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Abstract

This thesis discusses the interconnection between spatial practices and the
construction of moral personhood, based on the example of homelessness and
squatting activism in ‘Austerity Britain’. Drawing on 18 months of ethnographic
fieldwork with persons who have no fixed address in the West of England, I
explore the connections between spatiality, embodied cognition and the moral
construction of self and other.

Because bodies are spatial objects, embodied cognition is necessarily spatial -
‘human beings are spatial beings’. Moral personhood is therefore also and
especially spatially constructed, most importantly through metaphors of ‘inside’
vs. ‘outside’. Drawing on cognitive anthropology and psychoanalysis, I identify
two distinct models of the self informed by spatial metaphors, which I refer to as
the ‘territorial self’ and the ‘spatial self’. These cognitive models, and the types of
relations between self and other they imply, come to inform the construction of
distinct spatial configurations which can be observed from a small scale - for
example an individual ‘home’ - to a large scale, e.g. the territorial nation state.
The territorial self corresponds to a ‘moral space’ characterised by notions of
securisation, defensible boundaries and a dual mode of exclusion and internment
that produces (racialised and gendered) ‘spatial others’. The spatial self, on the
other hand, implies an ethical stance that takes seriously the spatial component
of embodiment, and thus the vulnerability of the self to the absence of shelter,
understood as the minimum amount of safe space - within and without the body
- that embodied persons need in order to physically, cognitively and socially
function.

On this basis, I argue that homelessness can be understood as the result of multi-
layered social processes based in a pervasive logic of territoriality. ‘The homeless
person’ is characterised by a lack of territorial entitlement that translates into a
loss of moral personhood, often referred to in the literature as ‘social death’. I
conclude that squatting, as a political and ethical practice, aims not only at the
removal of an immediate material lack, but also and especially at the re-
construction of moral personhood through a practical ethics of recognising and
responding to the vulnerability inherent in embodiment.
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Just because you're nobody

[t doesn't mean that you're no good
Just because there's a reason

It doesn't mean it's understood

It doesn't make it alright

The Specials



Introduction

One day in the winter of 1921, Harry Cowley, a chimney sweep from Brighton,
decided that enough was enough. A drummer boy in the Royal Navy in his youth,
Cowley had been injured at the age of 17 and, after his recovery, had been re-
deployed to bury the dead soldiers of World War One. On his return to Brighton,
he had found the survivors and their families living in abject poverty in
overcrowded slum accommodation or in tents on the local racecourse. The day
Cowley decided to take action arrived when he met the family of an ex-
serviceman, camped out in the tent-city overlooking town. He recounts: “I
thought; this wont be allowed to go on, | asked the man ‘are you prepared to go
in a house if me and my men find you one’ he said ‘yes’ So we got together our
boys and at 3 in the morning under cover of dark we forced our way into an

empty house in Cheltenham Place and moved the family in”1.

Cowley proceeded to form a group of local men who soon began to routinely
break into empty properties and move in homeless locals. The group not only
lent practical support to the squatter families, but also acted as vigilantes to
protect the new residents from eviction and violence by landlords or the police.
Their actions continued until after World War Two, when a new wave of
impoverished and traumatised ex-soldiers returned from the front, to find what

in today’s terms one could refer to as a property bubble. In Cowley’s words:

“Well when this last War ended Brighton was loaded with empty houses, yer see.
There was a lot of people buying empty houses cheap and selling them or renting
at exorbitant prices, people couldn’t afford them, One day I went to do some work
in an old ladies home, she saved £400 in her life, her and her husband was old
people. I valued the house at £600 and they was being asked £1,600. I thought this
don’t come right, your £400 gone up in the air and you’ll never live long enough to

buy the place and be secure”

L All citations by Harry Cowley taken from: BBC Southern Counties Radio (2005) at BBC WW2
People’s War archive, Article ID A4212217



Cowley’s sense of justice made him not only a squatting activist, but also a
staunch antifascist: “When I read about the brutality to the Jews anything like
thatI could cry and have cried. And I felt it was my duty to fight againstit”. Fuelled
by this sense of solidarity, Cowley and his group fought the rising far right in the
shape of Oswald Mosley’s ‘British Union of Fascists’ - oftentimes physically.
Cowley recounts being assaulted and hospitalised, having his property attacked
and having himself incited violence to shut down local fascist rallies. Asked, after
one such bloody battle, to justify their actions, Cowley replied on behalf of his

men: “no mine wasn'’t rough boys; they were conscientious”.

Some 90 years later, Mike Weatherley, conservative MP for Hove - a place so
close to Brighton that nowadays they are considered the same town, Brighton
and Hove - launched an entirely different campaign. Weatherley had become
irate with the activities of local squatters, who he saw as infringing on the

fundamental territorial claims of Hove’s citizens:

“Itis true that some of those who are homeless have squatted but this does not make
them squatters. A typical squatter is middle-class, web-savvy, legally-minded,
university-educated and, most importantly, society-hating. They are very often
extremely intimidating and violent. They are political extremists whose vision for
society is a dysfunctional medieval wasteland without property rights, where an

Englishman’s home is no longer his castle”.?

Despite his most likely inaccurate account of medieval property relations,
Weatherley made it his mission to prevent such an apocalyptic scenario from
becoming reality. In 2010, he tabled a motion to parliament, which for the first
time would make squatting in the UK a criminal offence; a piece of legislation
later dubbed ‘Weatherley’s law’ by squatting activists. The campaign in favour of

criminalisation that Weatherley spearheaded during 2010/11 sparked a

2 Mike Weatherley’s official home page:
http://www.mikeweatherleymp.com/2013/03 /04 /squatting-statement/
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veritable media frenzy about ‘antisocial’ squatters, and increasingly linked them
to another group whose occupancy of space frequently arouses resentment:
Gypsies and Travellers. According to some parts of the media (The Daily Mail and
Daily Telegraph being the most vocal, see also Dee, 2013, 247), and somewhat
contrary to Weatherley’s sociological assessment, squatters were now supposed
to be predominantly ‘Eastern European Gypsies’ who, according to a common
trope, broke into hardworking citizen’s houses when the residents had just left
to go to the shops, and proceeded to drunkenly lay waste to honest taxpayer’s

possessions and bank accounts.

Squatters and Homelessness charities, who were consulted on the proposed law,
pointed out that not only was this scenario highly unlikely3, but also that an
effective ban on squatting would criminalise possibly tens of thousands of
homeless persons who had no other means of shelter. Regardless of their protest,
the law was passed by parliament in September 2011 - stuck, somewhat like in
a Trojan horse, as an amendment to the back of the controversial ‘legal aid bill’.
Since then, over a hundred persons have been arrested on the new charges, and
some have been sentenced to several months in prison. The law has been cited
as playing a crucial role in the death of at least one homeless man, Daniel
Gauntlett, who froze to death outside an empty bungalow in 2011, after allegedly
being denied access to it by the police*. Mike Weatherley commented shortly
after: “Squatters should not be allowed to peddle their myths. If squatters really
cared about the homeless then they would help them access council services, not

scare them into believing that they would be arrested”>.

3 For legal reasons - a house that was actually occupied was already protected by law under the
clause of a ‘displaced residential occupier’, i.e squatting in such a building was already a
criminal offence before the introduction of ‘Weatherley’s law’. Squatters were well aware of this
and the first task in finding a squat was practically always to ensure the property was actually
uninhabited

+www.ismikeweatherleydeadyet.co.uk - a website dedicated to collective anticipation of the
demise of Mike Weatherley MP

5 Mike Weatherley’s official home page:

http://www.mikeweatherleymp.com/2013/03 /04 /squatting-statement/
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Harry Cowley and Mike Weatherly personify two different approaches to what
one could call Britain’s on-going space crisis. It is of course not called a ‘space
crisis’ — in so far as humans have parcellated space in order to negotiate living
arrangements, it is usually called a housing crisis. The current one has been the
subject of lively public debate since the 2008 recession and the following
austerity cuts, job losses and benefit cutbacks. At the time of writing, the crisis
has reached endemic proportions, with hardly a week passing without news of a
steep increases in homeless applications to local authorities, more people living
in insecure and hazardous rented accommodation, repossessions, soaring rents
and property prices, and reductions in housing related benefits. Despite its
constant presence, quantifying the housing crisis is difficult - at the time of
writing, charity Shelter estimates that over 30.000 people are threatened with
eviction in London alone, but how many exactly is almost impossible to establish.
The private rented sector is so unstable that being a renter counts as only one
step up from homelessness, and there are staggering numbers of ‘hidden
homeless’ - according to charity Crisis about 380.000° -, people with no fixed
address who sleep on floors and sofas at the houses of friends or family. For
women, this frequently translates into extreme vulnerability to violence and
sexual exploitation as they are specifically targeted by men offering shelter in
exchange for sexual and domestic services’. Tens of thousands of households are
only able to afford their mortgages or rents with difficulty, and no one is sure
exactly how many street homeless there are, since the official figures only count
those who have come to the attention of the authorities - which many avoid for
good reason. Despite the lack of comprehensive statistics, government figures
show that the number of counted rough sleepers has increased by 55% since
2010.8 In recent months, the topic has gathered momentum, with public protests

and marches against homelessness - however, from the side of official politics

6 http://www.crisis.org.uk/data/files/publications/HHBIC_report%5B1%5D.pdf
7 At the time of writing, a cursory search of online platforms like Craigslist reveals several
advertisements a week explicitly offering such a deal. See also:
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/femail /article-2307630/Im-creep-just-looking-help-The-men-
using-Craigslist-offer-free-rooms-exchange-maid-service-sex.html
8https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/407030/R
ough_Sleeping_Statistics_England_-_Autumn_2014.pdf
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and policy, the problem is generally seen as a lack of available space, and thus the
suggested solution most often consists in ‘build more housing’. It is of course not
true that there is no space - according to the Institute of Public Policy Research,
there are an estimated 635.000 empty properties in the UK, 200.000 of which
have been empty for more than six months®. The problem is that there is no
mechanism of allocating this space to those who need it, and no language in
which to talk about the necessity of doing so besides the rhetoric of the invisible

hand.

Homelessness and housing precarity are thus most often framed as an economic
problem, an issue of the unequal distribution of property rights. That is of course
not incorrect - since space under capitalism is allocated by economic rather than
political means, the homeless most often find themselves in this position because
they are, for one reason or another, unable to participate in the market for
shelter. To trace the reasons for this in welfare policy, labour market conditions,
the dynamics of the housing market or the contractions of global capitalism is
important, and I will consider some of these aspects in the following pages.
Generally, however, this text is going to approach the matter from a slightly
different angle — while [ will discuss the economic aspect of allocating space, I will
at the same time try to cut through this layer and its language, and have a look at
the thing that is being allocated - space itself, and the manifold ways human

beings use it to structure their phenomenal world.

My argument is based on a general observation: human beings are spatial beings.
This means on the one hand, that we perceive of ourselves and of others in
inherently spatial ways. For example, we relate to each other in space and
through space - from the micro-politics of arranging bodies relative to each other
in public or private places, to the macro-politics of defining ‘territories’ and
constructing insiders and outsiders. We also perceive of our own embodied
existence as spatial - because our bodies are spatial objects, we experience

ourselves as ‘being spaces’, we talk about ‘having boundaries’, of bodily

9 http://www.ippr.org/assets/media/publications/pdf/back-on-the-market_Dec2014.pdf
13



‘invasions’ and of ‘externalising’ parts of what we consider ‘us’. For this reason,
as Judith Butler writes, it is important that we feel that our bodies are our own
and that they are safe spaces for us to ‘inhabit’ (2004, 25). Moreover, there is a
necessary connection between this experience of the body as spatial and of the
body in space - bodies are built so that they require a minimum of space to
function as much as they require food and air. For example, in order for our
nervous system to unwind and recover, we need a safe space in which we can let
our body relax. The absence of such a space means that basic biological functions
cannot be fulfilled, and deprivation from rest is therefore also form of torture. As
[ will argue, to be homeless, in its most basic existential form, means not to have
a safe space within or without the body, and as we will see, ‘spatial abjection’,
thus understood, is not limited to those who are conventionally considered ‘the

homeless’.

Because space is such a basic need, it also profoundly informs the ways we
construct ourselves and others cognitively and socially. We speak of ‘distant’
relations and ‘close’ friends, we say that something is ‘beneath’ us or that we are
‘beside ourselves’ with grief or rage. Perhaps the most momentous spatial
metaphor is that of ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ - we construct social categories
according to who belongs on the inside of a real or imagined space, and is thus
one of ‘us’, and who belongs on the outside and is one of ‘them’ (Anderson, 2013).
More importantly, we do not just assign these categories, but we construct real,
material spaces according to this very principle. This goes, on the one hand, for
the built environment, in so far as we construct material arrangements that
produce and re-enforce particular categories of people. On the other hand, it also
goes for the construction of ‘social spaces’, that is, symbolic spaces that are ‘made
of’ social relations. Homelessness is one of the most visible results of this fact -
the homeless are ‘outsiders’ in that they are both outside of social relations - a
state often referred to as ‘social death’ (Patterson 1985) - and also outside of the
material structures that shelter bodies. Their example shows how the metaphor
of inside and outside can translate into a matter of sheer survival, and that ‘social

death’ and real death are often closely related. The political and ethical practices
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of squatters I will discuss in the following can therefore be seen as strategies of
survival in more than one sense - on the one hand, physical survival through
obtaining shelter by any means necessary, and on the other hand, social survival
through providing those who are abandoned ‘outside’ with basic human respect

and solidarity.

As the reader may have already guessed, my position on these issues is not
exactly neutral. I hope that the following chapters will make clear why this is so
- mostly it is a result of the fact that during the fieldwork that has led to this
thesis, I also was a squatter, and, at least in legal terms, homeless. My ‘data’
therefore stems not so much from disinterested observation, but from -
unintended - affectedness, a circumstance that has, as [ will discuss, profoundly
influenced my approach. This thesis is therefore at least in part auto-
ethnographic, although I hope to have avoided the pitfalls of excessive navel-
gazing. My own involvement with the squatting movement influences not so
much the ‘validity’ of my data - I will freely admit that I do not believe
ethnography, as a social practice in which human beings comment on social
practices among other human beings can ever be ‘objective’ or ‘neutral’ - but the
angle from which I chose to approach the data. As [ will discuss, there was never
much of a question about whether [ was going to approach squatting from the
perspective of policy, economics or even ‘proper’ anthropology - not because
these things do not matter, but because from the perspective of a squatter, the
immediate question is a basic moral one - whether or not the needs of people
outweigh the interests of property. Perhaps a better anthropologist than [ am
might have succeeded in taking a balanced position on this issue, but I have found
myself unable to pretend that [ am in any doubt that what the squatters did was,
on the whole, morally justified. I will therefore not bore my reader with a
dishonest attempt at ‘objectivity’, although as [ will discuss in chapters 3 and 4, |

will try to replace it with (Critical) Realism.

The decision to base this thesis on a CR framework occurred not at the stage of

data collection, but at the stage of data analysis, or more precisely at the point of
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transition between fieldwork and writing. This choice was initially not so much
indicated by the data in the strict sense, but rather, by the necessity to find some
kind of speaker position or perspective to author my text from. In constructing
such a speaker position, I found that [ largely had the options of speaking about
my respondents as If | were neutrally describing natural phenomena (“homeless
people as they occur in the natural world”), or as autonomous speakers whose
voices 1 could represent, while simultaneously relegating them to mere
subjective opinions. I found some understanding for this particular problem in
the work of Sayer (2005, 2011), and from there ventured into CR more broadly,

especially into Bhaskar’s work on ontology.

Gaining an approximate understanding of what CR is and what it does, | became
increasingly convinced that it was not only a suitable framework to construct my
own positionality from, but that it could also be used to mount a critique of the
metatheoretical underpinnings of anthropology more generally (for one
anthropologist who agrees, see Brereton 2004, 2011). While it was not the
purpose of my thesis to write a comprehensive critique of anthropology, I
therefore used chapters 3 and 4 to sketch the basic building blocks of such a
critique within the limits of my present topic and as far as they were relevant to
my own positionality. Within these limits, the use of CR is first and foremost
strategic in the sense I discuss in chapter 3 - it serves as a platform on which I
am satisfied I can treat the expressions of my interlocutors with epistemic
respect and allow for the possibility (if not the certainty) of their claims being

true.

It would therefore be misleading to claim that this is ‘a Critical Realist
Ethnography’ in that every step of data collection and interpretation was
informed by CR. Nevertheless, concepts and processes from CR were used in a
number of ways throughout the work, in a theoretical sense for example in the
use of the concept of emergence in chapter 5, or practically, in employing a
broadly retroductive approach to data analysis. Retroduction, as opposed to

induction or deduction is a mode of reasoning that goes “from a description and
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analysis of concrete phenomena to reconstruct the basic conditions for these
phenomena to be what they are” (Danermark et al, 2002, 80), i.e. it asks what has
to be the case for the observed phenomena to be the outcome. This mode of
argument leads to the discovery of what CR calls ‘transfactual conditions’ of a
given phenomenon, or the ‘powers and mechanisms’ that underlie it (Danermark
et al, 2002, 78), and thus to increasingly general and abstract theoretical
categories. An example for this kind of generalisation are the categories I call here
‘relational patterns’, as they are generalisations arrived at by comparing and
abstracting from the dynamics of different types of concrete social relations. For
additional discussion of how CR informs the structure and argument of the thesis

see Literature review and conclusion.

My personal involvement in the field has also led me to realise that a discussion
of space has to begin with acknowledging that spatial practices, in so far as they
are social practices, are also inevitably ethical practices. This means that the
social relations that construct and are constructed by spatial configurations
contain particular statements about how people ought to relate to each other -
space is therefore not only socially, but also and especially morally constructed.
In this context, Harry Cowley and Mike Weatherley can also be seen to stand in
for two different moral paradigms - roughly speaking, while one attempted to
get those on the outside inside, the other tried to get those inside out. As [ will
argue, these are not just individual political or moral standpoints - they stand for
two different ‘meta-patterns’ in the construction of space, and the ‘ideal-types’
Cowley and Weatherley represent will therefore repeatedly pop up in this thesis
in a variety of - perhaps surprising - contexts. Harry Cowley (the myth, if not the
man), can be seen to represent a paradigm that [ will describe in terms of the
‘spatial self’. This construction, which I will trace through different discursive
arenas, from Winstanley’s account of the Fall to feminist ‘Safe Spaces’, refers to
the embodied self in its basic spatiality. Ethical practices focusing on the spatial
self are informed by a logic of embodiment and vulnerability, and by an ethical
‘imperative’ to respond to need. Mike Weatherley (I cannot know to what degree

the man is deserving of the myth) on the other hand, can be seen as a proponent
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of a different kind of paradigm - that of the ‘territorial self’, as it is exemplified
from Hobbes’ account of the State of Nature to contemporary ‘gated
communities’. As [ will show, it corresponds both to a spatial practice that centres
on notions of securisation, exclusion and internment; and to an ethics of
domination and violent competition. While the real Cowley and the real
Weatherley may or may not be ‘selves’ of these kinds, their political and ethical
practices make them fitting exemplars for the two spatial configurations I will

describe.

While in my discussion I will touch on a number of disciplinary fields - for
example moral anthropology, psychoanalysis and cognitive anthropology - the
focal point for this discussion will be squatting as a response to homelessness.
This thesis is therefore something of a salvage mission, since with ‘Weatherley’s
law’, squatting in the way I describe it here has been made a criminal offence.
This does not mean that squatting has disappeared - it is still legal to squat
commercial properties, and even though a law banning this, too, is underway, the
sheer magnitude of the homelessness problem means that squatting is not likely
to go away any time soon. However, for an ethnographer it makes a great amount
of difference if the practice one is documenting is this or that side of the law -
although ‘illegal’ and ‘immoral’ are hardly the same thing, the documentation of
illegal practices can pose considerable ethical challenges. In this case, these lie
not least in the fact that the ‘criminals’ I am talking about are people who are, on
the one hand, vulnerable because they are homeless, and on the other hand, as I
will discuss, were the target of police investigation and infiltration even before
the new offence was created. As | will discuss in chapter 11, ‘Weatherley’s law’
therefore targeted not only homeless people, it also and particularly targeted

political dissent.

Under these circumstances, even the ‘innocent’ documentation of practices this
side of the law may cause harm, let alone of those that may be of debatable
morality but certain illegality. Therefore, I cannot offer a traditional ‘ethnography

of’ squatters, detailing a ‘community’ in all its colourful detail, since more often
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than not this kind of anthropology ends up being used as an infiltration manual.
This text is therefore not so much an ethnography of squatters as it is an
ethnographic text about squatting as a political and ethical practice, and its
particular cultural and political context in ‘Austerity Britain’. This means that I
will deliberately take a wider angle than just one focusing on ‘squatters’ as a
discrete group, rather, I will consider other aspects of social and political life in
Britain in so far as they are related to the theme of homelessness and resistance.
This wider view will on the one hand support my argument that spatial/ethical
practices are not limited to one particular cultural group, and on the other hand,
will ensure that this text does not become an example of the ‘culture of poverty’
genre that studies deprivation as if it was the product of a bounded, self-
perpetuating milieu rather than wider social and political processes (Bourgois,
2001). For the same reason, the reader will also not find any detailed ‘case
studies’, descriptions of particular persons or ‘life histories’ of the people who
appear in this narrative. All names are made up and in some cases, | have
composed characters from different real people. For this reason, my
ethnographic data may not be as ‘thick’ as it may have been otherwise, and in
some parts of the text I will have to resort to unusual ways of depiction. For
example, in presenting a particular squatting action in chapters 9 and 10, I will
adopt a form of narration that does not place any particular person at the
occupation, and voices the aims and goals of the project through materials the
activists themselves intended for the public view (this is not because the action
was illegal, but rather because activists in general are often under on-going
surveillance). For the same reason, [ will read the 2011 Bristol riot in chapter 11
through materials that have been deliberately put in the public domain by eye-
witnesses, which, as [ will discuss, is a necessary step to ensure that this text does

not cause any harm.

The text is structured not so much along a particular analytical framework but
along a narrative - my fieldwork as it happened, beginning to end. This, to me,
seemed the most appropriate way of telling a story, and I found out belatedly that

the mechanics of constructing a narrative are somewhat different from those of
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constructing an argument. Rather than presenting a conclusion up front and then
substantiating it in the following chapters, I will therefore develop an argument
as the story progresses, and so also document the process through which I
arrived at my conclusion. [ hope in this way to partially mediate the tension Sayer
(1992, 2000) identifies between narrative and analysis in Social Science writing,
which is owed both to the abovementioned difference in impetus - showing
versus explaining - and in part to the technical demands of the writing process
itself, i.e. the fact that a writer always implicitly interacts with an audience (Sayer,

2000, 148).

In summary, this thesis argues that social cognition, and especially moral
cognition, have a specifically spatial component. This argument is based on
several premises: a) due to the spatial nature of embodiment (Metzinger, 2004)
the human experience of having a ‘self’ is inherently spatial; b) since this
experience of self is dependent on affirmation and reinforcement by others,
social cognition itself can be seen to have a spatial component, which becomes
especially evident in the cognitive and social construction of an ‘inside’ vs an
‘outside’ (see also Douglas, 1966); c) these social categories are on the one hand
constructed cognitively in social interaction, and, on the other hand, come to bear
upon the construction of material spaces such as ‘homes’ or nation states. There
are therefore connections and parallels between the structure of the embodied
self and human-made spatial arrangements, some of which this thesis will
discuss in detail; d) the social categories of ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ inherently
contain a moral component, and thus, the kinds of ‘selves’ cognitively constructed
through these spatial categories, as well as the construction of the kinds of spaces
these selves operate in, have a moral component. ‘Space’ can therefore be seen to

be not just socially, but also and especially morally constructed.

On this basis, the thesis draws on the ethnographic data to show that squatting
as a political practice involves on the one hand the co-operative construction of
particular kind of embodied selves, and on the other, the construction of

particular kinds of spatial arrangements. It is therefore not merely a response to
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material deprivation or a form of political protest - although it can be both of
these things - but it can also and especially be interpreted as a form of ethical
practice that can offset some of the negative implications homelessness has for
the experience of being an embodied self. In the context of homelessness, this
experience is often discussed under the label ‘mental health’, in so far as
homelessness and associated forms of social exclusion involve disturbances of
the functioning of the self usually referred to as ‘mental illness’. As outlined in
anthropology e.g. by Tanya Luhrmann (2007, 2008), street homelessness has a
severely negative impact on mental health, often leading to symptoms of
psychosis and suicidality. Luhrmann suggests that these adverse cognitive
symptoms correlate with ‘social defeat’, i.e. with consistent experiences of “an
actual social encounter in which one person physically or symbolically loses to
another one. The encounter, then, must be contested (or the individual must
experience it, at least, as contested), and the individual must experience loss”
(2007, 151). While I agree with Luhrmann’s description of homelessness as a
state of near permanent ‘social defeat’, the concept itself is derived from animal
studies and for this reason, naturalises and de-politicises ‘social defeat’ among
humans. In this thesis, | will therefore use a term that describes a very similar
social dynamic, namely the Hegelian concept of ‘misrecognition’ (see chapter 2).
As I will argue, misrecogniton, analogous to ‘social defeat’, threatens a person'’s
experience of self, while its opposite ‘recognition’ on the other hand reinforces
and strengthens this experience of self. In so far as the self has spatial properties
as outlined above, recognition and misrecognition are here interpreted as spatial
practices in which selves are cognitively and materially constructed as spatial
categories, most importantly along the distinction of ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’. To
be misrecognised, for the homeless, therefore means to be constructed as an
outsider to the moral order, which on the one hand involves a process of
cognitively splitting and projecting morally undesirable traits of the dominant
class onto those who are misrecognised, and on the other, to materially exclude
them from the means of obtaining shelter, thus making them both metaphorical

and literal ‘outsiders’.
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The guiding research questions of this thesis are:

How does social cognition impact the phenomenal experience of self in the
context of inequality and exclusion, particularly homelessness?

In what ways can these forms of social cognition be said to be ethical and what
follows from this for a discussion of homelessness and squatting?

What is the role of spatiality in the co-operative cognitive construction of selves

and are there different kinds of spatially constructed selves in relation to others?
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Literature review

This section gives an overview of the main bodies of literature used in this thesis,
as well as secondary literatures drawn on in order to discuss specific points
emerging from the data. In general terms, the use of literature in this project
followed the direction(s) suggested by the ethnographic data, i.e. after data was
first systematically organised and analysed, literature was then chosen to
interpret and discuss potential connections indicated by the data. For this reason,
while an initial literature review was undertaken before fieldwork commenced,
this literature was subsequently amended in order to include other bodies of
theory that could be put in productive dialogue with the data. The choice of
literature is therefore driven by connections between phenomena observed in
fieldwork and the motivation to explain these; as opposed to the impetus to place
the data within one or more specific bodies of literature, or to contribute to the
development of any one literature. As ethnographic data is by its nature diverse,
i.e. in this case potentially spanning the domains of divergent fields such as
politics and policy, economics, psychology, biology and many more, a
compromise must be made between limiting the use of literature sources to a
manageable scope, and representing the data in as comprehensive a way as
possible without limiting what can be observed to what can be explained by any
one theory. While this thesis therefore draws on a diverse range of sources from
a variety of disciplines, care was taken to ensure that literatures used are
structurally and logically compatible and do not produce contradictory or
incommensurable accounts. For this purpose, a core structural argument was
chosen as outlined below, and further literature was added based on its

structural compatibility with the core theoretical argument.
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The literatures used fall, for the most part, into three intersecting categories,
namely:

* literature on embodied cognition, including psychoanalysis

* literature on morality and ethics

* literature on social and political structure, including the social production

of space

In the following, [ will therefore give a short overview of the relationship of these
three areas in the context of this thesis and of the overall structure, before

discussing them separately in more detail.

1. Structure of the Thesis

Embodied
Cognition

Core:
Honneth
(Hegel)

Social Structure

/ Base: Metatheoretical assumptions grounded in CR /

Figure 1: Overall Structure

The above diagram illustrates schematically how the three fields of theoretical
interest relate to each other. At the central intersection of the three domains is
what in the following I will discuss as the theoretical core, comprised in the main
by the work of Axel Honneth and amended with work drawn from Hegel and, in

parts, Judith Butler. The rationale for centring Honneth was that his work on
24



recognition theoretically grounds the argument made in this thesis - that there
are important connections between embodied cognition, ethics and social status
- and provides a broad theoretical framework for discussing what these
connections could look like. In drawing on Hegel, Honneth establishes several
key theoretical assumptions that guide this work, namely: a) that there are two
basic forms of social relationships, characterised by a tendency towards equality
and inequality respectively, b) that these relationships can be framed as ethical
and thus equality and inequality have an ethical dimension c) that there is a
cognitive dimension to how these relationships are established and maintained,
which can be productively discussed by drawing on object relations
psychoanalysis and d) that there is a social dimension to these relations which is
reflected on the level of social structure. The thesis therefore adopts Honneth’s
argument that the terms ‘recognition’ and ‘misrecognition’ refer to two specific
forms of ethical relationships, which can be discussed both in terms of individual

cognition and in terms of larger-scale social relationships, as its core assumption.

Structural Patterns:

E N

Recognition

Core: (Subject/Subject
Honneth Abstraction relationship, ‘equal’)

(Hegel,

Butler)

Misrecognition
(Subject/Object
relationship, ‘unequal’)

Figure 2: Initial Abstraction
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In terms of the mode of analysis, Honneth’s argument was operationalized in
such a way that his terms ‘recognition’ and ‘misrecognition’ were taken to refer
to internally related structural patterns characterising a range of different
human relationships as illustrated in the above diagram. ‘Structural pattern’ here
refers to the result of a process of abstraction (see also Sayer, 2013, 120f) in
which the two relational modes in question were stripped of their concrete
content to function as structural representations of the two type of internal
relations in question. In this way, the two abstract modes of relating were made
available for the process of abduction, which means “to interpret and
recontextualize individual phenomena within a conceptual framework or a set of
ideas - to be able to understand something in a new way by observing and
interpreting this something in a new conceptual framework” (Danermark et al,
2002, 79). The abstract patterns were thus transposed into a variety of
theoretical and disciplinary contexts in order to show parallels and connections
between these contexts. For example, in locating the pattern of misrecognition
first in fieldwork relationships, then in specific forms of the social relations
pertaining to gender and ‘race’, and finally in the construction of concrete spaces
which reflect these relations, it became possible to make the argument that all of

these manifestations share structural similarities.

The ‘mechanics’ of the argument are therefore based on moving the structural
patterns through the different bodies of literature as illustrated overleaf, while
continually referring to the dimension of ontological depth suggested by Critical
Realism in order to identify the concrete powers and mechanisms that
accompany the emergence of the patterns in a particular setting. For example, in
asking what mechanisms underlie the emergence of a pattern of misrecognition
in the context of homelessness, the thesis draws on psychoanalysis, cognitive
science, and social psychology, to ask what individual and social mechanisms are
responsible for the emergence of the pattern of misrecognition in the relation
between homeless and ‘settled’ persons. As is usual for the CR understanding of

powers and mechanisms, these are not seen as absolute, causal relationships, but
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rather as dynamic and contingent powers and thus, tendencies rather than

absolute properties (Sayer 2005).

The abductive argument is moved along by way of an ethnographic narrative,
which provides the ‘vehicle’ by which the abstract patterns are moved forward
through the theoretical domains. In this way, the abstract patterns derived from
the core are moved through the areas of ethics, social structure and embodied
cognition in a roughly (but not strictly) circular motion, with the conclusion
arriving back at the question of ethics on a higher level of generalisation than
discussed in terms of the fieldwork relationship at the beginning of the thesis.

The below diagram schematically illustrates the movement of the argument.

Cognition

/ Domain of Causes and Mechanisms /

Figure 3: Mechanics of the thesis

In the following, I will discuss the base and theoretical core as well as the adjacent
literatures in more detail. While some of the sources drawn on fall clearly into
one of the domains, others (such as for example the discussion of connectionist

models of moral cognition in chapter five) fall into more than one, i.e. serve as
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‘bridge-building’ theories that allow for a translation, and strengthen the

conceptual links, between the three domains.

2. Literature

2.1 Base: Critical Realism

The thesis rests on a metatheoretical framework grounded in Critical Realism,
exemplified in the work of Archer (1995), Collier (1994), Bhaskar (1978/2013,
1987/2009, 2010, 2014), Danermark et al (2002), Sayer (1992, 1997, 2000,
2005, 2011) among others. As the rationale for this choice of metatheory is
discussed elsewhere in the thesis (see introduction and chapters 3 and 4) I shall
only repeat these arguments here briefly: a) CR provides a grounding for
ethnographic research and writing that allows for a real dialogue between
competing perspectives on the social and material world, as opposed to a mere
reiterating of simultaneously existing ‘subjective’ points of view, none of which
can be verified; b) CR allows for a discussion of causality that allows for the
identification of causative mechanisms which make the emergence of specific
phenomena more likely without causally determining them, thus lending
credence to theories that are difficult to verify in more traditional approaches,
such as e.g. feminism, Marxism or the here implied general humanism; c) CR thus
adds a ‘depth dimension’ to ethnography which takes it beyond mere description
into the realm of explanation of what human beings are like; d) CR adds to
possible explanations a specifically moral /political dimension via the concept of
‘explanatory critique’ and; e) via the concept of ‘emergence’, CR opens an arena
for the discussion of embodied cognition that goes beyond mind/body dualism
(see chapter 5). It is important to note that, as discussed in the introduction, the
use of CR in this thesis is located purely on the conceptual /theoretical level and
did not specifically influence the process of data gathering, although especially
Sayer’s work allowed for a post-hoc theorisation of some ethical issues

encountered during fieldwork.
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2.2 Theoretical core: Honneth, Hegel, Butler, (Heidegger)

The argument in this thesis draws together three more than substantial areas of
theoretical interest, and it would certainly be a formidable task to attempt to
integrate these from square one. For this reason, I have chosen to build my
argument on the work of Axel Honneth, in particular his discussion of recognition
as derived from a Hegelian ethics (Honneth, 1996), since this conceptual
framework does much of the work of establishing the links between morality,
social status and cognition that [ want to discuss. As I outline at more length in
chapter 2, Honneth draws on the early works of Hegel to establish an ethical
theory based on the concepts of ‘recognition’ and ‘misrecognition’. Following
Hegel, these terms refer to particular kinds of social relations based in either the
relationship of two mutually constituting subjects (recognition) or a subject and
an other who, within the relation, is specified as a less-than-subject, i.e. an object
(misrecognition). It is worth noting that, in line with Hegel's general theory,
these forms of relations should not be seen as static configurations but rather as
processes, movements or tendencies. This means that the mutual co-constitution
of the partners in these interactions is not a singular event, but rather, an ongoing
dynamic in which the relationship tends either toward increasing equality or
toward increasing inequality. The reason for this dynamic is that each act of
recognition begets another act of recognition, and conversely, ‘misrecognition’ of
an object by a subject invariably results in the object not being able to
reciprocate, and thus the subject-character of the original subject is lost as well.
Objectification therefore begets objectification and vice versa, in a dynamic and

constantly evolving relation.

This basic structural view of relationship opens up Honneth’s theory in two
directions. On the one hand, drawing directly on Hegel, he can specify these
relationships as ethical, since ethics is the original concern of Hegel’s theory of
Sittlichkeit as a state of harmonious integration of all parts of society. Honneth's
theory therefore invites a link between the discussion of (in)equality and moral

theory, and in the context of this thesis, allows me to connect with current
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debates in moral anthropology. On the other hand, Honneth links this ethical
theory to embodied cognition by discussing the Hegelian terms ‘recognition’ and
‘misrecognition’ in terms of their correlates in individual psychology, drawing
specifically on object relations psychoanalysis. This thesis takes up this strand
too, expands on the psychoanalytic theory and links it with work in cognitive

anthropology and the philosophy of mind.

In addition to Honneth and, going back to the source, Hegel (1807, 1812, 1820),
the core theoretical framework also borrows from the work of Judith Butler,
specifically her argument in Frames of War (2009) that the appreciation of
vulnerable embodiment can form the basis for recognition and empathy. Since
Butler’s overall work is theoretically diverse, broad in scope, and has undergone
important and profound developments in recent decades, it would not be
possible here to give a full appreciation of her contribution, however, the
abovementioned argument is relevant here because of the link it establishes
between a theory of recognition and vulnerable embodiment. The ‘import’ of this
argument is necessary since embodiment is relatively under-discussed in both
Honneth and Hegel himself (Stark, 2014, 93). Butler’s discussion of vulnerability
is interesting for my purposes here because she links the themes of empathy,
embodiment, recognition and vulnerability that, as my argument progresses,
open up a dialogue with psychoanalytic approaches centering on trauma and the

body.

10 This should not obscure the fact that Butler has drawn on Hegelian theory in earlier work, for
example the The Psychic life of Power (1997). In that text, Butler discusses the dynamics of
subjection under a Foucauldian/Nietzschean/Althusserian paradigm and arrives at the
conclusion that the linguistic convergence of the two meanings of ‘subjection’ (a) ‘becoming a
subject’ and b) ‘being subordinated’) exhaustively reflects the real process of subject-formation
by means of power. Hegel’'s ‘unhappy consciousness’ is therefore the result of the fact that
subjectivity is necessarily the result of power relations, and thus the emerging subject is
confronted with the fact that it is constituted by the very power it attempts to emancipate itself
from. In contrast to her later work, which I draw on here, Butler’'s use of a
Foucauldian/Nietzschean concept of power, as well as her insistence to take a linguistic
conflation for a real convergence to me appears problematic in several ways, not least that
Foucauldian/Nietzschean and Hegelian notions of the power dynamics of subjection are quite
different. However, due to the ultimately different focus of this thesis, I cannot undertake a
systematic analysis of Butler’s work at this point in time, and I therefore explicitly limit my use of
her theory to her discussion of vulnerable embodiment as a basis for empathy and recognition.
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Finally, I include aspects of Heidegger’s work in the core framework, not so much
because his theory supports my argument, but because it serves as a
counterpoint to the Hegelian notion of relational ethics derived from Honneth.
As I discuss in chapter eight, I draw on critical interpretations of Heidegger’s
notion of ‘Being’ in order to argue that his ‘Struggle for Being’ implies a particular
form of misrecognition, and that his discussion of spatiality can therefore be seen
as a prime example of how relations of misrecognition come to bear upon the
construction of space and spatially constructed gendered and racialised
identities (see also: Faye, 2006, 2009; McBride, 1997; Iris Young 1997, 2001;
Eubanks/Gauthier, 2011, Julian Young 2001). For my purposes here, Heidegger
therefore serves somewhat as the antithesis to a Hegelian notion of Sittlichkeit.
Additionally, through his influence on French philosophy and thus
poststructuralism, Heidegger also illustrates the anti-humanist impetus of the
meta-theoretical models in Anthropology which I discuss in chapters three and

four (see Wolin, 1993, 2004).

2.3 Area 1: Ethics

The first area of literature this thesis branches out into is ethics, primarily as
discussed in the subfield of moral anthropology as represented by e.g. Laidlaw
(2002, 2013), Oksala (2005), Faubion (2001, 2011), Zigon (2007, 2008, 2010),
Mattingly (1998, 2012), Robbins (2004, 2007, 2012, 2013), Csordas (2013),
Lambek (2000, 2010), Parish (1994). From the core theoretical framework, I take
the assumption that in order to discuss the ethical character of different kinds of
social relations, the concept of ethics used must be explicitly relational, i.e. take
into account two sides of a dyadic ethical relationship. As I discuss in chapter 4,
this is a slight deviation from the bulk of current work in moral anthropology,
which, as Laidlaw (2013) argues, is based predominantly in a paradigm of virtue
ethics. Anthropologists concerned with virtue ethics, including Laidlaw (2013),
Oksala (2005), Lambek (2010), generally speak about morality in terms of the
formation of a person’s moral ‘character’. The possession of virtues, in this model,

is what renders a person ‘good’, and moral development is seen predominantly
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as a result of the acquisition of such virtues. Debates subsequently focus on
questions of structure and agency in moral behaviour (Faubion, 2010, 2011;
Zigon, 2007, 2008, 2010), and the relationship between ‘everyday ethics’ and
conscious ethical choice. As I argue in chapter 5, these arguments have two
weaknesses, namely a) a focus on individual ‘character’ at the expense of an
assessment of the quality of the relationship with the other; and b) an implicit
tendency toward a covert form of mind/body dualism. I seek to resolve these
problems by drawing on a) work in cognitive anthropology that seeks to theorise
embodied cognition in a roughly monist fashion (e.g. Bloch, 2011), b) work that
seeks to address the moral dimension of embodiment(e.g. Sayer, 2005; Ignatow,

2009) and c) the relational concept of ethics derived from Honneth (see above).

This relational concept of ethics also informs my discussion of methodology in
chapters 1 and 2, since, as I discuss, | have attempted to interrogate my own
fieldwork ethics under the same theoretical paradigm as the data. The result is a
discussion of the dynamics of recognition and misrecognition in anthropological
fieldwork in general and this thesis in particular. In order to make this argument,
[ also draw on literature concerned with methodology and fieldwork ethics more
broadly, for example Bourdieu’s (1977) discussion of what he terms a
‘theoretical distortion’ inherent in fieldwork and Wacquant’s (2005) concept of
‘carnal’ ethnography as a stance that takes seriously the role of embodiment in
fieldwork. From these authors, I take the argument that a lack of recognition in
the ethical sense discussed by Honneth underlies many of the problems of power
in anthropological fieldwork and writing, discussed e.g. by Scheper-Hughes
(1995) Rosaldo (1993) Geertz (1988); Clifford&Marcus (1986); Marcus&Fischer
(1986), Said (1979), and argue that in order to address them, it is necessary, as
argued by Sayer (2011, 2005), to take seriously the moral dimension of fieldwork
relationships, which I again theorise through Honneth. Additionally, I draw on
literature on empathy as represented by e.g. Koegler and Stueber (2000), Stueber
(2000, 2006), Makkreeel (1992, 1996, 2000), Grondin (1994), Clark (2007),
Bohart and Greenberg (1997), Gladstein (1984), Rachman (1988), (1983, 1987,
2000), Eisenberg (1987, 2000, 2007), Batson (1991, 2009), Ickes (1997), Decety
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and Jackson (2006), Decety and Sommerville (2003), Singer et al (2006, 2007,
2009), Batson (1991, 2009), Eisenberg et al (1989), Goldman (2006), Gallese et
al (1998, 2004), de Waal, (2009), Wollheim, (1973, 1974, 1984) which broadly
discusses the biological and social conditions of possibility for the kind of relating
[ discuss under ‘recognition’. As the literature on empathy is extremely
voluminous and distributed throughout a wide range of disciplines, | mainly limit
myself to the concept as discussed by feminist authors such as Gilligan (1982)

and Noddings (1984, 2010, 2013) and poignantly formulated by Vetlesen (1994).

2.4 Area 2: Embodied cognition

The second theoretical area of interest is that of cognitive science, since, as Bloch
and Astuti (2012) argue, “anthropology is part of cognitive science in that it
contributes to the unitary theoretical aim of understanding and explaining the
behavior of the animal species Homo sapiens” (453). ‘Cognitive science’ in this
sense spans several disciplinary fields and subfields in as far as they are
concerned with cognition or the cognitive aspects of social relationships. The
literature used in this thesis falls into two broad categories, a) philosophy of mind

and b) psychoanalysis.

Cognitive Science/Philosophy of Mind: I draw here mainly on work which seeks
to integrate ‘maturalist’ and ‘culturalist’ views of embodied cognition, such as
Bloch (2011, 2013), in order to strengthen the links between psychodynamics,
embodiment and ethics made throughout the thesis. Another contribution in
cognitive anthropology comes from Sperber (1985), whose theory of an
‘epidemiology of representations’ [ use in chapter 10 to talk about the cultural
transmission of the relational patterns discussed above. Furthermore, I draw on
literature from the philosophy of mind, such as Dennett (1989), Clark et al
(1996), Churchland (1989b, 1996), DesAutels (1996) Clark and Chalmers (1998),
May et al (1996) in order to strengthen my argument about the link between
embodiment and moral cognition. All these approaches argue that there need not

be a rigid conceptual, theoretical or even disciplinary distinction between ‘mind’
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and ‘embodiment’ or between ‘human nature’ and ‘culture’, and that the study of
ethics should take both aspects into account, a suggestion this thesis seeks to
follow. I also include further sources in this area such as Lakoff & Johnson (1980)
Lakoff & Johnson (1999), Lakoff & Nunez (2000) Clark (1997), Edelman (2004),
Damasio (1999), Clark (2001), Churchland (1988), Dennett (1993),
Dennett/Humphrey (1989), McGilchrist (2009), Hofstadter (1980, 2008), in
order to illuminate individual points, without claiming to represent the full scope
of these author’s works. A special place in the argument falls to Metzinger’s
(2004) self-model theory, which gives a useful model of how the ‘self’ emerges
from the brain. Metzinger also makes the link between the body as a spatial
object, space as a survival need, and the experience of selfhood that guide this
thesis. As I discuss, his ‘self-model’, read through a Hegelian lens, can help to
answer the question of why inequality has a detrimental effect on the experience
of self and mental health (Luhrmann, 2007b), without having to resort to

ultimately biologistic concepts such as ‘social defeat’.

Psychoanalysis: As already implicated in the core theoretical framework,
psychoanalysis, particular the bundle of approaches known as ‘object relations’
is well suited to a discussion of how social relations - in this case, recognition and
misrecognition - are intrapersonally represented and interpersonally
transmitted. As I discuss in chapter 5, this brand of psychoanalytic theory
assumes that particular relational configurations (‘object relations’) are
internalised during development and reproduced in individual and collective
behaviour. I follow Honneth here in drawing mainly on work by Donald
Winnicott (1965/1971, 1990) and Jessica Benjamin (1988, 1990, 1998, 2013),
which [ amend with work by Fairbairn (1954/1994, see also Kernberg 2002,
Peireira and Scharff, 2002), since, as I argue in chapter 5, this work provides
some important theoretical tools for linking the discussion of object relations to
the discussion of (Hegelian) ethics. I further discuss aspects of psychopathology
as they relate to the representation of object relations through specific aspects of
the work of Kernberg (1975, 1976, 1984), Fromm (1964) Kohut (1971), John
Bowlby (1951), Hare (1999) and Babiak/Hare (2006). Further work in this area
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comes from Duffell (2000, 2014) and Schaverien (2004, 2011), whose discussion
of the psychodynamics of the British ruling class gives a concrete example of
object relations psychodynamics and contributes to an understanding of the
psychodynamics of class in Britain. Selected ideas are also taken from Laing
(1973/2010), whose concept of ‘ontological security’ I employ in chapter 7, as
well as Miller (1984, 1996, 1997, 2002) and Gruen (1992, 2007), who contribute
an understanding of the impact of childhood abuse on cognition from a
psychoanalytic point of view, and literature on trauma and its cognitive
consequences more broadly, such as Van der Kolk (1984, 1994, 2003, 2012),
Lifton (1989), Thaler-Singer (2003). Finally Moore (2007a) discusses
psychoanalytic concepts in the context of anthropology and thus provides

disciplinary grounding for the above.

2.5 Area 3: Social/Political theory

This area encompasses, broadly speaking, theory that discusses social
relationships outside the individual dyadic relations implied in most of the above
theories. While authors in the fields of psychoanalysis or cognitive science
frequently make statements about the relevance of embodied cognition in large-
scale human relationships (e.g. Duffell, 2000, 2014 or Fiske, 2010), the precise
modes of interaction between individual cognition and collective behaviour are
far from straightforward. In the context of this thesis, a balance therefore had to
be sought between a sufficient contextualisation of the ethnographic data within
the broader political and economic situation at the time of fieldwork, and the
intended focus on embodied cognition. This issue was technically addressed
through approaching the choice of social theories from the perspective of their
formal structural compatibility with the theoretical core, while ensuring their
content resonated with the themes and concepts emerging from the data. In this
light, some theories proved more compatible than others - for example, Corey
Robin’s treatment of Conservatism in chapters 9 and 10 was chosen not only
because it discusses conservative ideology, but because Robin’s conceptual and

explanatory framework, which pitches a ‘master’ ruling class against a rebellious
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subaltern, is structurally compatible with the Hegelian conception of the basic
dynamics of social relations as derived from the core theories, and thus amenable
to the abductive transference of the abstract relational patterns discussed above,
while at the same time ideologically reflecting a position that resonates with the
values, ideals and sentiments expressed by respondents in the field. Similarly,
Patterson’s (1985) discussion of slavery and ‘social death’ can be made
productive in this discussion first and foremost because he specifically discusses
slavery on the basis of a quasi-Hegelian power dynamics, and thus renders the
concept of ‘social death’ meaningful in the context of the core theoretical position
of this thesis. The fact that Patterson’s argument has widely been used to discuss
the situation of homeless people (see below), furthermore opens up an avenue
to ground the abstract concept of ‘recognition’ in empirical data from secondary
sources, and thus supports the argument that ‘recognition’ is not merely a
theoretical entity, but a real process manifesting on a number of levels from the
biological to the cultural. In this sense, theory was generally chosen for its
explanatory or integrative potential in the context of the concrete data in
dialogue with the theoretical core, in order to guarantee a maximum of coherence
between different theories and theoretical positions, while allowing for a

maximum of flexibility in adapting the theory to the data.

On this basis, there are several relevant literatures relating to aspects of social
and political theory this thesis draws on. As the argument specifically focuses on
how the abovementioned relational patterns come to inform the construction of
physical and social space, and how they are in turn reflected by such spatial
arrangements, [ draw on literature discussing the social production of space in
general (Lefevbre, 1974/1991; Massey, 1992, 2005), the specifically spatial
component of cognition as relating to psychoanalysis (Bachelard 1958/1994),
and the role of power in this context through a discussion of human territoriality
(Sack, 1986; Newman, 1972; Minton, 2009). Additionally, I draw on authors who
discuss (spatial) power relations in terms of gender and ‘race’ (Dworkin, 2000;
Stoltenberg, 2000, 2005; Dresser/Fleming; 2007 Fanon 1967), and since this

thesis is concerned with homelessness, particularly authors who discuss
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gendered and racialised constructions of the ‘home’, such as Mallet (2004),
Moore (2007b), Douglas (1991), Dovey (1985), Wardhaugh, (1999); Somerville,
(1992), Tucker (1994), Ginsberg (1999), Ingold, (1995) Jackson et al (1995).
These authors particularly emphasise that there exists a theoretical tension
between notions of ‘home’ as a safe haven and as a ‘prison’, which in chapters 6
and 7 I relate to the relational patterns described above (see also Wardhaugh,
1999; Jones, 1995, 2000; Goldsack, 1999, Giddens, 1984, 1990; Dupuis and
Thorns, 1996, 1998; Chapman/Hockey, 1999a/b; Massey, 1992; Passaro, 1996;
Porteous, 1976; De Beauvoir, 1952; Said, 1993; Young, 1997; Mohanty/Martin,
2003; O’'Mahony, 2006; Weir, 2008).

Furthermore, I draw on two types of work from the field of political theory,
namely a) work that theorises the structure of the ‘self’ in terms of political
categories, (e.g. Brace 1997; Nedlesky, 1990; Bartelson 1995). Here, I draw
particularly on Brace’s (1997) conception of a ‘territorial’ versus a ‘spatial’ self
and their respective political configurations, since, as I argue in chapter 6, these
concepts are exceptionally well suited to describing the inner dynamics of
actually existing embodied ‘selves’ and the kinds of spaces they construct in the
material and social world. In accordance with the structural patterns derived
from the theoretical core, I read the ‘territorial self’ as a representation of a self
involved in a relational pattern of misrecognition, and conversely, the ‘spatial
self’ as a representation of recognition. The theoretical positions Brace develops
these categories from (Winstanley and Hobbes respectively) furthermore
provide valuable insight into the speculative social conditions of possibility of the
emergence of such ‘selves’ in the physical world. b) work on the immediate
political context the fieldwork was situated in, i.e. UK politics between 2010 and
2012 and some of the underlying ideological figures of this politics as far as they
have relevance for the ethnography. This involves literature on contemporary
events in party politics, social policy and political economy, and additionally
selected work on conservative ideology, to the degree that it serves to
contextualise the actions described in the ethnography, for example

Hodkinson/Robbins (2013), Kisby (2010), Levitas (2012), North (2011),
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Teasdale et al (2012), Buckland et al (2013), Jacobs/Manzi (2013), Bale (2008),
Davies/Pill (2012), Hughes/Mooney (1998), Newman (2001), Eccleshall (1980).
Furthermore, approaches were included which provide a broader background to
the above specific political questions, such as Robin (2011), Brace (2004),
Scruton (1980/2000), Faulks (1998), and, for illustrative purposes, original
quotations of political theorists referenced by the above, such as Burke (1790)
and von Mises (1951/1981). Anthropological discussions of property are
represented by Hann (1993, 1998, 2003, 2007), Hann and Hart (2009), Carrier
(1998), Bloch (1975, 2013), Nugent (1993), Strathern, (1996, 1999, 2009),
Graeber (1997, 2006), MacPherson (1978), Meillassoux (1972) and Macpherson,
(1978), and in a wider context Cooper (2007) and the authors in the 2009 Special
Edition of Theoretical Inquiries in Law. In order to illustrate the cultural
transmission of the abovementioned structural patterns through political
ideology, historical evidence was included in so far as it pertained to the type of
social relations in question, such as Wood (2001), Garnett (2007) Keats-Rohan
(1999), Singman (1998), Littrell (2009). Additionally, authors were included
whose work illustrates particular aspects of this process of cultural transmission
in so far as it relates to spatiality/territoriality, such as Shearing (1983, 2001),
Cahill (2001, 2006) and Clark (2010, 2014). Harvey (2003, 2005, 2008) is
included because of his focus on spatial aspects of political economy, Anderson
(2013) for a discussion of spatial ‘othering’ in the context of migration, and
Postone (1980) as well as Scholz (2007) for their discussion of the transference
of racist argumentative figures onto other than the originally racialised groups.

Next to these more general sources, the thesis specifically draws on literature on
squatting (Prujit, 2013; Cattaneo et al, 2014; Dee, 2013) and, as implied by the
main ethnographic focus, homelessness. In this area, literature includes general
discussions of homelessness (Hutson, 1999; Rosengard et al, 2002, Drake,
O’Brien, & Beiuyck 1981, Dant & Deacon 1989, Fitzpatrick 1998, Kennett & Marsh
1999, Fitzpatrick, Kemp & Klinker 2000, Neale 1997, Pleace 1998, 2000, Stones
2001 Wenzel/Koegel/Gelberg, 2000, Eynan et al, 2002, Tosi, 2007, Wacquant,
2001, Beier et al, 2008, Hopper et al 2010), anthropological and ethnographic
treatments (Glasser and Bridgman, 1999; Madden, 2003, Desjarlais, 1997,
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Luhrmann, 2007, 2008, Bourgois, 1998, Ravenhill, 2008, Williams,1996),
discussions of Critical Realism in homelessness research (Williams, 2001, 2003,
Fitzpatrick 2005), discussions of homelessness and trauma (Goodman et al, 1995
Crisis, 2011, Newburn and Rock, 2004, Herman et al 1997, Buhrich et al, 2000,
Martijn/Sharpe, 2006), domestic/sexual violence as a major predictor of
homelessness (Davis et al, 2000; Dutton, 2006; McRobie, 2012 Wisdom 1989;
Gill, 2010; Street et al, 2007; Bowman, 1993; Fairchild/Rudman, 2008; Sullivan
et al, 2010; Rajoura et al, 2012), and discussions of homelessness and ‘social
death’ (Ruddick 2002 Ligget, 1991) as well as the original formulation of the
concept in Patterson (1985, 2012). A specific body of literature refers to the
situation of Gypsies and Travellers, who, albeit not ‘homeless’ in a traditional
sense, nevertheless are constructed as ‘spatial others’ and thus discriminated
against (Martin, 2002, 1998; Davis, 1997; Bancroft, 2012; Simhand]l, 2006; Okely,
1983; Clark and Greenfields, 2006; Greenfields and Home, 2006; Smith and
Grenfields, 2012, 2013; Greenfields 2009; Greenfields and Smith 2010; Parry et
al, 2004; van Cleemput, 2007; Greenfields, 2007; Bhopal, 2004; Cemlyn, 2008;
Commission for Racial Equality, 2006; Kabachnik, 2009).
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Picton Street, Bristol, five in the afternoon. I am pushing everything I own, packed

into bags and bin liners, through the streets of St Pauls on a wooden trolley.

The trolley is heavy and unwieldy, and more than once tries to escape my grip on
the icy roads to launch itself into the rows of parked cars that line the pavement.
Gavin saunters next to me, ostensibly refusing to get involved in my struggle with
the vehicle. We are heading south from Redland to his squat in Easton, where |
am allowed to store my belongings until our crew has finally sorted out a squat
of our own. We have just been evicted for the third time in two weeks and I'm
tired of hurried packing manoeuvres and heavily loaded treks across the city. If
there is no safe place for my body at this point then at least for the carefully

selected objects that constitute the whole of my worldly belongings.

Swearing, I try to wrestle the trolley around a sharp corner and nearly end up
flying downhill towards Shaftesbury Avenue dragged by its sheer weight. Gavin
grudgingly stretches out a hand and stops both me and the trolley before we can
turn in to a bag-lady-shaped missile. A few careful turns later we are back on
even, yet slippery, ground, beginning to feel warm despite the -15 Celsius

temperatures.

The intervention seems to have triggered Gavin out of his sullen silence. “This

trolley is shit,” he declares, “whered’ya get that from anyway?”

I inform him that the trolley has been sourced by Simon, who borrowed it from
another crew, who has picked it up somewhere under unclear and possibly not

entirely legal circumstances. Gavin rolls his eyes.

“Simon’s an idiot” he says, “I mean, did he really think squatting hospital property

was going to fly?  mean, re-ally?”
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I bite my tongue and keep pushing while he launches into a lengthy analysis of
our most recent eviction and our crew’s general ineptitude at squatting. He is not
being fair, but then I'm guessing the source of his aggravation is not our crew’s
strategy, nor the origin of the trolley for that matter. He proves me right a second

later.

“I don’t get what you’re doing anyway” he says, pointing at my miserable load. “
mean, look at you”. I look at myself. In my tatty army coat and five layers of woolly

jumpers I look like an extra from Les Miserables.

“I really thought you were cleverer than this,” he continues, shaking his head.
“You're just like all the other middle class kids coming here playing revolution.
Like, look at me, I'm homeless, I'm hard-core” - at the word ‘hard-core’ he makes
the ironic speech-mark-gesture with his fingers - “you should ask some people

who really are homeless, they’ll tell you how hard-core it is”.

Figure 4: Fieldnote 1
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Chapter One: Of Life and Fieldwork

Only those with no concerns can be
literally aimless
Margaret Archer

If anthropologists and the homeless have one thing in common, it is that they
have no place. To be homeless as a socio-spatial phenomenon “is by definition to
be a person without a place of one’s own, to be someone who is dis-placed or out-
of-place” (Wardhaugh, 2000, 111). According to Pierre Bourdieu, this condition

of ‘placelessness’ is nothing less than the anthropologist’s default state:

“The anthropologist’s particular relation to the object of his study contains the
markings of a theoretical distortion inasmuch as his situation as an observer,
excluded from the real play of social activities by the fact he has no place (except
by choice or by way of a game) in the system observed and has no need to make a
place for himself there, inclines him to a hermeneutic representation of practices.”

(Bourdieu, 1977, 1, emphasis mine)

What unites the homeless and the anthropologist is thus the fact that their
presence within the network of social relations that constitute ‘society’ is, from
the perspective of society, superfluous, a non-position. Both are seen to
contribute nothing to the ‘real play of social activities’ and thus, are presumed to
have no stake in a social system they can only observe from the outside. But while
the homeless person is, at least in some explanatory models, presumed to have
had this position forced upon them, the anthropologist is seen here as a free agent
who can choose to make a place for himself in the system he observes, or choose
not to. Bourdieu critiques the fact that the latter - choosing to remain an outsider
who tries to reconstruct the rules of a game he has no particular interest in
playing - constitutes what is commonly seen as ‘scientific distance’ or
‘objectivity’, namely: “making a virtue out of necessity by converting a de facto

exclusion into a choice of method” (ibid, 10). The emphasis on ‘choice’ is certainly
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a hallmark of Bourdieu’s anthropologist!! - he distinguishes himself from the
homeless person in that he is free to elect to join or not join the game, and he
certainly has no ‘need’ to. As Andrew Sayer remarks: “This removal from the
pressures of practical activity also reflects and signals the privileged social

position of the academic” (2011, 15).

Precisely this was the charge that was levelled at me by my friend and fellow
squatter Gavin in the scene at the beginning of this chapter. But what for
Bourdieu amounts ‘merely’ to a theoretical distortion, for Gavin constituted an
insult. In the following chapter, | want to argue that these two problems are not
only related, but that they stem from the same kind of dynamic. What Bourdieu
identifies as the ‘placelessness’ of the anthropologist produces a particular
attitude to ‘fieldwork’, which defines it as something categorically other than
‘life’. As I will discuss, this peculiar opposition stems precisely from the fact that
the anthropologist has no ‘place’ in the field specifically as a moral agent - he ‘has
no need to’ make such a place for himself, since he does not in any way depend
on the recognition of others that would reflect to him what his place is or should
be. Thus staying outside of ‘the real play of social activities’, he is presumed to be
outside of social relations, not, like his interlocutors, part of complex
relationships that create and sustain identity, but a solitary ego who, from an
‘objective’ vantage point, observes and chronicles these relations. His ‘objectivity’
is defined not just in the sense that he has no stake in the social process, but that
he has very little at stake relative to the other. From this fundamental difference
in outlook stems not only the ‘theoretical distortion’ Bourdieu points out, but also

the kind of imbalance that led to the above argument.

My relationship with Gavin has shaped the making of this thesis like no other,
academic or ethnographic, and it is no exaggeration to say that without him, this
thesis would not have happened. Our friendship was initially based on a number

of cultural misunderstandings, not least of which was my initial ignorance of the

11 Actually, the anthropologist of Bourdieu’s critique - Bourdieu'’s theory is after all devised to
rectify this situation
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nature and background of squatting in the UK. When I first arrived in Brighton to
do a postgraduate degree at the University of Sussex after a short and
unsatisfying career as a social worker, I had no plans whatsoever of doing
research on and within British society. In so far, I approached ‘British culture’
with all the naivety and enthusiasm of a privileged migrant who is making a polite
effort to fit in, but has not bet her fate and fortune on her chosen destination (in
so far I was perhaps already an anthropologist in the making). I had been heavily
involved in vaguely anarchist ‘autonomous’ politics in my native Vienna, and thus
circumvented British ‘mainstream’ culture as a matter of course, aiming to join
the British branch of the same movement I already considered myself part of.
Luckily, Brighton supplied ample opportunity to attach myself to what by dress
code and jargon I identified as my subcultural niche, and it did not take long until
[ met my first squatters. What I did not immediately understand, however, was
that squatting in the UK - for the most part - had little to do with what [ was used

to.

Shortly before I left, Vienna had seen some rather spectacular squatting ‘actions’
on part of a radical left that was comprised largely of middle class students like
myself. The modus operandi of these actions involved a very public takeover of
high profile (council) properties, passionate demands (addressed to no one in
particular) for ‘autonomous spaces’, and subsequent heavy-handed eviction by
police, usually all within a matter of days. The occupations drew intense media
attention, especially when they involved more than the usual degree of police
brutality, but rarely made it beyond a spectacular assertion of solidarity with
those deprived of affordable living space. Few of the occupiers themselves were
precariously housed, and the occasional participation of actual homeless people
tended to turn theoretical solidarity into practical class conflict very quickly.
This, however, was my unquestioned understanding of ‘squatting’ when I came
to Britain, and [ was thus thrilled to be told that here, squatting was actually legal
(or at least not illegal). The first squats I visited in Brighton were grim, dingy

places without heating and sometimes without electricity, but how lucky were
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these anarchists (which is what most identified themselves as) to have an

unlimited supply of spaces to turn into anything they wanted!

[ met Gavin one night after a squat party, me trying to get out of the house by the
half-barricaded entrance, him trying to get in. He was 17 and making a point of
classic punk attire, including a tidy green Mohican and a Subhumans t-shirt. We
ended up chatting and it turned out that he had just been thrown out of the squat
because of a romantic relationship gone badly wrong, and had nowhere to go.
Drunk and by identification always on the side of the romantically disadvantaged,
[ offered him to crash at the windowless room [ was renting in a flat near the
seafront. That Gavin’s experience somewhat differed from mine became obvious
the minute my middle class housemates started to hide their valuables at the
mere sight of him. Offended by their lack of respect for my guest, [ assured the
embarrassed Gavin that my house was his house, and over the next few months
he became a regular visitor when he was in between squats or just plain hungry.
One of the first born-and-bred British people - as opposed to other academic
migrants - | came into contact with, he forever shaped my intuitive
understanding of ‘British culture’ by introducing me to The Specials, trilby hats
and the ‘This is England’ films. Unencumbered by the requirements of ‘research’
and curious to learn about my new friend’s life, I enthusiastically embraced a
whole world of cultural references, the class implications of which I did not even
begin to understand. Much later, I would sometimes wonder why some British
people snubbed me, until I realised that I had inadvertently picked up
mannerisms and ways of speaking that for them, had very clear class

associations.

Gavin’s biography, which he volunteered over the course of my first year in
England, forced me to take a critical look at some of my unquestioned cultural
preconceptions. When 1 first told him I was a social worker (in Austria
synonymous with ‘bleeding heart liberal’), his eyes darted to the nearest exit and
he became extremely uncomfortable until [ explained [ wasn’t entitled to work in

Britain. As it emerged, Gavin, who had been homeless at age 15, had filed social
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workers right up there with cops as authorities that were not to be trusted. His
experience of the system of homeless provision was one of coercion and
contempt, and he empathically preferred squatting or even the street to the ‘help’
they offered him. [ admired Gavin’s aptitude at survival - he was street-wise in a
way I could never have been - and looked at the world with the eyes of someone
who could find use value where others saw only waste. I would watch in dismay
as he investigated bins and thrown-away lunch packs for edible scraps, and was
informed that he had once, when there was nothing else, eaten a pigeon. In time,
we developed an awkward dance around food and other provisions, which I saw
no reason not to fund in order to also have something to contribute to our
adventures. Gavin’s survival instincts clearly told him to go for a free lunch when
one was offered, but his pride meant he had to refuse at least twice before

accepting.

The offense that Gavin later took at my ‘voluntary’ embracing of poverty
stemmed, in essence, from the same conclusion as Bourdieu’s: that I had no place
in that world. Unconcerned with theoretical distortions, Gavin simply thought I
was lucky, and my failing to acknowledge this privilege made my behaviour
offensive to him. From his point of view, I not only misinterpreted the situation
(I thought his life was glamorous and fun while he felt it was difficult and
restrictive), but more importantly, I failed to see what his situation meant for
him, and thus, I failed to see him. The problem the two of us confronted here was
a classical anthropological one - if Bourdieu is right, then all anthropological
knowledge is fallible in so far as it is impossible for us to ever really know what
the situation another is in means from their own perspective. While for Bourdieu
this issue is mainly a practical one - a question of the appropriate technology of
knowledge production - it has wider implications for some of the questions I will
ask in the following chapters, particularly the question of what is commonly
referred to as ‘empathy’ and its role for morality and ethics. But most
importantly, the problem was a personal one, and if I concern myself here with

empathy, then [ do so at least in part to make up for my personal failure to use it.
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When I speak about ‘empathy’ in this thesis [ use the term loosely, in order to
simply refer to the capacity to gain insight into what another’s circumstances
mean for them from their own perspective. This should not obscure the fact that
what exactly empathy is and how it works is subject to vast and longstanding
debates, which I can only rehash here in the briefest of summaries. The concept
is widely used in a number of different disciplinary contexts'? and has no one
clearly defined meaning. The considerable body of literature on empathy spans
several centuries - beginning with David Hume’s (1739) and Adam Smith’s
(1759) discussions of the human propensity to “sympathise with others, and to
receive by communication their inclinations and sentiments, however different
from, or even contrary to our own” (Hume, 1739, 317). It ranges from relatively
wide definitions, encompassing forms of empathy common to human and non-
human animals (e.g. de Waal, 2009) to relatively narrow ones, focused on a very
specific form of identification with the experience of another (e.g. Wollheim,

1973, 1974, 1984)13,

Feminist theorists such as Gilligan (1982), Noddings (1984, 2010, 2013) and
Held (2006), have emphasised the role of empathy, understood as a particular
way of “feeling with” (Noddings, 1984), for a feminist ethics, which, as they argue,
departs from traditional approaches that emphasise the role of abstract rules and
principles as the basis for ethical life. For feminist writers, the problem consists
mainly in the fact that these models underestimate the role of emotion and
concern in ethical behaviour, and that they construe ethical actors as entirely
autonomous and independently-rational actors, thus adhering to a Western-
masculine notion of the subject in general and the ethical subject in particular
(Noddings, 1984, 30). Noddings warns that some of the most prominent models

of empathy repeat this bias, in that they understand empathy as a way of

12 For a discussion of the term within phenomenology and hermeneutics see e.g. Koegler and
Stueber (2000), Stueber (2000, 2006), Makkreeel (1992, 1996, 2000), Grondin (1994). In
Clinical Psychology and Psychoanalysis e.g. Clark (2007), Bohart and Greenberg (1997),
Gladstein (1984), Rachman (1988). In developmental and social psychology e.g. Hoffman (1983,
1987, 2000), Eisenberg (1987, 2000, 2007), Batson (1991, 2009), Ickes (1997). In Neuroscience
e.g. Decety and Jackson (2006), Decety and Sommerville (2003), Singer et al (2006, 2007, 2009),
Batson (1991, 2009), Eisenberg et al (1989), Goldman (2006), Gallese et al (1998, 2004).

13 For a historical and systematic overview see e.g. Coplan and Goldie, 2011
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projecting oneself into the situation of another (thus technically ‘replacing’ the
other with the self) rather than a mutual, communicative process of sharing
experience (Noddings, 2010). However, in critiquing this state of affairs, some
feminist authors appear to have end up in the opposite extreme - for example
Tronto (1995) takes her account of empathy as ‘care’ so far that the self
relinquishes its own needs and wants for the sake of the cared for, to the point
that it all but disappears as an autonomous entity. This shows the general
problem of conceptions of empathy which focus on a particular mode of
‘perspective shifting’ - e.g. Wollheim'’s concept of ‘central imagining’ (1973, 1974,
1984, critical: Goldie, 2006, 2011): empathy is most often assumed to involve a
replacement of one self with another, rather than a meeting in which both are
preserved. Another variant of this problem is exemplified e.g. in the work of
Hartman (1997) who writes against ‘empathy-based’ attempts at solidarity in the
context of black slavery. She asserts that for the white subject, to attempt to
empathically experience the pain of the black slave amounts to an act of
colonisation and appropriation of the black body by the white. Due to the
inherently unequal relationship between white master and black slave, the black
body becomes an “empty vessel” which is “stolen” by the white man in an act that
turns empathy into a further extension of racial violence (35)%. Almeida (2013)
concludes on the basis of Hartman’s argument that therefore, empathy is
precluded between racialised bodies, precisely because of the relationship of
domination and submission that is already established. This critique is certainly
persuasive if indeed empa.thic recognition could only be understood as a form of
travelling of the “universal, powerful and dominant” white spirit into the “empty
black body” whose own experience thus becomes “irrelevant” (Almeida, 2013,
88), or more generally, as a form of shifting one’s own first-person viewpoint
‘into’ the phenomenal world of the other. The point of care ethicists however is
that this conceptualisation precisely rests on a dubious a priori assumption of
self and other as separate and isolated entities, which can only ever replace one

another, but never actually ‘meet’.

[ will therefore here go with a definition along the lines of Arne Vetlesen:
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“Empathy I define as humanity’s basic emotional faculty, and as one indispensably
at work in an unimpaired exercise of moral judgment. Being essentially a
Sichmitbringen as opposed to a Sichaufgeben’4, empathy preserves the ‘meeting of
particulars’.. as the very kernel of moral judgment. In preserving this kernel,
empathy leaves intact the distinctness and unique identity of the person who
empathises as well as that of his or her addressee. Having stated this, I hasten to
add that empathy maintains distinctness; it does not absolutize it, nor does it

suspend it” (Vetlesen, 1994, 119, emph. orig.).

Empathy, thus understood, does not involve a ‘perspective shift’ so much as it
involves an understanding what the perspective of the other is directed at - it
involves having some kind of common language or experience that both selves
can agree represents what is being empathised about. In the next chapter, I will

make some suggestions what that could be.

Despite these conceptual challenges, the question whether it is possible to
understand what another person’s circumstances mean for them from their own
perspective is crucial for the question of what kind of insight can be gained from
participant observation as a fieldwork method. As I will argue later on, it also
provides a helpful framework for some of the ethical questions my respondents
actively addressed. This is not to say that political issues such as homelessness
can or should be reduced to a matter of empathy (or lack thereof), but rather, that
the social and political relations which create homelessness as a phenomenon
also create the conditions of possibility for empathy (or the conditions of
possibility for its absence). As [ will argue in the following, empathy in the sense
of ‘feeling with’ becomes possible on the basis of particular ways of relating to
one another, and the example of homelessness shows that conversely, particular
ways of relating to one another can make empathy difficult or impossible. The
relationship between anthropologist and respondent is an example of how a

social relationship can be set up from the start in a way that impedes empathic

14 German, roughly: “a 'bringing oneself along’ as opposed to a 'surrendering oneself”.
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understanding, simply by assuming that there is nothing of significance that
could be shared between self and other. Particularly - and this was the gist of
Gavin’s criticism of me as well as of Bourdieu’s criticism of our discipline - there
appears to be a lack of a shared element that is crucial to an adequate appraisal
of what a social situation is about: actual affectedness. As far as Gavin was
concerned, in order to adequately empathise with his situation, [ would not so
much have had to ‘put myself into his shoes’ but to share his evaluation of what
was going on, and he concluded that I was unable to do so because my own
possibilities of encountering joy or suffering were n