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Introduction

The concept of “social exclusion” has become central to European social policy analysis. This paper provides an exploration of the concept of social exclusion, and its meaning for social policy analysis. It begins by briefly reviewing the history of the term; reasons for such arise of social exclusion and rapid spreads of the concept. The contested meanings and competing discourses of social exclusion are then examined. The aim is to show that social exclusion is a term with great versatility and multiple meanings which can be “harnesses to diverse, often contradictory, political purposes” (Jones and Smyth, 1999: 11). The difference between poverty and social exclusion is also discussed.

 Although I generally prefer to examine one particular issue I realize that many questions and issues, I have been dealing with, have something in common. These issues are mostly connected with policies and attitudes towards people who are or who feel in some way excluded – socially, culturally or economically. It has become very popular to speak about “exclusion” or better “social exclusion” in the last twenty years. But this word is often misunderstand, misused and also refused as “devaluated”. Thereby this paper is written in order to help me to better understand its original meaning, different discourses of social exclusion and its implications for policy making. Social exclusion, unlike poverty, is an intrinsically dynamic concept, descriptive of a condition that develops over time after prolonged social isolation and deprivation. It is rather problematic to work with the term “social exclusion” because many other varied meanings of “social exclusion” can be found.  On the other hand, multiplicity makes it powerful and widely used – when we know what it really means. 

I am aware of the various meanings of the world “excluded”. It does not matter if you speak about excluded spaces, excluded capacities or excluded cultures. Everyone can feel “excluded” with no difference if the person is a homeless or very rich person living in a gated community. The label is here “excluded”. For better understating, I start with one of many definitions of social exclusion
.

In a broad term social exclusion can be defined as “multiple deprivation resulting from a luck of personal, social, political or financial opportunities” (Social Exclusion Unit’s web)
: 

The history of the term social exclusion

The history of this term goes back to Pierre Bourdieu and his book Theory of Symbolic Violence (1960s), where he defines exclusion as a class process. British sociologist 

 Frank Parkin works with terms such as “social closure”, “denial of access”, “exclusion” and “usurpation” ten years later. Nonetheless, social exclusion becomes widely used term in 1980s. France and the UK are a good example how different approach toward social exclusion were taken. France saw excluded people as these, who are marginalized from the social insurance system and took some important steps (Revenu Minimum d’Insertion 1988 or support of “contrat d’insertion” – economic & social participation) to prevent it. The situation was different in the UK.  The Thatcher government was cutting government expenditure and benefits and was supporting marketisation. This government disregarded for the poor. Inequality and social exclusion were seen as an outcome of individual failings. The concept of social exclusion was used only in the context of arguments that the understanding of poverty should be widened to include a broader range of exclusions (for example restricted access to modern communications). This has changed with the Blair New Labor government (1997-?). The new watchword “Work for those who can, welfare for those who can’t” and the establishment of Social Exclusion Unit (England), which reports directly to Prime Minister, illustrates well the new attitude towards social exclusion. The official policy was: develop integrated and sustainable approaches to the problems of the worst housing estates, including crime, drugs, unemployment, community breakdown, and bad school, etc. The policy also recognizes: 1.lack of effective national policies 2.failure to effectively engage local communities 3.overlooking creation of opportunities 4. need to develop a ‘joined-up’ approach. It has three main strands:

1. ‘New Deals’ for the unemployed, lone parents and the disabled, and actions for failing schools, crime and public health

2. New funding programs regenerating poor neighborhoods

3. Ensuring coherence and a ‘joined-up’ approach – cross-departmental

UK Social Exclusion Unit defines social exclusion as: “a shorthand label for what can happen when individuals or areas suffer from a combination of linked problems such as unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime environments, bad health and family breakdown” (Henman 2004).

It should be said that Britain has begun to benefit from the insight provided by longitudinal panel data that allow to follow the „paths of poverty” or better “origins of social exclusion” and make possible to identify the key underlying processes and thus form an impression of where, and what from, of invention can be best avoid undesirable outcomes. (Fincher and Suanders, 2001)

History of ‘Social Exclusion’ – Political European Union, 1980-90s

However, EU was established more in terms of economic cooperation and partnership its focus has been slowly covering more and more social issues.  Social exclusion was a theme in the second European Union anti-poverty program in 1988 and in the preamble to the European Social Charter one year later, which declared that “in the spirit of solidarity it is important to combat social exclusion” (European Commission, 1989a)
.  The third anti-poverty program (1989-1994) also emphasized the economic and social integration of the least privileged groups. This third program established the EU observatory on National Policies to Combat Social exclusion, responsible for monitoring social exclusion policies throughout European countries
. In 1992 (Maastricht Treaty) EU established European Structural Funds and Social Fund to diminish differences between different parts of EU. After that the term social exclusion was preferred to poverty (White Papers, 1994) and social cohesion (the result of minimizing of social exclusion) became an important word and the aim. By social cohesion EU means: “reconciliation of a system of organization based on market forces, freedom of opportunity and enterprise with a commitment to the values of internal solidarity and mutual support which ensures opens access to benefit and protection for all members of society”
.

History of ‘Social Exclusion’ – Political USA, 1980-90s 

Social exclusion has been understand in the USA for a very long time as a synonym for the “underclass” (Charles Murray, Losing Ground 1984) and meant mainly culture and pathologies of dependency. These who claimed to be socially excluded or who were labeled as socially excluded were seen as these who are to blame welfare state. They were usually labeled by three symptoms: illegitimacy; crime and unemployment. This was partly changed in 1996 by the Opportunity Reconciliation Act. Former president Bill Clinton claimed that it is “an end of welfare as we know it”. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families was created. The welfare right was replaced to welfare discretion.

The rapid spread of social exclusion

The roots of the social exclusion arise are in the changes which happened in 1970s.  The social and economic environment of western countries has changed.  The main changes were: greater and long-term unemployment; increased sole parent households; decline of breadwinner households, solidification of geographies of disadvantage; greater inequality and 

concern with social conflict, unrest, disruption (Henman 2004).

But to go back to the origins of social exclusion some (for example Jones and Smyth 1999) argue that “origins of social exclusion can be found in the French republican tradition which was concerned to establish solidarity between individuals and groups in larger society”
. As we could see above this corresponds well with the French attitude towards social exclusion in general. Many French social programs in 1990s were couched in the language of integration, solidarity and exclusion.

The difference between social exclusion and poverty

To examine the difference between social exclusion and poverty let us use different definition of social exclusion than was used above. Social exclusion can be defines as: “ a concoction (or blend) of multidimensional and mutually reinforcing processes of deprivation, associated with a progressive dissociation from social milieu, resulting in the isolation of individuals and groups from the mainstream of opportunities society has to offer” (Graham Room , 1995)

As almost all of researches agree on that there is a strong relationship between poverty and social exclusion. But “social exclusion” and “poverty” are distinct concepts. Poverty, as general refers to a situation in which a lack of resources or material possession prevents needs from being met. In contrast, the main characteristics of social exclusion are its relativity, the role of agency and its emphasis on dynamic” (Fisher and Saunders 2001, p. 12). Social exclusion can only be defined in a particular PLACE and at a particular TIME. Social exclusion is result of actions with no matter if it is actions of those who are excluded or others. It is not related just to existing circumstances but also to prospect of future of those who are currently excluded and their children. Thus it is clear that social exclusion must be measured as multidimensional.

Social exclusion encompass not only low material means but the inability to participate effectively in economical,, political, and cultural life, and, in some characterizations, alienation and distance from the mainstream society (Walker 1997, p. 8). It can be said that social exclusion refers to the processes through which individuals or groups are (wholly or partially) excluded from participation in society.

The relationship between poverty and social exclusion is illustrated t the following table:

	Poverty
	Social exclusion

	Absolute/relative
	Relative

	Static
	Dynamic / process

	Monetary measure
	Multidimensional

	Input focused
	Outcome focused

	Scope is national
	Scope is geographical

	Individual/household
	Community

	Structural
	Agency

	Denotes division (?)
	Denotes division


(Henman 2004)

The Townsend’s definition of poverty could be helpful in better understanding the difference. He defines poverty as it follows. “Individuals, families and groups in the population can be said to be in poverty when they lack the resources to obtain the types of diet, participate in the activities and have the living conditions which are customary, or at least widely encouraged, in societies to which they belong. Their resources are so seriously below those commanded by the average family or individual that they are in effected excluded from ordinary living patterns, customs and activities”.  Peter Townsend (1979) Poverty in the UK
.

Are poverty and social exclusion really that different? Perhaps poverty research focused mainly on money because it was simple to measure and that other measures were unavailable. On the other hand, it must be said that there have been recent moves in poverty research to look at: geography; dynamics; deprivation; multiple, interlocking and cumulative dimensions but some elements were still not well covered.

Perhaps the advantage of social exclusion is political. It is embraced by many perspectives and it avoids the focus on poverty, income and redistribution. But the problems with social exclusion are obvious. It can be (mis)used as a smokescreen for other problems, it is difficult to measure truly and its complexity may leads to inaction and a lack of policy accountability.

I see the biggest advantage (of the term and meaning of “social exclusion”) that it helps to reframe social policy about social disadvantage and extend it beyond monetary benefits. It points to multiple disadvantage and inter-connections, ongoing, rather than temporary disadvantage, geography of disadvantage and includes state, market, NGOs, community and individual involvement and responses.

The policy implications of social exclusion are in its focusing on people who have long-term disadvantage rather than at a point-of-time. Furthermore it is about groups which are at risk of long-term and re-cycling of disadvantage. And any farther it recognizes outcomes as a result of many intertwining factors that cross traditional policy and jurisdictional.

Poverty is usually the major barrier to social participation but does not necessarily lead to exclusion. The effect of limited resources may be mitigated by such factors as good health, stable personal circumstances or family support (Levitas 1998). Consequently a person may suffer the negative consequences of exclusion without being poor in the sense of lack of material resources.

On the other hand social exclusion and poverty are so often interconnected that identifying some of the common rotes into different kinds of poverty particularly helped in studying social exclusion. 

Dimensions of Social Exclusion 

Percy-Smith (2000) characterizes seven dimensions of social exclusion as it follows:

· Economic: long-term unemployment; job insecurity; workless households; poverty

· Social: household breakdown; teenager pregnancy; homelessness; crime; disaffected youth

· Political: lack of political rights; low voting; low community activity; political alienation

· Neighborhood: degraded environment; housing decay; withdrawn local services

· Individual: mental/physical illness; low education/skills; low self-esteem

· Spatial: concentration of vulnerable groups

· Group: concentration of above in particular groups, eg. elderly, ethnic, disabled

Tania Burchardt, Julian Le Grand & David Piachaud (1999; 2002)
 measured Social exclusion in a longitudinal Panel Study in UK and their conclusion was that:”An individual is socially excluded if he or she does not participate in key activities of the society in which he or she lives”. As the key activates were taken consumption activity (low income), savings activity (low wealth), production activity (not employed, caring, studying, retired), political activity (did not vote; not member) and social activity (lacks support person). Their research showed that 9.5% of people in UK are socially isolated, 12.4% politically unengaged, 11.2% lacks production activity, 17.1% low wealth, 23.0% low income.

Characterizing Social Exclusion and its discourses

To use the concept of social exclusion well, we need to ask: in what ways social exclusion framework “add value” to existing approaches to social policy analysis.

As shown above, “social exclusion” and “poverty” are not the same. Social policy should seek to address both.  Although, there are significant unsolved problems of how to measure social exclusion.

In practice, however, social exclusion is embedded in different discourses which manifest problems to varying extent. For that reason three different discourses of Social Exclusion are identified here as Ruth Levitas (1998) suggests in her book The Inclusive Society.
· RED: Redistribution Discourse

· MUD: Moral Underclass Discourse

· SID: Social Integrationist Discourse

RED: Redistribution Discourse was developed in British critical social policy, whose prime concern is with poverty. According to these discourse - social exclusion primarily results from poverty. It addresses the exclusionary process in all areas of society which results in inequality itself. RED is rotationally able to valorize unpaid work. Welfare benefits are viewed positively because it implies reduction of poverty through increases in benefit levels. Citizenship is according to RED viewed as obverse of social exclusion. RED implies a radical reduction of inequalities, and redistribution of resources and power.

MUD: Moral Underclass Discourse centres on the moral and behavioral delinquency of the excluded themselves. It presents the underclass or socially excluded as culturally distinct from the “mainstream”. MUD focuses on the behavior of the poor rather than the structure of the whole society. Welfare benefits are viewed negatively because for they encourage “dependency”. Although dependency on the state is regarded as a problem, personal economic dependency – especially of women and children on men – is not. Indeed, it is seen as a civilizing influence on men. Inequalities in rest of society overlooked and unpaid work not acknowledged.

SID: Social Integrationist Discourse mainly focuses on paid work. It squeezes out the question of why people who are not employed are consigned to poverty. Consequently, it does not, like RED, imply a reduction of poverty by an increase of benefit levels. On the other hand, it obscures the inequalities between paid workers. Since women are paid significantly less than men, and are far more likely to be in low-paid jobs, it obscures gender, as well as class, inequalities in the about market. SID ignores unpaid work and its gendered distribution; it implies an increase in women’s total workload. As a result of that it undermines the legitimacy of non-participation in work.

RED, MUD, SID are certainly ideal types. All of them see paid work as a major factor in social integration, and all of them have moral content. They differ in what social excluded lack –to oversimplify – no money; no work; no morals. They find different causal relationships and different treatments of unpaid work. But the most important fact that the public discourse draws from all of them.

Levitas’s portrayal of RED versus SID as two competing discourses of social exclusion, are readily identifiable as a contemporary version of the social democratic versus neo-conservative and neoliberal debate which has permeated social policy debate throughout the second half of the twentieth century (Jones and Smyth 1999, p. 17). 

Conclusion

The concept of social exclusion differentiates from the concept of poverty. It can provide an innovative approach to problems related to the formulation of more integrated approach to social policy. Social exclusion stresses the importance of policies aimed at empowering individuals through human capabilities such as skills or health which would enable them to catch up with the rest of the society. 

The potential benefit of a social exclusion framework has also been examined. It can broaden the analysis of poverty not only in the term of recognizing a wider range of social exclusions but also social processes associated with poverty. It places issues of social cohesion and solidarity at the centre of social policy. And (what I find the most important) it provides a basis for addressing and understanding the particularities of difference
 . And the last but not the least benefit is that it highlights the spatial dimensions of exclusion. I have also emphasized that social exclusion can be a discourse with many different implications for public policy. The high importance of the social exclusion perspective and its influence on policy making must be taken into account.

Social protection systems in the past mainly focused on providing income security to individuals and households confronted with the realization of predefined risks of handicaps. The concept of social exclusion forces policy-makers to broaden their horizons by not only focusing on the status quo (which is in most cases poverty), but also by looking at the contribution of other policy domains.
 The concept of social exclusion also forces to reconsider their approach to social policy.
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