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Making “Wicked” Urban Space in Grandview Woodland, Vancouver

ABSTRACT

In Canada, the new millennium saw the rise of a new poverty mentality captured in the discourse of “complexity” that signalled the prevalence of “wicked” problems out of reach from bureaucratically ordered welfare strategies that dominated in post-World War II. This complexity could only be addressed, it was now assumed, by acknowledging a seemingly hitherto hidden facet of poverty – its spatial dimension, and in particular, its local, neighbourhood-level spaces. The aim of this paper is to unsettle the taken-for-grantedness of this new poverty discourse by examining transformations in how space has figured into poverty programs trained on a single inner-city neighbourhood in Vancouver, British Columbia: Grandview Woodland. In doing so, the paper shows the centrality of spatial practices from the late 1960s onward. Considerations of local spaces may not be new, but the “practices of spatialization” (Osborne and Rose 2004: 212) have shifted from future-oriented ethos towards a present-oriented ethos, with each approach carrying with it specific assumptions about what poverty is, how it ought to be governed, and to what ends. 
INTRODUCTION

In Canada, as in many other parts of the world, we became accustomed to thinking about the latter years of the twentieth century and the early years of twenty-first as a time when poverty took on a growing centrality in governmental discourses and policies (Bradford 2007; Noel 2006; Raphael 2007). As poverty took on a more predominant visibility in policy discourses  a set of assumptions emerged about the underlying dynamics of poverty itself.  Among its various facets, “complexity” became a common denominator of poverty’s manifold dimensions. It is this complexity that rendered what were once considered workable poverty interventions -- conventional, hierarchically ordered bureaucratic approaches, such as those associated with Keynsian-inspired public programs, as wholly incommensurate with the “true” dimensions of the problem of poverty. This complexity must, it was now held, be addressed by acknowledging a seemingly hitherto hidden facet of poverty – its spatial dimension, and in particular, its local, neighbourhood level spaces. Neil Bradford (2007), in a paper that became widely influential in poverty debates in Canada explained it this way

Spatially concentrated problems are not simply complex, they are wicked …Characterized by critical information gaps about what precisely is required to help and by large coordination failures in terms of channeling the appropriate resources to the right target, city problems are resistant to traditional monosectoral interventions designed from above by insulated, distant bureaucracies. Instead, they demand place sensitive, holistic approaches, That is, strategies built from the “ground or street up”, on the basis of local knowledge, and delivered through networked relations crossing program silos, even jurisdictional turfs.
The concern here is that Canada’s national policy machinery and intergovernmental system remains ill-adapted to changing policy realities and spatial flows. While governments at all levels are active in cities, there is little evidence of a coherent agenda, systematic coordination, or even appreciation of importance of place quality to good outcomes ... Municipalities still struggle with a centuries-old subordination to provincial governments. Federal and provincial governments make unilateral fiscal cuts, program withdrawals, and institutional restructurings with little regard for the fall-out in different cities and communities.
By the early years of the twenty-first century, business, political, and non-profit leaders were all singing the same poverty tune.  Across an array of reports and analyses, by predominant organizations such as the Caledon Institute (Torjman 2008), the Canadian Council on Social Development, the Conference Board of Canada, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology’s Subcomittee on Cities, and the United Way of Greater Toronto, poverty was agreed to be a complex, local problem beckoning for innovative solutions (Big City Mayors’ Caucus 2006; Canada 2008; Canada’s Cities Website, nd).
 
For many observers, this “discovery of poverty” was a welcome development, offering an opportunity to address inequalities in a systematic manner. As Sherri Torjman (2008, 1) put it “[t]he good news is that governments are finally talking poverty. For years, prosperity and productivity had been the only ‘p’ words permitted in public discourse.” However, in Canada, as in many other parts of the world, poverty was not, nor has it ever been, an area of governmental concern separate from considerations of wealth and economic development. What was distinct and highly visible in the new millennium was the manner in which cities were figuring into discussions about, on the one hand, poverty, and, on the other, economic growth and wealth maximization. Not only were cities increasingly regarded as key economic drivers, but the concentration of poverty in inner-cities was now seen as a lethal hindrance to the ability to unleash the full potential of urban economies. The Conference Board of Canada (2006) put it this way

cities’ economic performance depends not just on business activity per se, but also on the existence of environmental, social, housing and quality-of-life assets that attract mobile workers and affect corporate decisions about where to locate and expand (18). 

Prosperity and productivity were not separate from this new poverty discourse, but rather integral to it. 

The aim of this paper is to begin to unsettle the taken-for-grantedness of poverty discourses by examining how space figured into how poverty was defined and acted upon as a governmental problem in a single inner-city neighbourhood in Vancouver, British Columbia: Grandview Woodland (see Map 1). Grandview Woodland (see Map 1) was created in 1969 as one of the City of Vancouver’s twenty-one local area planning districts (Venture in Community Collaboration 1972, 1). It is bounded by Clark Drive on the west, Nanaimo Street on the east, the Grandview Highway on the south and Hastings Street on the North Hastings. As is always the case when administrative borders are drawn, the lines demarcating Grandview Woodland do not reflect an inherent reality of human interactions, nor are the governmental processes limited therein. Nevertheless, as I hope to make clear in the discussion to follow, Grandview Woodland, and in particular an area nestled along Commercial Drive, was the target of specific governmental interventions aimed at addressing questions of poverty and disadvantage.  It is because Grandview Woodland was brought into visibility in these ways that it offers an ideal arena for examining how poverty has been defined and acted upon as problem, the mechanisms devised for solving it, and the implications deriving there from.


While the focus is on Grandview Woodland, governmental interventions bearing down on the area were shaped by shifts and practices traversing different scales of government, municipal, provincial, and federal as well as by a range of formal and informal undertakings, including those of non-profit, philanthropic, and charitable entities. It would be an impossible task to disentangle one scale of governance from another in order to ascertain any direct cause and effect relationship on any specific localized domain. Poverty is not simply “seen by the state” (Scott 1998) but is brought into visibility by a panoply of mechanisms both official and unofficial that attempt to address it as a specific problem amenable to intervention (Cruikshank 1999). Nevertheless, it is feasible to examine the dominant contours of how poverty has been defined and acted upon as a governmental concern, defined in the broadest sense as a matter of any attempt at governing human action. Such an approach would require one to consider the overall street-level effects of an array of formal and informal policies and practices. We can, to use Mariana Valverde’s (2009) words, regard Grandview Woodland as “a jurisdiction that is as much functional as it is spatial” with the aim of grasping the character of “certain habits of seeing and governing” (140). 

The example of Grandview Woodland reminds us that questions of space are hardly new to governmental strategies trained on poverty themes (Hasson and Ley 1994); it offers more than this, as it is also a useful lens through which to consider shifts in how local space has figured into discourses on poverty. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, Grandview Woodland became a focal point of street-level poverty-focused innovations and was held up as a model of community development (Clague 1979, 1988; Dill et al 1972). Later, over the latter years of the twentieth and into the twenty-first century a dramatic reorientation took shape in relation to how spatial practices figure into governmental approaches to poverty in Grandview Woodland. By foregrounding the major contours of this realignment, the paper illustrates that the “wicked” complexities that have become the lingua franca of poverty discourses in Canada are not natural or self-evident, but rather they are linked to the effect of a constellation of interlocking assemblages and dynamics that have rendered local space not only visible in new ways but also amenable to novel modes of intervention. 


More specifically, this paper demonstrates that the locally-based initiatives of the 1960s and 1970s were underpinned by a future-oriented ethos with the aim of smoothing over divisions that separated out the advantaged from the disadvantaged by encouraging national citizenship norms. A key aspiration of these mentalities was the hope of full employment and the key techniques for governing the local space towards this ideal were the two-parent heterosexual family and the public school, the latter of which provided the architectural focal point for a wide remit of undertakings that were aimed at ameliorating social divisions and fostering a national citizenry that optimized the health and well-being for each and by all. Beginning in the latter decades of the twentieth-century, these approaches to governing were called into question from a variety of angles. Distinctive modes of governance were fostered premised on distinct spatial models. These were not necessarily explicit spatial models, but they need not be. As Osborne and Rose (2004) point out 
all social and cultural thought presupposes a way of spatialising its objects even when that is not made explicit. Sometimes space has certain magical qualities in that there is a kind of interpenetration of space and that which inhabits it: certain things appear or are revealed only in certain spaces, particular spaces give rise to particular powers, the spatial order of life in some locales is radically different from that in others (213). 
We see such interpenetrations between space and the inhabitants of Grandview Woodlands, especially with regard to how more visible manifestations of human suffering emerged and the array of formal and informal responses that surfaced in relation to this new setting. New conditions engendered new assemblages of governmental discourses and practices, which in turn fostered new highly-spatialized norms and sensibilities about the character of poverty and disadvantage. As Wacquant has argued with respect to his research in France and the United States (2007), a key facet of these shifts was the “fragmentation of the wage labour relationship” (67). What we see in case of Grandview Woodland is that the abandonment of the dream of full employment also went hand-in-hand with the erosion of systematic attempts to harness the two-parent heterosexual family and schools at the local level for the realization a national citizenship bound together through shared expectations. Over a diverse field of discourses and practices new sensibilities about poverty took form that were defined by a presentist-oriented ethos in relation to dependent individuals; local interventions attempted to manage their failures and shortcomings by processing them as autonomous individuals through new spatial configurations that would ideally foster autonomy but also limit the harms they posed to the wider population. Such strategies both revealed and presupposed the pre-eminence of location, but this was not strictly a matter of territorial fixity writ large nor a clear cut process of stigmatization as Wacquant (2007) found in his analyses. In Grandview Woodland, it was not that the entire geographical space marked a clearly demarcated problematic domain, but rather that within this terrain, the “proper” flow of troublesome individuals and populations was seen as requiring new forms of enclosures and practices. The aim was not to erase divisions, but rather to draw them and to render disruptive segments of the population sufficiently fixed in the temporal spaces of disadvantage so as to allow for their proper governance.

Map 1: City of Vancouver Administrative Districts


Source: City of Vancouver, Non-market Housing: Inventory, 2009, http://vancouver.ca/nmi_wac/nmi.exe.


In developing these arguments, this paper draws upon two methodological orientations: neo-Foucaultian governmentality and institutional ethnography. These analytical postures diverge in many respects, but they share some common concerns (Tamboukou and Ball 2003) relevant to this chapter. Both include forms of knowledge that are routinely ignored in mainstream policy studies. Each addresses the productive aspect of power, and both centre the salience of texts and discourses in framing how certain subjects are located and acted upon as governmental concerns (Author 2007; Mykhalovskiy 2003 332-33). 


The first methodological orientation is informed by a neo-Foucaultian governmentality analysis of power. The term governmentality is a neologism of the term government and rationality and refers to government, not as synonymous with a centralized state or set of institutions, but rather as the product of multiple processes that “shape assumptions about what government is, how it should be exercised, to whom and for what purposes” (Author 2007 162). The emphasis here is on the underlying presuppositions of official and express laws, documents, and programs that were identified during the interview process and by their significance to transmutations in practices and policy rationales. Three questions were posed: When and how did a cluster of street-level organizations emerge in Grandview Woodland? What governmental problem or solution to issues relating to poverty and disadvantage underpinned their emergence?  How did these assumptions shift over time?  Finally, what political and governmental ramifications arose from these changes? 

The second analytical orientation draws upon institutional ethnography, which concerns itself with how “a subject’s world is organized” (Campbell and Gregor 2002 40). In this chapter, the subjects are economically marginalized people living in and near the environs of Grandview Woodland. Of course there is not one standpoint, nor is there a monolithic narrative about the character of services geared towards poverty and disadvantage. Rather there are multiple types of knowledge, some more predominant, some more quieted. Institutional ethnography provides a way to tap into these often silenced forms of knowledge as a means to ascertain how governmental activities have been organized in ways that render poverty a particular governmental concern in Grandview Woodland. Institutional ethnography is especially suitable for a study of this kind because there has not been one organizational shift, but rather a constellation of alterations traversing numerous settings. By acknowledging the merits of street-level knowledge and experience, it is possible to ascertain the major pulses of change that, while considered vital dimensions “on the ground” may or may not bear resemblance to official policies and practices. Nevertheless, the aim is not to position one level of knowledge above another, but rather to consider the mutually constitutive dimensions of wider programmatic shifts and micro-level changes that bore down on how life was targeted and acted upon as a governmental matter.

In 2004 and 2005, 27 interviews were conducted with people who had first-hand knowledge of the transformations that took shape in Grandview Woodland over the latter years of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first. Research participants included 17 officials from non-profit, philanthropic, and voluntary organizations, along with policy observers, activists, and faith community representatives were included, as were public service officials from various fields, specifically primary medical care, and mental health, recreation, education, employment, family and settlement services. In addition, 10 area residents who had availed themselves of local programs and services were interviewed. Participants were selected using a combined conspicuous and snowball sampling approach in an iterative process geared towards identifying people with historical knowledge about health and social services in Grandview Woodland. They were ensured confidentiality to the fullest extent possible by law, that their privacy would be protected, that their names would not be released to anyone, and that information obtained in interviews would be compiled and reported on in such a manner so that individual respondents could not be identified. These assurances are especially challenging to fulfill in a small local such as Grandview Woodland. Many of the interviewees would have attended meetings and other events together and are aware of each others’ view points on various matters. Even a reference to, for example, "federal official" or “activist,” could reveal a person's identity based on the content to which it refers. For these reasons, interviewees are identified by an alpha-numeric coding system. Interviews with officials and service recipients are distinguished by referring to the former as part of interview group A (Interview A1, A2, etc.) and the latter as interview group B (Interview B1, B2, etc.). Where there was any concern that a discussion of interview data would reveal a respondent’s identity, only a publicly available written source has been cited.


Interviewees were asked open-ended questions about their knowledge of the most salient alterations to human services in Grandview Woodland over the previous two decades, including with respect to the role of wider shifts in public policy and their impact on specific organizations and groups. While the focus was on Grandview Woodland, the respondents were asked to identify the salient service shifts regardless of whether a particular organization was geographically located within the official administrative boundaries. The emphasis was on the institutions and practices that structured street-level services. Interview data served as signposts to specific governmental activities, which where then validated wherever possible by drawing upon further primary and secondary written sources. Interview participants drew attention to predominant systems of governance and written materials relevant to the research questions (e.g., government reports, laws, judicial decisions, agreements, program and service pamphlets, etc.); they shared reports, pamphlets, and other documents, and many commented on an initial draft.

The first section of this paper examines the spaces of welfare as they emerged during the late 1960s and early 1970s in Grandview Woodland. The next section delineates the conditions that gave rise to new mentalities, the practices these conditions engendered, and the implications for how poverty was targeted and acted upon as a decipherable governmental concern. This section and the conclusion consider how the discourses concerning poverty’s “wickedness” must be situated and understood within the context of these wider transformations discernible in Grandview Woodland.

The Spaces of Welfare

Beginning in the latter years of World War II, Canadian provincial and federal governments began to adopt welfare-oriented approaches towards addressing market vagaries. Numerous initiatives were launched, including unemployment insurance schemes, seniors and pensions benefits, family allowances, Medicare, disability supports, vocational training, and, housing (Battle 1998).  Such programs were underpinned by Keynesian ideas that had been promoted by Leonard Marsh in his Report on Social Security for Canada: the Requirements for Post-War Planning (1943).  Drawing upon national-level labour market data, Marsh argued that war’s end had the potential to create a national unemployment threat. In Keynesian fashion, he contended unemployment would foster low incomes; low incomes would equal low spending; low consumerism would equal low economic growth; low growth would equal low competitiveness; and low competitiveness was a threat to the “better world” of freedoms and opportunities over which the war was being fought (Marsh 1943, 2-6). Social insurance tools would be a means for staving off poverty, engendering employment, and maximizing consumerism in ways that would enhance rather than detract from democratic norms. He surmised:
…social insurance can play a dual role in the economic readjustment and reconstruction that will be necessary when the war ends. On the one hand, it can provide protection to individuals and families against the loss of income which they may suffer for one reason or another after the war, when a decline from high levels of wartime production would increase greatly the incidence of risks leading to such losses. On the other hand, from the standpoint of the economic system as a whole, social insurance can aid in maintaining consumer purchasing power if national income exhibits a tendency to shrink and thus can assist in maintaining employment at higher levels (Marsh 1943, 6).

The “genius” of social insurance would be its enlistment of the “direct support of the classes most likely to benefit” and “the participation and controlling influence of the state.” The twin evils of “pauperization” and “the undemocratic influence of excessive state philanthropy” could be avoided (Marsh 1943, 4).  A national citizenry and a national population of consumers would be engendered. Citizenship and consumerism were intertwined.


Social insurance, though necessary, was an insufficient tool for mobilizing consumerism, according to Marsh. The “absence of poverty” would have to be coupled with “bold acts of income mobilization.” Housing, schools, libraries, and recreational facilities would need to be established. “Eyesores,” “blighted areas,” and “slum dwellings” erased (Marsh 1943, 36-38). The heterosexual two-parent family would be a main target (McKeen 2004; Porter 2003). Seen as natural and self-regulating, it was considered a key repository of potential consumers. Gendered dimensions came into play because it was male workers and their families that Marsh had in mind, but the consumer mentality was gender-blind – everyone was to spend. The individual, free, autonomous, bearer of rights was, above all, a locally-situated consumer, whose full income-mobilization was essential to national health and well being (Marsh 1943, 2).


By the mid-1960s, welfare sensibilities such as these had taken on a local manifestation in Grandview Woodland. In 1965, the Vancouver Community Chest and Council declared the need for spatially targeted “health, social, welfare, education and recreation services in a concerted attack on social problems in selected areas of Vancouver” (Quoted in Clague et al 1984, p. 22). By 1968, the City of Vancouver had created a Social Planning Department which worked in conjunction with the Community Chest towards “co-ordinating private and public services at the local and city-wide levels.” Under the direction of a city social planner, selected areas of the city were accorded their own councils comprised of local residents who were to work with designated local area service teams (City of Vancouver 2004; Clague et al 1984, p. 22). A parallel pan-City Social Development Committee was created comprised of “city alderman and citizen representatives from the school board, the parks board, the library board, and the board of health” (Clague et al, 1984, p. 23). While efforts were aimed at encouraging participation of people from all income levels in community planning, such endeavours were predominantly middle-class area activists, many of whom lived outside of the area, including academics, medical professionals and public officials, including members of the City of Vancouver, the Civic Development Department, the Vancouver School Board, the Social Planning Department and the Vancouver Parks Board working together (Dill et al 1972; Jackson 1984, 203; 10 Moir 1972; REACH Community Health Centre 1990, 16).
Table 1 

Major Street-level Human Service Organizations Established in Grandview Woodlands

During the 1960s and 1970s

	1963
	Vancouver Indian Centre (former Coqualeetza Fellowship Club)

	1969
	REACH Community Clinic

	1969
	BC Association of Non-Status Indians

	1970
	Raymur Housing Project

	1971
	Vancouver Mental Patients Association Society

	1974
	Britannia Community Centre

	1974
	S.U.C.C.E.S.S. Social Service Centre

	1976
	Kettle Friendship Society

	1975 
	Pacific Immigrant Resources Society

	1976
	Multilingual Orientation Service Association for Immigrant Communities (MOSAIC)

	1977
	United Native Nations Society

	1979
	Eastside Family Place (Joins Britannia in 1998)

	1979
	Raycam Cooperative Centre (emerged from Raymur Housing Project)

	Source: Compiled from Britannia Centre Web Page, http://britanniacentre.org/, and City of Vancouver Community Web Page: Grandview Woodland,  http://vancouver.ca/community_profiles/grandview_woodland/services.htm, accessed February 13, 2009.



These emergent spatially specific welfare undertakings involved collaborative funding and planning between various charitable and non-profit entities. Significantly, the provincial and federal governments provided funding under the Canada Assistance Plan (Clague et al, 1984, p. 22), which was premised upon an explicit goal of ensuring that anyone in need would be provided for “adequately.” Although what constituted an adequate level of assistance was not clearly defined, work for assistance schemes were precluded, and importance was placed on provisions for “food, shelter, clothing, fuel, and personal requirements” (quote from Day and Brodsky 1998, 14). Authorities used statistical data to identify Grandview Woodland as an area that could benefit from official local area development interventions. A City of Vancouver report described Grandview Woodland as a setting that had 
the need for more adult education; concentration of public housing; excessive unemployment; high incidence of immigrants; shortage of parks and recreation facilities; low income; older housing; [and] high percentage of families on welfare assistance (City of Vancouver 1968, 3). 

Furthermore, Grandview Woodland was identified as an area that lacked the requisite street-level human services that were regarded as necessary to promote health and well-being for disadvantaged populations. The area had several schools and churches nearby, but few welfare-type street-level organizations. The adjacent Downtown Eastside and Strathcona districts had larger clusters of human services, including the Kiwassa Neighbourhood House, the St. Vincent’s Home and Shelter, and Salvation Army; however, these, were regarded as not only insufficiently coordinated, but also disconnected from wider political engagement in “community affairs” (City of Vancouver 1968, 9). The City wanted to replace such “fragmented, unilateral services” with a new emphasis on “community planning and self-help” (Clague et al, 1984, p. 22).  

Local area development planning comprised many different undertakings in Grandview Woodland but the main focus was the creation of a multi-purpose organization that would place area schools at the heart of the community (City of Vancouver 1968, 2; Clague, 1979 and 1988; Hasley 1967; Jackson 1986; Moir 1972; Sub-committee of the Joint Technical Committee, 1968; Venture in Community Collaboration 1972). Such an entity would address the need for “facilities and programmes for participation by all members of the community in: education and study; recreation; social activities for all ages; health and social welfare services” (City of Vancouver 1968 21). “[T]otal family participation” was to be promoted, even if it became  “…necessary to extend certain programs, e.g. adult education for immigrant women, outward from the centre itself into church halls and private homes.” The “important thing [was] that the integrated programs and services become a vital part of community life and…accepted as such” (ibid 3-4).  

In 1974, the multi-service Britannia Community Services Centre (Britannia) opened its doors, becoming the flagship street-level organization in Grandview Woodland. By then, as Table 1 shows, many other entities had already been established in the area. Many more would follow over the course of the 1970s. Not all of these were situated within the precise administrative boundaries of Grandview Woodland, but they were integral to the wider terrain of street-level institutions providing services for lower income or unemployment people in the district. The more predominant new entities to emerge addressed issues concerning immigrant settlement (Multilingual Orientation Service Association for Immigrant Communities, S.U.C.C.E.S.S. Social Service Centre, and the Pacific Immigrant Resources Society), Aboriginal peoples housing and advocacy (United Native Nations Society, the Vancouver Indian Centre, and BC Association of Non-status Indians), interdisciplinary approaches to dental and health care (Research, Education, and Action in Community Health, “REACH”), mental health (Kettle Friendship Society), and families (Eastside Family Place). As well, the Raycam Cooperative Centre provided various services focused on low-income families and new immigrants (Raycam Cooperative Centre, nd).  Alongside the emergence of a new cluster of human services was a growing concentration of non-market housing in Grandview Woodland, a large segment of which was geared towards families, seniors, and Aboriginal peoples. By 2009, non-market housing would comprise 14 percent of the private dwellings, numbering 2,123 of 14,320. Roughly half of these residences were created before the mid-1980s (City of Vancouver nd). 


This section has shown that when, after World War II, welfare mentalities began to define poverty as a structural problem beyond an individual’s control, the conditions were set for Grandview Woodland to be identified as a district that needed and could benefit from targeted local area development interventions in the human services field. Many of the emergent initiatives operated at some distance from official institutions of authority, but were nevertheless officially acknowledged as crucial nodes within wider governmental efforts to address poverty.  Defined largely as a “family wage” problem of low incomes and unemployment, the two-parent heterosexual family and schools were harnessed as central arenas of governmental action. A cluster of social housing projects took shape alongside, often earmarked for families with children, but this was only one facet of a much larger terrain of governmental interventions geared towards a future-oriented ethos of ameliorating market vagaries and breaking down economic and other divisions among area residents and the city’s population more broadly.  Grandview Woodland had become, towards the end of the twentieth century, a locale that offered various supports intended to assist people with low incomes. The availability of public welfare assistance schemes, street-level human services, and the non-market housing were conceived of as vital domains for smoothing over divisions between the privileged and those not, not for the benefit of some, but for all. 

Governing “Wicked” Spaces
Beginning in the latter decades of the twentieth-century, a new orientation towards the definition of poverty emerged as a governmental concern.  Poverty would no longer be regarded as a matter relating primarily to questions of families, schools, and unemployment, but rather to issues concerning dire manifestations of human suffering, including homeless, hunger, and addictions. The poverty problem, as a governmental matter, had been reoriented in large degree towards regulating the effects of extreme deprivation, disease, and disadvantage, as opposed to fostering the potential for people to move into paid employment. 

Before examining the contours of this poverty discourse, it is instructive to consider the conditions that gave rise to this turn. As is widely acknowledged, towards the end of the twentieth century, emergent neoliberal sensibilities stressed paid employment as the ideal, but rather than regarding a lack of jobs as a structural feature of a wider economic system, the focus turned towards individuals and the extent to which income support and other welfare oriented policies created disincentives to employment (ASPECT 1999). A new governmental orientation took hold that sought to encourage families, non-profit, philanthropic, and charitable organizations to provide informal support systems and to encourage individual self-sufficiency. 

In British Columbia, this turn first became apparent in the early 1980s after the re-election of the right-wing Social Credit Government in 1983. Under Premier Bill Bennett, the provincial government embarked upon an ambitious program of fiscal restraint that saw the “downsizing and/or eliminating a wide range of social services such as the Community Involvement Program, Family Support Workers, the Child Abuse Teams, a transition house for battered women, group homes and treatment centres for the mentally handicapped, and special services for severely disabled children” (Rekart 1988, 9). Soon after, Canadian governments of all political stripes were embracing neoliberal sensibilities. In 1990, for example, the federal government placed a limit on federal transfers under the Canada Assistance Plan to the three wealthiest provinces, Ontario, Alberta, and British Columbia. Then, in 1995, the Canada Assistance Plan was dismantled, marking the curtailment the official policy of providing an adequate level of support to people in need (Battle 1998 331). By that time, then Premier Michael Harcourt, who had comet to office in 1991 under the banner of the left-of-centre New Democratic Party, had already declared on assault on “welfare cheats and deadbeats” by discontinuing benefits to people unwilling to work (Hunter 1993). Numerous other programs were cut or rolled back, including social housing (although the British Columbia government maintained a role in this field long after many other provinces abandoned social housing policy), unemployment insurance, which was renamed “employment insurance” in 1996, and family and disability benefits (Battle 1998). Psychiatric services saw a host of reductions, including the closing of Riverview Hospital, the main psychiatric facility in British Columbia. The provincial government promised this would be undertaken as part of a larger strategy to promote “community living.” In 2000, the government reneged on this pledge, declaring insufficient finances for the plan to be followed through on. But the closing of beds continued (Goering et al 1994).


After 2001, when the Liberal Party of British Columbia took the helm under Gordon Campbell, the most draconian public program and funding cuts ensued (Caledon Institute of Social Policy, 2002). Income assistance benefits were reduced, eligibility rules were tightened up, and a new “training wage” was launched at six dollars per hour rather than the standard eight dollars per hour minimum wage. A three-week waiting period for benefits was imposed; a two-year independence test for welfare entitlements required; and parents with children three years of age or younger were expected to find employment, whereas this expectation had previously been for parents with children seven years of age or younger. There were reductions in the duration of benefits, training opportunities, and public housing came to an end (Klein and Long 2003).  A handful of new public programs were launched, but these were geared towards promoting self-reliance and bore little resemblance to the welfare-type programs of the early post-World War II decades (Battle 1998 332; Gurstein and Goldberg, 2008; Klein and Pulkingham 2008).


The implications of these wider governmental reorientations, even in their early stages, were apparent at the street-level in Grandview Woodland. As happened in many cities in North America (Dear and Wolch 1987), psychiatric issues took on a growing predominance in the day-to-day work of front-end service providers (Interviews A6, A9, A14, A16, B6, and B8). Mental health worker caseloads rose in all areas (Interview A15). Waiting lists, even, for the first time ever, for children were pervasive (Interviews A2 and A16).  Problems relating to depression and suicide grew (Interview A14), as did issues pertaining to addictions. Homelessness and housing insecurity were increasing despite the district’s relatively large concentration of non-market housing (City of Vancouver 2008). Over time, waiting lists for non-market housing grew, but many had little hope of being offered a space. Unregulated housing became an important alternative; for some, the only feasible option (Interviews A1; B5; B6). Emergency shelters for children and youth (Interviews A1, A7, and A12) felt the strains particularly after new guidelines established under the Campbell government demanded that applicants prove their sobriety for admittance and required applicants to have an established record with a governmental program, a rule that would render admittance especially difficult for newcomers to the province. These rules reduced the number of admissions and political authorities took this as evidence of reduced demand, leading to further cuts. Many children were sent to adult shelters instead. Others were left to fend for themselves on the street (Interview A7; Thompson 2003, A5). 


Despite stressing the importance of self-sufficiency (Rekart 1988, 1993, and 1997), and, in particular, paid employment, government programs to assist families and people seeking work were few (Interviews A3, B1, and B3), short term, and with little, if any, long term impact. Local employment agencies often advertised out-dated jobs and no provisions were made to ensure that job seekers had bus fares or suitable clothing to attend interviews. One person interviewed for this study claimed to have walked hours to investigate a job opportunity (Interview B3).  Out-of-work parents faced additional hurdles as they tried to juggle finding a job with child care obligations. In 2002, this problem became glaringly apparent after the provincial government cut the allotment of affordable childcare spaces in Grandview Woodland from 895 to 580 spots (Brooks 2003).  Many parents unable to afford market rates became immediately ineligible for pre-school subsidies. There were instances of people holding multiple part-time jobs who still could not afford market rates even if they had a subsidy (Interview A7). The new child care services regime offered little or no long-term childcare stability. Even small changes to one’s employment or income status could result in the loss of a subsidy or childcare placement. In the face of such uncertainties, many parents turned to cheaper, unlicensed, providers with untrained staff (Interview B1). Demand had not lessened, but as parents sought out more stable and affordable options, empty spaces sprung in licensed daycare centres. Public funding, based as it was upon enrolment, was reduced. These reductions in childcare enrolments meant further cuts to the number of licensed day care allotments eligible for government subsidies (Krangle 2003). The net effect was the institutionalization of a norm of fewer children being admitted to licensed care (Interview A7). It was in this setting that policy observers began to speak about “latch key children” who were “spending after-school hours home alone…” (Krangle 2003). Children and families were no longer construed as crucial domains for the furtherance of national citizenship, but as potentially problematic subjects especially threatening to public finance.
For the frail, infirm, and the aged the situation grew especially grave (Interviews B6, B7). There were cases of people in post-operative periods denied assistance benefits (Interview B5), or forced to endure physical suffering due to a lack of dental care (Interview B2, B5). In one particularly disturbing case, an out-of-work couple felt pressure to seek employment even though they had an infant in the hospital that needed their round-the-clock care (Interview B1). Pensions were often insufficient, particularly for people who did not have long histories of paid employment (Interview B9). One respondent noted that seniors, sometimes classified as “singles” with the expectation that they would find work, were simply overlooked in resource allocations (Interview B6). Two observers noted that, rather than finding officials responsive to the specific needs, people seeking aid of any kind faced coercive tactics and even threats of losing public income assistance (Interviews A5 and A7). While no doubt many front-line workers sought to do what they could to provide aid, the context was clearly one defined by severe limitations. 

Informal supports took on a growing prominence as people sought to meet their basic necessities of life. Loans from family of friends became, for some, crucial sources of support, although often the people providing these resources were facing hardship themselves (Interviews B1, B2, and B4). Disadvantaged seniors began to rely on each other as outreach workers were cut (Interview A7). Situations were often so desperate that there were cases of people voluntarily hospitalizing themselves in psychiatric care in order to guarantee their entitlements (Interview A9).  In countless ways, subsistence often meant doing just about anything to get by (Interviews A10 and B5). 
This context did not happen overnight, although at times it seemed as though the impacts of government cuts were immediately apparent, such as when the Canada Assistance Plan was dismantled, or after the sweeping reforms introduced by the Campbell government after 2001 (Gurstein and Goldberg, 2008; Klein and Pulkingham 2008; Netherwood 1988; Nielsen 1984; Poverty Reduction in BC webpage nd). Of course a place such as Grandview Woodland, built upon the goal of fostering a setting inclusive of all income levels, and characterized by a cluster of street-level human services agencies would invariably witness the direct effects of much wider shifts in policies. Thus while wider public policy realignments were not designed as local area undertakings, they nevertheless had variegated spatial ramifications, and Grandview Woodland was an especially obvious case where public program transformations contributed to the radical altering of the  street-level setting.

Local officials began to document the impact on the health and welfare of disadvantaged people. In a 1990 report, REACH raised concerns about nutritional deficiencies, housing insecurity, and drugs, making specific reference to the limitations of local resources, particularly with respect to “hard-to-reach” seniors, newborns, young parents, refugee youths, and sexually active youth (REACH 1990, 16). That same year, the then Executive Director of the Britannia Community Services Centre decried the increasingly individualistic character of government policies, stating that issues such as “affordable housing, transportation, the isolated elderly, [and] the feminization of poverty” needed to be confronted (Cameron 1990, A18). In 1991, the Grandview Woodland Area Services Team (GWAST), a group comprised of a mix of local area street-level organizations, undertook a workshop to address “deep concerns…over the growing number and complexity of social problems in the community.” There was a “general feeling that resources [were] stretched to their limits, and in some cases, are actually diminishing” (GWAST 1991, 1). 

Not only was the context of human suffering changing in Grandview Woodland, but also the organizational stability of long-established street-level service provides began to alter.  There was rampant financial uncertainty (Interview A4), even for groups that had for relied upon predictable public funding for years. For instance, the non-profit interdisciplinary community health centre, REACH, noted in its annual report that
In 1974, the provincial Ministry of Health, recognizing that REACH had provided its value and viability, started to provide ongoing funding in the form of a yearly grant…In February, 1984 – with only six weeks notice – the provincial Ministry of Health informed REACH of a major funding cut and transfer of our physicians from salary to fee-for-service status. During this time doctors’ salaries were reduced substantially…and everyone worked hard to bring in revenue (REACH Centre Association 2000, 11-12). 

Such changes occurred in relation to many local agencies, giving rise to a growing emphasis on grant writing and manoeuvring through new public program rules in order to secure revenue. Even when funding was approved, the money flow could often be slow, further destabilizing programs (Interview A12). Many organizations began to implement user fees, but this had an effect on the ability of people to access local resources. For low-income people in particular, fees were prohibitive, cutting off access to various programs and services in the district, including those offered at the Britannia Community Services Centre (Interviews B1, B2, B5, and B7). Paradoxically, while designed in the 1960s and 1970s to create a neighbourhood responsive to residents of all income levels, many of Grandview Woodland’s street-level entities were now disengaging from many of the people for whom their services had initially been established to serve. 

Financial uncertainty went hand-in-hand with the fraying of established professional and organizational networks (Interviews A2, A3, A4, A5, A6, A10, and A12). Unstable funding and uncertain organizational futures left scant time for inter-agency co-operation. Paradoxically, this unsettled context emerged at the very moment when public officials were placing a growing expectation on collaboration and partnerships as part of funding eligibility requirements (Author 2004). For some organizations this meant greater financial uncertainty, and more generally inter-group competition grew as organizational stability waned (Interview A6). There were job losses (Interviews A9 and A10), reassignments of public servants, and some people quit as morale dropped (Interviews A4, A7). The number of volunteers plummeted after the provincial government cut social assistance to mothers, except for those with children under the age of three (Interview A4). The drop in the number of volunteer labourers generated an unprecedented demand for volunteers at drop-in and child-minding programs (Interview A10; Canadian Union of Public Employees 2006). From a different angle, fears about more violent and volatile situations in relation to mental health and drugs reduced the number of people willing to volunteer their time (Interviews A6 and A9).


Once the linchpin of local area development programs, schools were becoming, as Ley and Dobson (2008) put it, “dis” amenities (2490). One interview participant stated that special needs programs and psychological and social work services were reduced (Interview A4). Another mentioned that nurses, who had once played crucial public health educational roles, were turned into almost exclusively immunization practitioners (Interview A1). Yet another mentioned that English as a second language training was rolled back (Interview A2). Breakfast and hot lunch programs were almost lost, saved only after public outcry (Interviews A5 and A10). 

From 1994 to 1997, in an early effort to respond to these changes, street-level human service organizations organized, with the Britannia Community Centre at the helm, to devise a strategy to protect established programs and resources (Interviews A4, A6).  The impossibility of doing so soon became clear. In the face of unprecedented and pervasive organizational instability, front-line service entities turned their attention to organizational survival (Britannia Community Education Committee 1990; Britannia Employment Enhancement Project 1988; Interview 4A; REACH Centre Association 2000 17). 

By the early twenty-first century, many long-established local organizations moved away from resistance towards adaptation. We can see these adaptations in the changing lexicon of policy discussions. Emphasis was increasingly on the need for food relief programs, laundry facilities, clothing exchanges, lockers, and showers (Hudspith and MacFarlane 2005, 8; Interview A1), as well as mental health and addictions undertakings (Strathcona Research Group 2006; Vancouver Coastal Health 2005).  Such changes were also visible in the kinds of interventions undertaken by long-established organizations, which began to alter their programs to the new context, as well as in the creation of new institutions geared centrally to issues relating to the harsher setting. Table 2 shows the predominant new entities that sprang up in the area from the mid-1980s onward. As this list shows, the conventional concern with employment services, (Progressive Intercultural Community Services Society, the Vancouver Eastside Educational Enrichment Society, the Aboriginal Community Career Employment Services Society, and Fast Track to Employment), remained, although as noted earlier, the services were of a qualitative different character and scope. More revealing perhaps were the goals of newly emerging institutions, such as those launched relating to homelessness (Aboriginal Homeless Outreach Program), food relief (Quest Food Exchange, UsMoms, and Grandview Food Connection), street youth (Knowledgeable Aboriginal Youth, Urban Native Youth), mental health (Motivation Power and Achievement Society, formerly Vancouver Mental Patients’ Association), low income families (HIPPY Britannia, Aboriginal Mothers Centre) and policing (Grandview Woodland and Aboriginal Community Policing Centres). Numerous organizations, even if not part of their central mandate, offered resources relating to addictions; detox programs, methadone clinics, roving needle exchanges, and specialized addictions services for Aboriginal peoples were some of the major undertakings in this regard. The Grandview Woodlands Drug and Alcohol Coalition provided information about these undertakings in a pamphlet format amenable to wide distribution, an indication of the pervasiveness of the issues and their centrality to governmental concerns (Grandview Woodlands Drug and Alcohol Coalition nd; Interviews A5 and A17). 
Table 2

Selected New Street-level Service Organizations Serving the Grandview Woodland Area: 1985-2008 

	1985
	Vancouver Eastside Educational Enrichment Society

	1987
	The Progressive Intercultural Community Services Society 

	1989
	Urban Native Youth Association

	1990
	Quest Food Exchange

	1994
	Grandview Community Policing Centre

	1998
	Hippy Britannia

	1999
	Aboriginal Community Career Employment Services Society (ACCESS)

	2001
	Fast Track to Employment

	2001
	UsMoms

	2002
	Aboriginal Mothers Centre Society

	2003
	Grandview Woodlands Drug and Alcohol Coalition

	2003
	Knowledgable Aboriginal Youth Association

	2004
	Grandview Woodland Food Connection

	2004
	Motivation Power and Achievement Society (former Vancouver Mental Patients)

	2006
	Aboriginal Community Policing Centre

	2008
	Aboriginal Homeless Outreach Program

	Source: Compiled from Britannia Centre Web Page, nd and City of Vancouver, nd.



Grandview Woodland was a setting defined not only by the effects of public funding and program cuts, but also by a wide and shifting assemblage of human services comprised of diverse and manifold funding and regulatory fields among and between official institutions of authority and voluntary, non-profit, and philanthropic entities. Collectively, they helped redefine the problem of poverty, its relationship to space and to questions of government. Dear and Wolch’s influential concept “service-dependent ghetto” has some relevance here, but what must be emphasized is that, as has been shown in the previous section, it is not simply the existence of services that defines how poverty issues are governed. Service clusters were, in Grandview Woodland, established with a very different set of presuppositions during the 1960s and early 1970s. What must also be identified is the character of services, their aims, assumptions, effects and temporal shifts. Viewed in this way, we see in Grandview Woodland that the objectives had changed from eradicating or dampening the effects of inequalities towards the better management of their most problematic facets, the most visible and unruly sides of poverty. The emblematic manifestations of these changes were the proliferation of food relief agencies, drugs services, and strategies for the homeless geared towards living on the streets (e.g., access to laundries and lockers) as opposed to securing stable housing. The “new” problems of poverty and disadvantage, such as hunger, addictions, and homeless were targeted in terms of making living on the streets more palatable for individuals and the wider population by reducing the “open drug” scene, halting the spread of disease, and addressing the most basic of human necessities. Even in their daily offerings, food relief agencies were managing rather than eradicating food deprivation (Interviews A1, A8 and B8; UsMoms Community Project Web Site 2007). This was especially obvious when one organization began educating people in the skill of “dumpster diving” for discarded food, an informal governmental technique that potently illustrated how poverty was being redefined as a governmental concern (Canadian Press Newswire 2006.).

One of the striking features of these new forms of rule was the realignment of governmental practices targeting children, families, and the “working poor” – the very groups that had been integral to furthering the welfare oriented objectives of late 1960s and early 1970s initiatives. With the decline in the hope of full employment and its attendant aspirations to a more economically egalitarian mode of national citizenship, schools and the conventional family forms were no longer central governmental arenas. With their receding significance, even child poverty was redefined as a domain to be better managed rather than eradicated. A new mentality was becoming visible that hinged on an official acceptance of even the most dire manifestations of inequalities.


Across and through multiple street-level interventions, more extreme facets of human suffering were being institutionalized and normalized. To speak of the naturalization of more extreme dimensions of privation is not to deny pockets of resistance or to suggest that attempts were not made to challenge these transformations (see for instance BC Poverty Reduction nd; Mendes 2007; Raise the Rates nd; Todd 2004; Vancouver Sun 2004). Rather, it is to highlight that the human services work on street had shifted away from the future-oriented ethos premised upon the ideal of smoothing over differences between those privileged and those not, towards a presentist-oriented ethos based upon drawing divisions between ideal, self-reliant populations, and problematic individuals and groups. Local human-service interventions were not aimed at creating a Grandview Woodland as a problematic territory – a “service dependent ghetto” -- coterminous with problematic peoples, such as the territories identified by Wacquant in his studies of cities in France and the United States.
 Rather, they were, not by grand design, but in their multiple and unpredictable effects, aimed at fostering a peaceful co-existence, not of insiders and outsiders, but of equally legitimized modes of living and being in the inner city. New enclosures and practices took shape aimed at fixing novel spaces within a much wider neighbourhood level geographical remit so as to allow for the proper governance of populations considered to be difficult, taxing, or potentially dangerous. 

Conclusion

During the late 1960s and 1970s, Grandview Woodland saw the emergence of a cluster of street level organizations aimed at addressing issues of poverty and disadvantage. These years coincided with the emergence of welfare oriented programs which were premised on the view that collectivizing risks associated with market vagaries was a way to promote economic growth. Poverty and unemployment were regarded as structural concerns that could be ameliorated through strategic interventions in the lives of individuals and populations. Grandview Woodland was regarded as particularly problematic because it was identified as having higher than average levels of low income and unemployment.  In this context, public officials considered the creation and enhancement of street-level human service agencies as a crucial component to ensuring that people from all walks of life could participate in and be integrated into mainstream social, recreational, cultural life of the district and economic life of the “nation.” In these future-oriented strategies, children and families were considered to be key anchors in these endeavours, as were educational facilities. Such mentalities were clearly apparent in reports published during the lead up to the creation of the Britannia Community Centre, which was launched in 1974 and deliberately integrated into the milieu of local schools. 

Welfare approaches, targeting as they did contexts defined by high concentrations of poverty and disadvantage, reinforced variations in the spatial dimensions of inequalities. Thus, when official welfare commitments gave way to neoliberal orientations, their effects were not uniform, but instead were clustered in settings such as Grandview Woodland that had been targeted for local area development decades before. 

What becomes apparent in Grandview Woodland toward the end of the twentieth and into the twenty-first century is a setting defined by more extreme facets of human suffering. This context was fostered by shifts in public programs, alterations in the street-level arena, and mutations in the institutional bases of community organizations underpinned by a broad reorientation towards managing more dire aspects of poverty. No longer construed as citizens worthy of full participation in community life emblematized by the public school and underpinned by the two-parent heterosexual family, the new targets of poverty interventions were redefined as problematic subjects, frozen more in time, to be regulated and managed in the permanency of their disadvantaged status.  Through an emergent mélange of street-level interventions, disadvantage people were being governed with the aim of engendering their orderly movement in and through new spaces geared towards the often barest means of subsistence and survival.

When we consider the example of Grandview Woodland, the emergent presuppositions underpinning policy discussions about poverty and space, those concerning the “complexity” and “wickedness” of poverty take on a different hue. We see instead governmental processes that have fostered more extreme dimensions of human misery, carving out a new set of governmental concerns aimed at taming space and people labelled as difficult and troublesome to the generation of wealth, public finance, and the fostering of stability and order. In making these remarks, it is not necessary to naively valourize the poverty policies and the spatial politics of welfarism and its attendant sexism and exclusions. Rather, it is to highlight a dimension of the new poverty discourses that have become almost beyond question. The analysis seeks a more concerted attempt to destabilize the manner in which issues of space and poverty are constituted in governmental programs in a way that might provide openings for a more deliberate challenge to their problematic presuppositions and practices.
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