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Cautionary note: I do not normally read papers I have written beforehand at events such as this: if a paper is to be written, it happens afterwards. So these few pages are notes towards what I might speak about. Apologies for its unfinished, unreferenced and unpolished form. 

I want to begin with an anecdote from a recent seminar at which an international, interdisciplinary team presented findings on research on the impact of EU policies on citizen activation in a group of northern Europe countries. One of the speakers was a lawyer, who emphasised repeatedly the importance of viewing citizenship in terms of the individual; where, she argued, people saw themselves as part of a group this was likely to reinforce, rather than challenge, forms of patriarchal power in which men assume responsibility for speaking on behalf of families and communities. Collective struggles by groups such as  the Roma or the  Sami for recognition and citizenship rights within the EU were part of an ‘old’ form of politics that was incompatible with the modern world. Women’s individual freedom, she emphasised, could only be assured by equality of access to the labour market, albeit a labour market offering certain protections and securities. And protection from discrimination and harm is now a matter of legislation, especially the Human Rights legislation associated with the EU.
I do not wish to take issue with the specificities of her argument in relation to the politics of the EU. But I do want to use the episode to highlight some key points:

· The diversity of feminisms at stake, and the  different inflections and articulations with questions of ‘race’ and ethnicity

· the hegemony of a western European conceptions of modernity based on the primacy of the market, and the individualism it produces
· the squeezing of the terrain of politics into a narrow imaginary of individual opportunity 

· the symbolic place of (white) women as exemplars of success in this new modernity, producing its shadow opposite of  minority ethnic women as un-modern

· the forgetting of the struggles out of which the success of white, western women was forged

This brings me to the focus of today – how to ‘revisit’ governance from feminist and queer perspectives. These are of course not singular entities but offer highly  dynamic and heterogenous ways of thinking and theorising. But one of the  things that stands out are the ways in which the critical work done by both feminist and queer theorists has focused on the destabilisation of categories, institutions and identities: for example the categories of public and private; the institution of  family; and singular and essentialised notions of identity. Such processes of destabilisation have challenged what we might mean by  politics; and have  disrupted linear narratives of time and hierarchical orderings of space.  Feminist and queer theory work has enabled us to think about the heterogeneity of the social world and of the struggles that take place within it; and has offered forms of analysis that highlight the complexity of social forces and the ways in which they may be entangled and mutually implicated.  
However such processes of destabilisation render feminist and queer perspectives vulnerable to new forms of articulation with neo-liberal governance:
‘gender is regarded (and lived) by contemporary young scholars and activists raised on post-structuralism as something that can be bent, proliferated, troubled,  resignified, morphed, theatricalized, parodied, deployed, resisted, imitated, regulated… but not emancipated… In one crucial respect, then, gendered regimes can be seen to share a predicament with global capitalism: each is available to almost any innovation and possibility except freedom, equality and collective human control’ (Brown: 2005: 111-2)
The search for innovation, for bending – and sometimes breaking – established categories is only one possible articulation with neo-liberal governance. Notions of  hybridity resonate with developments in organisational theory;  ideas of identity as complex, multifaceted, fluid and indeterminate look remarkably similar to some theorisations of the networks that drive forward the innovations on which global  capitalism depends; and the language developed by psycho-social theories of emotion and its management is now readily found across a range of literatures on human resource management, leadership and the labour process of late capitalism. Not least diversity itself is readily appropriated as a concept in the business literature (see also Itzin and Newman, 1995; Newman 2000; Newman 2005; and the paper by Judith Squires to this conference)

This  takes me to the second strand of my thesis – the destabilisation work being accomplished by neo-liberal governance. Here the state itself is being challenged not only by the forces of global capital but by new governance regimes based on a supposed decentering of state power and the pluralisation of new forms of partnership and participative strategies. The discursive chain of liberalism, based on values such as openness, equality, rationality, is also  becoming disrupted by new discourses  that privilege notions of responsibility, choice, inclusion and opportunity. The equivalences of nation and people that form the basis  of Marshallian conceptions of citizenship in the west are being disrupted by the forces of global capitalism, market liberalisation and the free movement of peoples that this requires, producing attempts to re-stabilise governance regimes around notions of social cohesion and national identity. I want to look briefly at each of these in turn. The first concerns the destabilisation of public and state:
State=public policy=public sector=public services
State = citizenship=formal rights =public recognition

These discursive chains are constituted in relation to two different sets of oppositions: one based on the market and the private sector as an alternative to state provided services; and the other based on the personal, private sphere that both protects individuals and  families from intrusion on the part of the state but that is also the domain of care and intimacy that tends not to be publicly valued, recognised or indeed paid. Each of these discursive chains  is being disrupted or unsettled, the first by the introduction of markets and new models of service delivery (that, incidentally, also unsettle the gender order of work in the public sector and the professions); and the second, by new forms of welfare governance that alter the relationships of public and personal responsibility for care.
The challenge to the public/private distinction by feminists and queer theorists sits rather uneasily alongside the remaking of the relationships between public, private and personal domains in the new orders of rule associated with neo-liberal governance. Contemporary western governments place a high value on women entering the public sphere; indeed if she does not she may, like the ‘minority ethnic’ women referred to in my opening anecdote, be viewed as somehow un-modern. However what we have to pay attention to here is how the public sphere into which women are invited to enter is now defined in terms of paid work rather than citizenship rights; and to the contradictions between labour market activation policies on the one hand and the squeezing of welfare services that returns many care responsibilities to the arena of personal responsibility in home, family and community. Elsewhere I have talked about the implications of this contradiction for the conceptualisation of gendered work, both in terms of the expansion of a form of service economy that provides low paid, insecure work, often for migrant women; and in terms of the gendered labour associated with the coordination of a fragmented array of public, private and informal labour (Newman, 2005).  
But this offers only a very partial story. Missing is the kind of  cultural reading of public and private as what Cooper (2004) terms a co-constitutive dyad. And it is a dyad whose construction is constantly changing. Warner notes how new social movements  “were public movements contesting the most private and intimate matters. Their very entry into public politics seemed scandalous or inappropriate. An understanding of public and private was implied not just in their theories and policy platforms but in their very existence as movements… One consequence was to see domestic and private matters, normally outside the public view, as now being a legitimate area of common concern” (Warner, 2002: 32-33) – and so of state intervention and legislation. But paradoxically the consequences of neo-liberal governance have not been to privatise these, along with other forms of privatisation in the form of  pensions, health insurance and so on, but to amplify questions of sexuality and gender into a public domain that has been re-moralised and depoliticised. 

The second governance theme I  want to highlight  focuses on the dismantling of the discursive chains that link state and representative democracy. 


State=public sphere= rational deliberation=democracy

State = hierarchical authority=bureaucratic forms of organisation

Each again is constituted through oppositions: in the first case to the ‘irrational’ politics of feelings, or emotions associated with personal experience; in the second with corruption and the intrusion of personal interest into public decision making processes. And each is being challenged: the former by new discourses of public participation and deliberative democracy; the second through notions of partnership and network based governance. Each potentially offers more communicative, heterogenous, expressive and perhaps ‘feminised’ forms of practice. But apart from the problem of essentialising supposedly feminine attributes and skills, this offers a thin, and highly normative, gloss to what are complex processes of disruption, each of which opens out the possibility of multiple frames of analysis. 
One of the research projects I have been involved in was a study of the emergence of deliberative forums as a means of connecting state agencies, citizens and service users (Newman et al 2004: Barnes, Newman and Sullivan, forthcoming). Now deliberative democracy is viewed by Balibar, Young and others as potentially responding to diversity in ways that representative democracy cannot, and as offering recognition and voice to subordinated groups. In our project we studied 17 case studies, analysing them in terms of concepts drawn from the social movement literature, new institutional theory and post structural approaches to understanding the constitution of publics. I want to briefly talk about two of the cases that involve closer engagements between social movement politics and a ‘modernised’ public sector. The first was a Lesbian and Gay Forum, originally established by the equalities unit of a city council but quickly marginalised when the political climate changed in the mid 1990s. However at the time of our study the forum was engaged in quite extensive interactions with the local police service, debating the policing of particular areas where lesbian and gay citizens felt unsafe, and working with the police to improve responses to ‘hate crime’. 
In the city in question,  police respondent stressed how significant ‘diversity’ was and noted that “we’ve got all the backing in the world for this’, notably the championing of the deputy chief constable. Diversity, then, had become incorporated into the new governance regimes based on partnership and participation. However issues of sexuality had only been acknowledged in policing as a result of the actions of gay and lesbian officers, supported by the formation of a gay and lesbian support network within the police service itself. The latter was strongly driven by lesbian police officers:  as one respondent joked, “well all police are lesbians, aren’t they.. so there is more of an acceptance of gay women within the police. You know, whereas gay men are not”. 

The Lesbian and Gay forum comprised community liaison staff from the police; voluntary workers; and individuals from the gay and lesbian ‘community’. One of the police officer forum members described her motivation as trying to make things better for new recruits to the service in the light of the discrimination and bullying she had experienced herself (she had only come out after 25 years as a police constable).  Her involvement in the forum was part of her role as a community liaison officer, but her  status as an ‘out’ gay officer had had a particular impact: 

  “And then when all this gay stuff started to circulate, … because of diversity projects and the Stephen Lawrence [McPherson] inquiry etc, all of a sudden I was getting phone calls from inspectors… ‘you’re gay, aren’t you?’ ‘Yes’,. And then its really going up and up. Every other day now [I’m] getting contacted because I am gay, rather than because of what I’m doing”. 

But her effectiveness in negotiating this relationship was not the same as her adopting a closer identification with the gay community rather than the police. She felt that she had to defend the police when accused of practices that she  saw as conflicting with her own perceptions of policing. When asked about this dual identity she talked about her prime loyalty as being towards the job: “I am a member of the initiative , in my sort of belief, as a police officer first and then a gay person”. 

The second case study was of a women’s advice and information centre that had strong roots in the women’s movement in the city concerned. Over the years it had shifted its role from a general, open women’s centre, funded under a block grant from the city, to a predominantly service delivery organisation, funded under contract and subject to everything that that entailed, from having quality management processes to  proper business and financial procedures. As such it can be understood as an example of the incorporation of social movement organisations and de-legitimisation of ‘counter public’ discourses in new governance regimes. However there are also problems about how to interpret the work of the centre. For example it had set up training programmes for its volunteers that had enabled many women to gain forms of  accreditation and to go on to college or work.  As such it might be viewed as trapped in the ‘active citizenship through work’ concept of gender in neo-liberal regimes. However crucial to the development of such women – discussed in the Centre in the language of ‘empowerment’ – was the bonds and links established between women of different generations and from different racial or ethnic backgrounds. The coordinator of the Centre was funded by a Trust with the brief of bringing about change for women in the city. She was a strong and able member of a number of liaison and consultative bodies and highly active in regional and international forums on poverty and gender issues. She described her role in terms of ‘sticking her head above the parapet’, negotiating with officials in order to protect the safe space for women in the group to shape their own agenda and find a collective voice that could then be fed into policy forums.  

Both of these case studies illustrate the destabilisation of categories of inside/outside the state. But they can be understood in different ways. There is a temptation to get stuck in one interpretation – either the partnership or participative relationship is a superficial gloss on the dominant logics of neo-liberal governance, smoothing out imperfections and demobilising potential sources of resistance; or as a means of adaptation to more complex and diverse societies, with long fought for  recognition of the value of diversity; or as a site of counter-public based forms of politics in which new collective identifications and imaginaries are being formed. However it is necessary to hold on to all of these – to think complexly and relationally about specific forms and practices of governance. Each is an example of how new forms of governance – partnership, participation – are relationally constituted with other trends and tendencies.

These two sets of discursive chains associated with the unsettling of established western regimes of governing are intersected by a third whose starting point is the  presumed equivalence between nation and state (Clarke, 2004). Here diversity takes a rather different inflection.
Nation- state = common people =  collective solidarities
 Notions of national citizenship and a common people formed the basis for the social and political settlements of the post war years that supported the development of welfare states. But the boundaries of nation and people  came under challenge as those excluded from the settlements – especially, in Britain, the colonial ‘others’ who had contributed to nation building – began to play increasingly significant roles in the economy of post war reconstruction. As the previous section noted, a succession of political and social movements in the 20th problematised the neutrality and rationality of the public sphere and brought into question the notions of liberal citizenship on which classic conceptions of the public domain were founded. Yet nationhood, and therefore admission to the national settlement, was the terrain on which such struggles took place. As a result the notion of a public domain circumscribed by a national imaginary draws on an uncomfortable overlaying of peoples and publics, and suppresses the colonial ‘others’ and against which these imaginaries are defined.  
This discursive chain, then, occludes the specificities of the formations of people around which inclusions and exclusions to the public domain are drawn. Unlocking it highlights the difficulties inherent in notions of governance based on the boundaries of national citizenship. The development of ‘faith schools’ in Britain, or debates about the wearing of headscarves by Muslim women in many European countries, form focal points around which challenges to embedded conceptions of national identity are mobilised and/or resisted. Each resonates with liberal celebrations of multi-cultural diversity; yet each might also be associated with a new moralism that produces difficult resonances with the neo-conservatism of the Christian Right. This, then, forms one axis of ambiguity. A second ambiguity is concerned with how ‘minority cultures’ are conceptualised.   The rise of what Nilüfer Güle calls the ‘new visibilities and new imaginaries’ of Islam are at the centre of debates about how to conceptualise Western societies in the context of new lines of fracture and dissent. She argues that Islam is acquiring new forms of public visibility in both Muslim and European societies, a visibility that  triggers  ‘new ways of imagining a collective self and common space that are distinct from the Western liberal self and progressive politics’ (2001, check page).  But the unsettling of the national public sphere is, the author argues, accompanied by an unsettling of the Islamic movement itself. This reminds us of the dangers of viewing cultures  and identities as both unitary and fixed. 
 Responses to the destabilisation of the idea (never the reality, of course) of nation  as common people and the  unsettling of national identity have taken a number of different forms, from the bureaucratic ethos of ‘colour blindness’ in  public institutions to the emergence of  multi-culturalism as a way of accommodating diversity. However both are now being residualised in favour of assimilationist policies. Rather than the positive articulations between gender and sexual diversity and neo-liberal governance noted by Brown, Warner and others, where questions of ‘race’ are concerned assimilation models are at the core of new attempts to foster social cohesion. Such developments arise in the face of concerns about the presumed challenge to the solidaristic public sphere that had supported the welfare settlements of the post war years. Public service professionals are blamed for having emphasised the importance of responding to cultural difference rather than promoting integration and assilimation (Duyvendak, Knijn and Kremer, 2006), while the problem of the sustainability of welfare states has been laid at the door of migration policies that have weakened national identity and ties of mutuality. Concerns about social cohesion are leading a number of European states to embark on programmes of welfare reform that shift the focus towards social inclusion and capacity building and away from income transfer.  They are also producing an intensification of assimilation policies and the weakening of multi-cultural discourse.
The overlaying discourses of ‘race’ and migration have been particularly strongly felt in Britain because of its colonial past and the visibility of migrants from the Caribbean, Africa and the Asian subcontinent; however the expansion of the EU and opening up of borders within Europe has brought questions of migration to the top of the political agenda in many other countries. The orchestration of a populist politics that views Islam and other faiths in terms of threats to the security of nations, coupled to the rise of new right politics, can be viewed as an attempt to re-seal the old elisions between nation and people. This seems an unlikely prospect in the context of the fluidity of identities and mobility of peoples in a globalising world. But my point here is that while neo-liberal governance may celebrate diversity, calling for the free movement of peoples (that is, of labour forces), it does not have things all its own way. Conservative political forces, shifts towards a new moralism based on religious values and/or communitarian politics, might be countervailing forces. The difficulty however is spotting where new political alliances and new discursive articulations suggest the possibility of new settlements; and ensuring that feminism, queer theory and other diversity activists do not get coopted ihn the process.
Towards a conclusion…

Feminist, queer and critical racist studies have shaped  my argument about the unsettling of or disruptions to each of these discursive chains, and have highlighted possible new articulations: for example between diversity and consumerism and choice; and between diversity and social inclusion agendas. In each diversity, rather than the unsettling of identity, is imagined as new categorisations of the public that can be easily accommodated in partnership and participation initiatives, in marketing and branding exercises. That is, while neo-liberalism is doing its own work of unsettling previous  solidarities and ties, it cannot readily accommodate post structuralist unsettling of categories and identities. And while it can accommodate a multiplicity of new identities as consumers, and wishes to smooth the way  for new voices and aspirations to be articulated through a range of diversity and anti-discrimination policies, it cannot accommodate what we might call unruly forms of politics. 
It is perhaps for such  reasons that the social struggles that produced the forms of theoretical work underpinning conferences such as this are now in retreat. Lisa Duggan (2003) has much to say about the damage linked to the split between broad forms of social movement based identity politics and the shift to the right of liberal activists in the US as equality movements have responded to the imperatives of neo-liberal governance. But  although we can trace dominant tendencies, these are not the only possible stories that can be told. I have tried, in my examples, to highlight issues of ambivalence, the possibility of multiple readings, and to keep open the forms of destabilisation and unsettling that feminist and queer – and critical racism – perspectives have brought into the academy. 

And not just to the academy. The challenges to the liberal – and bourgeois- public sphere produced by carnival, by the new visibility of multi-cultural publics, by the celebration of gay and lesbian sexualities, by the claims of disability activists, by the emphasis on youth, fashion and performance, are all highly disruptive presences. Such disruptions pose new- and not so new- challenges to the norms and practices of public governance. They open up new sites of inter-generational and inter-cultural conflict as the management of behaviour comes to the fore of the public policy agenda. What are the limits of definitions of anti-social behaviour, and who is it that defines the ‘social’ against which such norms are evaluated? What are the boundaries of liberal tolerance in the face of minority claims for access to public resources and public space? And who defines the majority against which such minorities are constituted? Questions of faith and culture are at the centre of such troubling questions; and questions not easily accommodated by governmental notions of diversity nor by feminist and queer theory in its current form (though I note that many of the papers to the conference taking place over the next two days touch on such issues). 

So my question is - how can we hang on to the work of   holding things open rather than moving towards new closures, given the destabilisations produced by neo-liberal governance? I think there are three possibilities for trying to  think our way through this challenge. The first is to hold on to the idea that new forms of governance are themselves multiple rather than singular. There are a number of transformations going on that cannot be collapsed into a singular narrative of a shift from government to governance, or from liberal to neo-liberal rule. Such transformations can best be understood not as spatial or temporal narratives (from past to present, from US to the rest of the world ) but as processes of destabilisation of previously hegemonic discursive formations. Such hegemonic formations certainly concern neo-liberalism;  but rather than a single unity,  new forms of governance involve processes of unsettling peoples, publics and politics as well as the hierarchies and institutions of  state centric government. And such unsettlings create theoretical challenges that require us to think complexly and relationally.

The second is to open up new questions about governance itself, asking, for example, what kinds of emotional and personal experiences are associated with new forms of governance, drawing on psychosocial as well as post structural forms of theory. The ‘remoralisation’ of the public sphere in new strategies of governance makes it ripe for critical analysis, not least because of the emergence of faith and culture as objects of as well as resources for new forms of governance.
And the third is just to try to keep up with shifts in the order of rule associated with ever shifting governance strategies and practices; to note points of potential instability; to guard against new articulations that take us into the arms of neo-liberalism, except perhaps in very circumscribed and time limited tactical alignments; and, finishing with a rather unstable gardening, rather than governing, metaphor, to counter these  by sustained attention to fostering and guarding our roots and ensuring that new political shoots from progressive sources are not too quickly pruned by those anxious to accommodate,  deflect, or just plain poison them. 
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