mobility thresholds would vary even for
otherwise apparently identical households. Marsh and Gibb (2011:219) went
further, arguing that residential mobility is a "particularly inappropriate candidate
for the application of expected utility theory”, not only assuming stable, well-
defined preferences and considerable knowledge, but also "sophisticated
information processing capabilities on the part of the decision maker”. All the
approaches discussed so far consider decision-making in a relatively sterile way,
perceiving a logical, rational, step-by-step, linear process. This has placed "a
misleadingly rigid temporal framework on migration" (Halfacree and Boyle,
1993:340). Mobility is more than a rational act; although people may provide a
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rational narrative to explain mobility, there are many influences to consider
including class, cultural experiences, education, character, and outlook
(Hickman et al, 2007:27). Residential mobility needs to incorporate different
ways of relating to housing and places, as well as a multitude of interacting

variables.
3.3 Uneven geographies of mobility and immobility

The models of residential mobility discussed above tended to smooth over the
variations that exist between and within different place contexts, and often
focused on middle-class experiences of moving and homeownership. More
recent research has focused on low-income neighbourhoods and working-class
experiences of mobility. A number of studies have explored residential mobility
— and immobility — in disadvantaged neighbourhoods, questioning what factors
drive it and whether mobility is always positive. These studies have largely

drawn on large-scale survey data.

Bailey and Livingston (2007) used Census data to explore whether migration
flows in and out of disadvantaged neighbourhoods in England and Scotland
reinforced spatial segregation. Overall, they found that individuals with higher
qualifications tended to gravitate away from disadvantaged areas, although the
strength of this effect was modest (Bailey and Livingston, 2007:23). However,
personal characteristics related to the Census date, after any move had taken
place, making it more difficult to link personal characteristics to moving
behaviour (Bailey and Livingston, 2007:8). Understanding the characteristics of
movers and non-movers was a key aim of Cole et al's (2007) research on New
Deal for Communities regeneration areas. Large-scale survey data tracked
individuals over two vyears, exploring the characteristics of 'outmovers',
‘inmovers' and 'stayers'. In general, the findings concurred with Bailey and
Livingston (2007), with some support for the idea of a "moving escalator" with
those in jobs and moving towards owner occupation being replaced by renters
and people less likely to be employed (Cole et al, 2007:2). Robson et al (2008)
expanded on this typology, identifying four functional types of neighbourhoods
in deprived areas — transit, escalator, isolate and improver — based on
household mobility. It is possible that in some area less, rather than more,
mobility may be preferred (Cole et al, 2006, Strassman, 2001) in order to
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ensure that neighbourhoods are not left behind by those with the greatest
resources, however as Robson et al (2008) noted, residential churn can have a

varied impact depending on the type of neighbourhood.

A study of regeneration policies in the Netherlands sought to find out whether
'social capital' — the resources of social ties, networks, interactions and links
with friends and colleagues — was an important factor in tying people to an area,
or in enabling them to 'bridge' to new places and positions (Kleinhaus, 2009).
While more 'bridging' capital may encourage the outmigration of those with
more qualifications and greater spending power, too much 'bonding' capital
could lead to critiques of places as containers for people lacking resources and
aspirations. Kleinhaus (2009:641-645) found that the effect of social capital was
mediated by the primary mobility drivers of dwelling and neighbourhood
satisfaction, with social capital neither inhibiting nor encouraging mobility.
However, in the US research on the inter-regional moves of families with
children found that social ties and the density of childhood networks deterred
mobility (Dawkins, 2006:867). This was especially the case for low-income
families who may have relied on social networks for childcare (Dawkins,
2006:878-879). This is supported by findings from UK research in low-income
areas, where people — particularly those out of work — relied on complex webs
of informal support through family and friendship networks, necessitating
'immobility' (Hickman, 2010:43). Broad arguments linking urban decline with the
lessening of social interactions in neighbourhoods (Putnam, 2000) have been
challenged by these bodies of research, which suggest that levels of withdrawal
have been overstated (Blokland, 2003) and changes in sociability are also a
feature of affluent places, not just a ‘problem’ of low-income communities (Crisp,
2013).

Research on the housing market context also demonstrates a diverse
geography of residential mobility. Kearns and Parkes (2003) carried out
longitudinal analysis of the English House Condition Survey to identify 'movers'
and 'stayers' in different places. Dissatisfaction was higher in deprived areas
than the country as a whole, but this did not necessarily result in higher mobility
in poorer areas. The housing market context was an important factor in
households realising their mobility aims; those living in London inner city estates,

for example, were significantly less likely to move after controlling for
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perceptions, which was not the case in deprived northern districts (areas of
lower demand) (Kearns and Parkes, 2003:843). Cole et al (2007:4) also
highlighted the importance of setting residential mobility within the housing
market context. However, the housing market should not be conceptualised as
an independent entity. Wallace (2004:2) called for qualitative data to "enrich the
evidence base" of local housing market interventions, incorporating societal
forces and the perceptions and actions of key actors and institutions to give a
full picture of the housing field. Smith et al (2000:93) put estate agents — key
actors in the housing market — at the forefront of their research on market
construction, challenging the presentation of the housing market as a fixed,
independent entity and uncovering an "emotional version of the economy". It is
this emotional element to residential mobility behaviour, involving an in-depth

understanding of how people relate to places, to which this chapter now turns.
3.4 Emotional geographies, belonging and attachment to place

Understanding the role of emotions was an important feature of a number of
studies that challenged the dominant paradigm of mobility research using pre-
existing data sets and large-scale surveys. Such approaches limited the scope
of research, since generally it was not possible to explore motivations in-depth,
nor draw out how people's perceptions of living in an area and emotional
connection to places may have influenced their mobility behaviour. It is difficult
to explore the complex temporal and geographical influences that shape an
individual's experience of a particular neighbourhood through quantitative
research (Livingston et al, 2010:410). Calling for a shift in paradigms, Moon
(1995:504) argued that adherence to inflexible assumptions about the nature of
social behaviour had hindered the progress of research in migration, since
detached ways of looking at the world can only provide a partial understanding.
Emotions, for example, have little place in rational, objectivist studies, yet they
transform people's lifeworld, meanings and actions (Crossley, 2001:85).
Behaviour, then, is not just a response to stimuli as stress threshold, life cycle
and rational approaches suggest — it is purposive and orientated to meaning
(Crossley, 2001:89).

A range of studies sought to draw an emotional geography of place, including
the role of attachment to place in mobility decisions. Moon (1995:519) argued
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that migration was less a single event, and more an ongoing process of change
in perceptions of moorings — things that bind people to places — so
understanding personal experience is crucial. These 'moorings' were explored
in a study of emotional and functional attachment, social mix and stability in four
deprived areas in Greater Manchester (Livingston et al, 2010). In-depth
interviews demonstrated that place attachment was mediated by individual
experiential, historical and personal factors (Livingston et al, 2010:409). Some
newly-arrived individuals became quickly attached to the area, in part because
they had left behind worse situations, demonstrating the importance of personal
histories (Livingston et al, 2010:417). Attachment to place was more emotional
than functional, stemming from the family and friendship networks that shaped
the geographical boundaries of perceived neighbourhoods (Livingston et al,
2010:418-423). This demonstrates the importance of understanding places as
constructed through social relations, "rather than an autonomous reality in
which things or people are located" (Tilley, 1994:17). Production of places is
achieved through the performance of different practices with others, such as
those in social and familial networks, and through these performances people
achieve a certain attachment to place (Leach, 2005:301). A sense of belonging
in place can therefore be said to be relational, a negotiated accomplishment
(May, 2011).

Some prominent studies of place have focused on notions of belonging.
Drawing on Bourdieu's concept of capital, which broadened understandings of
capital beyond merely economic capital to encompass social and cultural capital
(for example relationships with others, qualifications), and symbolic capital (for
example recognition), creating a system of perceived differences and power
relationships (Bourdieu, 1984). Savage et al (2005) examined local belonging in
four contrasting — but not poorer, working-class — residential areas around
Manchester. The study developed the concept of 'elective belonging', the idea
that belonging is fluid and individuals link their residence to their biographical
history in order to feel that they belong. Communities became sites for new
kinds of solidarities among people who explicitly choose to live in a particular
place, while 'locals' had no automatic claim to belonging (Savage et al, 2005:29-
30,53). Belonging was not seen as the result of strong social ties (neighbours
were often kept at a distance), but reflected the confidence of those with a
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middle-class orientation and the cultural capital to pick exactly where they
wanted to live (Savage et al, 2005:87-92). The process by which people choose
to live in certain places is at the heart of contemporary battles over social
distinction; places are "sites chosen by particular social groups wishing to
announce their identities" and so places come to signify social characteristics
(Savage et al, 2005:207). Savage (2008) explored the historical roots of elective
belonging, finding that the 'locals' do not have access to this 'choice' narrative
and turn instead to nostalgia, which defines a group of 'us' who remember, as
opposed to the newly arrived who do not (Savage, 2008:153). It is possible,
therefore, to feel attachment to blace (for example, through historical ties and

memories), and yet to also feel that you do not belong.

Savage et al (2005) explicitly focused on middle-class areas to explore ideas of
capital. Paton (2013) sought to explore 'elective belonging' among those with
less capital, in a working-class, gentrifying neighbourhood in Glasgow.
Attachment to place and electively belonging was not only a functional or
financial imperative, but allowed people to express working-class identity
without naming class (Paton, 2013:86). However, in a gentrifying
neighbourhood, the potential for immobility (‘elective fixity') was under threat;
this ability to control one's mobility was the key difference between working-
class and middle-class relations to place (Paton, 2013:93-94). For Allen (2008)
however, the key difference was not control; working-class people were seen as
having a different 'way of Being' towards housing consumption, a practical
relationship rather than a middle-class, aspirational orientation. The research
into Housing Market Renewal Areas drew on Bourdieu's concept of habitus,
seeking to understand working-class forms of being in the world, primarily

understood as proximity to economic necessity (Allen, 2008:61).

In contrast to Savage et al's (2005:90) finding that middle-class participants
were able to articulate a narrative of their arrival and 'place' in a community,
Allen (2008:66-68) found that working-class respondents were less able to
present themselves as the subject of a narrative, instead providing accounts of
their lives-lived-with-others. This highlighted the importance of social
relationships and networks in people's narratives of place. Allen (2008:103-105)
argued that dominant groups have labelled working-class neighbourhoods as

"failed", "problematic", and "run-down", constructing an official narrative of
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decline that has resulted in policy interventions to instil middle-class values in
relation to housing. The labelling of such communities can impact on mobility
intentions; in Denmark, Andersen (2008:97) found that perceptions of the area
as having a poor reputation among outsiders was the most important reason for

plans to move away from regeneration areas.

Other research has also noted the way in which official discourses problematise
certain places as areas from which people would 'escape’ if they were able. As
Mah (2009:289) questions, "in the economic context of low employment
opportunities, physical dereliction, and trends of depopulation, why do people
still attach great value to their homes and communities?". Researching former
industrial communities, Mah (2009:295) argued that place attachment can be
seen as a yearning for stability and continuity amidst significant social and
economic change. Noting that US migration rates have been declining for nearly
40 years, particularly since the economic crisis of 2007, Cooke (2011:203)
argued that "the time may be right to attack the 'grand narrative' of hypermobility,
modernity and dislocation and call for social and behavioural scientists to ask

new questions...about immobility".

Cole (2013) considered the impact of socioeconomic change on belonging and
mobility. Narratives of loss — particularly in relation to the economic foundations
of the neighbourhood — were particularly important in eroding historic sources of
place-based identity and giving rise to new forms of belonging (Cole, 2013:73).
Watt (2006) found that such sense of loss could foster nostalgic ways of
belonging among long-standing residents of changing working-class
neighbourhoods, those who remembered 'how it used to be'. Importantly, for
Cole (2013:74), notions of loss did not lead to mobility, either because people
lacked the resources to move, or had a strong desire to remain. Indeed,
perceptions of decline were often countered by high levels of social and
emotional connections to place (Cole, 2013:77). Kan (2007:454) argued that
such social ties limited residential mobility, particularly in relation to long-
distance moves. Understanding belonging, then, requires an understanding of
immobility, although the two are not synonymous (Savage ef al, 2005). As
Gustafson (2009:502) argued, residential mobility may be associated with less
belonging, particularly at the local spatial scale. This quantitative study called

for quantitative and qualitative approaches to belonging, mobilities and spatial
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scale, to represent more diverse experiences than closed survey questions
could account for (Gustafson, 2009:504).

It is important to consider spatial scale when exploring perceptions of place.
Permentier et al (2007:203) noted the tendency for residents to apply 'micro-
differentiation’, a more refined classification of the neighbourhood at the block,
street or building level. Residents can hold multiple reputational perceptions of
different areas, potentially disassociating from less positive reputations and
reducing the impetus to be residentially mobile. Similarly Watt (2006)
highlighted the nuances involved in understanding perceptions of places,
arguing that as places have become more significant as sorters of social
distinction, residents draw a "geography of roughness”, contrasting positive
place images of their own immediate area with negative associations of other
places. Blokland (2003:162) argued that the designation of 'inferior folk' or
‘inferior streets' was a mechanism of distinction where the ability to delineate
classed boundaries had waned. The 'neighbourhood' can therefore be used,
challenged, or remembered to perpetuate many different communities (Blokland,
2003:207). To understand why people may not move from seemingly ‘declining’
places, therefore, one must consider how people perceive the places in which
they live. If participants could insulate themselves from stigmatising discourses
around place then residential mobility may be less affected by notions of decline,
or could be off-set by smaller adjustments such as moving to a neighbouring
street. Creating these "geographies of exclusion" allow people to selectively
belong on a local scale (Watt, 2006, Watt, 2010). Individuals can also acquire
the know-how to achieve status through alternative value systems, which are
place-bound in nature (McKenzie, 2015).

3.5 Biographical approaches

A number of studies have recognised the importance of personal histories in
understanding how people relate to the places in which they live. One way of
foregrounding this temporal element is through biographical research.
Unusually, Coulter and van Ham (2013) took a quantitative approach,
constructing residential mobility biographies through British Household Panel
Survey data, tracking moving intentions and subsequent moving behaviour.
Particularly after the age of 30, immobility "seems to be the norm for many
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individuals", and the authors call for more analysis of "why people do not move,
especially when relocating may provide them with new opportunities" (Coulter
and van Ham, 2013:1053). One limitation of the research was that it could not
explore the reasons for moving or staying in place. Qualitative research can
address this gap. Migration biographies have voiced the complexities of mobility
decisions on the small-scale, responding to the call to see migration as "a part
of our past, our present and our future; as part of our biography" (Halfacree and
Boyle, 1993:337). These approaches unpack the multiple currents that feed into
decision-making and action, building on the work of quantitative approaches,
but enabling individuals to tell their own mobility stories. Ni Laoire (2000:234)
explored Irish rural youth migration using a biographical approach; by allowing
people to tell their own Stories, the research highlighted that the question "why
did you move?" did not yield a straightforward answer. While most people
indicated job or educational reasons for mobility on a survey, this concealed a
range of inter-related influences and pressures on decision-making, such as
desire to escape the local area, a sense of growing up, and guilt at leaving,
which came out through interviews. It is crucial to unpack the many layers of
decision-making (Ni Laoire, 2000:237-238).

Clark (2009:523) also used biographical interviews in two Scottish
neighbourhoods to understand how individuals negotiated and positioned
themselves within representations of deprived places. Participants constructed
their sense of belonging and not belonging in relation to other places, which
were in part understood through past experiences and future aspirations about
mobility (Clark, 2009:532). Winstanley et al (2002) took a similar methodological
approach to studying mobility in Christchurch, New Zealand, undertaking in-
depth ethnographic interviews with whole households to understand how
household members interacted and made decisions. As Cole et al (2006:4)
noted, there may be diverse and conflicting views within a household about
moving; carrying out household interviews is one way to draw this out. Although
histories were collapsed into themes during analysis, the researchers
acknowledged that it was the inter-connectedness between different factors that
shaped individual and household decisions (Winstanley et al, 2002:819-829).

Qualitative research has also turned its focus to specific groups, for example

harder to reach communities. Bartlett (1997) spent a year and a half conducting
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an ethnographic study into the experiences of three low-income families in the
US that moved on average every seven to eight months. For these households,
far from family connections tying them to places, seeking family support was an
act of desperation (Bartlett, 1997:124). The study argued that moving offered
the prospect of a temporary escape that was worth the potential difficulties in a
new place. Moving was a relief, a distraction, and a way of asserting control
over the situation (Bartlett, 1997:129-130). Skelton (2002) made similar
conclusions in his study of frequently moving Aboriginal single mothers in
Winnipeg. Moving behaviour could only be understood with reference to
Aboriginal identity and the capacity for action in the face of dire social
circumstances. Although the most common motivations for moving were
housing affordability and size of housing, as with the families in Barlett's (1997)
study, moving was portrayed as taking action and exercising control to open up
the possibility for alternative outcomes (Skelton, 2002:136-140). Notions of
'home' can be seen as complex, and for households that are frequently mobile it
can be a mobile concept, involving multiple social fields of attachment and
belonging (Ni Laoire et al, 2010:159). Although much research has been
concerned with the relationship between immobility and attachment to place,
immobility is therefore not a pre-requisite for the existence of enduring

attachments.

Some have questioned the value and practical applicability of research that is
"too micro and introspective" (Strassmann, 2001:11). Others have cautioned
that it is still important to understand the structures and constraints that
influence mobility, such as the decisions of landlords and financial institutions,
variation in market conditions, and money (Kendig, 1984:272). Constraints may
be especially important in higher demand markets where patterns of mobility
are mediated by housing market position, not just household characteristics and
perceptions of the home and neighbourhood (Cole et al, 2006:8-9). A balance
between understanding the role of broader social structures and household
motivations is therefore required. One way of balancing these issues lies in
considering 'housing pathways' — the continually changing set of relationships
and interactions which a household experiences over time in its consumption of
housing (Clapham, 2002:64). This recognises that housing in not consumed in
isolation from other aspects of life, and the meaning attached to a house may
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be an important part of personal identity. Clapham (2002:65-66) argued that
biographical methods could elucidate meanings, investigate practical
consciousness, boundaries of knowledge, and elaborate the structural factors
which may constrain actions. This is one way of combining structure and
agency in mobility research; other prominent studies discussed in this chapter

have used Bourdieusian concepts to the same end.

3.6 Conclusion

One of the most prominent conceptualisations of residential mobility behaviour
has drawn on life cycles. This suggests that households have different housing
requirements at different points in their life, and that mobility is related to
meeting these changing needs. One critique of life cycle models is their inability
to represent diversity; Allen (2008) argued that working-class 'ways of being'
towards housing have been misconceptualised as a result of the dominance of
middle-class practices of housing consumption. Much contemporary research
has been concerned with broadening out understandings of residential mobility
to different places and groups that were not well-represented in the literature,
for example low-income communities. There has also been a methodological
broadening of approaches, moving from predictive models, quantitative surveys
and analysis of existing data sets, to a range of qualitative approaches. These
have added complexity to our understanding of why people move, or do not
move, from particular places. The challenge for mobility research now is
perhaps to ask new questions about immobility (Cooke, 2011), particularly when
there may seem to be important drivers, such as better opportunities elsewhere
(Coulter and van Ham, 2013). This requires approaches which can understand
not only mobility, but also how people construct a sense of belonging in places,

which may be significant in their mobility behaviour.

These are some of the areas on which this research seeks to focus. In addition,
there is a particular gap in understanding around the relative role of labour
market experiences and perceptions in residential mobility. Most studies have
conceptualised this as a relatively unimportant part of residential mobility
decisions (for example in low-income areas, see Cole et al, 2007, Kearns and
Parkes, 2003), yet there has been little reporting of explicit interrogation of this
area. A qualitative, biographical approach has the potential to explore how
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people's relation to places may shift over time as a result of broader social and
economic changes. As noted above, understanding why people may remain in
a place despite such changes is an under-explored aspect of migration
research, which has focused more on mobility than immobility. This is
particularly relevant to a study bridging housing studies and labour market
research, as the relationship between mobility and labour market changes (such
as job losses in an area) is often seen as symbiotic, as the next chapter will

show.
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4. Labour market studies and

residential mobility



4.1 Introduction

While research from the housing studies field has tended to view work-related
factors as less important in the decision to be residentially mobile, the largely
quantitative research on labour markets has often highlighted the strong — albeit
differentiated — relationship between residential mobility and work, while
neglecting some of the more emotional housing and place-related elements
discussed in the previous chapter. This chapter begins with consideration of
how labour markets are conceptualised, before discussing broad labour market
trends. The long-term decline of key industrial sectors and manual occupations
and the increasing flexibilisation of employment have been framed as key

factors in changing the relationship between people and place.

However, the ways in which people respond to such broad social and economic
changes is complex. While there have been some calls for demand-side action,
for example job-creation, the focus of policy has largely been on supply-side
adjustments such as improving employability and the ability for households to
adjust through migration and commuting. Yet, there are a range of other — often
involuntary — responses to changes in labour markets, for example down-
skilling or dropping out of the labour market altogether. Understanding the role
of labour market factors in residential mobility involves understanding how
individuals perceive labour markets as well as the opportunities that may be
open to them. It is also crucial to consider that different groups may have
alternative labour market narratives to tell, and broad narratives of ‘decline’ are

not necessarily congruent with local perceptions of place.
4.2 Conceptualising labour markets and 'work’

'Work'

This research will frequently refer to 'work' and 'employment’; these terms are
used interchangeably to mean paid work in the formal economy. There are
broader understandings of 'work', particularly unpaid work in the home, caring,
volunteering, and undeclared work. In their review of the literature, Williams and
Nadin (2012:1) argued that informal economic activities have been a "persistent
and ubiquitous feature of the economic landscape". Informal working and

reciprocal aid provide a hidden contribution to the functioning of formal welfare
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and labour market institutions (Smith, 2005:10). There is a significant literature
discussing broader notions of work (Craig and Powell, 2011, Lutz, 2007,
Speakman and Marchington, 1999, Taylor, 2004, Williams, 2010, Williams and
Windebank, 2002), which will be referred to at key points, particularly in seeking
to contextualise worklessness and understand the importance of caring roles.

Labour markets and perceptions of opportunity

The most common distinction in the spatial conceptualisation of labour markets
within economics is between a single, beautifully integrated, national market
and many disconnected sub-markets (Gordon, 1999:199). In the neo-classical
market, spatial concentrations of excess labour are dispersed through migration
and commuting as people react to changes in supply and demand (Bailey and
Turok, 2000:632). Actors are attuned to market signals such as relative wage
rates, adjusting their behaviour to seek optimal outcomes (Peck, 1996:46).
Unemployment results from barriers, friction and the characteristics of residents
in particular places (Martin and Morrison, 2003:9, Webster, 1999:195).

The main alternative view conceptualises labour markets as a series of
disconnected, overlapping, shifting spheres, an imperfect mosaic of sub-
markets subject to barriers and structural disequilibrium (Martin and Morrison,
2003:9). Any single, national labour market would represent a “fairly arbitrary
aggregation of many heterogeneous regional dynamics” (Decressin and Fatas,
1995:1628), as well as heterogeneity in the capabilities of the labour force to
adjust to changing market signals (Bailey and Turok, 2000:632). Indeed, if
labour supply was genuinely elastic, it would respond to trends such as the
movement of jobs out of urban areas (lhlanfeldt, 1997:219); the histories of
many urban areas confound this expectation. The perception of a mismatch
between labour force skills and job opportunities (‘spatial mismatch') has been
the starting point for many policy interventions. Developed in the racialised US
urban context, suburbanisation of jobs and the growth of 'knowledge intensive'
industries was seen as creating the paradox of a surplus of workers alongside
employment vacancies (lhlanfeldt and Sjoquist, 1998:849, Wilson, 1990:101-
102). Importantly, the labour force is seen as essentially immobile, facing

multiple barriers to adjustment.
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Although conceptually divergent, the language used in these perspectives —
market forces, equilibrium, disequilibrium — has much in common. Labour
markets are constructed through measures such as travel to work distances,
which fail to take into account the different perceptions of individual actors and
their job search behaviour (Green et al, 2005:302). Arguing that labour markets
are constructed sites of regulation and control, Peck (1996:4) identified the
labour market as a "contradictory, complex, social institution", something that is
not considered by much of the economic literature. Rather than natural
equilibrium, the relationship between supply and demand is "one of jarring
adjustment, contradiction and conflict" (Peck, 1996:40). Reassuring notions of
market clearing and equilibrium are transformed into a political programme in
which inequality, flexibility and mobility are promoted as virtues (Peck,

1996:238), particularly impacting on more marginalised groups (Sugrue, 2005).

Conceptualising labour markets as fields of active construction rather than
structural determination recognises the importance of actors' perceptions of job
markets. These perceptions may be influenced by numerous factors, including
cultural expectations of work. For example, Willis' (1977:99-100) classic study of
working class 'lads' transitioning from education into employment showed that
conventional notions of 'job choice' were not relevant to the way in which "the
lads" perceived work, which focused on the potential for self- and masculine-
expression, diversion and 'laffs'. The specific type of work undertaken was not
important, as long as it fell within socially and culturally defined limits. Labour
markets can therefore be seen by labour market actors in a highly variable way,
tied to their own experiences and cultural contexts. Research on social
networks has further drawn out the way in which aspirations and perceptions of
labour market opportunities are constructed (Green and White, 2008:214-218).
Importantly, networks can deliver imperfect information (‘jobs and training can
be found locally'), and when combined with strong attachment to place,
individual actors were reluctant to move away when (real or imagined)
opportunities existed nearby (White and Green, 2011:55). Kan (2007) also
argued that social ties limited residential mobility in relation to long-distance
moves, noting that local social connections may prevent mobility to seek
employment opportunities. Research from the field of econometrics has also
noted the importance of networks in labour market outcomes, from getting jobs
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through family and friendship networks (Blau and Robins, 1990), to staying in
work for longer when contacts had referred people for work (Simon and Warner,
1992).

4.3 Labour market trends: deindustrialisation, flexibilisation

and insecurity

The persistent geographical unevenness of concentrations of high
unemployment and low economic activity bolsters views of labour markets as
intrinsically spatial (Martin and Morrision, 2003:3). Deindustrialisation has had
extreme and long-term consequences for urban areas; British cities lost
manufacturing jobs at twice the rate of the rest of the country from the 1970s
(Bailey and Turok, 2000:633), whilst job growth largely occurred outside the
places where jobs were lost (Turok, 1999:894). Job creation has typically been
in the new urban and suburban core of service and financial activities, often
sharply differentiated from previous jobs in terms of skill level, pay, and security
(Sassen, 1996:68). Deindustrialisation has also been linked to depopulation;
migratory trends in the UK have been described as an “urban exodus”, with the
largest cities losing residents to most other sizes and types of place (Champion,
1999:60). However, this mobility was not experienced evenly throughout urban
populations, but was sharply differentiated, as will be discussed later in this

chapter.

In Chapter Two, more contemporary changes were outlined, which included an
increase in involuntary part-time working — or underemployment — people
working part-time because they could not obtain full-time work (source: OECD
Employment and Labour Market Statistics, 2014). Indeed, one of the reasons
for lower than expected levels of unemployment during the current down-turn
has been diversion into part-time work, temporary work, and self-employment.
In 2014, self-employment in the UK was higher than at any point in the previous
40 years, accounting for 15% of those in work; the rise in total employment
since 2008 has been driven by the rise in self-employment (source: Office for
National Statistics). However, average income from self-employment fell by
22% since 2008/9. The problem of unemployment has in some respects
become one of insecurity and underemployment, where more people are

working lower hours or for themselves.
47



This links to a wider “insecurity thesis” which argues that economic risk is being
increasingly transferred from employers to employees through shortened job
tenure, contingent contracts and expectations of mobility (Heery and Salmon,
2000:1-3, Shildrick et al, 2012). Increasingly, insecurity is not so much
associated with no work but with low-paid work (Shildrick et al, 2012); as
Maclnnes et al (2014) noted, half of those in poverty in 2014 lived with a
working adult. The insecurity thesis also argues that employment change has
had a corrosive impact on the construction of individual identities. Bauman
(2005:27-28) noted that work has historically been an important anchor for
social identity, but a steady, durable career is now so rare that the “workplace is
still a source of living, but not of life-meaning” (Bauman, 2005:66). Instead
people must embrace flexibility of job and identity. Charlesworth (2000:5) made
a similar point, arguing that “the elementary solidities of family, work and
place...have been washed away by the corrosive cleansing of /laissez-faire

economic practice”.

The threat of downward mobility in insecure, flexible markets serves as a
pervasive warning, which Peck and Theodore (2000:123) argued is exploited by
welfare programmes that provide a continuous supply of job-ready, 'forced'
labour for the lower end of the contingent jobs market. Lupton's (2003:8)
community study identified this "reserve army" of low-paid, low-skill workers
who were available in times of economic expansion and discarded in times of
contraction. Bauman (2005:52) cautioned that “presently redundant labour may
never again become a commodity”, instead creating a "structural underclass"
(Gans, 1996:146) of excluded workers. This is exacerbated by the rise of
employment agencies as intermediaries in the labour market, taking over the
supply of a range of skills and occupations under highly flexible conditions
(Sassen, 1996:73). The overall trend is to casualisation of employment, not only
in traditionally ‘casual’ jobs but also highly professional roles (Sassen, 1996:73).
Atkinson (2010:414) cautioned that this is still highly differentiated by class, with
low-skilled, low-paid, manual workers experiencing immobility and fragmented
employment pathways to a greater degree than professionals. However, the
'insecurity thesis' has been challenged by Fevre (2007) and Doogan (2005) who
have argued that work is more stable than often thought, and insecurity less

prominent in people's feelings about work.
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Some empirical research has explored economic changes through specific case
studies. Considering labour market processes more qualitatively can generate
understandings “rooted in the scale at which labour markets are lived — the local”
(Peck, 1996:112). As Charlesworth (2000:12) noted from research in
Rotherham, people's individual fates were tied to apparently random events
('shit happens'), yet they obeyed a logic embedded in the politics of place,
economic context and class. Lupton (2003:13) focused on 12 disadvantaged
areas in England and Wales, tracing the roots of deprivation through a mixture
of quantitative data, qualitative interviews, participant observation and
photographic methods. Although job-creation followed the severe contraction in
- manufacturing employment in the 1970s, job numbers obscured “a picture of
increasing differentiation in wages, loss of full-time employment and
opportunities for progression, and more limited security” (LUpton 2003:52).
Lupton (2003:87-88) perceived a “vicious spiral of decline” as those with the
choice moved or stayed away and transient, problematic or vulnerable
households moved in (the 'moving escalator' in housing studies, see Cole et al,
2007:2). In the US, Sugrue (2005) focused on just one city — Detroit — to explore
the growth and decline of the American ‘rust-belt’, advancing understandings of
housing and labour markets as constructed entities, not independent economic
forces. As corporations sought to exploit urban geographies to minimise union
strength, avoid taxes and exploit new markets, mortgage companies, insurance
brokers and white homeowners redrew the city's racial boundaries, reinforcing

patterns of racial inequality (Sugrue, 2005:11-12).

Smith (2005) explored the responses of largely white, working-class residents in
South London to wider social and economic changes. Networks of shared
interest and reciprocal aid demonstrated how local (rather than neighbourhood-
wide) social capital ameliorated the impact of low income levels and economic
insecurity (Smith, 2005:81,132). Indeed, the importance of reciprocal relations
and localised social networks may have increased as a result of the same
global processes that Beck and Giddens argues is eroding them (Smith,
2005:204). This effect is also highlighted by Watt (2003:1784) in Camden; as
jobs took on increasingly casualised forms, well-connected social and familial
networks were more important in finding employment, yielding greater social
capital. Calling for a situated understanding of economic rationality in labour
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market behaviour, Smith (2005:193) argued that in the absence of any intrinsic
satisfaction, for many the material rewards of employment were the only
incentive to enter formal work, yet these considerations were largely eclipsed by
concerns of security, lifestyle, autonomy, and family obligations. The labour
market opportunities of low-paid, part-time workers and women with families
were particularly tied to the fortunes of their immediate locality because of
limited ability to travel (Smith, 2005:109). Some people maintained a regular
income by underpinning undeclared, informal working with state benefit claims,
moving in and out of menial work (Smith, 2005:157, see also Fletcher, 2007:74).
Work was seen as perpetuating and reproducing social exclusion, a further
source of fragmentation and insecurity rather than a means to security,
improved standard of living and source of collective identity (Smith, 2005:195).

Alternative labour market narratives

One criticism of some research on labour market experiences is the implicit
focus on full-time, male employment in the formal labour market. As McDowell
(2003:51-52) noted, narratives of change and transformation in working lives as
a result of deindustrialisation and flexibilisation have been exaggerated, since
for many groups — including women, ethnic minorities and young people — the
labour market has long been “fragmentary and discontinuous”. As Decressin
and Fatas (1995:1648) noted in their analysis of labour market shocks in
Europe, changes in labour force participation levels, rather than unemployment,
have been a particularly common response among women as lower or second
earners. Peck (1996:3) went further, arguing that the labour market does not
just reflect these wider social inequalities, it magnifies them. The social
production of men as wage earners, for example, relies on the unpaid domestic
labour of women (Peck, 1996:40). Generating a more nuanced view of the
response of labour market actors to changes in employment means exploring
differences in perceptions and experiences for different people, in different

places.

McDowell (2003) sought to present an under-explored narrative, that of young
men at the end of compulsory education, during a period of labour market
transformation from well-paid manufacturing work to comparatively unstable

service sector roles. Importantly, McDowell (2003:6) recognised the importance
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of geography as local housing and labour markets differentiated the
opportunities that were open to people. Although debates about
individualisation may have some resonance, McDowell (2003:221) argued that
for people with few skills and little social capital, notions of increased agency
and the ability to construct an employment career based on reflexive choice
have little relevance; older patterns of class and geographical location have a
more persistent influence on the shape of the lives of working-class young
people. However, this was not the “misery born of hopelessness” of
Charlesworth’s  (2000:10) exploration of the working-class experience in

Rotherham. These young men were

...neither rebels nor yobs, neither failures nor successes...they lead
careful, constrained local lives in an attempt to construct a version of
acceptable working-class masculinity in the face of economic
circumstances that militate against their efforts

McDowell, 2003:237

McDowell avoided overly-romanticising her participants' lives, since accepting
low-wage work brought financial hardship, little prospect of occupational
mobility, and social stigma. Although some people were engaged in additional
training, the qualifications they were pursuing would not necessarily lead to
well-paid work (McDowell, 2003:228).

Walby (1997) highlighted increasing female participation in the formal labour
market, although experiences were often fractured, structured by gender, age
and ethnicity. Middle-aged women without qualifications, who married and had
children at a young age, were disadvantaged not only compared to men, but
also younger women, while ethnically specific forms of gender regime, focused
on care of the home and family, further fractured labour market experiences
(Walby, 1997:12,62). Women's more frequent experience as lone parents
creates additional barriers to participation in the formal waged labour market.
Smith (2005:131,199) argued that the economic rationality of lone parents
needs to be situated within a model that emphasises socially negotiated, non-
economic understandings about what is morally right and socially acceptable,
since undertaking paid work may conflict with culturally constructed notions of
‘good mothering'. Walby (1997:120) highlighted that for women, the intersection
between structural and biographical change is especially relevant because of

the importance of childbirth and childcare. Biographical understandings are
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therefore crucial because people's "current choices are constrained by choices
made earlier in their lives" (Walby, 1997:64). This approach "prevents false
assumptions that the individual experience is represented by aggregate
change" (Walby, 1997:135), which is particularly relevant to studies of labour
market change and residential mobility which have been dominated by

aggregate data and population flows.

The intersection of gender and ethnicity further complicates female labour
market narratives. Although there has been a large increase in economic
activity for women of all ethnic groups, for Pakistani and Bangladeshi women
this increased dramatically 1984-1994 (Bhopal, 1998). However, economic
activity is still lower than for white British women (Catney and Sabater, 2015),
and particularly among married women and those with dependent children
(Dale et al, 2002b:942). Researching Muslim women in West Yorkshire, Afshar
(1994:141) argued that although education was seen as a route to success,
daughters faced a complicated pathway in which education was important but
their primary role was as a wife and mother. However, Brah (1994) cautioned
against 'culturalist' explanations for Muslim women's (lack of) labour market
participation, arguing that the ‘racialised gendering' of labour markets is crucial.
The desires of women themselves are also complex, as the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation (2009) noted from their research in Bradford. Muslim women had
varied aspirations, with many expressing an interest in running their own

businesses, and most wanting to live "modern lives".

Although for some families, the prospect of young women working away from
home could threaten notions of honour and respectability (Brah, 1994:164, Dale
et al, 2002a:12), only one-quarter of women in Brah's (1994:164) research cited
family opposition as a reason for not doing paid work; for many, as with women
of all ethnic backgrounds, caring responsibilities took up most of their time.
Women who wanted to work used a variety of strategies of persuasion to be
able to obtain consent to working, including recruiting sympathetic relatives to
help negotiate the desired outcome (Brah, 1994:166). Dale et al (2002a:10)
noted in their research among Asian communities in Oldham that some older
women regretted missing an opportunity to gain qualifications and felt it was
important that their children gained the benefits of education which they had not.

Parents often emphasised the importance of education in structuring future life
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chances (Dale et al, 2002b:951). Importantly, there was considerable variation
among respondents as to whether the extent of labour market participation was
presented as their own choice, a negotiated outcome, or the result of family or
community pressures (Dale et al, 2002a:15).

4.4 Policy prescriptions for worklessness

The policy problem of worklessness has been addressed by two main policy
responses, a demand-side focus on creating jobs in areas of concentrated
unemployment, and supply-side action focused on the employability of

individuals.
Job-creation

Demand-side theories of labour markets focus on the availability of work. For
some, the extent of job loss in former industrial areas is such that focusing on
training and employability "cannot work unless more jobs are created" (Webster,
1999:197). Crisp et al (2009) called for a debate about how demand-side
measures may play a greater role in strategies for tackling worklessness. The
type of jobs created is also important, since professional and managerial roles
are more likely to draw in commuters compared to less skilled occupations, and
therefore would not benefit the intended population (Bailey and Turok, 2000:632,
Gordon, 1999:201). However, who ultimately benefits depends on outcomes
along a chain of consequential vacancies where there are multiple opportunities
for vacancies to leak out producing a diffuse impact on unemployment (Gordon
1999:201). For each job lost during a downswing it may take the creation of
multiple jobs to restore employment levels among local residents (Gordon
1999:201).

Creating more jobs at the local level also does little to address concerns over
the quality of jobs (Crisp, 2008:174), and fails to recognise powerful barriers to
responding to seemingly close employment opportunities. Shuttleworth and
Green (2009:1108) noted that physical proximity is not the same as accessibility,
and jobs that are physically close can still be distant in social space. Gordon
(2000:202) and Lupton (2003:12) both argued that smaller area-based
initiatives are ineffective in the absence of 'macro’ approaches to address more

fundamental problems. Gordon (2000:201) advocated raising the pressure of
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demand for labour across the broader region within which areas of concentrated
unemployment exist. However, there is no guarantee that the resulting vacancy
chains will eventually filter through to manual workers who are more vulnerable
to unemployment (Turok, 1999:904).

Employability

A key element of supply-side interventions is the notion that training and
learning new skills may enable workless individuals to be better matched to
nearby job opportunities, as well as providing transferrable skills to seek
opportunities further afield. Turok (1999:906) argues that this focus dismisses a
significant body of evidence which suggests that lack of demand for labour has
been a more important influence on rising inactivity than supply-side factors.
While acknowledging that there are a mixture of supply- and demand-side
barriers, the focus on employability is often at the expense of engaging with
concerns about the quantity and quality of work (Crisp, 2008:174). Smith
(2005:201) also noted that such supply-side interventions fail "to appreciate the
practical and psychological restrictions that poverty and insecurity impose on

people”.

Although relatively disadvantaged and less employable groups experience a
higher share of unemployment, ‘converting' them into more skilled workers does
not mean that they will suddenly become employed, because variation in
demand creates variation in hiring standards (Cheshire, 1979:34). General
deficiency in demand means that unemployed workers may be forced to 'price
themselves back into work' through a downward move to a less skilled job
(Gordon, 2003:60), or "bumping down" (Watt, 2003:1770). An uneven
distribution of unemployment, falling heaviest on the least skilled, can therefore
develop from a uniform fall in demand across all occupation levels (Gordon,
2003:60).

4.5 Individual responses to changing labour markets

Commuting

Commuting might reasonably be expected to be a more common response to

changes in labour demand than residential mobility, as it is less costly. However,
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for those with fewer resources and lower pay there are still significant barriers to
mobility, such as car ownership (Shuttleworth and Green, 2009:1112).
Research in Northern Ireland has focused on commuting intentions and
accessibility, using surveys, focus groups, interviews, and Census data (Green,
et al 2005, Shuttleworth and Green, 2009). Green et al (2005:318-320) found
that young people had accurate basic knowledge of the geography of
employment opportunities and were willing to travel, but most 'mental maps'
were highly localised and indicated that the majority of jobs 'for them' were in
their immediate area. A job located near an area that was perceived as 'unsafe'
was seen as 'inaccessible', whether or not it was possible to travel there,
showing how the language of mobility provided a post-hoc rationalisation of
perceived opportunities (Green et al, 2005:321). Perceptual barriers such as
fear, imperfect knowledge and lack of confidence meant that some people did
not even get to the stage of confronting physical obstacles (Shuttleworth and
Green, 2009:1112). Northern Ireland is, however, unique in the UK in terms of
the duration and intensity of civil conflict, which may weaken the transferability

of findings to other, albeit socially segregated, settings.

Further research by Shuttleworth and Green (2011) extended their work on
commuting to explore the commuting intentions of Incapacity Benefit claimants
in Northern Ireland, asking them how far they would be willing to travel for work
and the time they would be prepared to spend travelling. Greater labour market
involvement for people who are sick is a key way to increase economic activity
and employment ratés, however although the study found that the mobility
intentions of claimants were close to the actual commuting behaviour of those in
work, a large amount of variance was not explained by their model and those
who had narrower spatial horizons tended to have other characteristics
associated with economic weakness and social marginalisation. This suggests
that such individuals would find themselves pushed further back in the queue
for jobs by more ‘employable’ individuals (Beatty et al, 2000). In addition,
intentions are also generally held to be a poor indicator of actual behaviour.

Migration

The focus of this research is on the role of residential mobility as a mechanism
of adjustment to labour market change. The policy narratives highlighted in
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Chapter Two draw on a particular theory of labour markets (Martin et al, 2015),
that people can make supply-side adjustments through being spatially mobile.
However, the research presented here suggests that people's responses are
more complex. Much labour market research on migration has identified a
strong relationship between changes in employment demand and residential
mobility among sections of the labour force, however, this is structured by the
characteristics of the population. This makes spatial adjustment less likely for
people living in low-income communities, who may be on lower incomes or out

of work.

Utilising the 1991 and 2001 UK Census, Champion (1999:67) and Champion
and Coombes (2007:464) demonstrated that migration from major urban areas
was a selective process, skewed towards the more skilled and better off,
favouring those in higher managerial and professional occupations. Out-
migration among these groups is also associated with commuting back to
employment, so the remaining population cannot necessarily be 're-skilled' to fill
the roles of out-movers (Champion, 1999:65-66). Using the Labour Force
Survey 1983-1986, McCormick (1997:584-588) also found that manual labour
was "spatially inflexible" and less responsive to changes in demand (unless
relative wage rates changed); regional unemployment was therefore "a manual
worker phenomenon". Analysing employment and population trends 1971-1991
in 20 large British cities and conurbations, Turok (1999:902) argued that the
fundamental problem for Britain's cities has been the loss of full-time male jobs.
The largest response by men to job loss was net out-migration, but this was a
selective process favouring home-owners and the employed, and less common
among manual workers, the unemployed, and economically inactive people of
working age (Turok, 1999:903-904). Meen et al (2005:30-36) also found that
older households, those on low incomes, the unemployed, and those in social
housing were less mobile than the wealthy, younger and higher skilled.

One of the main weaknesses with studies utilising aggregate data is their
inability to disentangle the many possible drivers of mobility. Although the
trends are linked, the processes of employment and population decline are
independent in important respects; people may be residentially mobile for many
reasons not related to changes in levels of employment (Bailey and Turok,

2000:634, Turok and Edge, 1999:5). Mobility is often presented as a linear and
56



logical response to changes in demand and the location of growth areas,
without discussion of time lags and imperfect knowledge. Bailey and Turok
(2000:632) sought to overcome some of these weaknesses, using Labour
Market Accounts and regression models to explore different adjustment
processes among populations in Britain's largest 20 conurbations and free-
standing cities 1981-1991. They identified important gender differences; men
showed considerable adjustment to changes in labour demand through
migration and commuting (although a substantial number were unable to adjust),
whilst women were more likely to become economically inactive, perhaps
because they were a higher proportion of second earners in dual-income
households and on lower incomes (Bailey and Turok, 2000:640-643). Women in
professional and managerial occupations adjusted to employment change
primarily through commuting flows, but the primary adjustment among less
qualified women was inactivity (Bailey and Turok, 2000:645-646).

Barnes et al (2011) went further in trying to separate the variables involved in
mobility and changes in employment, utilising DWP individual-level data 1999-
2008 to explore whether persistently high worklessness in deprived areas was
due to the out-migration of employed individuals and their replacement by
unemployed people. However, it was not possible to establish whether an
individual moved after (rather than before) the transition into employment, which
affects their attempt to identify transition areas as places where individuals
became employed, moved, and were replaced by unemployed people in a
continuing cycle. Although the study concluded that the replacement of
employed individuals with workless individuals cannot explain the persistence of
high worklessness in some areas (Barnes et al, 2011:41), there were

considerable challenges with the data and assumptions used in the analysis.

Most analyses of migration flows infer that employment considerations are a
strong reason for migration, but there is "inconsistency between the micro
motives inferred from net flows and those that the migrants themselves report"
(Morrison and Clark, 2011:1948). According to Morrison and Clark's
(2011:1949) analysis of a migration supplement to the New Zealand Labour
Force Survey, most movers "hold passive rather than active expectations of
their employment prospects; family and consumption motivations take priority".

Analysing why people had moved within New Zealand in the last year, less than
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one in ten movers cited employment reasons. Housing cost and housing
size/satisfaction accounted for over half of all reasons for moving. Most moves
were local, driven by desire to adjust housing, but moves among the smaller
sub-set of working-age movers to other local labour markets were more likely to
be influenced by employment, as well as social and educational factors
(Morrison and Clark, 2011:1954). However, the research was unable to
incorporate household context, and responses only related to individuals
interviewed separately (Morrison and Clark, 2011:1953). Interestingly, results
lacked "any indication that movement to denser, metropolitan markets raises
movers' perception of their employment prospects" (Morrison and Clark,
2011:1961). The authors postulated that perhaps employment was so important
that it was a pre-condition to mobility, resolved before a move took place and
therefore not present in people's active motivations; employment was a means
to moving, but not a primary reason in itself (Morrison and Clark, 2011:1962).

A number of commentators have called for more wide-scale migration from
areas which have suffered considerable job-loss. Leunig (2008:28) argued that
governments should build in housing hotspots, providing more accommodation
in high demand cities like London and its commuter satellites. This would
encourage migration from failed 'regeneration towns' (Leunig and Swaffield,
2007:18). Lupton (2003:219) also concluded that some places may be “simply
economically redundant’, necessitating managed decline and the transition to
smaller communities. The prospering of certain areas has been described in
terms of "luck", while the decline of other areas is inevitable and impossible to
reverse; as Leunig and Swaffield (2007:5) argued "we can't buck economic
geography". However, the emphasis on 'luck’ as the deciding factor explaining
prosperity in the South ignores the ways in which governments intervene to
encourage business and growth in certain areas — the economic geography of
the UK is not shaped by the free hand of the market. This argument also
ignores the connections that people may have to places, even those which are
seen to be ‘declining’, as housing studies research has shown (Cole, 2013,
Livingston et al, 2010, Mah, 2009).
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4.6 Labour markets and housing markets

The housing market can impact on household mobility because the ability to
move depends in part on the cost of housing (Zabel, 2012:267). The perceived
interaction between housing and labour markets has been one of the reasons
for viewing elements of the labour force as relatively immobile. Unemployed
households may be unlikely to move to high-wage cities because of the
combination of higher housing cost and lack of social housing, whilst they may
remain in, or move to, a low-wage area in order to take advantage of the lower
cost of housing and possible low-demand in social housing (Head and Lloyd-
Ellis, 2012:1560). Access to labour markets is reflected in house prices (Haas
and Osland, 2014); areas of high employment are often also areas of housing
market strength, making it difficult for some people to move into areas of strong
growth. High in-migration to certain areas may result in greater increases in
house prices as demand for properties increases (Haas and Osland, 2014,
Zabel, 2012). Conversely, home owners may also find it more difficult to sell
properties in low-demand areas to move to higher demand markets; this is
particularly an issue for those in negative equity as a result of the economic
downturn (Zabel, 2012:267). Housing research has highlighted the importance
of setting residential mobility within the broader housing market context (Cole et
al, 2007:4). Constraints on mobility may be particularly significant in higher
demand, sub-regional markets (Cole et al, 2006:6-8). Kearns and Parkes (2003)
also found that the housing market context was an important factor in restricting
mobility from more disadvantaged communities.

Housing markets can therefore be seen as restricting residential mobility.
However, it may also be the case that people with characteristics that put them
in a weaker labour market position are also attracted to certain places because
of differences in local housing market strength, compounding disadvantage and
building up pockets of deprivation. Cheshire (1979:32-35) argued that cheaper
housing at high densities in the inner city attracts people with low incomes who
experience disproportionate unemployment. In London, for example, above
average rates of unemployment reflect residential concentrations of groups in a
weak competitive position in the labour market, rather than spatial variations in
labour market conditions, and is associated with areas of rented

accommodation, high population density and large proportions of manual
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workers (Smith, 2005:28). This is particularly drawn out in relation to social
housing stock; in Camden, Watt (2003:1779) noted that processes of
residualisation resulted in a concentration of residents with the weakest labour

market capacities in Local Authority rented housing.
4.7 Conclusion

Enduring methodological differences in research approaches have resulted in
strikingly different interpretations of the same phenomenon. While housing
studies research has focused on the range of factors involved in decisions to be
residentially mobile, asking individuals and households about their mobility
behaviour, labour market research has been more focused on the aggregate
flows of people and jobs. Both therefore could be said to suffer from a degree of
sub-disciplinary insularity. One of the weaknesses with econometric approaches
is their inability to explore the motivations and meanings of actors in the labour
market, how they view the opportunities available to them, and how work
considerations interact with a range of other factors in residential mobility
behaviour. Community studies have also demonstrated the importance of
considering geographical context when seeking to understand the impact of
broad social and economic changes. There is therefore room for geographically
and temporally situated, qualitative insights into how people respond to labour
market changes, through possible mobility or through in-situ adjustments. While
there has been qualitative work around commuting and the construction of
labour markets by individual actors, there has been less qualitative exploration

of migration as a potential mechanism of adjustment to labour market changes.
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5.1 Introduction

This chapter is based on a range of theories and concepts that were seen as
particularly relevant to a study exploring how people respond to labour market
changes, relate to the places in which they live, and perceive the opportunities
that are open to them. The role of government in directing movement is
discussed and then situated within broader individualising discourses. Theories
of individualisation and liquid modernity are particularly relevant to studies of
labour market change, since both link changes in employment relations to
altered ways of being in the social world. In contrast to the individualised actor,
isolated in social space, the concept of the historically constituted, unconscious
habitus focuses on enduring, situated experiences, which are likely to share
commonalities derived from (classed) positions. Finally, the concept of
belonging offers a useful way of understanding how people develop feelings of

comfort, or discomfort, in particular spaces.

The concepts used in this chapter are drawn from a diverse literature; the
purpose is not to represent all ways of seeing all forms of mobility, rather, it
seeks to bring together a range of theories and concepts to shed light on
residential mobility and labour market experiences. Broad topics such as stigma
(Goffman, 1963), class and gender (Skeggs, 1997), or social networks
(Crossley, 2011) could each have been utilised as part of a framework through
which to interrogate the empirical research. However, concepts from Bourdieu
(1990), Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002) and May (2011) were seen as the

most useful.
5.2 Use and application of the analytical framework

As noted above, this study utilised theories that had a strong relationship with
the topics of research and with the initial themes that had arisen from analysis
of the existing literature. The analytical framework served as a tool with which to
analyse data from the two case study sites. As such, the framework was
conceptualised as a 'live' document, which would not only shape the analysis by
shedding light on connections to theories, but would also adapt to the themes
that were coming out most strongly through the analytical process. Seeing the
framework as 'live' meant that although it provided a structure around which to
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understand the data, it also changed as some elements moved in (or out) of

greater prominence.

Therefore, although originally a range of theorists from the broader 'mobilities
field' had formed a part of the analytical framework (for example, Canzler et al,
2008, Cresswell, 2011, Kauffman, 2002, and Kesselring, 2008), these theories
— more focused on hyper-mobile forms of transport, the transmission of
information and new forms of communication technologies — were of less use in
understanding the more residentially stable lives of participants in Nearthorpe
and Eastland. Consequently, these theories brought little to the analytical
process. In contrast, analysis brought the concept of belonging into greater
prominence. Whereas it had occupied little space in the framework prior to the
commencement of fieldwork, analysis brought this concept to the forefront of
the research, necessitating new theories through which to ground the different
ways in which belonging could be understood. This process demonstrated the
important of being open to the emergence of new themes through which the
framework could be re-shaped, rather than rigidly imposing a framework that did
not fully capture key elements of the research.

5.3 Public policy and mobility

The 'mobilities turn' in social theory seeks to address the ideologies that
underpin the performance and representation of movement (Dufty-Jones,
2012:219). Governments and their institutions attempt to subtly influence the
behaviour of the population (‘governmentality'), for example through reforming
the welfare system to encourage movement and employment (Dufty-Jones, -
2012:216-217). Being residentially mobile from one place to another is not,
therefore, solely a result of 'free' decision-making. As Bourdieu (2005:89)
argued, demand for certain types of homes is socially produced, fostered by
schemes of perception and appreciation that are socially maintained and re-
activated. Explanations of residential mobility must therefore consider the

important role of government, institutions and the discourses they construct.

Mobility is seen by some theorists as a structuring mechanism in social space.
For Bauman (2001:39-40), mobility stratifies because of the different effects that
are exerted on individuals depending on their circumstances; lightness of being,
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mobility and spontaneity turns into a negative fate as it moves down the social
ladder. Stratification is fostered by the valorisation of certain types of mobility in
policy discourses, for example spatial mobility using new forms of transport,
while immobility and more sedentary forms of mobility are problematised
(Kauffman and Montulet, 2008:44). Residential mobility is promoted as a
positive good, with individuals making calculated decisions to maximise
opportunities in a flexible, fluid world (Groves, 2010, Shapps, 2009, Sprigings
and Allen 2005). Spatial mobility embodies the idea of freedom, supposedly
enabling individuals to establish social contacts and respond to opportunities
without spatial or temporal bounds; contemporary discourses also frequently
link spatial and social mobility (Kauffman and Montulet, 2008:53). Policy
discourses stress the importance of spatial mobility among the working-age
population to enable them to respond to flexible employment opportunities,
moving to places that offer greater opportunities (BBC News, 2010). Mobility is
tied to individual advancement and social fluidity, whilst ignoring the social
constraints and demands that make mobility inequitable. For Kauffman and
Montulet (2008:53), "the refusal to be spatially mobile — or the inability to be so
— is therefore equated with the refusal to ensure one's individual promotion or to
take part in the race for social status". This can be situated within broader

individualising discourses.
5.4 Institutional individualism and the liquid modern world

The individualisation of Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002) is not just the neo-
liberal, subjective phenomenon concerning reflexivity in the construction of self-
identity. Institutionalised individualism is a structural phenomenon arising from
people's relation to institutions, which are increasingly geared to the individual
rather than the group, and is then internalised in individual biographies
(Atkinson, 2007:353). As Beck (2007:681) cautioned, "individualisation is
misunderstood if it is seen as a process which derives from a conscious choice
or preference on the part of the individual"; rather, it is imposed by modern
institutions. Individualism in Bauman's (2000:13) understanding is perhaps
more closely related to neo-liberalism, which enabled the 'settled majority' to be
ruled by the nomadic, extra-territorial elite. Freedom to move becomes a major
stratifying factor (Bauman, 2001:38-39). These theories tend towards viewing

the past as having stable, predictable, clearly identifiable social structures which
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determined people's lives, compared to a present that is more responsive to our
actions, characterised by fluidity, uncertainty, and change (Burkitt, 2004:220,
May, 2011:365). This is particularly drawn out in relation to changes in labour

relations.

Both sets of theorists emphasise the importance of changes to labour relations.
Bauman (2000:58,116) argued that cutting the ties between workers and
workplaces was the decisive change in contemporary society. Whereas work
was once a prime tool in the construction of social identity, for most people
today constructing an identity on the basis of work is "dead and buried"
(Bauman, 2005:28). In the consumer society, "habits are...continually, daily, at
the first opportunity thrown aside, never given the chance to solidify into the iron
bars of a cage" (Bauman, 2005:25). For Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002:33),
labour markets have driven individualisation by fostering mobility — of
occupation, place of residence, place of employment, type of employment —
giving people's lives an independent quality free from ties. Individualism does
not result from the free choices of individuals, but derives from their adaptation
to the conditions of labour markets, housing and welfare systems (Beck and
Beck-Gernsheim, 2002:4). Mobility therefore implies loss of autonomy rather

than increasing freedom.

Similarly for Bauman (2001:46), individualisation is a fate, not a choice.
Individuals face a world of possibilities where every decision requires the
calculation of potential gains and losses (Bauman, 2000:139). Policy discourses
subtly link spatial mobility to other outcomes, for example workplace mobility
and social mobility, especially when relating to places and groups that have
been problematised as suffering from low aspirations (Duncan Smith, 2011).
Willingness to be mobile becomes an important social skill, while immobility
increasingly bears negative connotations of inflexibility and a non-modern
attitude to employment (Schneider and Limmer, 2008:119). The necessity of
mobility — demanded by employers and institutions — becomes the driving force
behind mobility, rather than a desire to be mobile (Schneider and Limmer,
2008:124). Individuals are therefore seen as adapting to the requirements of the

labour market.
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Insecurity and flexibilisation of employment is seen as affecting individuals
across the occupational spectrum (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002:37). The
threat of downward social mobility is therefore omnipresent for all social classes
(Kesselring, 2008:77). The relative salience of class position weakens because
risks are distributed temporally by life stage, as people dynamically move in and
out of poverty and unemployment across their life course (Beck and Beck-
Gernsheim, 2002:49). However, the experience of frequent and long term
unemployment remains a predominantly working-class experience (Atkinson,
2008:13). As Shildrick et al (2012:128) noted in their exploration of "poor work",
the jobs that united working-class men and women were typically low skilled,
low paid and insecure, with few exceptions. Bourdieu (1998:85) argued that
casualisation of employment is part of a mode of domination based on the
creation of a generalised and permanent state of insecurity, embedding a
system of "flexploitation". The impact of changing labour markets is not felt
evenly across the population. As Bauman (2001:29) argued, those who are less
mobile are particularly vulnerable to the whims of investors and market forces.

An important part of individualisation theory is the internalisation of social
phenomena, turning social problems into individual psychological dispositions
that are reflected in individualistic narratives in people's biographies (Beck and
Beck-Gernsheim, 2002:24). Rather than outside forces, people perceive their
fate as the result of their own free decisions (Atkinson, 2010:1.1). The
individualisation of life narratives prevents experiences from travelling beyond
the enclosure of the private and 'subjective self (Bauman, 2001:9,12).
Consequently, the 'rules of the game' seldom come under scrutiny and
individuals are less likely to perceive a 'common cause', leading to the "falling
apart" of class structures (Bauman, 2001:9-11). Working life is "saturated with
uncertainty”, providing little impetus for mutual loyalty or a 'common cause’
(Bauman, 2000:147-148). Identities become light, temporary, and flexible
(Bauman, 2005:28), in contrast to the fixity of class 'zombie categories' (Beck,
2002:207). For Beck (2002:207), social theory requires concepts that can draw
a picture of a differentiated society with various cultures of individualisation and
collective life situations. This does not mean the end of social inequality, but
rather signals the beginning of radicalised inequalities (Beck, 2007:680).
Although for many individuals, the persistence of relative inequalities remains
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an important structuring element of people's lifeworlds, under individualisation
collective action on class grounds is unlikely to result because inequalities are
redefined in terms of individual crises that are seldom rooted in the social realm.
While people do form alliances, these are short-lived, temporary coalitions that
are not necessarily based on class affiliations (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim,
2002:39-40).

For Beck (2007:681-682) the 'truth' of the individualisation thesis is not to be
found in the attitudes and behaviours of individuals, but the relationship
between the state and the individual whereby civil, political and social rights are
addressed to the individual rather than the collective. However, the 'mobile
actor' — potentially deploying strategies and tactics to manage mobility
pressures and constraints — is arguably an important perspective to research
(Kesselring, 2008:94). Only the individual can elucidate the impact of
institutionally constituted individualism on their behaviour and perceptions.
Person-centred research can also provide a nuanced view of individualism and
mobility. Over-emphasising liquidity can lead to the perception that all
individuals have equally fluid lives, moving along spatial and temporal flows in
response to the demands of institutions and flexible labour markets. In reality,
understanding mobility means examining the many consequences for different
people and places located in the 'fast' and 'slow' lanes of life (Hannam et al,
2006:11). For example, for some people frequent mobility increases their power
and influence, but others who move often — for example migrant workers,
refugees — are not 'in charge' in the same way (Massey, 1993:61). Access to
mobility is therefore differentiated, structured and unequal, and such
differentiated access produces further inequalities (Dufty-Jones, 2012:215).

5.5 Habitus and dispositions

While theories of individualisation highlight individuals' adaptation to changing
labour market conditions, Bourdieu emphasises the importance of long-running,
inflexible dispositions that guide behaviour. Bourdieu’s (1977) theory of practice
aimed to bridge the gap between structure and agency to provide a
comprehensive account of social behaviour. The habitus is a structuring
mechanism that operates from within agents (Wacquant, 1992:18). Although it
cannot be observed, it can be seen in the actualisation of particular situations
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(Vandenberghe, 1999:48). Experiences associated with a particular position in
the social structure inscribe on the habitus and shape dispositions, generating
practices and giving meaning to the world (Bourdieu, 1984:170). The 'rules'
governing behaviour are embodied in each of us, expressed as habitual
practices or customs wherein the 'rules' disappear from consciousness and
practices are produced unconsciously by each of us who ‘just know' how to
carry on in social life (Burkitt, 2004:221). Agents are guided in their actions by
intuition arising out of a practical sense or feel for the game (Bourdieu, 2005:9).
In conceptualising residential mobility, the habitus can be used to understand
how opportunities for mobility are viewed by individuals. Looking historically one
can understand how the act of moving — whether at the micro-scale or across
continents — is tied into sets of meanings that go on to play a role in the

production of future mobilities (Cresswell, 2011:2).

As the habitus operates below the level of consciousness, it shapes agents'
subjective aspirations not through a conscious calculation of what is (or is not)
possible, but through a set of dispositions that ‘pre-adapt’ the possibilities that
are seen (Bourdieu, 1990:54). It therefore “transforms necessity into a virtue by
inducing 'choices' which correspond to the condition of which it is the product”
(Bourdieu, 1984:175). It follows that some options will not be consciously seen
or considered by households, as they exist beyond the boundaries of the
adaptive habitus. This is a situated, rather than absolute, freedom to choose
(Crossley, 2001:134). Although there are an infinite number of practices guided
by the habitus and they are relatively unpredictable, Bourdieu (1990:55) also
argued that they are "limited in their diversity" since people who experience
similar lives may develop shared dispositions. This embodied 'sense' of how to
behave contrasts with the conscious calculations of the reflexive, disembedded,
individualistic actor (Bottero, 2010:4). Although Bourdieu (1990:53) did not rule
out that responses of the habitus "may be accompanied by a strategic
calculation”, the first response is defined without calculation, in relation to the
potential options that people have been conditioned to recognise. The
"embodied history" of the habitus results in the prioritisation of past experiences

over the immediate present (Bourdieu, 1990:56).

However, there is something more to human action than the concept of habitus

can fully capture, something creative and generative which makes and modifies
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habits (Crossley, 2001:116). Indeed, a disposition towards certain attitudes,
values or ways of behaving does not exclude the possibility of being open to
modification rather than simply being passively re-inscribed (Webb et al,
2006:38-41). A more adaptive understanding of the habitus accepts the power
of dispositions but acknowledges that there are an increasing array of
overlapping social fields in everyday life that force reflexive consciousness to
play a role (Burkitt, 2004:223). In this way, a distinction can be made between
the "strong version" of the habitus, which is always inaccessible to human
perception, and a "weak version" in which much of social action is unconscious,
embodied, and not reflected upon, but which can be accessed through
systematic research (Uprichard and Byrne, 2006:669). Burkitt (2004:221)
cautioned that we must pay attention to people's experiences of "living

presence” — emerging, indistinct, yet to be articulated experiences.

Bottero (2010:5) argued for a greater emphasis on context-specific, shared,
negotiated lifeworlds, through which identities are constructed, a product of the
relationship between agents, rather than simply between the habitus and the
field. However, Bourdieu's emphasis on the group habitus as harmonised in the
absence of any explicit coordination belies the active interpretation and
negotiation that is a part of any shared activity (Bottero, 2010:13). Bourdieu
consequently tends towards overstating the uniformity of group dispositions in
generating joint practice, conversely understating the adjustments, constraints
and challenges that are a part of joint practice (Bottero, 2010:14). Lahire
(2003:343) also argued that Bourdieusian frameworks tend to homogenise and
that the search for general dispositions and habitus is at odds with the plurality
of individual life and experience. Researchers need to replace coherent pictures
of group dispositions with a more complex vision of the individual as the bearer
of heterogeneous dispositions (Lahire, 2003:344).

The habitus is embodied, visible in “the most automatic gestures or the
apparently most insignificant techniques of the body” (Bourdieu, 1984:466). An
actor's understanding of the social world is demonstrated through their bodily
know-how; their practical sense is encoded in the way the individual is carried
and projected in public space (Taylor, 1999:35). Through the properties and
movements of the body, all kinds of social distinctions are expressed (Bourdieu,

1990:71). As such, "when a stranger comes into our presence...first
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appearances are likely to enable us to anticipate his category and attributes, his
'social identity™ (Goffman, 1963:12). For Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992:124),
human action was not an instantaneous reaction to immediate stimuli, and
knowledge of the stimulus does not enable an understanding of action unless
one has an idea of the habitus that responds to them. Looking solely at changes
in how institutions relate to individuals or groups, for example, does not provide
an understanding of how an individual will respond to or interpret the changing
relationship. One must understand how they interpret and filter the world
through their life experiences. The durability of the habitus is such that practices
may be poorly adapted to conditions because they were adjusted to a different
context and have outlived the economic and social conditions in which they

were produced (Bourdieu, 1990:62).

Forms of capital (economic, social, cultural) shape an individual's existence,
generating particular dispositions to act and see the world in certain ways
(Atkinson, 2010:2.2). The production of social space involves the production of
difference, positions of distinction between holders of differential amounts of
capital (Burkitt, 2004:213). The capacity people have to be mobile can be
considered a resource or form of capital (Kauffman and Montulet, 2008:45). The
potential for mobility is a resource that enables people to negotiate spatial
constraints (Kauffman, 2002:103). It structures because it moderates mobility
behaviour and intentions, enabling mobility for some, but restricting choices for
others. In considering the potential to be mobile as a form of capital, its relative
value in different fields must be accounted for. Capital is not fixed — its value
differs across different fields (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992:98). Mobility may
be more valued in, for example, the employment field than the field of education.
Actors recognise this fluidity and the power of capital, engaging in struggles to
change the relative value of different forms of capital, valorising that which they
possess and attempting to discredit that possessed by others in the ‘game’
(Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992:99). Fields are therefore the locus of
competition and conflict (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992:103). However, the
view of mobility as a kind of capital suggests that its counter — immobility — is
negative, denoting lack of resources. It is also questionable whether the
potential to be mobile is a form of capital in itself; it may simply be the
spatialisation of other forms of capital, for example social capital derived
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through knowledge about other places, or the economic capital to afford a

deposit for a property elsewhere.

Although Bourdieu (1990:53) argued that individuals could act strategically,
adapting their habitus and changing their position in social space (fields), his
view of agency remained somewhat limited:

The schemes of the habitus...owe their specific efficacy to the fact
that they function below the level of consciousness and language,
beyond the reach of introspective scrutiny or control by the will

Bourdieu, 1984:466

For Bourdieu (2005:73), strategies were more unconscious than calculated.
Though people may be conscious of making moves and acting strategically,
they are unaware that their motives, goals and aspirations are not spontaneous
or natural but are given to them through the habitus (Webb et al, 2006:58).
Bourdieu left little room for the idea that individuals could rationally challenge
the habitus to make different choices (Verdaasdonk, 2003:360). Yet everyday
life must include not only the routine repetition of past and habitual behaviours,
but also creative actions which challenge what is regarded as 'commonplace’
(May, 2011:367). From a critical perspective, Bourdieu's framework is too
reductive — quick to reduce agents' ideas to their position in the field — and in
emphasising the role of enduring dispositions he denies agents the capacity to
critically reflect on their situation and identity (Bottero, 2010:10). The
unconscious nature of the habitus also has important implications for research.
Individuals may not have access to subconscious motivations as governed by
the habitus, and “their most spontaneous declarations may express something
quite different from what they seem to say” (Bourdieu, 2010:620). If the habitus
is “internalised as a second nature and so forgotten as history” (Bourdieu,
1990:56) then how can it be uncovered in research processes? Researchers
may dismiss social agents’ ability to reflect on their own behaviour
(Verdaasdonk, 2003:360). This leaves the researcher in the unwelcome position
of having to account for why individuals are ‘deluded’ but the researcher is not
(Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1999:90).
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5.6 Belonging and place

Belonging is "a sense of ease with oneself and one's surroundings”, developed
through a process of identifying with one's social, relational and material
surroundings, and of recognising the self in 'the other' (May, 2011:368). There
are links between the concepts of belonging and the habitus, since a sense of
belonging is partly achieved on the basis of knowing how to behave, having a
'feel for the game' in the Bourdieusian sense (May, 2011:368). However, May
(2011:363) argued that the concept of belonging offers a more person-centred
approach to understanding responses to social change than the habitus,
depicting social structures as actively lived. Understanding belonging
necessitates a focus on emotions, the relations between individuals and social
interaction (May, 2011:369). For Burkitt (2004:222), emotions were central to
human relations, which are formed over time and reproduced not so much
through fixed habit but through the shared desire, need, and interest to
constitute them again in a future time and place. In this view, belonging derives
from conscious negotiation with others, rather than just internalising shared
conditions of existence as in the habitus (Bottero, 2010:413, May, 2011:369).

For Bourdieu, the habitus belongs in a particular social field, and if we remain in
this field it feels 'natural’; the concept of belonging demonstrates how people
can be embedded in a familiar and everyday world and yet feel that they do not
belong there, because people make claims to belonging that others may reject
(May, 2011:370). Simply being familiar with a place or a group of people is not
enough to guarantee a sense of belonging, since there are hierarchies of
belonging and not everyone is allowed to belong (May, 2011:369-370).
However, for a number of researchers utilising Bourdieusian concepts (Savage
et al, 2005, Watt, 2006), this is not incompatible with the idea of the enduring
habitus; rather, through ongoing processes of distinction people create spaces
in which they can belong, often with people 'like them' and excluding 'others'.
Places become sorters of social distinction as other signifiers such as
occupation have lost their purchase (Savage et al, 2005:101). Research should
consider, however, that 'not belonging' is nbt always a negative experience;
May (2011:373) argued that for many people there is a tension between
wanting to be similar to and belong with others, and wanting to be unique and

different from others.
: 72



A sense of belonging is inherently spatial. Fortier (2000:112) showed how
Italian immigrants in London constructed a sense of belonging in habitual
spaces, such as churches — "architectures of reassurance" — which generated
an instinctive sense of how to behave. Forms of belonging emerged from
processes of de-territorialisation and re-territorialisation, rooted in place (Fortier,
2000:2). May (2011:371) argued that the concept of belonging goes further than
the habitus in considering the sensory nature of our connection to the natural
and built environments; we come to know the world around us "through our
sensuous embodied experiences of touch, sound, smell and taste". In
phenomenological approaches, perception (seeing, hearing, touching), bodily
movements, and emotions are key to understanding the world (Tilley, 1994:12).
Fortier (2000:6), for example, saw bodies as sites for the display of cultural
identity, not just through what is visible but also through the expressions and
movement of the body, while Crossley (2001:85) considered the way in which

emotions transform lifeworlds, meanings, and how people act in the world.

In moving through space, people develop a sense of belonging and come to
understand who they are as individuals and groups (May, 2011:371). For De
Certeau (1988:97), "the act of walking is to the urban system what the speech
act is to language or to the statements uttered"; as people move through places
they perform "pedestrian speech acts". Walkers transform the spatial

environment:

...if on the one hand he actualises only a few of the possibilities fixed
by the constructed order (he goes only here and not there), on the
other he increases the number of possibilities (for example, by
creating shortcuts and detours) and prohibitions (for example, he
forbids himself to take paths generally considered accessible or even

obligatory)
De Certeau, 1988:98

Habitual processes of movement, covering and re-covering the same routes,
enable people to territorialise space, giving meaning to the spatial (Leach,
2005:299). Through stylised spatial practices — "corporeal memory acts" (Leach,
2005:302) — groups can appropriate spaces and form attachments to places
(Blokland, 2003:159). This view holds that we cannot 'read' the environment as
though meaning was inherent in places, rather meaning is given to the
environment through collective and individual behaviour (Leach, 2005:302). As

such:
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Space can only exist as a set of relations between things or
places...there is no space that is not relational. Space is created by
social relations, natural and cultural objects. It is a production, an
achievement, rather than an autonomous reality in which things or
people are located or 'found'

Tilley, 1994:17

Places have different "densities of meanings" to people depending on the
events and actions they have seen, experienced and remember, therefore a
sense of attachment to place is frequently derived from the stability of meanings
associated with the place (Tilley, 1994:18).

Belonging is also a fluid state, changing over time in response to changes in our
own circumstances, such as becoming a parent, and changes in the
environment around us (May, 2011:372). The living memory of places
challenges commonly held assumptions about the stillness of space and the
fluidity of time (Fortier, 2000:174). It is therefore an appropriate concept to use
in the study of social change over time. As De Certeau (1988:108) argued, "the
places people live in are like the presences of diverse absences" as people
refer to what used to be but can no longer be seen, creating "haunted places"
with "pasts that others are not allowed to read...symbolisations encysted in the
pain or pleasure of the body. 'l feel good here™. Daily movements through
places become "biographic encounters" for individuals, recalling past activities,
events and signs (Tilley, 1994:27).

For Tilley (1994:27), "personal biographies, social identities, and a biography of
place are intimately connected"; places are understood in relation to other
places that people have experienced in their life history, but places can also
acquire their own history as a result of the events that have taken place there.
Because memories constantly provide modifications to a sense of place, it "can
never be exactly the same place twice" (Tilley, 1994:27). Understanding place
must therefore "fundamentally be a narrative understanding involving a
presencing of previous experiences in present contexts" (Tilley, 1994:31).
However, public discourses of place affect how communities are defined,
perceptions of their needs, and who belongs or does not belong (Blokland,
2009:1594). Dominant images of places are influenced by partial collective
histories that reflect powerful sections of the population (Blokland, 2009:1608).

74



5.7 Conclusion

A range of different theories and concepts can be utilised to understand why
people move, or remain, in places across their life course, and how they
respond to broader social and economic changes. While theories of
individualisation highlight individuals' adaptation to changing labour market
conditions, the concept of the habitus emphasises the importance of enduring,
historically constituted, inflexible dispositions in guiding behaviour. Proponents
of the concept of belonging argue that the habitus does not go far enough in
considering how people develop a sense of comfort in place, particularly
through movement and the relationships people have with others. Extending
Bourdieusian theories using the concept of belonging could be especially useful

in exploring attachment to particular places and how this may change over time.

While Bourdieu argues that class continues to structure experiences through
the habitus and cultural practices, Beck and Beck-Gernsheim propose that
people across the occupational spectrum face the same risks and as such class
is lessening in relevance. However, in light of the literature that has been
discussed in the preceding chapters, class-based insecurity is likely to be highly
relevant to the lives of people living in Nearthorpe and Eastland, making class
an important lens through which to consider people’s experiences. The habitus
will therefore be a key theory through which household behaviour can be
explained. Applying these different theories to empirical research of household
mobility behaviour has the potential to add to a literature which has less of a
sociological focus. This is particularly the case with much of the literature
around labour markets, which has been dominated by economics. The concepts
of the habitus and belonging will enable emotional and experiential factors to

come to the forefront of analysis.
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6.1 Introduction

There is a gap in the research literature around qualitative understandings of
the role of employment factors in residential mobility, which biographically-
focused research could address. Although they have long been used in life
history work, biographical research methods have become more prominent in a
number of social science disciplines in recent years. It may be tempting to link
this methodological turn with broader individualising narratives, however much
research in the biographical tradition emphasises the historically situated,
context-specific, culturally related nature of personal narratives. Biographical
approaches are therefore well-suited to exploring how people respond to social
and economic changes, the expression of the habitus, and the interweaving of

individual lives with others.

The chapter starts with a broad methodological discussion focusing on
biographical research. It then moves on to outline the research approach,
comprising two semi-structured interviews with 18 households in Nearthorpe
and Eastland (nine in each location). A whole-household approach was taken,
aiming to add to a literature that has largely been based on data from heads of
household. Semi-structured interviews with nine stakeholders were also used to
illuminate the place-context, alongside phone interviews with six estate agents.
The fieldwork process is then discussed, from initial piloting to final data
analysis. The end of the chapter focuses on a more reflexive discussion of

some of the limitations of the research, and key ethical issues.
6.2 Ontology and epistemology in biographical research

Biographies are case histories where the person's own narrative and evaluative
account of their life is the centre (Bertaux and Delcroix, 2000:73). It is a story
told in the present about someone's life in the past and their expectations for
the future (Brannen and Nilsen, 2011:609). Biographical methods seek to go
beyond the presentation of facts to understand the meaning that events have
for individuals, and how this connects to wider society. As Brah (1994:169)
argued, "the micro world of individual narratives constantly references and
foregrounds the macro canvas of economic, political and cultural change". The

validity of utilising the narratives of 'ordinary people' in research lies in building
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these connections between individual histories and wider social theory (Merrill
and West, 2009:163).

Acknowledging that such methods cannot stand tests of verifiability, reliability or
representativeness, biographical researchers have called for different evaluative
criteria — evidential support for claims, consideration of different interpretations,
plausibility, coherence, and persuasiveness (Kohler Riessman, 1993:64-65).
Narrative richness, the quality of the research relationship, and depth of insight
are other potential evaluative criteria (Merrill and West, 2009:164). The focus is
on the quality of data, not on the volume of cases; as Mason (in: Baker and
Edwards, 2012:29) noted, hundreds of superficial interviews may be of little use,

whilst just a few quality cases could generate considerable insight.
The individualised narrator

Although biographical methods assume that the study of individuals is an
important route to understanding the social world (Rustin, 2000:46), researchers
in the biographical tradition do not have a single ontological and epistemological
position. The biographical subject has been conceptualised differently by
researchers depending on the lens through which they perceive the social world.
At one extreme, the biographical subject is the self-conscious and reflexive
narrator, knowledgeable about their past and 'telling it like it was', providing the
researcher with an authentic account and some ‘objective’ knowledge of reality.
Some have seen the shadow of postmodernism in the broader turn to
biographical methods, foregrounding individual accounts in place of 'grand
narratives' (Roberts, 2002:4-5). Rustin (2000:34) argued that contemporary
theories of individualisation and liquidity (Bauman, 2000, 2001, Beck, 2002,
Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002) have given new prominence to the individual

in society, leading to renewed interest in biographical methods.

However, the focus on 'individualisation' and 'liquid modernity' ignores the
different ways in which the biographical subject is conceptualised by
researchers of different traditions, conflating the narrative form with the idea of
an individualised narrator (Mason, 2004:178). Although people tell personal
narratives, they are often full of relational content (Atkinson, 2010, Mason,
2004:178). May (2011:367) argued that the social embeddedness of people's

lives should be recognised by using the term 'personal narrative' instead of
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'individual narrative'. Others have questioned the existence of the individual,
reflexive author of their own biography, arguing that this is a lived reality for only
a small minority of (white, middle class, male) people (Mason, 2004:163).
Biographical methods should not be limited to reflecting individualised accounts
of society. Indeed, they can explore the tension between structures and agency,
linking micro and macro levels of analysis and re-engaging with lived realities
(Wengraf et al, 2002:245). In mobility research, biographies have the potential
to illuminate the impact of macro-level economic changes on individual lives

and people’s relationship to places.
Biographies as construction

At the other epistemological extreme, constructionists reject the idea of the
authentic voice. Stories are not simply referential of experience, rather subjects
are seen as vehicles for articulations which can be traced to cultural context,
contemporary ways of understanding, social interactions and performances
(Harding, 2006:2.2-2.3, Roberts, 2002:7). Back (cf: Baker and Edwards
2012:12-13) cautioned qualitative researchers against conflating a socially
shaped account with some 'authentic' voice of truth. Biographical methods do
not enable one to glimpse a life 'as it was', but show how it is interpreted and
reinterpreted, told and retold (Bruner, 1987:31). Individuals move between past,
present, and future, summarising, re-sequencing, and emphasising events
(Roberts, 2002:84). As Hankiss (1981:203) argued, people build their own
theories about the course of their life, classifying successes, failures, and life

choices into a coherent explanation of their history, building their own "ontology".

Human memory selects, emphasises, rearranges and gives new
colour to everything that happened in reality...it endows certain
fundamental episodes with a symbolic meaning, often to the point of
turning them almost into myths, by locating them at a focal point of

the explanatory system of the self
Hankiss, 1981:203

These symbolic episodes may occupy a much larger slice of an individual's
'temporal identity' than could be understood by calendar measures of time
(Temple, 1996:90-91). Biographical research must therefore recognise that
memory does not just store experiences and events through time in an easily
retrievable and unaltered form — it is itself socially constructed (Temple,

1996:89).
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The impression of an ‘authentic voice’ should therefore be treated with caution..
Individuals and groups may deliberately present events and experiences in a
certain light. Telling life stories can be a way of giving meaning to the present
through re-interpreting the past (Bertaux-Wiame, 1981:258). Levy (1981:100-
102) noted that families used "imaginative generalisations", selectively making
use of facts and events to tell stories that projected particular values. As the

Personal Narratives Group (1989:261) noted:

When talking about their lives, people lie, sometimes forget a lot,
exaggerate, become confused, and get things wrong. Yet they are
revealing truths. Those truths don't reveal the past 'as it actually was’,
aspiring to a standard of objectivity. They give us instead the truths of
our experiences...Unlike the reassuring Truth of the scientific ideal,
the truths of personal narratives are neither open to truth nor self-
evident. We come to understand them only through interpretation,
paying careful attention to the contexts that shape their creation and
to the world views that inform them

For Bruner (1987:15), context is crucial because the prevailing discourses about
'possible lives' structure how people perceive and present their own lives. In
constructing a personal narrative, people are influenced by the many available
social, public and cultural narratives, i.e. narratives 'not of our own making'
(Somers, 1994:625-629). Narratives are therefore culturally and historically
contingent (Kohler Riessman, 1993:5). However, it is precisely because of the
rootedness of personal narratives in time, place and personal experience, that

they are valued by many researchers (Personal Narratives Group, 1989:263-4).

In reality, many researchers work between the two extremes for the
individualised narrator and the socially constructed narrative (Kohler Riessman,
1993:70). In this research, life stories will be seen as drawing on real events
and experiences, while acknowledging that how these events are perceived,
selected and placed within an individual's life is an important aspect of analysis
(Roberts, 2002:8). Memory can be seen as concerned both with the
representation of events as well as an active process of producing meanings
(Harding, 2006:2.3).
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6.3 Conducting biographical research

For some biographical methodologists, it is crucial for the interviewee to provide
an uninterrupted narrative of their own life (Wengraf, 2000:141). Biographical-
interpretive methods encourage individuals to speak extensively and freely with
minimum intrusion (Merrill and West, 2009:119). This enables the researcher to
analyse an uninterrupted narrative in the individual's own words, which is crucial
for approaches which seek to understand the structure of the narrative form.
Approaches that focus on the construction of stories are more likely to view
'narratives’ as having formal properties, with a beginning and end, and
detachable from the surrounding life story, rather than seeing life stories or
biographies are synonymous with narratives (Kohler Riessman, 1993:31).
However, the biographic-interpretive approach is time-consuming, requiring
multiple interviews to first generate the uninterrupted life narrative and then

focus around particular research questions.

Other researchers argue that biographical approaches do not need to be so
open, or encompass a 'whole life' (Harding, 2006:1.2). Brannen and Nilsen
(2011:609), for example, directed interviewees to particular times in their life,
rather than freely covering their whole history in a less structured way. Indeed, it
is often necessary to direct interviewees to specific elements of their life story
as the researcher (and researched) has limited time. Where research projects
are more focused on events and what they mean to people, limiting the scope
of the interview is especially common. The approach has commonalities with
semi-structured interviewing, albeit with a strong biographical focus, as the
interviewee is in dialogue with the researcher, rather than telling an
uninterrupted narrative. Participants may be more comfortable with this, rather
than being asked to 'tell me about your life history'; very open questions like this
can yield disappointingly brief responses, and stories often flow more freely
when questions are asked (Merrill and West, 2009:120).

Whatever approach is taken, to be scientifically compelling biographical
methods must find the right people to study and the right questions to ask so
that wider societal context can be brought to bear (Brannen and Nilsen,
2011:610). As Josselson (1999:x) noted:
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Researchers are often attracted to unusual people with unique life
stories, but they do not manage to go beyond the presentation of a
good story toward some kind of wider, theoretical meanings or
implications. This is the most challenging aspect of narrative
research

The essential problem for biographical sociology is to retain a sociological frame
of reference and demonstrate that original knowledge of the social world can be
derived from the study of individual life stories (Rustin, 2000:45).

6.4 The research approach

Semi-structured, biographical interviews

The research presented here seeks to explore the range of ways in which
people respond to post-industrial change. One of the key strengths of
biographical methods is in exploring levels of personal meaning (Wengraf et al,
2002:253); this is something that quantitative studies struggle to draw out.
Macro approaches miss important nuances concerning variations in individual
experiences, the meaning people give to their lives and how their agency is
shaped by different layers of context and experience (Brannen and Nilsen,
2011:614). Many mobility studies have also assumed rational decision-making

processes, failing to consider emotional relations.

Mason (2004:166) argued that personal narratives reveal the significance of
context, contingency, constraint and opportunity over abstract residential
strategies. Instead of ordering and prioritising different push/pull factors in
residential mobility, biographical approaches seek to understand mobility as an
event situated within life history, representing the complexity of competing and
conflicting rationales. Although there have been some qualitative, biographical
approaches to researching residential mobility (Bartlett, 1997, Bertaux-Wiame,
1981, Clark, 2009, Ni Laoire, 2000, Skelton, 2002, Winstanley et al, 2002),
these have largely focused on specific groups (migrants to Paris between the
wars, rural Irish youth, frequent movers, Aboriginal single mothers), and have
not drawn out the role of labour market experiences and perceptions.

Interviews seek to provide an understanding of people's lived experience,
beliefs, and values (Forsey, 2010:567). Through interviewing a participant,
researchers seek to uncover both factual descriptions and what is said 'between
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the lines' (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009:30). In this research, two interviews were
carried out with 18 households, using a semi-structured, biographical approach.
The first interview focused on explaining the research and understanding the
household, employment, mobility, and neighbourhood context. The second
interview focused on past residential mobility, starting from 'where did you grow
up?', and enabled clarification of any points from the first meeting (for topic

guides, see Appendix One).
Household interviewing

Interviewing all members of a household can reveal the contested and
negotiated nature of household relationships (Valentine, 1999, Winstanley et al,
2002). Much of the research around residential mobility has relied on a single
head of household, denying the relevance of gender and/or family decision-
making processes (Winstanley et al, 2002:816). However, in seeking to include
multiple household members, the researcher is faced with the methodological
dilemma of whether members should be interviewed together or apart
(Valentine, 1999:67-68). Separate interviews provide each household member
with the space and privacy to discuss their own accounts, particularly where
household histories separate. Hertz (1995:437) argued that in couples, people
often develop a division in remembering stories, with one person asked to tell
the stbry since 'you tell it better'; conducting separate interviews detangles
merged stories to reveal individual accounts. Separate interviews may also

reveal differences in accounts of mobility behaviour and intentions.

However, interviewing household members together may provide an opportunity
for the researcher to see how issues are negotiated and mediated to produce a
single collaborative account (Valentine, 1999:68). Once separate interviews are
conducted, it may be difficult to create a picture of the household which
incorporates all members and is sensitive to how they negotiate differences or
challenge interpretations (Hertz, 1995:431). Of course, joint interviews may not
result in an agreed, collaborative account — people may challenge each other's
account or point out inaccuracies — but this too can provide insight for research
projects (Valentine, 1999:69, Winstanley et al, 2002:827). The dynamics of joint

interviews can also produce richer, more detailed accounts than those
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conducted with individuals, as participants jog memories or encourage each
other to elaborate (Valentine, 1999:68).

This research was carried out using joint interviews where there was a couple
living together. In two cases this was not possible as only one person spoke
English, and in one case where a partner had work commitments. The whole
household approach meant that more households could take part, as
conducting separate interviews would have extended the duration of fieldwork
resulting in fewer overall households. Furthermore, on a practical note it may
have been difficult to conduct separate interviews in people's homes because in

most cases there was only one living area.
Case study research

The term 'case study' refers to research that investigates a number of cases in-
depth (Hammersley and Gomm, 2000:3). The research approach outlined here
can be conceptualised as case studies (biographies) within case studies
(geographical areas). Case studies are often criticised for lacking
generalisability, however for many using this approach capturing cases in their
uniqueness is one of the key rationales for the design (Chamberlayne, 2004:19,
Hammersley and Gomm, 2000:3). Nevertheless, qualitative researchers do
need to appeal to the general relevance of the cases they study in order to
establish that their work has scientific value (Gomm et al, 2000:99), including
considering how the cases can enhance the understanding of other situations
(Ward Schofield, 2000). Stake (2000:23) sought to redefine the concept of
generalisability, arguing that research does not necessarily seek to generalise
from a single case to a whole population, but to other similar cases. It is
therefore crucial that the case is described so that one can judge similarities
and differences. Lincoln and Guba (2000:38-39) argued for a focus on the fit
and transferability of conclusions between specific types of cases. It is hoped
that the descriptions of the case study areas in Chapter Seven will be useful to
those seeking to understand how conclusions may be relevant to other cases.

Cases must be selected from a clear sociological rationale, while also
considering practical issues (Brannen and Nilsen, 2011:607-615). A case study
approach enables comparisons to be made between two areas with contrasting

characteristics. Although selecting two or more case study areas would have
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enable more typologies to be defined and explored, it would have necessitated
significant compromises on the depth of the research. As Ward Schofield
(2000:80) argued, there is a trade-off between the increased potential for
generalisability flowing from studying a large number of sites and the depth of
understanding that comes from focusing on a small number of cases. Focusing
on two areas balances being able to contrast places on certain criteria with

gaining an in-depth understanding of the places and the participants' lives.

Two case areas were selected and given pseudonyms: Nearthorpe (Sheffield)
and Eastland (Grimsby). The areas were selected through consideration of a
range of data, such as indices of multiple deprivation, labour market statistics
and housing market characteristics. A number of practical considerations, such
as access to the area and fieldwork resources, also guided decision-making.
Further detail about the process of case selection can be found in Appendix
Two, although it is worth acknowledging here that another person, guided by

the same principles of selection, could have chosen different areas.

The areas were selected on the basis of certain criteria. Common criteria
around levels of disadvantage and tenure mix were used in conjunction with
contrasting criteria around: the strength of labour market, proximity to/isolation
from employment, and transport links. While Nearthorpe was situated in a
stronger labour market, Eastland was relatively isolated from labour market
opportunities. It may be expected that — if employment was an important driver
of residential mobility behaviour — people living in Eastland would be more likely
to move, as they were in a weaker labour market with fewer transport networks
to areas of greater opportunity. Conversely, the employment outcomes of those
living in Nearthorpe may also be expected to be positively influenced by the
wider labour market context (Atkinson and Kintrea, 2001:2295).

6.5 Conducting the fieldwork

Stakeholder interviews

In 2011, initial interviews were carried out with nine stakeholders from the two
case study areas to gain an understanding of how different professionals
working with these places viewed the employment, housing, and community

context. Although data from these interviews is largely confined to Chapter
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Seven, in which the Nearthorpe and Eastland are described in depth,
stakeholder interpretations are not privileged as ‘truths’ but used to increase
understandings of the professional narratives that surround places. Initial
contacts were identified through local authorities and voluntary and community
sector organisations and snowball sampling was used where individuals
provided additional contacts. Interviews were conducted face-to-face, with the
exception of one telephone interview, and lasted around an hour. The

stakeholders in Sheffield were:
* Rachel, a Local Authority manager working with communities in east
Sheffield

» Katie, a Local Authority manager with a focus on skills, training and
employability

» Sarah, a manager at a local charity focused on training, skills
development and employability

* Joanna, a manager at a local charity focused on training, skills
development and employability

* Tom, a Local Authority employee working in planning and regeneration
The stakeholders in Grimsby were:
* Louise, a Local Authority employee working on policy

* Rosie, a Local Authority manager with a focus on housing and
communities

* Chris, a manager at a homelessness charity
* Faye, a Local Authority employee working in regeneration

In addition, short telephone interviews with six estate agents were also
conducted to elicit their view of local housing markets. Where possible
stakeholders signed consent forms, but for telephone interviews participants
provided verbal consent. An information sheet about the research was sent to
stakeholders (this was posted to estate agents in advance of the call) and
discussed at the start of the interview. Information sheets, topic guides and

consent forms can be found in Appendices Three to Five.

Research pilot

The initial aim was to recruit ten households per area, enough to enable themes

to emerge and a range of different households to participate, whilst also
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allowing for an in-depth, multi-interview approach. As there was no gatekeeper
through which to recruit participants, consideration was given to different
approaches. Snowball sampling was one method of recruitment, although as
Smith (2005:14) noted, this promotes a relatively homogeneous sample within
social networks. For the research presented here, a more heterogeneous
sample, covering a range of different criteria, was preferable. Carrying out a
survey to generate a population from which to draw a sample was also

considered, but discounted on cost grounds.

The pilot tested an alternative approach, hand-delivering a flyer (Appendix Six)
about the research to 50 households in Nearthorpe (Sheffield) in November
2012. This approach relied on people contacting the researcher by phone, text,
or email, to express an interest in participating. A telephone-based 'screening
survey' (Appendix Seven) was designed to gather key details to facilitate
sample selection. The aim was to interview two households that — if successful
— would be the first participants of the study, whilst enabling adjustments to be

made to the research design.

After three days, no participants had come forward. The flyer was simplified to
be one-sided, provide a landline, and highlight home-based interviews
(Appendix Six). 150 flyers were printed for hand delivery. Half were put in
envelopes hand written 'To The Occupier'; half were folded. A small poster
(Appendix Six) was posted at local shops and community facilities. The same

day, three people got in touch having seen the flyers and two were selected.

In terms of learning from the pilot, the simplified flyer in an envelope was used
in the main research as a more effective way of recruiting participants.
Conducting the interviews also revealed that it would be unrealistic to expect
participants to deliver complete timelines for their life histories, as they struggled
to recall specific dates or locations, especially where histories were complex.
Understanding the meanings and motivations that participants gave for their
behaviour were more important. The combination of interview and transcription
time confirmed that the target of 20 households was appropriate given the

timeframe of the research.
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Recruiting participants to the main research

In November 2012, an additional 300 flyers were delivered to addresses in
Nearthorpe, giving a total of 500 target households (including the pilot). In total,
16 people expressed an interest in participating (a 3.2% response). The nine
selected households were drawn from a possible set of 15, as one potential
participant could not be contacted. Including the npilot, interviews were

conducted between November and January 2012.

After these interviews were complete, recruitment started in Eastland (Grimsby)
in February 2013. 400 flyers were delivered, however due to a low response
rate an additional 500 flyers were delivered in April 2013. The lower response
rate in Eastland may partly have resulted from a higher proportion of empty
properties and greater population turnover. 15 people expressed an interest in
taking part in the research (a 1.7% response). The researcher was unable to
make contact with one person, and in another case someone opted out due to
the time commitment. Screening surveys were conducted with the 13 remaining.
One household was unable to fit into the fieldwork schedule due to work
commitments. Contact was lost with another person, and one participant
withdrew before the first interview because they had started a new job. As a
result, potential participating households shrank from 13 to ten; interviews were
conducted with nine households in February and April 2013. Given the low
response rate, one limitation of the research is potential response bias, as there
may have been something unique to the people who responded, and something

could have been missed from not having generated more potential participants.
Sampling

The low response rate meant that sampling played a limited role, especially in
Eastland. The main characteristics of interest included:

* Age |

* Employment status

* Tenure

* Length of time at current address

* Number of moves in previous ten years

* Past work-related mobility and future mobility intentions
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The screening survey also collected information on the reasons for moving to
their current address and potential future mobility. The aim was to achieve a
purposive sample which included unemployed and employed people, long-term
residents and newer arrivals, frequent movers and more stable households, a
mix of tenure types, and — if possible — some people who had previously moved,
or wanted to move, for work reasons. Brannen (in: Baker and Edwards,
2012:16) argued that for qualitative studies it is not sample size per se that is
critical, but the inclusion of a particular case. Although a mix of the desired
characteristics was achieved, this was largely a function of who had expressed
an interest in participating. However, there was 100% retention for households
who started the research. Once the research got underway, it also became
clear that a large amount of data was being gathered from households, and the
final sample comprised 18 households with 25 individuals.

6.6 Profile of research participants

Household composition

Most households comprised married or cohabiting couples, with or without
children. In Nearthorpe, a dual-person household with children was most
common, while in Eastland households were more evenly spread across

different types.

Table 6.1: Household structure of research participants

Household structure
Nearthorpe Eastland Total

Married/cohabiting, with 5 2 7
child(ren)

Married/cohabiting, no child(ren) 1 2 3
Single person, with child(ren) 1 2 3
Single person, no child(ren) 2 2 4
Shared house 0 1 1

As explained in the methodology, although in most cases couples were
interviewed together, for three households in Nearthorpe it was only possible to

interview one person from a two-person household.
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Employment

When considering individuals, the most common employment status was
economic inactivity; in Nearthorpe this was mainly due to looking after children
(Table 6.2), and reflects the role of gender in shaping experiences of work
outside the formal economy (MacDonald et al, 2014:11). A larger number of
participants in Eastland were unemployed and actively seeking work, although
in practice some participants resisted this requirement. One person had recently
obtained work but had not yet started; he has been classed as unemployed. Of
six unemployed individuals, only one wanted to move to improve their
employment prospects. The economic activity of participants therefore largely
reflects the broader neighbourhood profiles, with more participants looking after
family in Nearthorpe and more unemployed participants in Eastland. However,
the experience of part-time work was more common among participants in

Eastland than Nearthorpe, in contrast to the wider neighbourhood profiles.

Table 6.2: Employment status of research participants

Employment status (by individual)
Nearthorpe Eastland Total
Unemployed 2 4 6
Employed full-time 3 1 4
Employed part-time 1 3 4
Economically inactive 6 5 11
— retired 1 1 2
— long-term sick 0 2 2
— looking after children 4 1 5
— carer 1 0 1
— other 0 1 1

Participants in Nearthorpe were more likely to be employed in professional and
educational sectors than those in Eastland, who were concentrated in care work,
retail and food industries. This fits with the wider neighbourhood profile.
Although not included in the table presented here, of the three
spouses/cohabiting partners in Nearthorpe who were not interviewed, one was
economically inactive and two were in full-time employment in the
accommodation/food service industry and the manufacturing industry.
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Age

Within households, research participants ranged in age from 23 to 73, but with a

higher proportion of people in their 30s.

Table 6.3: Age range of research participants

Age range (by individual)
Nearthorpe Eastland Total

18-24 0 1 1
25-34 5 4 9
35-44 3 1 4
45-54 1 4 5
55-64 2 3 5
64+ 1 0 1

Tenure largely reflected differences in the housing stock, with more owner-

occupiers in Nearthorpe and more private renters in Eastland.
Tenure

Table 6.4: Tenure of research participants

Household tenure

Nearthorpe Eastland Total
Owner occupier 6 3 9
Private rent 1 5 6
Social rent 2 1 3

Length of tenure in the current home has sometimes been used as an indicator
of expected attachment to place and likelihood to move (Hansen and Gottschalk,
2006), however for these households it was a relatively poor predictor of

attachment to place.
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Table 6.5: Length of tenure in current home of research participants

Length of tenure in current home

Nearthorpe Eastland Total
<1 year 1 5 6
1-4 years 3 2 5
4-10 years 1 1 2
10-20 years 1 1 2
>20 years 3 0 3

Some people who had lived in their current home for only a short space of time
actually had longstanding connections to the local area, whilst others who were
new to the area demonstrated strong attachment to place in comparison to
people who had lived there for many years (Livingston et al, 2010).

Frequency of mobility

Almost all participants had periods in their life when they could be considered
'settled' (making no moves in a ten-year period). Ten of 12 individuals in
Nearthorpe and 11 of 13 individuals in Eastland had lived in one home for at
least a ten-year period at some point in their life course. However, no
participants were immobile; all individuals had lived in more than one home as
an adult, and most had lived in several. Very few participants could be
characterised as either settled or frequently mobile (more than four moves in a
five-year period). Most participants moved between periods of relative stability

(no moves in a five-year period) and longer or shorter tenures in other homes.

Frequent moving in childhood was relatively uncommon, and tied to growing up
in a military family, and a family newly arrived in the country. Only one
participant (Jo, Nearthorpe) had experienced on-going frequent moving for most
of their childhood. Indeed, childhood was a period of relative immobility for most
participants (eight of 12 in Nearthorpe, and 11 of 13 in Eastland). For five
participants in each area, this immobility was repeated in adulthood, yet four of
the 11 individuals in Eastland who had a 'settled' childhood then experienced
frequent moving in adulthood. These periods of frequent moving took place at a

young age, when participants were in their late teens and 20s.
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Frequent moving as an adult was more likely among participants in Eastland
than Nearthorpe (five participants compared to two). In three of five cases,
these periods of frequent moving occurred while they were living in Eastland
and surrounding areas, while only one of the cases in Nearthorpe occurred
when the participant was living in the city. The higher proportion of frequent
movers in Eastland is likely linked to the housing market, which features much
more private rented stock and lower cost housing, as described earlier.
Nearthorpe has less private housing, higher demand, and fewer empty

properties, potentially restricting mobility.
Distance travelled

Only one participant (Nadira), had never lived outside Nearthorpe, having grown
up next door to the house she was living in. Such localised residential mobility
histories were not abundant, as might have been expected given the
presentation of deprived communities as containers for immobile populations
(HM Treasury and DWP, 2003, Duncan Smith, 2011, Grayling, 2011, Shapps,
2009). Five of 12 individuals in Sheffield had always lived within a three-mile
radius of their current home, but most saw these locations as distinct from
Nearthorpe. It was less common for participants in Eastland to have always
lived so close to their current home; only two of 13 had always lived within three
miles of the neighbourhood. Participants in Eastland were more likely to have
lived elsewhere in the Local Authority area or the wider region; this may be
partly related to the smaller scale of the urban area and higher cost of rural
areas on the periphery of Grimsby. In both places a significant minority of
participants (half of Nearthorpe participants and five of 13 in Eastland) had
previously lived outside the region. Three of these participants (Matt, Helen, and

Justine) had lived overseas.
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Table 6.6: Furthest distance of a previous home of research participants

Furthest distance of a previous home (by individual)*

Nearthorpe | Eastland | Total
Within 3 miles of study area 5 2 7
Within Local Authority area 0 2 2
Within region (Yorkshire & Humber) 1 4 5
Within country 6 5 11

*Excluding homes outside the country
Approach to categorisation by social class

The assignment of people to social class categories is a highly contested area
with no standard approach to definition or measurement (Skeggs, 1997). The
research presented here took a mixed approach to classifying participants,
identifying them as more working-class or more middle-class on the basis of a
number of characteristics and orientations. Class was seen as “dynamic”
(Savage et al, 1992:211), something that was “materially based but not
determined” (Paton, 2013:85). Therefore, while participants were given a
particular class position, in another context they may have been categorised
differently. Occupation, which has often been used to group people into class
categories, was combined with other characteristics such as educational
background, and orientations such as career strategies, to determine class
position. In this research, discussions of career pathways and career strategies
were significant indicators of a middle-class orientation. Savage et al (1992)
highlighted the importance of career strategies in the differentiation of the
middle-class. They argued that spatial mobility was in part driven by the pursuit
of a promising career, therefore “embedded in the very notion of the middle-
class person is the expectation that the relationship of that individual with that
place or region of residence is a contingent one” (Savage et al 1992:33).

By contrast, more working-class participants, as in Allen’s (2008) research,
tended to work in lower labour market positions and were more likely to take
work to ‘get by’ rather than pursue a career pathway. While some working-class
participants had a clear sense of employment aspirations and, for example,
refused to take-up work that did not fulfil certain expectations, or sought to

develop their skills in order to pursue different opportunities, their position at the
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time of the research was typically precarious. Interviews generated a sense of
the relative precariousness of participants’ lives, another important part of class
position. Indeed, Allen (2008:6) argued that “a defining characteristic of
working-class existence is proximity to economic necessity”. Lack of access to
resources and opportunities is therefore also an important part of understanding
classed experiences; as Skeggs (1997:13) argued, it is useful to think about
“what people do not have rather than what they have”. The research presented
here therefore brought together a range of factors in order to understand

participants’ class positions from a qualitative position.
Household profiles: Nearthorpe

Aisha: Age 25-34, Aisha had one child who was almost school-age. She was
born in Nearthorpe but had lived in other places across her history. Aisha had
previously been a frequent mover due to domestic violence, but had lived in her
current home for three years. She rented her house from the Local Authority.
Aisha was looking after her child full-time, but had previously worked in a range

of jobs, for example in a call centre and as a support worker.

Dave: Age 55-64, Dave lived alone in a house that he owned outright. He had
lived there for about 11 years and had lived most of his life nearby, and had
always lived in Sheffield. He worked for a manufacturing firm nearly 40 years
but was made redundant about a year and a half before the interview, and had
been unable to find work. Dave thought that there may be possibilities working

in a supermarket, but his health was not good.

Hasan: Age 55-64, Hasan lived with his wife and school-age children in a house
that he owned with a mortgage. They had lived in Nearthorpe for over 20 years
but were originally from Bangladesh. Hasan had spent some of his youth there.
He had previously worked in cleaning jobs but had been out of work for around
five years at the time of the interview. He was looking for cleaning jobs, security
and warehouse work. Hasan wanted to move to Bradford where he had some
connections and felt that he would be able to find work but he was unable move
because he would not be able to sell his house in the current market.

Helen: Helen was over 70 and had moved to Nearthorpe less than a year
before the interview. She was living in a house adapted for older people that
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was owned by the Local Authority. She was retired but had previously run small
businesses with her then husband, who died about five years before the
interview. She had four grown up children. Helen had lived in various places
across England, and had spent most of her life in the South. She had moved
from the family home to be nearer to her daughter, and provided support

looking after her grandchild.

Jo and Steve: Age 25-34, Jo and Steve had moved to Nearthorpe two years
before the interview, having previously lived in Hull. They owned the house with
a mortgage. They were both university educated and worked in the education
and health sectors. At the time of the interview, Jo was looking after their three
children and Steve was working part-time whilst also training to work with their

church.

Nadira: Age 35-44, Nadira had lived in Nearthorpe all her life, growing up in the
house next door to the one she now lived in. She owned the property outright
and lived there with her husband and children. Two of her children were at
school but Nadira had recently had a baby that had some health issues and she
was her full-time carer. Most of Nadira's family lived nearby and provided
support to the household. Before she was looking after her children, Nadira had

done some work as a youth worker, but she had little formal work experience.

Sue: Age 45-54, Sue had lived in Nearthorpe for most of her life. She owned
her house outright and had lived there for more than 20 years. She lived with
her partner, who worked in the manufacturing industry and her grown up
daughter lived in the same city. Sue was retired but had previously worked in

the care sector.

Yasmin and Amir: Age 25-34, Yasmin and Amir lived in a house that they rented
from family members. They had lived there for about three years at the time of
the interview and had one child which Yasmin was looking after at home. Both
were educated to degree level and had taken further qualifications. Amir worked

as a surveyor and Yasmin in the media sector.

Zahir and Sumera: Zahir was age 35-44 and Sumera age 25-34. They had lived
in their house in Nearthorpe for eight years. They were both working, in the
Local Authority and the education sector, and had two children at school.
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Unusually, they did not have any family nearby, but preferred this to living in

close proximity to family members.
Household profiles: Eastland

Carol: Age 55-64, Carol had lived in Eastland for many years but had only
moved into her current home six weeks before the interview. She had
previously lived with her daughter and grandchildren nearby, and before that
had lived with her family in a neighbouring street. Her previous homes were
Local Authority owned, and her current home was also social housing, provided
by a fishermen's dependent fund. Carol was not working due to a long-term
illness, but had previously worked in local factories. Before his death her

husband had worked in the fishing industry.

Jack and Mary: Jack was age 55-64 and Mary age 45-54. They lived in
Eastland with their two school age children, moving from the South coast about
‘nine years ago and into their current home just over seven years ago. Jack was
working at a local supermarket and Mary in the catering industry, however part
way through the research Mary left her job. She had dealt with various periods
of mental health crisis across her life and before starting her most recent job
had received Incapacity Benefit for about 14 years. In later years, Mary had

started volunteering and then began paid work.

James: Age 18-24, James had lived in his shared house with a friend for just
under a year at the time of the interview. The house was rented from a private
landlord. Earlier in his housing history, he had spent a period cycling between
his mother's house, the YMCA and informally staying with friends. James had
been out of work for over a year at the time of the interview and had been
placed on the Work Programme several months before. Having moved in and
out of factory work, at the time of the interview he was just about to start a

permanent factory job.

Justine: Age 55-64, Justine had lived in Eastland for a year and a half at the
time of the interview. She had previously lived overseas with her husband and
returned to the UK when he died. She owned the house outright and was retired.
She lived alone but had several grown up children who lived elsewhere in the
country, mainly in higher housing market areas in the South. Previously, Justine

97



had worked in various jobs including housekeeping in a nursing home, factory

work and cleaning jobs.

Mike and Ann: Mike was age 45-54 and Ann age 35-44; they had lived in their
house, which was owned with a mortgage, for 13 years. Mike had lived in and
around Grimsby for all of his life. Ann had lived in Sheffield for university but
had lived in Grimsby since then. Mike worked in the care sector, and was also a
carer for Ann, who had a long-term illness. He did not have any qualifications
and this was a barrier to leaving his current job. Ann worked in the third sector

but was unsure whether her job would remain after a restructure.

Rachel: Age 25-34, Rachel had lived in her privately rented house for two years
at the time of the interview. She had a son who attended a local school. Rachel
had moved frequently in her early 20s, following friends to different cities,
mainly moving between Hull and Grimsby. She had not worked formally since
she was pregnant seven years ago but had recently started a part-time

undergraduate degree and hoped to train to pursue a career in education.

Ros: Age 25-34, Ros lived in a privately rented house, which she moved to less
than a year before the interview. Ros had one child that lived with her, and she
was looking after him full time receiving Income Support. Before having children,
she had done a variety of work such as telesales, factory work, home working,
care work and catalogue work. She had spent most of her life in the Grimsby
area but had moved frequently and had struggled to find somewhere she felt
settled.

Sarah and Matt: Age 25-34, Sarah and Matt lived in a privately rented house
with their school-age child. They had lived there for less than a year, but Sarah
had grown up in Grimsby. Both were unemployed at the time of the interview
but neither were actively looking for work. Matt was taking a course in the hope
of building up skills to open his own business. He also did occasional paid work
that was not reported to the Job Centre. Previously both had worked in cleaning

and factory jobs.

Tina and Chris: Age 45-54, Tina and Chris lived in a flat rented from a private
landlord. They had lived there for about a year at the time of the interview but
had been on the waiting list for Local Authority housing for about five months.

98



They were struggling to afford to heat the flat and Tina suffered from long-term
illnesses. Tina had recently received Incapacity Benefit but moved onto
Employment Support Allowance and found to be fit for work. She was appealing
the decision but as a result of appealing her benefits were reduced; at the time
of the interview it had been four months since the appeal was sent but Tina had
not heard anything. They had started to be given food by a local church group.

6.7 The interview process

Interviews took place in people's homes and were audio recorded. The first
interview included full explanation of the research. A written information sheet
was provided and consent forms were completed (Appendix Eight and Nine).
Additional forms were signed to acknowledge receipt of payments, in line with
University procedures. All households received compensation for taking part in
the research, £5 for the first interview and £10 for the second. This was in
recognition of the relatively time-intensive nature of the research, the
involvement of two household members (where there was a couple), and to
encourage people to make initial contact. The ethics of payment is discussed

later in this chapter.

The interview is a site for the production of knowledge "co-authored by
interviewer and interviewee" (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009:54). An interview is a
"social relationship" (Bourdieu, 2010:608), and as such the relationship between
interviewer and interviewee impacts on the data. Developing rapport is therefore
important, however it is difficult to articulate how this was generated, as it is a
natural, fluid and context-dependent process. It was hoped that the home-
setting would create a more relaxed environment in which power relationships
were more likely to be flattened. Seeing the participant more than once also

enabled a relationship to develop, albeit short-lived and context-specific.

In many cases, it was surprising how much participants revealed about their
lives, suggesting a level of comfort. However, the interview is a negotiated
encounter through which the interviewer accesses a version of reality. As Matt
(Eastland) asked his partner during the interview: "shall we tell her the truth?".
Another participant (Rachel, Eastland) highlighted the unequal nature of the

relationship that is forged during the interview process, commenting that while
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the researcher knew everything about her, she knew little about them. This

illuminates the reality of a research process that is focussed on the participant.

Ensuring that the interviews kept to time was one way in which participation was
maintained. The gap between interviews was also minimised, as initial
participants preferred interviews close together. Most second visits were carried
out within a week or two of the first. Payments were divided into a £5 and £10
payment, which protected the research budget in case any participants
dropped-out, although none did. A single longer interview was conducted in two
cases, one due to difficulties in arranging access and another because the

participant was shortly to start work.

Recordings were transferred onto a password-protected computer on the
University network then deleted from the digital recorder. Files were labelled
with a participant number and date. Transcripts were anonymised using a
participant number, and references to other people were altered during
transcription. Participants’ real identities were linked to their participant number
on one encrypted file. Consent forms were stored in a secure office, in a locked
drawer. These will be placed in a secure facility, as per University data

protection procedures.
6.8 Data analysis

A summary was written after each interview to highlight key events, themes and
issues for clarification arising from the interview. These were particularly useful
when it was not possible to transcribe the first interview before conducting the
second. All interviews were transcribed into Nvivo. The process of transcribing
is itself a form of data transformation. The researcher makes decisions about
what to include and exclude, while the meanings that tone, intonation, rhythm,
gestures, and emphasis create can be lost in the transition from the spoken to
written form (Bourdieu, 2010:622). Conducting transcription enables the
researcher to reflect on “the feelings manifest in the grain of the voice, in the
remembered moments of the interview, and of living through the described
dilemmas of the persons involved” (Charlesworth, 2000:26). However, it is
questionable whether a written transcript can ever reflect the impression and
feeling of the interview itself. In transcribing an interview with Nadira
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(Nearthorpe), it was impossible to convey the emotional weight of some of her
stories. Listening to the interview recordings as part of data analysis is therefore

as important as reading the words on paper.

Although we may want participants to provide a self-conscious, reflexive
account of their lives (Alldred and Gillies, 2003:156), in reality we cannot expect
people to provide sociological insights into their subjective worldview (Miller and
Glassner, 2011:133). Data analysis aimed to generate themes (or codes) that
would be connected to wider sociological theories. This began with listening to
and reading the transcripts as initial codes were developed (Richards, 2009:85).
Then, taking each household individually, lines of transcript were coded

according to particular themes.

This lengthy list of codes was then rationalised, for example combining similar
themes under a broader heading. For each household, these themes were then
grouped according to four headings, derived from the research questions:
residential mobility, employment, place, and any other themes. The strongest
themes within each household were highlighted (Appendix Ten). From this,
cross-cutting themes from all participants in an each case study area were
formed (Appendix Eleven). These key themes formed the basis for the results
chapters. This approach took the data as the starting point for analysis, with key
research questions serving to group the themes around particular broad topic

areas. Inevitably, not all themes were written about.

Coding data thematically could be seen as diluting the meanings that
participants expressed through their life stories. Something is lost when the
whole of a life is disassembled. Indeed, for Thompson (1981:292-293), thematic
analysis of biographical data required the researcher to "work against the grain
of the material". As Smith (2005:16) argued, presenting a few hundred words
from a whole transcript does not do justice to the sense of a person's social
world that reading the whole text evokes. However, presenting the whole text
was not seen as a practical way of presenting life stories. One way to address
this is in presenting participants' stories alongside the researcher's
interpretation (Thompson, 1981:293). Chapter Eleven seeks to create this
balance, presenting the lives of three participants in-depth using biographical
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analysis and longer sections of transcript. This aims to follow McDowell (2003)

in blending fairly detailed narratives with a degree of conceptual focus.
6.9 Limitations of the research

In reflecting on the research presented in the following chapters, it is important
to ensure that it is contextualised with an understanding of the limitations of the
research. All research projects engage in compromises and must balance
resources with research plans. This research was conducted in two case study
areas in the Yorkshire and Humber region. As a small scale piece of research,
the findings are not intended to be generalisable to all places and people.
However, given that Nearthorpe and Eastland are former industrial areas it is
hoped that some of the issues discussed here will be of relevance to similar
kinds of places. Choosing the two places was a difficult endeavour which
involved various limitations due to the constraints of time and budget. For
example, it was necessary for one area to be local in order to carry out the
fieldwork, and the cost of transport to the other research site was also

considered.

Many studies of people and place share a common issue — that in drawing
participants from a geographical area, people who do not live there are
excluded. In a study concerned with movement, there are questions about
whether the people who leave a place are different to the people who remain.
This is known as the problem of outmovers (Cole et al, 2007). Ideally, one might
seek to interview people who live in a place now (and may or may not intend to
move) as well as some people who used to live there. However, it is very
difficult, time consuming and expensive to trace people once they have left
(Cole et al, 2007).

One way that the research presented here sought to address this was in
utilising biographical methods; many of the participants had been outmovers
from these places at points in their histories. However, these households still
represent a sub-set of outmovers, since they are people who not only left, but
who later came back. There are concerns that people who leave low-income
communities are better qualified and better off than those who remain, and

therefore that those who would have been most likely to move for work as a
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response to post-industrial changes have already left. During the reseafch
process this was addressed by also asking participants about moving intentions.
Whilst intentions do not necessarily accurately measure behaviour (Hansen and
Gottschalk, 2006), this was the best available instrument to capture potential
future outmovers. A longitudinal approach (as discussed in Chapter Twelve)
would be a useful way of tracking these potential outmovers.

Participants were selected to take part in the research in part for their
heterogeneity, to cover a wide range of characteristics from employment status
to past moving behaviour. However, in a small scale study this has some
limitations, as it becomes difficult to generalise within these groups. There may
have been some advantages to focusing in on a particular sub-set of the
population, for example solely those who were out of work, and drawing out
commonalities and differences within this group, rather than between a range of

different 'types' of people.

It was also necessary to strike a balance between the number of participants
recruited for the research and the time spent with each household. The smaller
sample of 18 households enabled two interviews to be conducted, however it
may have been preferable to carry out additional interviews in order to explore
housing and employment biographies in more depth. It is not uncommon for a
series of relatively lengthy interviews to be conducted in order to fully draw out
an individual biography. This may have been possible with a smaller number of

participants.

One way to achieve greater depth of understanding around participants'
biographies could have been to involve participants in the construction and
interpretation of their own stories, outside of the interview setting. At the
research design stage, it was planned to share some of the broad findings with
participants where this was of interest, but not to engage in 'co-construction'.
How much to involve participants in the interpretation of their own life stories is
a difficult ethical dilemma; not allowing participants to control how their
biography is re-told leaves the researcher privileging their own interpretation. If
participants had been more involved in the construction of their stories, gaps
may also have been filled and lingering questions answered. Keeping the
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fieldwork to a particular timeframe involved some sacrifices, one of which may
have been greater insight into some of the life stories discussed here.

With the benefit of hindsight, it may have been preferable to interview
household members independently of each other. Although there are some
things to be gained from interviewing couples together, for example seeing
processes of household negotiation, there are also negatives, for example
reticence to discuss previous relationships in the presence of a current partner.
The ideal solution would be to conduct separate interviews first, and then one
joint interview. Although this option was considered, it would have required an
additional visit to the home and so would have increased the time and money
needed for fieldwork, which could only have been achieved by reducing the

number of households involved.
6.10 Ethical considerations

Full ethical approval was received prior to the commencement of fieldwork; key

ethical issues are discussed below.
Insider/outsider positionality

Reflexivity commonly features in qualitative studies, with the researcher
attempting to locate their position within the research (Finlay, 2002).
Insider/outsider debates are particularly relevant; can a white, middle-class
woman who has never been out of work or lived in place that has been subject
to “territorial stigmatisation” (Wacquant, 2008) effectively represent the
experiences of working-class participants who had often held precarious labour
market positions, experienced considerable challenges across their lives, and
been characterised in popular debates as “lacking” (McKenzie, 2015) in
essential values and attributes? Would a comparative ‘insider be more
accepted by participants and therefore facilitate greater openness in the
research encounter (Dwyer and Buckle, 2009)? For example, Charlesworth’s
(2000) research in his hometown of Rotherham painted a bleak picture of a
deindustrialised community; this view was largely lacking among participants in
Nearthorpe and Eastland, despite similar place-histories. One explanation is
that participants did not feel able to present such a portrait to someone who had

not lived there. However, other personal and sensitive topics were discussed at
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length, suggesting that participants were reasonably comfortable in sharing their
experiences. In relation to housing studies, Allen (2009) argued that middle-
class academics impose their own ways of seeing on working-class
communities, misrecognising practices and facilitating the imposition of policy
prescriptions that are orientated to middle-class ways of being. One way around
this is for researchers to have experienced life in the places they seek to
understand, as in McKenzie's (2015) ethnographic account of St Anns, or

Hanley's (2008) study of social housing estates.

However, as Flint (2011) argued, it is not the class position of academics but
the scientific-academic habitus that creates misunderstandings of participants’
ways of being, something that is fundamental to social science enquiries.
Furthermore, merely sharing class, gender, or ethnic commonalities with an
individual does not equate to sharing common experiences, nor provide
automatic, unfiltered access to some ‘truth’ of another's life. Identities are
complex, contradictory and shifting spheres. As an ‘outsider’ researching in
Nearthorpe and Eastland, time was invested in facilitating a thoughtful and
trusting encounter with research participants, answering questions that they had
and attempting to understand their lives through their own words in order to
adequately represent the meaning of their experiences. Dwyer and Buckle
(2009) argue that creating an open, authentic, honest and interested encounter,
whilst committing to accurately represent experiences is the key to valid
research, not ‘insider’ status. The research presented here has been conducted
in this spirit, and the many personal stories that were told by participants

suggests that an open environment was created.
Compensation payments

For some, payment for participation in research is controversial (Buyx,
2009:330). It is not the incentive per se that is the problem, but that wider social
inequalities may lead some people to make different choices than others in the
face of payment (Grant and Sugarman, 2004:727). However, others see
compensation as part of ethically sound research practice (Head, 2009).
Sullivan and Cain (2004:616) advocated the use of cash payments as a way of
avoiding patronisation or marginalisation of participants. In this research, the

money given to participants was both an incentive and a form of compensation.
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In their systematic review of methods used to influence postal survey responses,
Edwards et al (2002) found that the odds of a response were more than
doubled when a monetary incentive was used, while Head (2009) found that
advertising a £10 payment for interviews had a positive effect on recruitment via
flyers. It was hoped that the provision of a monetary incentive (£15) would
encourage potential participants make contact, as well as recognising the time
that participants would be investing. Payments were given at the start of the
interview and participants were told that they could end the interview at any time.
This reduced the chance that participants would continue the interview when
they did not want to as well as giving the message that participants were being

rewarded for participating, not for what they said (Head, 2009:341).

Informed consent

In household research, relying on one household member to act as a
‘gatekeeper’ to others introduced complexities around informed consent
(Valentine, 1999:68). Informed consent was obtained in this research before the
first interview; each participant received information about the research and a
written information sheet, then they signed consent forms. However, it is good
practice to view consent as an active and ongoing part of the research process.
In one interview with Justine (Eastland), for example, it was requested that a
section of conversation not be transcribed. On-going consent was also

discussed at the start of the second interview.

When household members are being interviewed together, individuals have less
control over the direction and content of the interview, since the joint
interviewee may introduce unexpected or unwelcome topics of discussion
(Larossa et al, 1981:307). Researchers must be particularly mindful of this,
seeing consent as a part of the research process rather than something that is
filed away at the beginning of an interview and then forgotten about (Miller and
Bell, 2003:53, Silverman, 2006:324). This is especially the case when
interviewing in the home setting, where an unexpected phone call or visit from a
friend or relative could yield information that the researcher sees as significant
(Larossa et al, 1981:308). There were occasions when additional people were
present during interviews. One couple asked if their child could sit in on the

interview; although this was their choice, it was important to provide a reminder
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of the scope of the interview. When some sensitive topics came up, the
interviewee self-censored her contribution noting that she had excluded some
“harrowing parts” that “wouldn't be appropriate with [my daughter] here” (Mary,
Eastland). The presence of others demanded that the researcher be sensitive to
the changing boundaries of consent, and whether it would be appropriate to

develop particular areas through more detailed questioning.
Interpreting lives and participant involvement

All researchers face the question of how much to involve participants in the
research process beyond the initial data collection phase. Should interview
transcripts be shared with participants? Should they be involved in the analysis
of their own data? Whose interpretation should be privileged? These questions
are perhaps even more fundamental when conducting research which concerns
people's life stories because “participants enjoy a certain epistemic privilege by
virtue of the fact that the story is about their own experience and no-one can
know an experience as intimately as the one who has lived it” (Smythe and
Murray, 2000:326). As Bar-On (1996:20) reflected, "we hold the meaning of
people's lives in our hands". Although informed consent forms are a crucial part
of ethical research practice, it "cannot possibly capture the dynamic process of
interpretation and authorship" (Chase, 1996:57). Time was provided before the

interview to explain what would happen to data during analysis.

Smythe and Murray (2000:321) argued that one of the biggest risks for
participants in narrative research relates to the emotional impact of having one's
life story reinterpreted and filtered by the researcher. Whilst the researcher tries
to describe their own understanding and interpretation of someone's life, they
must also try to remain faithful to the way in which participants have formulated
their own stories (Bar-On, 1996:16). Where interpretations are shared with
participants, they may be disappointed that their life story has not been
preserved in its uniqueness, but has been connected to wider social processes
(Chase, 1996:50) or that the account does not 'feel' like them (Smythe and
Murray, 2000:324). For Josselson (1996b:70) the process of writing other
people's lives felt like talking about them behind their backs in a public place.

Sharing interview transcripts with participants is one way to bolster consent, as

participants can think about their representation through the interview (Swartz,
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2011:61). Participants were asked whether they wanted to receive a copy of
their transcript, but only one person did. A further 14 participants expressed an
interest in seeing some of the results of the research. Once fieldwork had been
carried out and initial analysis had taken place, a letter and leaflet summarising
the key themes was posted to these participants (Appendix Twelve).
Participants were asked to get in touch if they wanted to see any further
information as analysis continued, but no further contacts were received. Some
things would not have been practical to share with participants (for example the
full thesis), but it would have been possible to send parts of a chapter if
participants were interested in understanding more about a particular theme.
This would have enabled participants to see some of the ways in which their
experiences used and could have been an additional way of gaining their
approval. However, as Josselson (1996a:xii) notes, "even if we ask our
participants to corroborate our interpretation, it is still our interpretive framework
that structures our understanding". There are limits to the control which

participants have over the use and interpretation of their lives.
Anonymity

Conducting biographical research presents significant challenges in the area of
anonymity. This is particularly the case when people's relations to specific
places in times of economic change are an important part of the research. Even
if place names are changed, it is possible that locations could be traced through
detailed description. There have been a number of cases where anonymised
places have been 'revealed' after research has been widely published (for

example, Coal is our Life).

Once the place is known, an individual would likely still have their anonymity
protected if, for example, they were filling in a survey or participating in a
structured interview. However, this this is less certain in biographical research,
which results in a unique narrative that may be recognisable to family and
friends. As Smythe and Murray (2000:320) noted, detailed narratives are
"saturated with identifying markers". The chances that participants could be
identified are greater if narratives are left largely whole (Kazmierska, 2004:187).
Households must be made aware that public exposure is a possibility (Larossa
et al, 1981:309-10). In this research, issues of anonymity were discussed with
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participants, and it was made clear that it was possible their identity could be
revealed even where identifying details were changed. In addition to changing
the names of streets and the case study areas, participants were given
pseudonyms and some details (such as precise careers, number of children,
extended family details, specific ages) were amended where there was a
concern that their identities may be revealed. This was particularly relevant in

relation to the individuals whose life stories were analysed in Chapter Eleven.
Doing no harm

Although the research did not consciously aim to explore sensitive topics,
discussing someone's life history introduces a large degree of uncertainty about
the issues which may be covered. Although participants were largely in control
of the direction of the conversation, particularly around the life stories they
chose to share, there was potential for distressing memories and emotions to
surface. Participants did bring up emotional parts of their life history, for
example bereavement and domestic violence. Other areas that may not have
been thought of as particularly emotive, for example educational pathways, held
a special meaning to a participant like Nadira (Nearthorpe), and discussing this
with her generated a powerful sense of sadness and loss. Reacting in the
moment and understanding what something means to that individual was

therefore a crucial part of conducting the interview without causing distress.

Household research can also disrupt people's lives, by changing household
dynamics during the interview process, or bringing to light hidden and long
forgotten tensions (Bailey, 2001:107-108). This may have consequences long
after the interview has concluded and the researcher has left (Valentine,
1999:70). In one case, Mike (Eastland) framed buying a house with Ann as a
decision to commit to the relationship; Ann, however, was surprised by this
interpretation, wondering how he saw their relationship before this decision.
However, the potential for anxiety would not necessarily be lessened by
interviewing household members apart. Although separate interviews could
have been carried out with the intention of giving each person the space and
confidentiality within which to tell their own biographies, once the material is
published other household members would be able to read it and recognise
their partner's contribution (Larossa et al, 1981:311).
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6.11 Conclusion

Biographical research can be seen as telling someone more about the present
than the past, since past events are interpreted and re-told from the present life
context. However, these past experiences also arguably have an enduring role
in how people see their lives and the choices that are open to them. The
relationship between past and present is therefore mutually contingent. In the
mobilities field, biographical methods have been used in a small number of
studies in specific contexts, however this approach is a less common way to
understand the different ways in which people respond to post-industrial change
and why they remain in places that are seen as having fewer opportunities. It is
hoped that the research approach outlined in this chapter will provide new
insights into immobility as well as mobility because it is able to represent
multiple and competing motivations that have been less prominent in other
research. Although only a relatively small number of households were recruited
to participate in the research, the in-depth nature of the research design
ensured that detailed data was generated. The next chapter provides important
contextual background about the case study areas and the participants living in
these places, before the presentation of the main research findings.

110



7. Introducing the case study

areas
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