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Abstract. How to rid railway stations of the marginalizedopée who congregate
in them? This is the problem faced by railway congmnmvhich are seeking to
maximize the attraction of their spaces. The litrotas of a strictly repressive
policy are leading railway companies to fund nowffir community based

organizations to carry out social policies aimedthé marginalized. Based on
two monographs in the railway stations of Lyon dithn, the article analyzes

how this strategy was implemented. The analysisiires] a distinction to be

drawn between two conceptions, one which sees Ispol&cies and security

policies as polar opposites, and the other whichniifies them with one another.
The work of the non-profit community-based orgamrs shows that the
boundary between social policy and security polgy tenuous one, since the
principal aim is to disperse the marginalized andven them away from the
station. Control of the marginalized is based oa tise of incentive structures
rather than on coercion. The organizations alsoéh&v retain control of their

philanthropic legitimacy, which they are selling ttee railway companies, but
which they are also putting at risk. Attention e &gencyof the actors allows us

to avoid an irenic analysis (in which “human” angust” social policies come to

the aid of the marginalized) and a malefic analygswhich social policies are

merely security policies in disguise).



Managing Marginality in Railway Stations: Beyond
the Welfare and Social Control Debat&

Keywords: poverty — railway stations — welfare -€iabcontrol — police — NGO —
agency — homeless — community organizations

0. Introduction: railway stations in cities and the problem of
marginalized people

Railway stations are miniature cities within citiésns of thousands of
travellers pass through them every day, creatingeating point for a diverse
range of populations. They are strategic placethénmanagement of urban and
regional flows. The railway stations of the 19timtcey were closely controlled by
a state obsessed by a fear of crowds (Bowie 1@®@y. travellers had the right to
enter these spaces, and they had to wait for titaéir in fenced-off waiting rooms
(Ribeill 1996). In short, railway stations pose tassic problem of social order
in the city. The throughput of travellers makesatiehships particularly
impersonal. Disturbances are dealt with a miniregkl of informal regulations,
and travellers remain onlookers upon problems wigichnot directly concern
them. Nowadays, railway stations are open publacep with shops, and as a
result they attract the marginalized. Homeless medpggars and vagrants pose a
dual problem for railway companies. On the one h#émal sight of poverty is bad
for business. Railway stations can be frightening discourage people from
travelling by train. The profitability of shops milway stations is reduced when
travellers do not feel at ease. Marginalized pe@gie beg in a rather aggressive
way give rise to complaints. On the other hand, rttegority of travellers feel
compassion for people reduced to begging, andwlilepot stand for poor people
being ill-treated in front of them. Railway stat®rare public spaces, which
prevents the railway companies from controllingesscto them and from carrying
out purely repressive policies against the margedl

In this article, | analyze the way in which twolway companies, in
Lyon and Milan, have tackled the problem of marlypesl people in their
stations. How did the French company (SNCF) rehausgoup of homeless
people between 1998 and 1999, and how did the twoumcil and the Italian
company (F& come to favour the work of social workers oveatthf the police
between 1993 and 20047

! Translated from French by Gilla Evans. Thanks tméiBertillot, Ayda Hadizadeh, Marie-Pierre
Hamel, Patrick Le Galés, Naima Makri, Olivia Ni@oid Julie Pollard, who gave useful feedback
on earlier drafts. The paper has been presentédeaCERSA (CNRS) seminar and the ENS
Cachan conference “Action publique et mobilisatiofisce aux populations mobiles
‘indésirables™. Special thanks to Clément Théryhose unusual sharpness proved (again)
immensely useful.

% In Italy, the historical national railway compaig Ferrovie dello Stato (FS). FS became a
holding company which combined two bodies, Retedwaria Italiana (RFI) and Trenitalia. RFI
manages the infrastructure (the railway networld anenitalia operates the trains. In practical



In 1998, in Part-Dieu railway station in Lyon, &bat users and
tradesmen complained of the presence of homelespleyetheir alcoholic
outbursts and their dirtiness. The SNCF plannechdee these marginalized
people removed by its internal security service, du executive suggested that
they call on the services of a charitable orgarmpnatvhich he had heard of in the
press. In collaboration with the Ministry of Healthe municipality, the station’s
trade organization and the police, the SNCF fundedexpert’s report and a
rehousing initiative. The social workers of the arigation contacted produced
the expert’'s report and carried out the initiatiVee homeless were rehoused and
did not return to the railway station.

In the early 1990s three types of marginality werebe found in the
Stazione Centrale of Milan: the conventional hos&lelrug addicts and newly
arrived immigrants. In 1991, the closure of thetista at night drove these
marginalized people out onto the square and onéottacks. A number of
homeless people died of cold and several drug tddieed of an overdose.
Conflicts broke out between Moroccan and Albaniammigrants. The railway
station became the very symbol of insecurity. Betwe993 and 1999, the
problems of criminality and marginality met with assentially repressive
response on the part of the police. But the penmsigiresence of drug addicts and
homeless people continued to detract from theostatreputation and damage the
ambitions of the FS for its commercial renewalview of attacks in the press and
the discontent of citizens’ committées deputy at the municipality decided to
experiment a new kind of management of the margynah partnership with the
municipality, the FS invited community organizasowhich carry out social
programs to bid for funding. The railway stationcéme known locally as “a
supermarket for assistance”. Colombo and Navai®i99) counted around a
hundred voluntary workers in the health and sosjglheres at the Stazione
Centrale in 1999. The profusion of organizationghe precincts of the railway
station risked overall disorganization. To provaeoordinating body, the city
opened a Help Center with its own office at thdi@ta open to everyone, to
streamline the offer of accommodation, food anchkdas, with a view to making
things easier for marginalized people faced withhagmented offer of services.
The results were convincing: drug addicts were mgisapport, and some of the
homeless and immigrants were relocated into disusedhouses belonging to the
FS, out of the sight of station users.

In both cases, the community organizations and r thgartners
implemented social policies, both to disperse tlaegmnalized people and to avoid
their being subjected to repression pure and simplese strategies were
designed in consultation with the railway companiekich are confronted with

terms, RFI sells Trenitalia time slots in which thrains can operate. RFIl also uses service
providers to run the stations: Grandi Stazioni afs the thirteen largest Italian stations.

! Citizens’ committees are locally based associatlargely comprising men in stable professional

employment. With the legitimacy conferred on theyntheir status as a group of respectable

citizens, they formulate demands to the municipaditd institutions, generally on the subject of

criminality and immigration. Their image is stropghssociated with the parties furthest to the

right of the Italian political spectrum (Lega Nowlleanza Nazionale), but research on the ground
tends to show that the members of these committeerot so much associated with these parties
as being exploited by them (Della Porta and Andr2@01, Poletti 2003).



the fundamental ambivalence of travellers towardsgmnalized people, a mixture
of rejection and compassion. From a theoreticahtpof view, analyzing the
policy implemented involves moving away from two pbyheses, the irenic
hypothesis which regards social policies and sBcylicies as opposing one
another, and the malefic hypothesis which idergitteem with one another (1). In
railway stations, the limitations of police actiand the unintended consequences
of social policies require the coordination of astwith different values (2). The
community organizations are funded by the munidieal and railway companies
to carry out a particular service: the control oérginalized people (3). The
community organizations are not however mere insénts: they have to take
care of their legitimacy and they are able to us® decurity concerns of their
employers for their own ends (4). The conclusiaesstes how an analysis in
terms of power relations which highlights thgencyof the actors (especially of
the community organizations) enables us to go beybe opposition between the
irenic and malefic hypotheses (5).

1. Mechanisms for social order in urban areas

What is the rationality of the institutions that ¢unthird sector
organizations to work on dispersing marginalizedpbe in railway stations? The
literature reveals two types of response. For tingt type of response, the
organizations arevelfare providersand the use of charitable organizations occurs
in the context of privatization of the welfare stabocial policies that would once
have been carried out by the public authorities reve carried out by private
organizations. Public authorities, subject to budge constraints, fund
community organizations to carry out social pobcimore cheaply. This is
notably the argument of Salamon (1993), O’Loone®9@), Smith and Lipsky
(1993), Austin (2003) and Marwell (2004), who azaythe rise in power of the
third or voluntary sector as a means of privatizimg welfare state in the United
States. Drawing up contracts with community orgamans through invitation to
tender and fixed-term funding, as well as the usevolunteers by the
organizations, brings down costs and allows sqoidicies to be diversified to
match the various issues that arise. The debate fthlaws is essentially
normative in nature, and implicitly conveys a pesitassessment of the social
policies conducted by the state: Salamon (1993j)ieams the “commaodification”
of social aid, while O’Looney (1993) considers thia¢ privatization of social
services does not in any case stem only from aetwatve logic of reducing the
remit of the welfare state: it is also in keepinghvwa “leftist” critique of heavy-
handed state bureaucracy, insensitive to individaales and which stigmatizes
users. In this “leftist” critique of the welfareast, the growth in the role of
community organizations in the provision of so@atvices is a solution to these
problems related to bureaucracy. Austin (2003) scismme sixty academic
references showing how the mechanism of invitatortender is effective in
bringing down costs without reducing the qualitytloé services, provided that it
is possible to place community organizations in petition with one another.
This first type of response therefore presuppodest tocial policies are
fundamentally benevolent and preferable to secyrdlcies: this is the irenic
hypothesis.

For the second type of response, the issue is h®tptivatization of
social policies, but rather the dressing up of sgcpolicies as social policies (cf.



Piven and Cloward 1993): this is the malefic hypstik. This hypothesis is based
on two presuppositions: (i) social policesouldandcouldin theory be legitimate
progressive objectives, but are in practice a medinsocial control; (ii) social
control is a means for the dominant class to reggfats domination. From this
perspective, many writers have suggested that tugalspolicies were not
conceived with a view to improving the wellbeing tbe most destitute, but in
order to contribute to the maintenance of socidenfO’Connor 1973, Platt 1977,
Donzelot 1977, Cohen 1979, Offe 1984). For Pived @&toward (1993), the
ultimate aim of the social policies is to preveimgtarbances and riots, and to
reinforce the work ethic favourable to capitalisfor (a critique: Durman 1973,
Trattner 1983, Van Krieken 1991 and Dodenhoff 1928Je the debate on the
privatization of social policies, this issue corlsea high potential for political
polarization. The discussion risks focusing ondhgentialist problem of knowing
whether such a social poligy (or is not) social control, a discussion whichlwil
be determineda priori by the way in which either camp constructs what it
understands by “social policy” and “social controlb get away from this aporia,
this article proposes not to look at the questibtne essence (social poliegrsus
security policy) but rather to look at the subjeetmeaning these categories have
for the actors, in order to inquire into the speciinechanisms implemented
towards marginalized people by the community orzgtions.

From the point of view of the actors, the oppositiogtween social
policy and security policy is very meaningful: tlupposition hagmicrelevance.
From the conservative point of view, security pelc are associated with
efficiency and authority, while social policies associated with “do-gooders”
and excessive tolerance; and marginalized peomecaminals or nuisances.
From the progressive point of view, social policigs associated with humanism
and justice, while security policies are associatéti repression and violence;
and marginalized people are victims. The policed tem value security policies,
while social workers value social policies. Frone oint of view of sociology,
from anetic point of view, the dichotomous opposition betweeaia policy and
security policy in practice has to be challengedkiiig account of what is
meaningful for the actors enables us to reconsthait rationalities; not using
these oppositions as categories of analysis enablés describe the mechanisms
for managing marginalized people and the interastioetween the organizations
and their employers. By getting away from the esakst opposition between
security policy and social policy, we give oursaltke means to take account of
the power relationships, thagency of the actors, their local margin of
manoeuvre, and their capacity to exploit theirratéants. Such a strategy should
make it possible to avoid both the irenic vision @which “human” and “just”
social policies come to the aid of marginalizedgepand the malefic vision (in
which social policies are nothing more than segyrdlicies in disguise).

! The notion ofagencyis used in two registers: the theoretical questibtie relationship between
association andgency (Sewell 1992, Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994, Emirbaged Mische
1998), and the theory of the principal-agent (&sown asagency theory(Shapiro 2005). In this
paper, the notion adgencyrefers to the idea that most of the time the actefuse to be a simple
means at the service of exogenous ends, and thatdkain, even in asymmetrical relationships, a
margin for manoeuvre which they know how to make wa$ (Crozier and Friedberg 1977,
Friedberg 1993) because they are fundamentally veediowith “self-interest (with guile)”
(Williamson 1975).



Methodology: a study in two stations

The empirical work that underpins this analysibased on two monographs carried put
in the Part-Dieu station in Lyon and the Staziorent@ale in Milan between 2002 and
2004. It goes without saying that two cases camussibly enable to draw general
conclusions about third sector organizations orutitibe larger issues tackled in this
work. The function of the cases presented here ishbw in practical terms what the
questions posed refer to, and to identify the eiggdimechanisms, for which it is safe|to
assume that there is no reason why they would mouroin other contexts. The
qualitative survey essentially consisted of makinfservations and conducting
interviews, mainly with the railway companies, thelice and social workers, on each
site (30 interviews in the Lyon station, 18 in tiéan station). Collecting all these points
of view enables us to produce a synthesis thaffesrent from the sum of the individual

points of view of each actor. The survey shoulddfeee lead to “a simplification af

reality, partially at odds with the ordinary integfations and visions of the actors in the
context of the action studied” (Friedberg 1993: )31Vhe logic of the comparisan

between France and lItaly is not to control cultwrainstitutional variables, but rather fo
move away from the framework of the nation staterigher to identify mechanisms that
are not specific to a particular country. It is wngant to point out that the data from
Italian case and the French case are not of the sature. Some 80,000 people pass
through the railway station in Lyon every day, dhd facts investigated relate to some
ten homeless people, over a period of two year®,080 people pass through the Milan
railway station every day; and the events takeeplaetween 1993 and 2004, and they
relate to a significant and diverse marginalizedysation (drug addicts, homeless people
and immigrants). This is why the Italian case wilceive more attention in the

developments to follow.

2. Managing unintended consequences

Since 1991, a Directive of the European Commis$iaa encouraged
member states to embark on a process of openingaileay sector up to
competition. This opening up involves on the onexchan end to national
monopolies over railways, and on the other priaiin of national companies.
Public railway companies tend to be loss-making amghly dependent on
subsidies (Marlot 2004, Guélaud 2002). Traditionalhese companies invested
more in the trains, which are the core of theiritesss, than in the stations, which
were for a long time viewed as functional spaceshich to assemble passengers
at points of convergence before getting them ongottains (Sander 1996). This
lower investment in railway stations had contriloute their dereliction. The poor
reputation of railway stations and the people régdras undesirables that they
attract became a particular problem for the railveaynpanies when it came to
opening them up to competition. The SNCF set ufaoss department, and the
FS set up th&randi Stazionproject in order to carry out renovation projects
their railway stations. The idea was to introdudairshopping centres in order to
take advantage of the potential customers paskinogigh the stations every day.
These shops, in their turn, need security, whichréilevay companies, to whom
they pay rent, had to provide. In the medium tethma, railway companies rely on
the presence of shops to contribute to the redeimof the railway station. From
this viewpoint, the presence of marginalized peapldoubly detrimental to the
railway companies’ profitability: the homeless iratitly convey a negative image



of the world of the train, and by reducing theitrattiveness to businesses (the
rent the shopkeepers pay), they directly affeciptioditability of these companies.
In order to get rid of marginalized people, the pamies initially contemplated
resorting to coercion.

The limitations of police work

In the French case, the SNCF thought first of usisgnternal security
service, Surveillance Générale (Suge). Its workldidiave consisted of harassing
the homeless in such a way that would deter them finanging around in the
precincts of the station. This solution came ugrajdegal constraints and image
problems. On the one hand, sitting down in a railvetation is not legally
prohibited, and the police or officials of the Sugan only punish criminal
offences, such as forcing children to beg. On theroband, a railway station is a
public space, subject to the gaze of travellersp wihight protest against any
violent intervention. It is not in the railway compy’s interest to have a crowd
form and disrupt the flow of people. An SNCF exeaitherefore convinced his
management to find a non-coercive solution andugah social workers.

In the Italian case, the police was the sole sgcacgtor from 1993 to
1999. In 1992, the Lega Nord (Northern League) Whenmunicipal elections, and
brought pressure to bear on finding a policing sotufor the railway station. In
1993, corrupt policemen were removed from the @tatiMajor operations” then
began: police raids at night, using police vansar@st a maximum number of
marginalized people, deport immigrants and impridaug dealers.

(And what was that likeleavy patrols. We had these
non-EU nationall so with around thirty policemen, we arrested
all the non-EU nationals, marginalized people amdlesirables,
we put them in a police van, and they were all nake the
police station, where they were charged with aerafé. (Police
Superintendent, Italian station)

The criminal networks were weakened and drug tiafiig was pushed
back into the adjacent streets, but the experi@ficesers, travellers and local
residents, did not change: the railway station$ attracted many marginalized
people. This is where police action finds its lmtibns: the police can arrest
offenders, but they have neither the means not ikeir mission to deal with
poverty, which has no legal definition. The polisienply cannot do the social
work that is required to take care of marginalipedple.

Even an idiot can understand that someone who sleep
in a shelter at night will not be dossing in theest with a
blanket and a bottle of beer, that someone whaoeas given a
meal will not go off and steal food, that someoih® Was been
given shoes will not walk around barefoot, and teatneone
who has been given a clean t-shirt, creates lessd$turbance
than if he’s wearing a t-shirt covered in blood. )(.These are
ordinary examples. Helping people to get access toealth

! The Italian word to designate (poor) immigrants “extracomunitari’, literally “non-EU
national”, which can refer to white European (s@shUkrainians), Asian, South American or
African immigrants.



system, helping them in their dealings with thehatuities,
avoids other problems. You protect the fringedsk. tEducating
prostitutes about cleanliness, washing, avoids tipassing on
diseases. (Social worker 2, Italian station)

In Milan as in Lyon, it is not so much benevolerioards the most
vulnerable people as the limitations (perceived r@ad) of the police solution that
motivated the municipality and the railway comparti@turn to social policies.

The unintended consequences of social policies

Turning to social policies to produce order has ynadvantages in
practical and symbolic terms. This strategy nevégizeraises the problem of its
own unintended consequences. The issue here i® podge the appropriateness
of the idea of the unintended consequence of assistor its intrinsically
reactionary nature (Somers and Block 2005), bubaod at it from the point of
view of the promoters of “social” solutions, padiarly within the railway
companies. From the point of view of the actors wigh to reduce the nuisance
caused by marginalized people, an unintended comsequis an incentivising
structure set up to disperse marginalized peoplelwbnds up attracting more
than it disperses.

The promoters of non-repressive solutions at th€ESNassumed to be
the most concerned both about the interests ohtimeless and about the most
humane possible treatment of poverty, are acutelgr@a of the problem of
assistance. The experience of the major Parisiamasastations shows that the
distribution of food (from soup kitchens) attratzisge numbers of the needy.

There are unintended consequences in the actions yo
take. When you begin to welcome people... At the lateipen
in *** station, there were 100 of them to begin hyiand in the
end it was serving 700 meals a day. It brings peapland then
they stay. (...) Bringing in people to organize mealsthe
station is counterproductive. (National manager Mifssion
Solidarité, SNCF, French station)

Food distribution was then rejected, the community
organizations were in agreement with this, it wasgected
because it creates support centres. (Regional meEmay
Mission Solidarité, SNCF, French station)

The actors of the railway company in the Milaneasecwere also well
aware of the limitations of the strategy which dstssof funding community
organizations.

Social aid alone is not enough, it's like feediricag
dogs and cats, it doesn't solve the problem. Yot gpet rid of
them, so you move them, but it's not simply a gquestf moving
them, you have to organize them (Security mana@eandi
Stazioni, Italian station)

For the organizational actors or those ideologycalbse to them (whose
practical interests and values are to promote &bdolutions), the issue of
unintended consequences is neither a matter ofnmpakie poor aware of their



responsibilities, nor is it a way of putting theoplems of the railway company
above the wellbeing of marginalized people: it ignatter of the ethics of
responsibility. If a mechanism for social aid isedweaded, it is stopped, and no
one benefits from it. It is better for the mechami® benefit a few rather than to
benefit no one. To minimize these unintended coremops, the railway
companies count on the police or on their secusigyvice. Implementing
operations with community organizations implies aating a precedent which
makes the homeless of the region think that hangmognd in the station is the
best way to find long-term institutional aid. Irhet words, it is about helping the
homeless, in order to make them leave, withouaetittg others: “to geghemout
of poverty (and out of the station, too)” (Soutrer&®01).

Consequently, the issue is one of coordination eetw railway
companies, police and community organizations. tA# actors have different
values, objectives and methods. The values of thiegpand social workers are
often conflicting, some valuing “repressive” poéisiand others “social” policies.
But awareness of the intrinsic limitations of thermier and the unintended
consequences of the latter leads these actors o tagether. For example, the
Fratelli di San Francesco (an organization whicimages the Help Center) need
the police when a marginalized person becomesttdneg, but the police often
need the Fratelli to take care of a minor in th@mmunities when the law
prohibits any criminal action. This situation oterdependency leads the police to
tolerate certain illegal practices of the Fratedlich as helping people who are in
the country illegally.

The cops know that the Fratelli feed and house
undocumented immigrants, but they don't carry ouiid to
increase arrests, because they are the first tothsk=ratelli to
take care of mass poverty when they need it, ssebhan there
is a humanitarian disaster. So, it's an informakegment: “we
take your needy when necessary, and you don’t coene
hassling us”. (Social worker 3, Italian station)

Coordination is carried out by the railway compani&hey fund the
community organizations so that they can carryseuvices that suit the interests
of the railway companies. In the next section wegwing to look in detail at the
missions that these organizations are asked tg oatrby the railway companies.

3. Managing the marginalized

The Lyon station: breaking up the focal point, nesiag the homeless

In the Lyon station, the SNCF’s objective was tb the railway station
of the presence of homeless people. Rather thansting this mission to security
officers or bringing in the police, the SNCF setaufmonitoring committee” with
the Ministry of Health, the Municipality and the ma and decided to call upon
the services of a charitable organization to restitegoroblem.

Initially, this involved carrying out a sociologicexpert appraisal — the
speciality of the organization — taking two to #maonths. This expert appraisal
was conducted by social workers and was also degitm establish contact with
the homeless. From April to June 1999, social wark@ent out to meet the



homeless to gather information about them, estabtisntacts and create a
relationship of trust. The social workers obserwedt the majority of the
homeless — around a dozen — came and went, neyangin the station for long.
They sometimes stayed for no longer than an hobe fduisance they caused
depended on their level of alcoholism and on the apd downs of their
relationships. The social workers realized that Hwmeless were organized
around one of them, a man of around fifty who hpeins 19 years in the station
and who “lived” in the car park. Making the mostha$ perfect knowledge of the
station and the cordial relations he had managedstablish with the police,
tradesmen and SNCF employees, he had occupied davking spaces with his
belongings for so long that no one even thoughhaking him leave. He offered
to let homeless people who came to the railwayostagtay for a while in “his”
space for a small sum, promising them relative pead quiet.

The conclusion we came to was that we had to break
the hard core. | really don't like talking like thdut it was
necessary to break the hard core, the hard coresisted of two
people, who were living in the car park under traeh (...)
that's where the homeless bloke lived, so he cdattplhe
controlled, and he even sold spaces to people, &cand sit by
me, don’t worry, | know the cops, just give me aoeuwo
euros,” well, at the time it was ten francs, and &ay .... we
said “we have to break this thing”. Well by breaknean make
the guy who was living there permanently agree &wirg
treatment. And the guy agreed to go away for treatnfor
alcoholism. (Regional manager of Mission Solidari8NCF,
French station)

Secondly, the social workers had to put forwarditsohs for rehousing
the homeless, in order to get them to leave theagistation for good. The social
workers were faced with an obligation to achievauts from their partners in the
local authority, the police and the SNCF. If thegt dot manage to rehouse the
homeless, if they did not manage to establish atiogiship of trust with the
homeless such that they would agree to leave #imist the police and the Suge
would resort to coercion to “break up the focalntoi the expression used by the
institutional actors to refer to the removal of ti@meless.

Convincing the homeless to leave the station isentmmplex than it
might appear, because they develop routines andhlsoteractions in the
premises that they frequent, and they refuse incaisg to be housed in a hostel,
where the living conditions are very restrictive amdere dogs are not allowed.
Rehousing in a flat allows dogs to be taken intesaderation, but involves skills
which the homeless who are most accustomed togliinnthe street have lost,
such as keeping it clean, dealing with leaks, hagdjas points with care, using
the toilet. The social workers finally decided tasere the departure of the most
longstanding homeless person in the station, the who rented his space to
others, in order to prevent others moving in afeens. They convinced the old
man to go for treatment for alcoholism and helpéa Imove into a small
apartment. The SNCF immediately installed wire ingttaround the place the
homeless had been using and the station’s secoffigers carried out a
systematic policy of discouraging new arrivals. Dhieer homeless people agreed

10



to be rehoused. In the winter of 1999-2000 new Hessepeople arrived in the
station, but did not stay.

The Milanese station: moving marginalized peoplayam the long-
term

In the Milan station, it was less a case of rehagisa few homeless
people (as in the French station) than of contrgllihe nuisance caused by the
presence of hundreds of marginalized people. Treee many community
organizations each playing a role in managing tbeefy the railway station
attracts. The community organizations, by offerisgrvices to marginalized
people, create a relationship of dependence arsbpalization of relations which
cannot fail to stabilize these populations whicheptglly put order in the station
at risk. The function of control played by the commity organizations is the
keystone of the security policy of the FS group, aikhhas managed to take
advantage of the funding granted by the Municigabiccording to two methods:
the dispersal of marginalized people and the actation of information about
them.

Because the station continued, in spite of polieprassion, to draw
marginalized people who frightened travellers, ttagious constituents of the
Italian railway company coordinated with each oth®ruse the station’s Help
Center as a centre for dispersing marginalized getipbughout the area. The
reasoning was as follows: since the poor are gtongpme to the statiom any
case and sincan any caset is not possible to make them leave without offgr
them an alternative, you might as well accept thevitable presence of
marginalized people in order to better channel thewards the areas where they
cause less nuisance. This solution requires hdwegspaces available which are
able to take the marginalized people. The Help €eamly carried out its function
of dispersal on condition that it could offer theanginalized people spaces in
refuges. For a person in need, the decision toeleéhe support networks and
solutions offered by the railway station can ondyrbotivated by a prospect that is
at least comparable, i.e. another form of aid. Nlke all the national railway
companies, the FS group is historically a largepprty owner. And, like
everywhere in Europe, rail transport has declineaserably since the Second
World War. RFI (the infrastructure and network lofamof FS) owns a number of
more or less abandoned signal boxes, small statwaehouses and sheds. The
smallest stations are increasingly operated unnthnime Lombardy, 45 % of
stations are fully automated. These railway inftagtres are often occupied
illegally by groups of immigrants. Police operasoagainst this phenomenon
have no long-term effect as the squatters alwaysedoack. When a facility has
been squatted and the police have intervened, stscthe RFI on average €
250,000 to restore the property to its initial valéror RFI, these spaces might
therefore be better used, hence the idea of hathegy run by community
organizations in order to protect them againsgdleoccupation. In Lombardy 80
railway stations are now run in this way. Out of tb00 automated stations (but
which also have travellers passing through) inyJtd00 are run by community
organizations. The organizations do well out o tsince they are given premises
free of charge and are legitimized in their actiand the railway company also
does well out of the arrangement, since the maligeth people are settled and
kept under control, out of sight of travellers.
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But the ambition of the authorities does not bawd simply to the
dispersal of the marginalized. Grandi Stazioni'anpls to make the most of the
grassroots knowledge of the organizations in otdeyain a better understanding
of these marginalized populations, isolating thad® are potentially dangerous
and where applicable carrying out targeted repressampaigns.

It is therefore a synergy. The community organizegi
that are working in the station, who come to thd af the
homeless, have signed an agreement with us to wra@@curity.
They make their knowledge of the people they ntixaviailable
to us, distinguishing criminals, dealers and violeebple from
the homeless. With the community organizations, cae
pinpoint dangerous individuals, in order to cure tftation once
more (...) There is an agreement between the comynunit
organizations, the city, the station and the policeimprove
security. Standardized forms have been producetpoave our
knowledge of the homeless and the marginalizedpandhose
who behave badly into prison. It all revolves arduthese
forms. And as Grandi Stazioni is giving these comiyu
organizations premises ... (Security manager, Gr&tdeioni,
Italian station)

The railway company, which provides the communityamizations with
premises and funding, expects its community orgditia interlocutors to give it
in exchange individualized information on the masdldized people with which
they are in daily contact. The work of the railwagmpany is therefore to
integrate the work of the community organizationfoithe station’s security
policy by building up the coordination between tmenmunity organizations and
the police, so that police repression and sociakwaoe no longer seen as being in
opposition, and to make the most of the skills ahlto further the conversion of
the station into an attractive area for its custame

The work of the community organizations stresses ciwaplexity of
managing marginalized people in railway stationsarfhg in mind the legal
constraints and the intrinsic attractiveness ofi@ta to marginalized people, a
policy based purely on policing is not effectivaen @chieve its ends, the railway
company is forced to practise, through communigaaizations, a subtle game of
incentives and sanctions. From a more strictly yitall viewpoint, it is possible
to identify two social control mechanisms at wankthese social policies: (a) the
use of incentive and disincentive measures whitgcabr channel behaviour, and
(b) the establishing of relationships of dependewbé&ch keep a check on the
beneficiary of these social policies. In both stiag, the charitable organizations
are using incentives to get marginalized peopleave the station. In the Milan
station, the ongoing support provided for margireadi people makes them more
predictable as they are more dependent on the aid.

! At the time of the research, this project had yet been implemented. It is clear that for
ideological and religious reasons, community asgmsis are reluctant to provide this

information, particularly to the police (Navariet al. undated). The question is twofold: can the
railway company force the community associationseoperate? What area of doubt are the
community associations in a position to maintain?
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The active cooperation of the community organizetiin the dispersal
of marginalized people shows to what extent thendaty between social policy
and security policy is empirically tenuous: a ditdmous conception of these two
concepts is inappropriate. This cooperation alsatels a tension between the
objectives of the community organizations (“tacglisocial issues”) and those of
the railway companies (“getting rid of marginalizeebple”). Does this mean that
the community organizations are instruments ofaamntrol? In the next part we
are going to try to show the opposite by highliggtihe notion ohgency

4. Managing legitimacy and the interplay of exploiations

The specific legitimacy of community organizatiolssbased on their
capacity to present themselves as actors disitéeres material profit (Gadrey
2000) and motivated by solidarity and compassiaerathan opportunism.
People imagine the world of community organizatidgasbe swimming with
charismatic figures and positive values such aglaatly and self-sacrifice. A
significant part of social science literature on tthied sector and civil society also
uses this discourse of praise. Within it the noofipsector is described as a major
social innovation (Salamon 1995, Salamon and Amh&R97, Anheier and
Salamon 1998, Salamoet al. 1999), regarded as remedying the problems
deriving from capitalism (Fourel 2001, Jeantet 200&ville and Cattani 2006,
Laville et. al1997, Laville 2000) and renewing democracy (Put28@0, Chanial
2001, Evers 20068) This specific legitimacy is the principle that tivates
volunteers to work for community organizations, géhare able to operate thanks
to the normative commitment of their members (Etzi964).

This same legitimacy is indispensable in the retethip of community
organizations with their institutional partners.eTRlunicipality and the railway
company are all the more inclined to fund commuratganizations if these
organizations are able to bring their legitimacybtar in such a way that this
legitimacy reflects on those providing the fundinfunding a charitable
organization shows that one is concerned about hussaies and not only about
financial profit. Community organizations are waellvare that they are selling
their legitimacy as much as their labour force. yfhee all the more aware of it
because, as organizations, they are faced witlptblelem of keeping going or
even of survival. Because community organizatiomsaganizations, their first
imperative, like all organizations, is to survilgahnan and Freeman 1977,
Carroll 1984, Hall 2002). In order to keep goinggamizations must cooperate
with actors who have the means for their surviérwell (2004) has shown for
example how community organizations providing hohedp services in two
Hispanic neighbourhoods of New York were directlyalved in local electoral
clientelism. The community organizations receive salies from local
councillors. The local councillors want to be reaéd. The community

! Empirical work on community associations is distiy less lyrical. It stresses the conflicts and
the power relations within community associatiobavflle and Sainsaulieu 1997a), and the ups
and downs of their daily operation, of their prafesalization and the nature of their funding
(Haeringeret al. 1997, Laville and Sainsaulieu 1997b). BesidesaiBah (1995), concerned at
seeing rather too optimistic a literature develgpatbout the capacity of community associations
to “change people’s lives”, warned over ten yeage against theomanticizationof the third
sector in literature. See also the critical dismrssof Mayer (2003) and Pirotte (2007).
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organizations want to go on helping people. Scsitn the interest of local

councillors to subsidise the community organizatithed are favourable to them,
at the expense of those that are not, and to esmfinence that they have in the
population to help them be re-elected. The commuaorganizations have an
interest in stabilizing their funding and therefonegetting the politicians who

grant them subsidies elected. In a context in wiiath community organization
depends on funding that is always temporary, theiglrof the organization

depends on its capacity to be able to continuesliots services. As a result the
relations between community organizations and thseling them involve

mutual exploitation, the sophistication of which iat odds with the

disinterestedness on which their legitimacy is dase

Almost all volunteers, social workers and commundgganization
managers who work on behalf of the homeless and @wdicts are firmly
convinced that the destitute people at the stadiom worthy of respect and
consideration. The main community organizationspame of the Christian-social
movement and almost all of the social workers ammly progressive. They
consider marginalized people to be victims of araurgconomic order and of an
egotistical society. Working in a charitable orgaation almost always implies
favouring social aid over repression in the treatirad poverty. From that, one
might expect community organizations to show hipgtibwards the intentions of
the Municipality or Grandi Stazioni: for do thesedi®s not view solidarity as a
means in the service of security?

On the contrary, the security intentions of the Mipality and Grandi
Stazioni are resources for the community orgaromnatiin the railway station.
Rather than holding on tightly to a purely chariggrocess, they intend to benefit
from the opportunities — material and symbolic -t the present situation offers,
by explicitly linking social aid and improvement security in their applications
for funding or premises. The theme of security apriaciple justifying the
collective usefulness of social work is used by oamity organizations as a code
of communication with the various components ofrdilvay company.

Our community organizations are involved in aidj@cts on

behalf of the fringes of profound marginality whicire often

represented in the form of social concerns and efatrgcitizens, and

this without doubt links the consideration with teecurity aspect.

(...) Our community organizations have effectivelyowh in recent

years that the action of aid, help and social ptaie of the fringe

groups at greatest risk, accompanied by the equaltgssary action

of prevention, security and control by the forcésmler, are the best

conditions through which one can effectively deéthvihe problems

related to profound social marginality, even on theges most at

risk, with an undoubted benefit to citizens.

The managers of community organizations are oblyocsnvinced of
the collective usefulness of their work but tendiiew the question of security as
secondary within an overall issue in which the giyois to come to the aid of
poor people whose lives are in danger. Justifylmg usefulness of their work

! Undated document from a group of community assiocis working at the station, entitled
“Solidareta e sicurezza”.
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from the security point of view therefore falls kit the perspective of a cynical
and opportunistic use of the situation to their @@wantage.

In a meeting with the Lega Nord, when they ask us
what we would do if we found a kid who had run avirayn
Sicily and who turned up [at the station], we dosety “We did
a great thing, we returned a kid to his parents.g way “we
removed a criminal danger from the streets of Milan
(laughter). (Social worker 2, Italian station)

The community organizations that sell their legdoy in order to
collaborate with security policies are not meretims: they have a capacity for
agency They benefit from their usefulness to the murdbitg or the railway
company in order to get funding and they intenduse their margin for
manoeuvre at local level to maximize the socialatision of their mission to the
detriment of the security dimension. But they adiagyimg with actors who are no
less pragmatic; in the game of mutual exploitatibvey can also come out the
losers. The experience of other partnerships aeeptioof of this: charitable
organizations are regularly brought in by the publithorities to take part in joint
operations with the forces of law and order (statenunicipal) in the course of
which the presence of these community organizatapyears to be to act as a
“social guarantee”, the “humanist” justificationrf@ project which is not
humanist in nature.

On Place des Terreaux, we were exploited much
more... We played the role of social guarantee feaming up
the Place des Terreaux. We were really manipulat¢8ocial
worker, French station)

In the case mentioned by this interviewee, theadogorkers were not
informed about police operations carried out agathe marginalized people
whose trust they were supposed to have gained.shHaows that the exploitation
works two ways: on the one hand the community aegaions exploit the theme
of security and the bad conscience of certain deeimakers in order to keep
their sources of funding going with projects at thargins of social work; on the
other hand, the public authorities and private camgsaexploit the community
organizations by making them play the role of “abguarantee” when problems
are controversial. As there are many community migggions and their funding is
insecure, it is plausible that they are being eix@iomore often than they exploit
more stable actors such as the public authoritiésrge companies.

5. Conclusion

Faced with the problem of marginalized people ihway stations, the
railway companies have turned to charitable orgdmins to find a more
satisfactory solution than mere repression. Theionobf management (of
unintended consequences, of marginalized peopléegitinacy) enables them to
exploit the subtle power relations that come intayph the implementation of
these policies. In Lyon as in Milan, the commurdtganizations have to manage
the unintended consequences of their own work, botbatisfy the demands of
their employer, but also so that they can contiouaffer attractive services. They
set up incentive structures for marginalized peaplerder to make them comply
with the expectations defined by the railway comesn These incentive
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structures are not by nature coercive, and for tleigson the community
organizations cooperate with the police. They getaugame in which there is
something for everyone, marginalized people antivagi companies. But the
community organizations are managing not only nmaigied people, they are
also managing their legitimacy. In short, they jograte in the philanthropic,
“social” (as opposed to “security”) legitimation tife railway companies, at the
risk of putting their own legitimacy in danger bgrpcipating in the commercial
upgrading of stations.

A pragmatic strategy for the railway companies ef@e implies
reconciling police operations with social treatmena bid to limit conflicts and
make the space as pleasant as possible for udmrsthis requires compromises
to be made with a fundamentalist conception of us&g’. Symmetrically,
speaking of “solidarity” in reference to social \aseems improper given the
exploitation of this solidarity: dispersing mardizad people, making the station
better for business, satisfying the demands of rgotefThe community
organizations are not taken in by this policy bhbeyt do benefit from the
opportunities it provides to ensure the survivaltloéir organization. For the
management of community organizations and for tbkinteers, the desirable
objective would be the disappearance of povertywrasnsult to humanity; for
Grandi Stazioni and the SNCF, it is a more modeatten of reducing the
visibility of poverty in the spaces around theway station in order to minimize
damage to business. But all the managers of theusacomponents of the FS
Group and the SNCF know that there ailvaysbe marginalized people and that
the railway stations wilhlwaysattract them.

In this game the central backers are the railway paones, and the
central service providers are the community orgations. The state remains a
notable actor due to the involvement of the polimn4,it is practically absent from
the social policies. In France, its share of thedfog of community organizations
through its local public services, in a projecttthhdas not initiated and does not
run, is minor; in Italy, it is only marginally inhed in the way the operation is
funded.

The approach taken allows two deceptive conceptainthe relation
between social policies and security policies tokbpt apart. On the one hand,
fieldwork shows that the management of marginalipedple by community
organizations falls within a continuum between abpbolicy and criminal policy,
in the middle of which the boundaries are vaguee @ichotomous opposition
between social policy and security policy makessanse; the irenic hypothesis,
which idealizes (*humane” and *“just”) social poési by opposing them to
(“repressive” and “violent”) security policies, igres this complexity. On the
other hand, within this continuum, the communitganizations are trying to use
their agencyat local level to ensure the “social” nature aithmission, which is
to participate in the upgrading of the station.sTtapacity fomgencycontradicts
the malefic hypotheses according to which sociatpesd “only” carry out a more
insidious form of social control.

There remains a paradox. To get beyond the opposhietween the
irenic hypothesis and the malefic hypothesis, itnecessary to differentiate
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between emic concepts (those of the actors) and @incepts (those of
sociological analysis). As it happens, it is vitalunderstand the meaning and
value that the “social policy” and “security policgategories have for the actors
concerned, if you want to analyze the policies enptnted in the railway stations
of Lyon and Milan. But claiming the superiority s€ience over common sense
does not do the actors justice: the strategies bisethe actors testify to a
perfectly practical analysis of the real challengast to mention the academic
translation of the irenic and malefic hypothesdd)).in all, this article shows to
what extent the actors involved are pragmatic, caempeand insightful, and
capable of understanding the nature of power oglatfrom a practical point of
view.
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