REVISED EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - JUNE 1999





Aims


This research programme proposes to bring together an interdisciplinary group of researchers at the cutting-edge of theoretical and empirical research to provide an analysis, investigation and review of the changing moral ordering of parenting and partnering. The aim of this is to facilitate the development of a new normative framework for future social policies in Britain in the area of care, intimacy and family life.


Focus


The focus will be on the relationship between changing forms of partnering and parenting practices and the emergence of a new welfare settlement. This relationship will be examined within wider processes of social, economic, political and cultural change.


Programme


The research will be organised within 6 interwoven strands. Strand 1 will provide the programme’s conceptual, theoretical and methodological frameworks. Strand 2 will generate a series of analytical research reviews. Strand 3 will develop 4 empirical projects on care, diversity and family practices. Strand 4 will extend part of Strand 3’s research in cross-national perspective. Strand 5 will develop empirical and documentary research on local, national and supranational social movements, pressure groups, campaigning organisations and self-help groups. Strand 6 will develop integrative strand analysis and set up reflexive processes for developing the findings into policy recommendations.


Core Research Questions:


What do parents and partners regard as the ‘proper thing to do’ in carrying out their responsibilities and obligations in relation to care and intimacy within the context of social and economic changes? What moral frameworks and normative guidelines do they use in negotiating their decisions? (Strands 2,3,4,)


 How diverse are these moral frameworks? How far are they affected by class, gender, ethnicity, disability and age, and how far by local and national conditions and biographical and cultural legacies? (Strands 3,4,5)


What part have social policies played in the construction of moral frameworks, and how far have policy-makers construed the welfare subject as a moral agent? (Strands 1,2,4,5)


What lessons can be drawn from cross-national research to illuminate the relationship between socio-cultural practices, social policy and social change in relation to parenting and partnering? (Strands 2,4)


How far do the welfare claims from self-help, activist groups and social movements challenge the dominant moral ordering in family life? (Strands 1,2,5)


What policy recommendations, guidelines and strategies can be developed which reflect common normative standards for care and intimacy whilst respecting diversity in practices and beliefs? (Strands 2,3,5,6)


Contribution


The contribution will be empirical, theoretical, methodological, and policy relevant.  First, it will produce research that seeks to understand the welfare subject as a creative moral agent, rather than as a good or bad receptor of the moral imperatives of legal and social policy. It will do this through a mix of intensive and extensive research as appropriate to the research questions, using quantitative methods to support and extend in-depth qualitative analyses of social processes and social change. Second, rather than simply reproducing an analysis of the influence of policy upon people’s choices and practices, it seeks also to look at how people’s own articulations of their moral frameworks can influence policy. Third, it provides policy-relevant research which takes seriously the significance of cultural dynamics and cultural diversity in developing policies which have relevance to people’s lived experiences. Fourth, it will contribute a grounded analysis to one of the central policy questions of the twenty-first century : how far can we achieve a consensus around common moral standards whilst respecting a diversity of practices and beliefs?


�



Components of the Research Programme





Activities and Events�
�
Outputs�
�



Launch Conference


Research Workshops


Open Seminars


Academic Conferences


Feedback Forums


Citizen's Dialogues


Dissemination through conferences and seminars


Intra-university networking seminars


Partnerships with user groups & businesses


Co-funding applications


Co-funded activities


Training sessions for researchers and postgraduates


Advisory Group meetings�
�



Website


Working Papers


Papers for academic journals, seminars and conferences


'Findings' for different audiences


Articles for professional magazines & newsletters


Articles for national and local press


Four edited publications


Three co-authored books


Datasets


Radio and TV features / programmes


Overall Reports & Recommendations


Final Programme Pack�
�



Strand 1


October 1999 - May 2000


RETHINKING THE CONCEPTS�
�
Strand 2


October 1999 - May 2000


EXAMINING THE EVIDENCE�
�



Develops theoretical, conceptual and methodological frameworks for the whole research programme.�
�



Reviews existing empirical research on:


Kinship, obligation and care


Changes in households, work and welfare


User movements and grass-roots organisations


Existing welfare strategies


Citizenship, democracy and welfare�
�






The Empirical Projects








Strand 3


October 1999 - September 2003


CARE, DIVERSITY AND FAMILY LIFE�
�
Strand 4


September 2000 - September 2003


CROSS-NATIONAL RESEARCH ON CARE, DIVERSITY AND FAMILY LIFE�
�



Explores how British people identify and fulfil their family responsibilites in 4 ways:


Mothers & Work Study


Divorce & Separation Study


Diversity Study


Partners & Friendship Study�
�



Draws on research from a range of western welfare states, to replicate the research concerns of Strands 3 and 5.�
�






Strand 5


March 2000 - October 2002


COLLECTIVE VOICES ON CARE, DIVERSITY AND FAMILY LIFE�
�
Strand 6


March 2003 - September 2004


NEW VALUES FOR WELFARE�
�



Investigates the impact of grass-roots organisations on the shape and form of social policy.�
�



Feeds research findings into Citizens' Dialogues and Feedback Forums. This will provide the basis for various reports and recommendations for a new framework of values for social policy.�
�


















 THE PROPOSAL





Please see the diagram for a representation of the connections between the main components of the research programme





Background to the Research Strands


This research on the moral ordering of family life and the projects which make up the programme will be underpinned by  the following five themes. These not only indicate where we are ‘coming from’, but they also provide the rationale for our work. They form the main elements of our theoretical framework (elaborated in Strand 1) which inform our research questions.





Social Change and the Unsettling of Welfare.


Welfare systems in the industrialised West are in transition. The social, economic, political and cultural conditions which sustained a post-war welfare settlement have changed. Historically welfare systems stand in a dynamic relationship to three interconnected institutional spheres - ‘family’ (the organisation of social reproduction and intimacy), ‘nation’ (nationhood and nation-state) and ‘work’ (production). What marks the intensity of the current transition is that that the organisation, conditions and social relations within and across these three spheres are being destabilised by different social forces (Williams, 1989;1992;1995). Changing patterns of women's and men’s paid employment, changing household patterns, particularly in relation to parenting and partnering, an ageing population, increased female poverty and the articulation of women's claims for autonomy challenge the normative structures of family life upon which post-war social policies were built. Similarly, in relation to ‘work’, the globalisation of capital, the break-up of Fordism and the search for new forms of capital accumulation have created working lives and conditions (flexible working, core and peripheral workforces, as well as underemployment and unemployment), for which the old social insurance systems are no longer adequate. In terms of ‘nation’, the development of supranational political and economic institutions such as the EU, processes of devolution, the change in the pace of migrations, the increase in permanent settlement and ethnic and religious diversity all challenge the political, cultural and territorial notions of nationhood which served as the administrative and cultural frame of post-war welfare citizenship. Our research in Strands 2,3,4 and 5 will use ‘changing patterns of parenting and partnering’ as a lens to look at the interconnections in the changes between these three spheres.





Moral Re-ordering and the Resettling of Welfare


The contours of a new welfare settlement are being shaped by new political discourses and by competing interpretations of the moral, social and economic risks we face and how we defend ourselves against them (Williams, 1997, Smart and Neale, 1997). When Beveridge set out his five post-war giants of squalor, disease, ignorance, idleness, want, these reflected the perceived needs of the politics of the time - the limited redistribution of social opportunities and the management of major social risks and inequalities.  These risks also reflected assumptions about what was relatively secure and fixed - gender roles, marriage, steady jobs, firm moral and national boundaries. The dynamics of welfare resettlement have in the past involved the state’s attempt to negotiate and consolidate disruptions to the social, economic, political and moral order through the twin processes of the management of risk and the management of normality. The first entails identifying, defining and managing the major social and economic risks facing the population, and the second involves the construction of a normative framework of responsibilities and moral obligations underpinning the management of risk. It is through this that the moral ordering (or re-ordering) of family relations is, and has been, central to past and current welfare settlements, and it is this process which frames our empirical research in Strands 3 and 4 and the analysis of policy discourses and instruments in Strands 1,2 and 6. However, the terms on which settlements in other welfare regimes are being negotiated are not necessarily the same, and our cross-national comparative research in Strand 4 will both enable us to put Britain’s historical and cultural specificities into perspective, whilst also offering a window on ‘how things can be different’.





The Emergence of the Welfare Subject as a Creative Moral Agent


Different forces over the past twenty years have reconstructed the representation of the welfare subject from passive beneficiary into creative human agent. First, since the mid-1970s the post-war welfare settlement of welfare has been challenged, first by economic recession, next by neo-conservative critiques and then by welfare activists. What emerged in the 1980s was a new managerialist regime, supported first by the Conservative administration and then by New Labour. In spite of the differences between these political forces, what is common to all three is an emphasis upon the welfare citizen/consumer/user as, first, agent of her/his welfare destiny (whether through the market, through exercising social responsibilities, or through local, democratic forms) and second, as articulating her/his differential welfare needs - an issue we explore in Strand 5. 





Theoretically, too, this emphasis can be seen in new approaches to social policy which emphasise the capacity of people to be creative, reflexive human agents of their lives, experiencing, acting upon and reconstituting the outcomes of welfare policies in variable ways (Dean 1992, Baldock and Ungerson, 1994, Williams, Popay and Oakley, forthcoming). However, this thinking is still in its early days, and its implications for social policy research, especially cross-national comparative research, remains undeveloped as, by and large, ‘rational economic man’ still stalks the policy analysis field (Duncan and Edwards, 1997; Taylor-Gooby, 1998). Our research will seek to develop these ideas in three main ways. First, in Strand 1 it will explore methodologies and concepts (‘moral obligations’, ‘gendered moral rationalities’, ‘moral intersubjectivities’) which sustain the idea of the welfare subject as a creative moral agent whose actions are influenced by complex cultural processes rather than simply as the consequence of policies, and apply these in Strands 3,4 and 5.  Second, it will recognise the variability of sub-national localities in influencing people’s behaviour. For example, in the choice of four different localities for the samples in Strands 3 and 5 it will be recognising the significance of local labour markets and neighbourhoods in generating differential material resources and beliefs about the nature of obligations (and drawing important lessons from the 1980s research about ‘localities’- Duncan, 1989). Third, it will extend the inquiry into moral obligations to minority ethnic groups and to non-traditional household forms. Some of these issues of variability of ethnicity and socio-cultural context will also be pursued in the cross-national research in Strand 4. Fourth, in using predominantly qualitative methods, we want to assert our claim of the usefulness of qualitative work to policy-making, with its capacity to develop more nuanced and complex findings and to offer the ability to understand the reasons for changing family practices. The core element of such work has recently been an emphasis on the concept of ‘obligations’ - particularly in relation to the provision of care - and the extent to which these are not fixed by duty, law or status, nor coterminous with the co-resident nuclear family (Finch & Mason, 1993; Maclean & Eekelaar, 1997; Smart & Neale, 1998; Weeks et al, 1998; Mason 1996; Sevenhuijsen, 1998). We see qualitative work as a crucial source to inform a reflection upon the normative basis of social policy.


�
Welfare Activism and the Articulation of Rights to Recognition and Respect


Recent social theory has identified de-traditionalisation and the enhancement of reflexivity as key processes of social change within late modernity (Giddens 1991, 1992; Beck 1992, 1997; Lash and Urry 1994). The breakdown of traditional forms of social stratification, rationalist bureaucracies and the political alignments and social identities which were constituted by them gives rise to new possibilities for social and political action (Offe 1987; Habermas 1981, 1987; Beck 1992). Thus, it is argued, the social reflexivity of late modernity produces "an energetic society" (Giddens 1995:86) characterised by a proliferation of social movements, pressure groups, campaigning organisations and self-help groups. These movements and groups are engaged in the construction of new ways of thinking and new forms of social relations, and give expression to new collective identities (Eyerman and Jamison 1991; Roseneil 1995). 





Grass-roots’ organisations have mobilised new identities around issues of welfare, and formulated new demands of welfare provision based on these identities (Williams 1989, 1997, 1998; Beresford and Turner 1996; Leonard 1997).In particular, certain groups have begun to resist their portrayal as inadequate families, incompetent parents or invalid partners (e.g. disabled people, `lone' mothers, lesbians and gay men, `absent' fathers, minority ethnic families) and to assert the right to respect and recognition. Our research in Strand 5 will explore how far, and in what ways, these collectivities are seeking to shape the moral ordering of family life, focusing on claims upon the local, national and supranational arenas.





Balancing Universal Values with Diversely-Constituted Needs, Beliefs and Practices


We take the view that the question of how to reconcile the relationship between universalism and diversity is one of the most important in social inquiry today. The limitations of a universalism which simply reflects the interests of those with most direct access to political negotiation are now acknowledged. Yet the goal of reaching a common vocabulary of values and normative standards not been rejected either (Etzioni, 1997; Squires, 1993). We will be looking, in Strand 6, for a common vocabulary in the normative guidelines used in negotiating care and intimacy and related issues of trust, commitment, autonomy and interdependence. At the same time, we acknowledge that the aim of respect for diversity and difference is not without problems: how do we reconcile competing claims? How far does recognition of ‘difference’ mean the continuation of privileges or inequalities? The two key questions for policy development are: how can governments at local, national and supranational level facilitate the universal articulation and provision for diverse welfare needs?  And what sort of welfare provision can be universal in that it reflects all people’s welfare needs, but also diverse, reflecting people’s own changing definitions of their diversity and not simply the diversity created through inequalities in the society at large? (Williams, 1992). We will use these questions to develop a set of normative principles through a series of citizens’ dialogues  and  research-user feedback forums in Strand 6.  





2. The Research Projects


The research projects will be organised in six strands, as indicated in the diagram on page x. All the strands build upon and develop the existing research experience and analytical work of the researchers. Relevant co-funded work that exists or is being applied for is also indicated.


�



STRANDS 1 AND 2 - EXAMINING THE EVIDENCE: RETHINKING THE CONCEPTS





Strand Leaders: Fiona Williams and Alan Deacon





Together the aims of Strands 1 and 2 are to





Develop a conceptual framework for the Research Programme


Examine and draw together relevant research findings on Care, Values and Social Policy











Workshop 1 





Frameworks for 


Understanding Policy and


Culture





29th October 1999�
Workshop 2 





Statistics and Theories for 


Understanding Social Change





21st January 2000�
Workshop 3 





Analysing Policy Change and Implementation








11th Feb 2000�
�









Workshop 4 





Methodologies for Researching Moral Agency





17th March 2000�
Workshop 5 (





New Conceptualisations of Care, Values and Welfare





5th May 2000�



Synoptic Review of all Workshop material to provide a starting point and coherent intellectual framework


for the programme�
�






Workshop 1: Frameworks for understanding Policy and Culture 


29 October 1999





An analytical framework for understanding the dynamics of social change, social relations and welfare settlements (Fiona Williams)





An analysis of the moral ordering of family life through family law, and Social Policy 1945-2000 (Carol Smart)





Gender, cultures and gender regimes (Simon Duncan)





Competing formulations of moral agency in relation to welfare, partnership and parenting (Alan Deacon)





Challenging rational action theory (Simon Duncan)





Workshop 2: Statistics and Theories for understanding Social Change


21st January 2000





A conceptual meta-analysis of qualitative studies of intimate relationships, kinship obligations and caring practices within and across households (Bren Neale)�


A critical review of quantitative research of changing household resources and new divisions of labour amongst household members (Sarah Irwin)





An analysis of the sexual transformations of the post-war welfare subject (Sasha Roseneil)





A review of psychological and psychoanalytic contributions to the construction of normative parenting and partnering in the post-war period (Wendy Hollway)








Workshop 3: Analysing policy change and implementation


11th February 2000





Debates about the moral reordering of welfare under New Labour since 1997 (Alan Deacon)





Social policy, paid work and parenting - EU and European discourses (Fiona Williams and Simon Duncan)





New Labour's Rationality Mistake (Simon Duncan)








Workshop 4: Methodologies for researching moral agency


17th March 2000





Operationalising the welfare subject as creative moral agent (Fiona Williams)





Researching 'moral intersubjectivities' (Wendy Hollway)





Exploring moral obligations in research interviews (Jennifer Mason)


(Addendum by Simon Duncan)





The spatial context of local actions: the use and abuse of localities research (Simon Duncan)





Workshop 5: New Conceptualisations of Care, Values and Welfare


5th May 2000





An analysis of feminist debates on the ethics of care (Carol Smart)





A critical review of psychological and psychoanalytical 'expert' discourses of parenting and partnering (Wendy Hollway)





A critical review of social and political theories of citizenship, democracy and welfare (Sasha Roseneil)





An application of the 'politics of recognition' to grass-roots challenges to welfare (Fiona Williams)





A review of research on social movements and user-movements and their claims around intimate relations, kinship obligations and caring practices (Research Fellow - To be appointed)


�
STRAND 3: CARE, DIVERSITY AND FAMILY PRACTICES


Years 1-4


Programme leader: Carol Smart





Focus


This strand of the programme will bring together 4 linked empirical projects on the themes of Motherhood and Employment, Divorce, Diversity, and Partnering and Friendships.  The first two projects will focus on questions of choice and moral obligations which parents must make at significant moments of transition in their lives.  Thus Motherhood and Employment takes the issue of joining and leaving the labour market whilst the Divorce study looks at the most significant moment of disruption to family (including extended family) life. The Diversity and Partnering projects will explore the significance of difference of ethnicity and family practices in order to capture the growing diversity of modern relationships and their significance for policy. The thread that will  unite the projects in this strand is ‘the ethic of care’ (Gilligan 1982; Tronto 1993; Sevenhuijsen, 1998), Through working with this concept it is possible to study issues of gender, generation, inter-dependence, moral obligations, practices of caring, and the emergence of new operational moralities in diverse contexts, as well as to start the more philosophical work of providing a new ethical basis for thinking about  care in policy terms.





Aims


to draw together existing knowledge about family practices in a way which will enable qualitative research ‘results’ to make greater claims to policy relevance


to carry out original research on a wider, more holistic scale than is usually possible for qualitative work whilst retaining the benefits of intensive research (Sayer, 1984)


to design a programme of research which will explore the operational moralities of diverse family practices


to develop a methodology which will assist in the generation of normative guidelines for policy debate, particularly by cross-analysis of linked qualitative data sets


to generate principles about parenting, partnering and kinship obligations which derive from everyday life rather than from idealisations about how families should conduct themselves.


to devise a programme which will co-ordinate with sister projects to be carried out across the EU with the assistance of future co-funding.





Methodologies and Analysis:


We will use standard qualitative methods of semi-structured interviews combined, where appropriate, with the vignette method, life histories and focus groups. These methods will be used in combination with a spatial methodology which locates small scale work in 4 ‘local’ settings.  We anticipate that it will be possible to find sufficiently contrasting localities in Yorkshire and Lancashire. This will allow us to understand the conditions (e.g. labour market, social care, gender culture etc.) that ‘surround’ and contextualise the operational moralities of the family members we interview. Once the locations have been selected, the different samples for the linked projects will be drawn. The basic premise on which analysis will proceed is a grounded theory approach used in previous work by Smart and Neale (1998). Most significantly, the results of the four studies will then be subjected to an integrative analysis which will draw together the findings in a new synthesis. This form of analysis will provide an opportunity to ensure that the results of the projects will transcend the usual limited influence of qualitative work and will enable us to focus upon cross-cutting policy issues.


�
The Core Research Questions:


What effect is the process of individualisation (Beck 1992) having on people’s perception of who should do the work of caring for others?


What effect is the restructuring of social care, employment and income maintenance provision having on people’s perceptions of who needs and deserves care? 


What effects are these changes having on an ethic of care in relation to family members across households and generations?


How do family members make decisions within the competing moralities of caring for others versus the quest for economic and personal autonomy and to make adequate provision for the care of the self (e.g. pensions) in the context of a restructured welfare state.


How are these decisions affected by major life course events such as childbirth, divorce and employment changes? How are they affected by different identities of ethnicity, gender, sexuality, disability and age?


What moral rationalities are deployed in making core decisions about sustaining family life beyond the conventional co-residential nuclear family? (e.g. staying in touch with children after divorce, caring for step-siblings, supporting cohabitees).


How do people who adopt less conventional family forms (e.g. same sex partners, partnering across households) construe themselves as ‘welfare subjects’?  Do partners owe an obligation of care in the absence of children? Do partners have to rely on the private provision of welfare and care and to what extent can diversity in partnering be accommodated by private and state welfare provision?





The empirical projects:


(i)The Mothers and Employment Study (Duncan and RA) will be a study of how and why mothers of young children decide to enter or leave the labour market, and their use of child care.  The focus will be on ‘moral rationalities’ about what is correct or desirable in combining motherhood and paid work, as influenced by the opportunities and constraints of different neighbourhood networks and local labour markets.  


Methods: The research will use a combination of in-depth interviews with 20 mothers in each locality (based on snowballing theoretical samples of different social groups) with statistical data from the census (especially SARS, LVS, SAS and LS) and other sources (BHPS, GHS).  This is based on successful methodology already established in earlier work on lone mothers and paid work (Duncan & Edwards, 1998). (Time: 2 years)





(ii)The Divorce Study (Smart and Neale) will be a study of how different generations make decisions about obligations and ‘care’ where there has been a divorce or separation.  Divorce and separation dissolve taken for granted allegiances and patterns of care raising important questions for social policy. Whilst there exists some research which has started to tap aspects of these questions (Bornat et al, 1998; Smart & Neale, 1998; Maclean & Eekelaar, 1997) the approach here will be unique because the ‘moral obligations’ focus (Finch 1989) will be firmly contextualised in both a local culture and a locality study which will provide a context for interpreting the decisions and choices that are made.





Methods: Semi-structured interviews and vignette method with 20 divorced or separated individuals (10 men, 10 women) in each of the 4 chosen locations.  In addition, in the second year of the project, there will be follow-up interviews mostly using telephone interviews were possible.  (Existing work, Smart and Neale 1998, has shown the need to go beyond the ‘snap-shot’ picture to understand more fully the consequences of divorce on patterns of relationships, obligations and caring.  The telephone method is a very efficient way of adding this layer of complexity and tracking the consequences of mobility after divorce.) (Time: 3 years at 80%)





(iv)The Diversity Study: (Smart, Ackers, Mason and RA)


This study will extend the theme of this strand to include minority ethnic families into the scope of research on family obligations and support networks across wider kin. This will be an in-depth study of caring networks across the generations in a selected number of families of different ethnic origins. A particular focus will address the extent to which family members look beyond the boundaries of kin for support and the extent to which state provision is seen as appropriate and accessible by different generations.


Methods: Relying on our user contacts and snowballing techniques, we will identify 5 families in each location and will carry out interviews with all family members, including non-residential kin, up to an average of 6 members per family.  Where feasible, children and young people will be included.  Interviews will be carried out by interviewers with language skills where necessary and these will be translated as appropriate. (Time: 3 years)





(iv) The Partners and Friendship Study (Roseneil and RA) 


This study will focus upon patterns of care and obligation which exist in new styles of intimate relationships.  Increasing numbers of women are postponing childbirth and the numbers of single person households is increasing.  In the context of these changing patterns, it has been suggested that friendship is of increasing significance (Giddens, 1992; Silver, 1996; Adkins and Roseneil, 1997) and may be taking the place of traditional family relations.  Little research is available which explores the impact of such changes on policy.  


Methods:  In this study it may be more appropriate to draw our sample from large urban environments (although we will only do this if we cannot find sufficient numbers in our 4 locations).  We propose to identify 40 informants through our user contacts and snowballing techniques.  (Time: 1½ years)





Plans for Co-funding:


Ackers proposes to gain EU funding to carry out research which will match the Divorce and Diversity projects in this programme in Sweden, Portugal and Greece. This will allow us to develop an additional cross national comparative perspective towards the end of the funding period.  Mason will be developing a proposal on Children and Family Responsibilities (which will also link with existing work on Childhood in the Department). Hollway is seeking funding to explore the question of how families either promote or undermine the development of moral intersubjectivity in children. Irwin has prepared a proposal on Family Obligations and Employment amongst Parents of Young Children  which will complement the Mothers and Employment study, and also, in Year 1, a proposal for a large-scale quantitative study on Gender and Life Course Related Claims to Work and Welfare: perceptions of fairness in household resourcing’. 





COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF CARE, VALUES AND PRACTICES IN WELFARE STATES


Years 1-4


Programme leader: Simon Duncan


Focus


Strand 4 will use comparative analysis of western welfare states to extend, advance and check the empirical analyses carried out in Strands 3 and 5. Matching the empirical work of the projects in Britain, it will examine,  (1) new divisions of labour, (2) new living arrangements and changing gender relations, (3) the role of partners and friends, (4) ethnicity, nationality and family policy and, (5) collective claims and expression in parenting and partnering. It will do this by choosing four appropriate country case studies for each research topic drawn from Germany, Sweden, Spain, Netherlands, Hungary, France, Denmark, Norway, Finland and the US.  Each topic will be set within an appropriate comparative framework, for example, for topic (1) this will be the classificatory framework of 'genderfare' (a combination of comparative welfare state and comparative gender culture theories) as developed by Duncan and Edwards 1999.


Aims


The Strand will accomplish this task by using cross-national comparison to:


extend and advance thematic analysis using the 'quasi-experimental' role of comparative research, in which particular case studies highlight, through their relative presence, absence or development, the effects of particular social processes or factors.


check social assumptions and generalisation using the 'shock role' of comparative research, where it can be clearly demonstrated that things happen differently in different countries


allow proper empirical recognition of the spatiality of social process, in this case at the national level of social policies, welfare states and discourses.


Research questions


For each of the five empirical research issues in the programme, as identified above, the research questions in this strand will therefore be:


how does a different genderfare location affect social change for each topic, and - conversely - how can marked differences between countries be used to assess the relative importance of factors assumed significant in the British empirical work?


are results advanced on the basis of the British empirical work merely general for Britain or do they have some wider significance both spatially and theoretically?


how are the social processes identified in the British work spatially constituted at the level of nation states?


Methods


The Strand will not carry out its own primary empirical research. Rather, each 


topic will draw from a network of international experts, to be set up by the


Strand, in the five topics. Four different, country-based, experts will contribute 


to each seminar and will be asked to provide a synthetic review of theoretical 


and empirical material. The Strand will thereby have access to a wide range 


of detailed and expert work in case study countries as required, which will be 


applied to the concerns of the Programme as a whole. This material will be 


reported and assessed in the format of a series of seminars held at Leeds,


prefigured by our own 'in house' seminar held under the auspices of Strand 2. 


There will therefore be six seminars in total dedicated to cross-national 


research, timetabled as follows:





1.	Feb 2OOO


Review (within Strand 2) of social policy discourses on families and gender divisions of labour in the EU and USA (Simon Duncan, Fiona Williams, Alan Deacon).





2.	Sept 2000


New divisions of labour? Ethics, moral obligations, care and paid work 





3. Sept 2001


New living arrangements and changing gender relations





4. May 2002


Partners and Friends


�
5. Sept 2002


Ethnicity, nationality and family policy 





6.	May 2003


Collective claims and expression in parenting and partnering





STRAND 5: COLLECTIVE EXPRESSIONS OF WELFARE NEEDS


Years 1-4.


Programme leader : Sasha Roseneil





Focus


This strand of the research group focuses on social movements, pressure groups, campaigning organisations and self-help groups which are giving collective expression to welfare claims in the realm of partnering and parenting relations. The strand consists of the empirical study of a range of such organisations in their local, national and supranational (European Union) contexts. It will build upon the existing work of the research members (Roseneil, 1995, Williams, 1997,1998, Priestley, 1997)





Aims


to document the welfare claims and practices of social movement and self-help group activism;


to explore how these claims challenge traditional constructions of the individual, of personhood, competence, independence, autonomy and care which have guided the construction of social policy;


to analyse the moral and ethical frameworks which underpin their claims and practices, in order to ascertain whether there exist any universal principles at work;


to draw out of this documentation and analysis an understanding of the diverse and often competing welfare claims of a heterogeneous population of welfare subjects, and to feed this understanding into Strand 6’s re-conceptualization of the normative basis of welfare.


to  contribute to the opening up of the debate about the future of social policy to many of those who have previously been excluded from such discussions, and thereby to integrate the perspectives of the welfare subject into the analysis.





Research Questions


What collective welfare claims and welfare practices are emerging from social movements and self-help groups in late modernity?


To what extent, and in what ways, do these groups challenge social policy practices and provision?


To what extent do their claims and practices represent new normative values in relation to partnering and parenting?


How far do such claims and practices challenge traditional normative values about partnering and parenting?


To what extent do these groups represent competing and irreconcilable claims, and to what extent may universal principles exist? 


What are the implications of these claims and practices for future welfare provision and practice?


�
Methodology


The research on welfare movements and self-help groups working on issues of partnering and parenting will be primarily qualitative in nature, in accordance with its focus on the context-sensitive analysis of their own discursive framing of their activities and claims. Building on the work in Strand 2, it will begin with a mapping exercise intended to document the field of welfare activism in contemporary Britain (but also looking beyond to European and global movements where appropriate), and to make contact with a range of groups and organisations (formal and informal, local, national) representing a wide diversity of interests and identities (including diversities of  race/ ethnicity, age, sex, sexuality, class, locale/ region, disability, country of birth, religion). From this map of the field a purposive sample of organisations and groups will be selected in order to capture the diversity of interests and identities represented and the range of forms of organisations that exist (supranational, national, local, and `submerged’ community networks - the last two being based in the 4 localities used in Strand 3).� Semi-structured interviews will then be conducted with key informants within the chosen sample of organisations (50), to be followed by documentary analysis of the publications and records of these organisations, and then focus group interviews with activists/ participants.





STRAND 6 : DEVELOPING THE NEW NORMATIVE FRAMEWORK


Years 4 and 5


Programme leader: Fiona Williams





Aims


The aims of strand 6 will be to conduct integrative analysis of the programme’s research findings across the strands and to engage in a reflexive process of feedback with the research subjects and user community in order to develop the programme’s framework for a new normative order for the future of welfare in relation to partnering and parenting. Strand 6 is, therefore, an essential part of the programme’s strategy for user involvement and dissemination, and involves the organization of key activities and events and the production of the programme’s major summative outputs.





Stage 1


Citizens’ Dialogues





The citizens’ dialogues will be forums within which the findings of the research programme as a whole can be explored and debated, with a particular focus on  the programme’s developing understandings of  the contemporary moral ordering of partnering and parenting, and the implications which are being drawn from this for the future of welfare. Dialogues will be held in each of the four localities under study, to each of which 30 people will be invited representing a range of ages, socio-economic groups, ethnicities, and partnership and parenting status. The invitees will be drawn primarily from those who have been research subjects of the empirical projects of strands 3 and 5; in addition local councillors and officials and the local media will be invited. The dialogues will be facilitated, audio-taped and analysed by Roseneil and Williams, who will seek to provoke a respectful and robust discussion involving all those present. The dialogues will, therefore, be the object of research themselves, in that the extent to which such a discussion is possible and the terms of debate will be analysed.


�
Stage 2


Feedback Forums





Two feedback forums will be held in London in order to target the dissemination of the programme’s findings at key audiences and to encourage dialogue between the research group and these audiences. One forum will be concerned with issues of policy making and will be directed at policy makers (e.g. civil servants in the DSS, Lord Chancellor’s Office etc.) and politicians, and the other will focus on policy implementation and will be directed at representatives of professional associations (e.g. BASW, ADSS, Law Society), voluntary organizations, and local authorities. In addition the applicants will seek interviews with key personnel in government in order to discuss the findings and implications of the programme.





Stage 3


Reports, Recommendations and Dissemination :Final Programme Pack





Both the Citizens’ Dialogues and the Feedback Forums will reflexively inform the production of the final reports and recommendations of the programme. Reports will be written for a range of different audiences, articles prepared for professional magazines and newsletters and for the national press, and an overall report produced presenting the programme’s recommendations of key principles for the development of a new normative framework for future social policy in relation to partnering and parenting.





3. Management Structure





The model of management will be based on a matrix structure. There will be a Director  (Williams), Deputy Director (Smart), and Management Team composed of the Programme Leaders of the Research Strands (Williams, Smart, Deacon, Duncan, Roseneil).





THE  RESEARCH  TEAM





Organisation and Membership of the Research Strands�
�
Strand Leaders�
�
Strands 1 and 2


Williams and Deacon�
Strand 3


Smart�
Strand 4


Duncan�
Strand 5


Roseneil�
Strand 6


Williams�
�
Members�
�
Smart�
Neale�
Williams�
Williams�
Roseneil�
�
Duncan�
Duncan�
Deacon�
RF�
Smart�
�
Roseneil�
Ackers�
RA4�
RA4�
Deacon�
�
Neale�
Mason�
�
�
Duncan�
�
RF�
Roseneil�
�
�
Neale�
�
Hollway�
RA1�
�
�
Hollway�
�
Mason�
RA2�
�
�
Mason�
�
RA4�
RA3�
�
�
�
�
Irwin�
RA4�
�
�
�
�
Hazel May, Partnership Network Co-Ordinator


Two Secretaries�
�



�



�
Advisory Group�
�
Professor Janet Finch�
�
Professor Jennie Popay�
�
Dr Ann Phoenix�
�
Professor Selma Sevenhuijsen�
�
Dr David Skidmore�
�
Mr Bill Kilgallon�
�
Employer - To be arranged�
�
Journalist - To be arranged�
�



The Director will have overall management responsibility for the operation and delivery of the whole research programme, for providing intellectual direction and coherence, for exercising cost control of the overall budget, in liaison with the Advisory Group, and in managing all members of the research team. She will be assisted by the Deputy Director and the Management Team in recruitment and appointments, training and induction, financial management, external relations and co-ordinating user-involvement, and directing open events (conferences, seminars). As Programme Leaders the members of the Management Team will have responsibility for organising and delivering the research in their Strand, for managing its budget, for progress reports, and for raising issues of concern with the Director. The Management Team will meet at least six times a year, and the full Research Group at least four times a year. The Advisory Group (2 academics, 2 professionals, 1 member of the voluntary sector, 1 policy-maker, 1 trade union member, 1 employer) will meet at least two times a year with the Management Team, and with the Research Group as appropriate. The Advisory  Group will provide feedback and advice on research progress, activity organisation, findings, materials for publication, user-involvement strategies, dissemination, relevant networks and contacts and funding opportunities. Secretarial and administrative support will operate across the strands.





Members of the Management Team all have management experience. Williams, Smart and Deacon have been Heads of Academic Departments; Deacon has also been Faculty Dean. Smart is Director of the Centre for Research on Family, Kinship and Childhood; Roseneil is Director of the Centre for Interdisciplinary Gender Studies, of which Williams is Deputy Director. Williams has managed course team research and production of distance-learning courses at the Open University. Smart, Duncan and Deacon have all directed or co-directed 22 research projects between them. Duncan co-managed the ESRC Programme on Economic Restructuring, Social Change and the Locality. All members of the team have collaborative research or teaching experience with at least one other team member, and in many cases with several through membership of the two research centres named above. In the case of Duncan, who is at Bradford University, he has worked with Williams and Hollway on teaching and is a co-applicant with Hollway in the ESRC Seminar series on Parenting and Motherhood (1999-2000) and with Williams in the ESF Network on Gender and Inequality in the European Regions (1994-97).





4. The Case for Funding





The research group at the University of Leeds represents the foremost thinkers in policy analysis in the field (Williams, Deacon and Smart) and some of the most experienced qualitative researchers (Mason). in combination with Duncan, Irwin and Ackers we also have skills in the critical analysis of quantitative data sets.  The Leeds researchers have recently come together under the umbrella of two new interdisciplinary Centres, the Centre for Research on Family, Kinship and Childhood and the Centre for Interdisciplinary Gender Studies (Director: Roseneil). There is therefore a burgeoning energy and enthusiasm for taking new work and ideas forward.  We are at a critical stage where solid funding could lay the foundation for a generation of new thinking in the field. Our contribution would not only be to policy formulation but also to a theoretical and analytical development of the disciplines of social policy and sociology.  It is not our aim only to provide more ‘findings’ but to help in the process of reconceptualising issues of welfare and care.





Our existing research record means that we will be able to ‘hit the track running’ and we will start to produce papers and thoughtful discussion documents very quickly.  But we will also be bringing along new talents who will be the thinkers of the future.  We envisage this funding as not merely a static resource, but as a catalyst for linked funding, for the development of linked PhD research, and for securing the employment of excellent researchers whose expertise might otherwise be lost or dissipated.  We are planning a gradual process of building linked projects with funding from Charities and ESRC.  With the passage of time we also intend to build on the security of this funding to establish more permanent European links and to develop more cross national research.  Some members of our group are already highly experienced in this, but we want to expand this approach more widely and to draw more new researchers into the European orbit.  We propose to look for EU funding to facilitate this.





At Leeds we have developed a very collaborative research culture and we see this funding as vitally important to enrich this approach. Although the case for funding rests upon new empirical research, we have also allowed time for proper reflection and, in particular, time to develop new analytical tools. As our overall plans suggest, we also want to operate inclusively. 





Two members of the group (Duncan & Smart) already hold ESRC Seminar Awards which will bring a range of academics, practitioners and research students to Leeds and Bradford.  Thus we do not think of this funding as simply a resource for the named group, but as a resource for a wider community of interested scholars and users.
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� Examples of `submerged’ community networks include informal groups of mothers who share childcare by rota or who co-operate to employ childcare.
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