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SJEQ7003 – Equality and Diversity: Power and Social Control (Re)production of Inequality.
Choose one group at risk of exclusion and consider the barriers, politically, socially and economically, which they have to overcome to gain full access to society. Include reference to issues of power and control in society.
Group at risk of exclusion – People living in poverty
Acronyms
People living in poverty – PLIP
Individuals living in poverty – ILIP
Post modernism/modernistic – POMO


Numerous and varied definitions have been proposed globally as to what constitutes poverty and how living in disadvantage impacts upon an individual’s life. Mead (1996, p.1) discussed how despite the issue of poverty becoming a central debate within the political arena of Western countries, little has been decided upon in relation to the innermost issues raised by the problem to develop effective solutions. 
Within the UK dynamics of poverty have changed noticeably over the last century with Hills et al (2002) discussing how the lack of an official poverty line continues to cause disagreements when the merits of the most accurate and appropriate definitions and measures are scrutinised. Media representations of socioeconomic disadvantage(such as detailed in A1) also illustrate that care needs to be applied when analysing statistics as variations in figures can occur depending on which data set is preferred. Globally governments strive to address the issue of poverty, the process described by Alcock (1993 cited in Thompson, 1998, p. 90) in (A2) is added to by Thompson(1998, p. 91) who asserts that living in poverty has significant implications creating  multi-dimensional consequences that can create barriers(A3) (Thompson, 1998, p. 91) demonstrating the deep rooted and far-reaching impact poverty can exert requiring a multi-faceted approach to tackle. 
In highlighting the power that the force of poverty possesses Pierson (2010, p.14) documents its significant role by stating the living with a low income is ‘the most potent element in the process of social exclusion’. Pierson(2010, pp.14,15) goes onto to discuss that when attempting to understand the diverse nature of forces of social exclusion it is crucial that we apply critical scrutiny on the value judgements within a particular society which direct the way governments seek to address the issues poverty presents. This direction can be seen to filter into the nature and extent of barriers faced by ILIP to gain full and equitable access to society (Thompson, 1998, p. 14). Schiller(1989 cited in Bradshaw, 2005) summaries this by stating “which view of poverty we ultimately embrace will have a direct bearing on the public policies we pursue” which can subsequently impact on the nature of social exclusion faced by PLIP.
Various definitions of what social exclusion constitutes have been proposed by numerous authorities in an attempt to show the broad nature of this debilitating, multi-dimensional process with a summary by Burchardt et al (1999 cited in Pierson, 2010, p.11) detailed in (A4). Associated components detailed in (A5) of the social exclusion faced by PLIP (Pierson, 2010. P.13) illustrate the multipronged approach required with it being argued that in contemporary Britain ‘ Everybody is in favour of social justice’ however despite the minority eluding that they agree with an unjust practices, Dorling points out that ‘ nevertheless we live in an unjust world’(Mayo et al, 2015).
Changes within the welfare state, the application of post modernist thinking and societal attitudes (Shildrick and Rucell, 2015, pp. 1-15, 28-31) combine to a realisation that rectifying deficits in financial resources (Thompson, 1998, p. 91) is not sufficient. PLIP continue to face barriers often covert in nature requiring a collaborative, whole society approach to understand the complex processes of the inequality experienced and to systematically end the discrimination and oppression faced (Thompson, 1998, p. 216).  
Research documented by Beresford et al (1999 cited in Platt, 2011, p.132) highlights often unconsidered aspects of poverty which include the non-material consequences(A6) able to be considered social barriers arising from levels of stratification and structural inequality that persist in society (Platt, 2011, pp.132,133). Platt ( 2011, p.138) makes reference to the notion of participation encompassing one’s ability and opportunity to partake in ‘normal’ levels of social interaction. Social capital is produced from the existence of participation ability thus regarded as a form of resource which can lead to the creation of an improved social position for those in receipt of this somewhat invisible tool. Sen’s Capability Approach (1992, cited in Hills et al, 2002) refers to the constraining force of poverty restricting an individual’s choice often resulting in detrimental impacts on their ability to meet basic needs as shown within Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (Drakopoulos and Grimani, 2013, pp. 2-6). Valentine (1968 cited in Bradshaw, 2005) summarizes the unfairness of poverty by summarizing that living without necessities leads us to be able to say that ‘the essence of poverty is inequality’ evident within the interrelated aspects of a person’s life creating barriers which can cause what Hegel(1807 cited in Morrison, 1998, p.88) referred to as ‘Alienation’ due to an individual’s inability to facilitate self-actualization.  
Yapa’s (1996) contemporary analysis of poverty(detailed in A7) suggested a deviation from the dominant discourse which viewed poverty as primarily having economic barriers and argues that the feeling of powerlessness, lack of a sense of control, experiences of dehumanization and oppression (Thompson, 1998, pp. 85, 86) inflicted on PLIP are created from a form of socially constructed scarcity. Yapa (1996) continues by stating despite material considerations being at the core of the experiences of PLIP, obstacles in gaining full citizenship exist in a digressive material configuration possible to be addressed by a postmodern discursive advance exposing a perspective that the issue of poverty has variable facets that need to be understood and acknowledged (A8).
Within Yapa’s (1996) writings capitalism can be seen to be a component in the emergence of socially constructed barriers being presented to lower income groups. Capitalist production and the endless construction of need creates a scenario in which the rich possess the resources to satisfy their material subsistence needs which leaves those is possession of reduced agency, equity, social capital and income often unable to keep pace with the dominant economic direction thus cultural and social inequalities emerge. 
Shrestha’s(2004) analysis of Yapa’s(1996) diversionary post modern view includes caution in relation to the logic and validity of his contentions with the question being raised “ how can we bring about the social change to break down the barriers faced by people living in poverty”?. Said(cited in Shrestha, 2004) draws attention to the importance of acknowledging how the past and present coexist and inform each other, an area that Strestha(2004) feels POMO is deficient in by way of not reflecting poverty’s historical reality. In order to address the issue of socially constructed scarcity a reformed understanding of the power individuals possess is suggested hoped to produce an end to the reproduction of inequality through a revised paradigm of social justice. However, as Yapa’s (1996) views fail to acknowledge the impact of class in relation to poverty and power, his individualistic thoughts can appear to be lacking in strength to combat the exclusionary forces of poverty.
Numerous approaches to power analysis and its implications have been conducted (Oosterom and Scott-Villiers, 2016) in an attempt to produce a more complete understanding of the manifestations of power. Contemporary social justice practices attempt to erase power imbalances in society, however in relation to facilitating PLIP to gain equitable access to society, the success and outcomes of efforts to reduce inequality is dependent on the relationships and exercise of power within societal groups (UNRISD., 2010, pp.248-234). Within the report ‘ The politics of poverty reduction’ it is highlighted how the business arena has great influence over the deliverance of human rights in addition to the pivotal controlling role a society’s business structure holds over modelling regimes of inclusive practice. Bottom up approaches combining citizen participation in decision-making processes are advocated in order for the real lived experiences of PLIP to be represented allowing active citizenship to prevail (UNRISD., 2010, pp.248-234) with Karlberg(2005) discussing how within Western Liberal society the discourses of power that exist are inadequate in creating ‘a peaceful, just and sustainable order’. 
Within their discussions on the two faces of power Bachrach and Baratz(1962) highlight the exclusive nature of the power as domination discourse with distinctions being drawn in relation to the opposing beliefs of the sociologically orientated pluralists, supported by Dahl(1961 cited in Bachrach and Baratz, 1962) versus the politically geared elitists. This contentious situation can appear to suggest that bias in communities favours the interests of those in possession of power and that those with limited agency are handicapped by a lack of decision-making ability and having often-immeasurable marginalizing elements forced onto them.
POMO thought does suggest a viable solution to the issue of power imbalances within society combined with an alternative model of social practice (Karlberg, 2005). Enlightenment ideals that create the basis for the political and legal structures in the majority of Western democratic societies are seen by POMO supporters as concealing a framework of repressive, Foucaldian control that is basically totalitarian in nature and marginalizes subordinate groups (Butler, 2002, pp.56, 60). Focusing on poverty through a universal lens Thompson (1998, p. 152) presents the issue of poverty as an objective, quantifiable condition which can be measured and addressed in a standardised, binary way thus eliminated through seemingly rational means. Contrary to such beliefs, advocates of POMO feel that the utilization of totalizing theories in society fails to appreciate the variable lived experience PLIP and the multi-dimensional barriers that dominant ruling classes appear to be failing to openly acknowledge. Exercising discourses of power can be seen as promoting the dominant ideology of ordered class politics labelling those with alternative, ‘ devaint’ identities as ‘ other’ thus maintaining social roles, divisions, layers and classes(Butler, 2002, p.57).

Implication of welfare support underpinning the political direction of ruling parties can appear to represent the state meeting the needs of its citizens. Titmuss (1968 cited in Mayo et al, 2015, pp, 9-14) aired caution on the success of social welfare support by highlighting the need for an accessible infrastructure of services enabling social integration, freedom and equality in order for social justice to be a reality for all. Sen (1992 cited in Mayo et al, 2015) also shows support for a whole person and society approach when suggesting that in order for an individual to function effectively, personal characteristics, social aspects and environmental factors need to be considered to deliver true, transparent equality leading to Marshall’s(1950 cited in Mayo et al, 2015) concept of social citizenship.
Inequality reproduced in society despite governments implementing policy to combat issues such as poverty are discussed by Mead (1996) who considers the issue to be a ‘central problem in the politics of Western countries’ due to minimal political theory being invested in the area. Mead (1996) draws his readers to how within Capitalist dominated Western society we have experienced a narrowing of principles that can result in power and control imbalances between those classed as destitute or affluent thus clearly is not creating an arena of fair opportunity for all. 
Morrison (1998, p.343) refers to Weber’s thoughts on power which are defined as ‘the likelihood that an individual will realize his or her will in a situation of social action’ - action which is dependent on the professional and personal values about poverty that practitioners, politicians and other authoritative figures have which determine their stance on which theory to adopt thus moulding policy implementation and practice (Pierson, 2010. P.18). 
It is clear that individual beliefs and values of those in power influence the outcomes and success of equality and diversity in practice combined with the political discourse imposing differing morals on citizens, moulding institutions and shaping societal values (Mead, 1996, p.4). Mead(1996, p.5) discusses how ruling bodies of a conservative orientation can be seen to view the poor as being responsible for and deserving of their predicament, as opposed to liberalist thinking which considers society to be the culprit. Regardless of the political direction of a nation, it is apparent of a consensus that social justice and fairness is a mutually agreeable goal. However, it is paramount to analyse how the identity and selfhood of the poor are viewed in order to gain an accurate understanding on the experiences of PLIP (Mead, 1996, p.6). 
It is evident that in order to gain a more in depth understanding of the barriers faced by ILIP and the potential for fair treatment we first need to be aware whether a society condones what Burr (1995 cited in Thompson, 1998, pp.34.35) refers to as the acceptance of ‘ taken-for-granted ways of understanding the world’ concerning individual value, worth, contribution, identity, dominant norms and cultural practices or whether a structural framework is favoured which advocates the crucial role of interactions between agency and structure (Thompson, 1998, p. 35). 
Thompson(1998, pp. 35,36) further discusses how inequality can limit self actualization when faced with exclusion perpetuated by routinized practices maintaining dominant social structures and class relations through the application of often covert and subtle use of values, ideas, assumptions and practices creating the concept Giddens (1984 cited in Thompson, 1998, p.35) referred to as ‘duality of structure ‘.
It has been suggested that in post-truth contemporary society (Pullinger, 2017) the continued unfair treatment that PLIP experience is fuelled by distorted and often inaccurate media representations of this group. Liberal opinion is that late capitalist ideals camouflage social reality concocting manipulated images to serve political or economic purposes (Butler, 2002, pp.110, 111).  
Professor Justin Lewis (cited in csub.edu, nd) draws attention to how societal attitudes and values can be manufactured to undermine democratic participation. Lewis (cited in csub.edu, nd) continues by sanctioning the view that distorted images and accounts exposed to the public are controlled by the elite institutional forces that placate their own interlinked interests whilst reproducing inequalities in society. Instances of shaping public opinion can be seen to exclude left-wing orientated representations of individuals or groups made possible by elite power systems in place enabling those in possession of power and control to direct media bias to their own views and dictate what mainstream society are exposed to and discuss.
It is evident that societal attitudes respond to economic circumstances, government rhetoric and policy (Clery, 2013) with research carried out by JRF (Hall et al., 2014, p. 1) concluding that ‘harder views towards poverty remain ‘ and whilst the concept of the ‘undeserving poor’ continued to be contentious, general consensus was that long term structural and economic barriers were root causes of PLIP being unable to gain full access to society.  
Leiter (2015) discusses Nietzsche’s support for the concept that those at the realm of society exploit paradigms of political power through practices of unethical governance and highlights how inequality is re-produced through the morals of the powerful, strong, dominating individuals and groups acting to maintain structural framework’s via unequal equilibriums of power and control. Leiter (2015) discusses how empowerment remains a distant dream for PLIP - a situation that can be redressed through calls for a progressive structure of power relations that embraces norms that harm the higher few while assisting the lowest with plurality and truth at its core through processes of revaluing personal power and individuality directed towards those deemed as weak (Higgins, 2013).
Dorling (2015, pp. 1-3) discusses how following the status quo within existing structural functionalist frameworks serves to reproduce injustice despite this phenomenon being unsustainable. By suggesting that exclusion and unfair treatment is some-what inevitable he explores the proposition that the beliefs of those in power are unfounded but remain pivotal in society through those in control upholding unjustified attitudes and values that are bereft of advances the interests of the majority. Dorling(2015, pp. 6-7) adds to this notion by discussing how powerful government agencies can be seen to increasingly label the poor as scroungers, immoral, feckless and wanting - an image often supported by the media which then propagates the illusion that there is some good in the inequalities experienced by PLIP.
Casillas (2016) discusses that within Marxist theory ‘there is a limited amount of power in society which can only be held by one person or group at a time’ thus the powerful position of the dominant classes in society is up-held. Referred to as the ‘bourgeoisie’ who own the economic base and possess all the power under capitalist structures while exploiting the vulnerable, fragile, defenceless position of the working class ‘proletariat’ who have limited agency and access to goods and services (Casillas, 2016). With the locus of control firmly in the hands of the ruling elite, Karlberg (2005) refers to this as the ‘power as domination’ or ‘power over’ model identified by the existence of social conflict, control and coercion. 
It would appear that in order for people living in poverty to achieve fair and full access to society a new collaboration of power is required which is collective in nature and sustainable in outcome. Orcastrated by a power analysis as discussed by Scott (1989 cited in Oosterom and Scott-Villiers, 2016) to combat contemporary social justice struggles and to aid the empowerment of all preventing PLIP to suffer not only from the material domination of the power over discourse but also to combat the hidden and invisible forces that through structuration act to hegemonically control subordinate groups. 
Olssen (2004, p.316) discussed how within their writings on inequality and poverty Marx and Keynes believed that the effects of living in economic disadvantage could in essence by removed through wealth creation with Keynes(1963, pp.358-373) suggesting that greed, competitive individualism and self interest acted out under the belief that ‘ foul is useful and fair is not’ would result in society’s obsession for money to be exposed as a ‘ somewhat disgusting morbidity…semi-criminal, semi-pathological propensities’ replaced by people taking pleasure from non-material aspects of life.
Dorling (2015, p.99) would appear to be in disagreement with this view of a utopia of equality with British politics reproducing ‘…a system that only “sees” what it needs to perpetuate itself…’often dismissing the needs of disadvantaged groups through an apparent continuation in the belief of the five tenets of injustice (A9) applied in practice via the controlling ability of those in power (Dorling, 2015, p. 5).
Wilkinson and Pickett(2009) and Platt(2011, p.132) add to the discussion on social ills and how facets of inequality are detrimental to society as a whole in referring to the notion of ‘The Spirit Level’ to explain how inequality due to a lack of economic resources causes barriers and consequences at a macro level. It is clear that exclusion is continuing to be reproduced by a reciprocation of class, status and political power creating a scenario of social closure perpetuating inequality and restricting the deliverance of a fair society (Silver cited in Shildrick and Rucell., 2015, p. 33). Institutions and structural functionalist ideals appear to preserve reluctance for redistributive measures in be installed to act in the interests of the majority as opposed to the minority in possession of economic weight and power (Dorling, 2015, p. 3). John F.Kennedy stressed this point in his Inaugural address in 1961 is commenting that “ If free society cannot help the many who are poor, it cannot save the few that are rich”(Berkley Center, 2017) summarizing how inequality in opportunity and access to resources in the neo-liberal capitalist society we live (Green, 2017, p. 90) will not only continue to blight the lives of PLIP but also constricts the ability of a nation and its citizens to reach their potential due to the current economic‘ power over’ structure (JRF, 2016).
Pogge (2008, pp. 37-40, 56) discusses how human flourishing is a central component of each individual’s life heavily impacted upon by the political discourse and those is possession of power in society. It is evident that social institutions bare significant control on the ability of ILIP to access resources through both covert and overt processes in addition to control mechanisms influencing a person’s ability not to be disadvantaged through social inequalities and a lack of choice. On reflection, a universal criterion of justice is required based on a heightened holistic approach encompassing a greater understanding of the lived experience of those facing exclusion in order to respect the autonomy and dignity of all groups, cultures and individuals centred around a nations moral, social and economic obligations.
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1.
Third of UK population 'fell below the poverty line'
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[image: Children sat in council estate]Image copyrightGETTY IMAGESImage captionPensioners and single parent families were most likely to have experienced poverty
Almost a third of the UK population fell below the official poverty line at some point between 2010 and 2013, figures show.
Around 19.3 million people - 33% - were in poverty at least once, compared with 25% of people across the EU, the Office for National Statistics found.
But only 7.8% were defined as being in "persistent income poverty" in 2013 - less than half the 15.9% EU average.
Pensioners and single parent families were found to struggle the most.
The ONS records someone as being in poverty if they live in a household with disposable income below 60% of the national average, before housing costs.
Persistent poverty is defined as being in poverty in the current year and at least two of the three preceding years.
Summing up the findings, the ONS said: "Studies reveal that although some people are stuck in poverty, the majority of 'the poor' consist of a constantly changing group of different individuals."
The report added that although "poverty persists only for a relatively small minority, evidence suggests that those who have already been in poverty are more likely to experience poverty again in the future than those who have never been in poverty".
Poverty in the UK
19.3m
people experienced poverty for at least one year between 2010-13
4.6m
were in persistent poverty - for three of the past four years
· 60% of single parent households experienced poverty between 2010-13
· 40% of those aged 65+ experienced poverty between 2010-13
· 13th highest poverty rate in EU
Source: ONS
Getty
The UK ranked 13th out of the 28 EU member states for "overall poverty" - the proportion of people falling below the poverty line at some point during the four-year period. The ranking was topped by Greece, Romania, Bulgaria, Lithuania and Spain.
The country with lowest overall poverty levels was the Czech Republic, followed by the Netherlands, Finland and Denmark.
But since comparable figures were first made available in 2008, the UK has consistently had a persistent poverty rate lower than the EU average.
The UK ranked 20th, with only the Czech Republic, Denmark, the Netherlands, Finland, Slovakia and Slovenia recording better results.
[image: Hand holding coins]
Jonathan Cribb, research economist at the Institute for Fiscal Studies, says it's difficult to know exactly why the UK has lower levels of persistent poverty but factors around employment may be the reason.
"The UK has lower levels of unemployment compared with other countries in the EU," he said.
"The longer people are out of work, the longer they are in persistent poverty as they need to rely on out-of-work benefit.
"Also, people who have the lowest incomes don't necessarily have the lowest spending. These people might be in income poverty for a short amount of time because they are self-employed or between jobs for example."
Christian Guy, director of the Centre for Social Justice - a think tank that seeks to address poverty and its causes - said the figures only showed part of the problem.
"Whilst it is very positive that the growing economy means that fewer people are stuck in poverty, the general figures on poverty show that this is a fatally flawed measure.
"Income is only part of the story. Poverty is not just an absence of money - policy needs to focus on the drivers of poverty such as worklessness, family breakdown, education, addiction and serious personal debt."
(BBC, 2015).

2.
‘means going short materially, socially and emotionally…above all poverty takes away the tools to build the blocks for the future  - your ‘life chances’’. Alcock(1993 cited in Thompson, 1998, pp. 91,92).

3.
Psychological well-being, particularly in relation to self esteem.
Social relations – low income groups can be marginalised or excluded in certain social situations.
Insecurity – economic deprivation can make it difficult, if not impossible, to plan ahead or develop a ‘lifeplan’.
Access to resources and services – for example, health and education.
(Thompson, 1998, p. 91)

4.
‘An individual is socially excluded if (a) he or she is geographically resident in a society, (b) he or she cannot participate in the normal activities of citizens in that society, and (c) he or she would like to so participate but is being prevented from doing so by fat ors beyond his or her control’
Burchardt et al (1999 cited in Pierson, 2010, p.11).

5.
Poverty and low income.
Lack of access to the jobs market.
Thin or non-existent social supports and networks.
The effect of the local area or neighbourhood.
Exclusion from services.
(Pierson, 2010. P.13)

6.
Stigmatization.
Lack of agency.
Reduced ability to exercise choice.
Diminished access to equal opportunities.
A sense of restricted motivation and capability to participate in mainstream society.
(Platt, 2011, pp.132,133).

7.
Yapa’s (1996) contemporary analysis of poverty = poverty as primarily having economic barriers possible to be lessened through
1) Economic growth.
2) Increased investment.
3) Creation of jobs.
4) Higher income.

8.
A multi-plicity of causative problems.
Has multiple possibilities of action.
That it is possible to move beyond the realm of poverty experts to identify numerous agents of social change.
Ability to yield a new understanding of the power we posses to act in the world.
Yapa (1996)

9.
Five tenets of injustice.
Elitism is efficient.
Exclusion is necessary.
Prejudice is natural.
Greed is good.
Despair is inevitable.
(Dorling, 2015, pp. 6-10).
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