Why does Community Participation Arouse our Interest?
An Approach to the Organizational Modes Developed by Ringuelet Settlement
Neighbors during their Relocation
This first version of our essay1 is part of the doctoral dissertation “Socio-urban
transformations and everyday life: relocation of Ringuelet’s settlement (2013-2017).
Inhabiting (after) the flood”. Its aim is to analyze -from a qualitative and ethnographic
perspective- a relocation process (in a settlement located in Ringuelet, La Plata,
Argentina) to thoroughly understand the modes in which socio-urban transformations
can modify structures of meanings and, thus, produce shared meanings as well as
stressed meanings, as far as modes of inhabiting the territory are concerned. The
neighborhood chosen is located on the banks of the El Gato stream and, after the
flooding disaster which stroke the city of La Plata on April 2nd 2013, a relocation
project began to take shape2 as it was deemed necessary to implement major hydraulic
works at said site location so as to prevent another similar catastrophe from happening
again.
It should be emphasized that in this essay we will address the modes of organization and
participation of the inhabitants of Ringuelet settlement before their move as we consider
community intervention fundamental - though often disregarded – for implementing
urban public policies as well as having a strong influence upon results; we also consider
that processes are as important as products and that space appropriation depends, to a
large extent, on this. Therefore, the question from which we start is: How do these
neighbors participate in building their territories and commit themselves to belonging
(or rather not to cease belonging) to the city? In the end, we will also explore the type of
subject and the type of society we promote -and we long for- to constitute in such
processes.
It should be clarified that a qualitative and ethnographic methodology was carried out
during almost four years and the techniques used were in-depth interviews to neighbors,
social organization referents and government officials, as well as participant
observations in assemblies, birthday celebrations, barbecues, events and the like.
Anyway, it is worth mentioning that our initial contact was established through
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We also highlight that there are some extracts published in papers and articles.
This process came together with the railways electrification, so the housing site location was needed for
such a process.
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TECHO, a civil association wherein we were volunteers and we coordinated the socalled “drawing board” in this settlement between 2009 and 2013.
We strongly believe that not only rationality but also a lot of sensitivity is needed to
produce knowledge. For that reason, we quote Eduardo Galeano (2007: 107) who
maintains:
Why does one write, if not
to put one’s pieces together?
As soon as we enter school or church,
education chops us into pieces,
making us divorce soul from body
and mind from heart.
Learned masters of Ethics and Moral
must be those who’ve coined the word
‘sentipensante’, feeling-thinking,
to define the language that tells the truth.

This is exactly how we understand academic research, especially after having discussed
ideas with so many referents during our stay in New York: this experience makes us
believe that, for creating knowledge, not only rigorous methodology and theoretical
framework but also imagination is necessary. Much more sensitivity is necessary to deal
with the problems affecting the daily life of millions of inhabitants. We should be
creative, listen to different perspectives and refrain from accepting injustice. One cannot
go on if one knows that a single subject is suffering, that his or her rights are being
violated. And it is precisely at the University where we can foster the knowledge that
may transform the lives of many subjects –including our own- not without them, but
with them: refraining from thinking that the knowledge we have is the most significant,
but sharing knowledge and experiences with others, especially with those who have
been silenced throughout the history of mankind. Therefore, we ask ourselves following
Nicha Nagar (2017): “Can we hope to achieve greater justice in and through the ways
that these unheard tones, stolen voices, and erased knowledge are rendered through
academic practices?”

Neighborhood Layout
Before analyzing the issues raised, it is essential to briefly describe the neighborhood.
We will refer to it in the past because while we were in New York as part of President
Néstor Kirchner Fellowship, our local government relocated the last families who were
still living on the banks of El Gato stream in an area known as the “canchita” (a little
football pitch), though there remain some houses. As our dissertation was delivered at
that same time and we could not accompany the process so closely, we do not address
such a move. Also, we insist on using the past because the neighborhood as we knew it
was modified not only in material but also symbolic terms. On the one side, the houses
were demolished and at present there is just rubble, garbage or machinery for hydraulic
works; and, on the other side, this site location is re-signified, though this will not be
addressed in this essay3.
Ringuelet settlement was home to less than 500 families and was located at 514 St. and
514 bis St. from 6 St. in a downward direction. That is, if we entered the neighborhood
from 7th Avenue -one of the main avenues in La Plata city- we would walk two blocks
ahead until we came across the little football pitch. If we continued walking, we would
cross a bridge corresponding to the 3rd street and in the 1st street we would observe –
on a raised plane - the train rails. Walking under the rails, we would access to another
part of the neighborhood known as “Hidden City”, located between the rails and Buenos
Aires – La Plata highway.
The little football pitch was surrounded by adjoining houses, built mostly with wood,
canvas and metal sheet. To the side and along the stream (i.e. from this section to the
highway) there were houses of such materials and others made of brick or durlock. It
should be noted that, according to Benítez and others (2007), this area was surrounded
by a significant communication network, consisting of the aforementioned highway, the
railway, 7th Avenue, Camino Centenario, among others.
Another aspect to emphasize is that in general the lands where the families lived were
public, but there were also private lands. The acquisition resulted from the mere taking
or from the purchase/sale handled in many occasions by the political leaders of the
neighborhood.
This territory lacked the main public services. As Fernándes (2011: 2) points out:
“Informal housing in general does not have formal land titles and may show patterns of
3

On this aspect, the doctoral dissertation where we draw some lines to think about that neighborhood
may be addressed.

irregular development, lack of essential public services (...) and may be built on public
or ecologically vulnerable land”, as it is the case of Ringuelet: when being stuck to the
stream, the families lived exposed to diseases and other risks such as floods.

Image of Ringuelet settlement taken from the train rails, which are at a raised plane.

Left image: location of La Plata city in a map of Argentina (illustrated with the red dot).
Right image: location of Ringuelet settlement from La Plata city center.

Map of the neighborhood. The brown line represents the rails dividing the settlement into “Hidden City”
and 1st to 3rd steet. The light blue line indicates the location of the El Gato stream.

Satellite image of Ringuelet settlement and its new neighborhood.

Brief Conceptual Clarification
In the first place, we consider that settlements are understood as neighborhoods that
“inhabit” cities and are not uniform (Valdés, 2014: 41). For the researcher, these are not

marginalized neighborhoods because they are part of the cities. When referring to
settlements -such as Ringuelet-, Valdés refers to neighborhoods having some
progressive organizational features though lacking at least one essential service. As
Oszlak (1983) defined: there are no sewers, gas, drains or pavement, and sometimes
even the electric system is not adequate. They usually lack green spaces and, according
to the author, they even lack urban planning from the government. At the same time,
land titles are non-existent.
Valdés details that they are “urban tracings that tend to be regular and planned,
resembling the usual block layout of pieces of land sold in the land market” (Del
Río/Duarte, 2007, in Valdés, 2014: 42), so subdivisions respect blocks.
According to the Director of Buenos Aires’ State Housing Institute, Ringuelet
settlement was longitudinal. This means that it followed the tracing of 514 St. along the
stream and -with the exception of the little football pitch area where there were
numerous houses- the houses were built one next to the other, alongside the watercourse
and layout of the rest of the city.
As far as settlements are concerned, several meanings coexist according to the diverse
criteria applied. The legal field often focuses on lack of land titles to the inhabited
lands, naturalizing this scenario and pointing out both illegality and lack of rights while
the urban regulations system focuses on housing and infrastructure. The economic field
focuses on lack of taxation since taxes are not paid in many occasions. Likewise, some
social perspectives look at the actors involved in these processes and the correlation
between poverty and settlements, though direct relationship is non-existent. In fact,
there are people who live in situations of poverty and access to the land through its
payment, while there are inhabitants of private neighborhoods with sufficient economic
resources who do not pay for the land, and even, there are people who leave the
settlement and remain poor. Finally, the political sector places the focus on modes of
organization, participation and land market.
In our own case, it is our intention not to fall into the reductionism of formal-informal
city, where the former is seen as legitimate and the latter is associated with the
anomalous, in an attempt to make those territories formal, i.e. “normal”. All these
conceptions are accompanied by meanings, practices and policies. That is why its use
may be dangerous unless stating clearly the perspective adopted, since we run the
ethical risk of exposing the other one for being different and of not seeing him/her as a
subject of rights.

On the other hand, we would like to emphasize that when we refer to communication
we do so following the perspective of cultural studies and conceiving it as a social
process of meanings production. Communication comes from the latin word communis
which means sharing, communion, participating. From there, we will analyze the
relocation process.
Focus is placed on participation because we consider that participation promotes
transformational processes, fosters knowledge, develops decision-making capacities,
enables empowerment instances and builds meanings linked to inhabiting a territory.
The latter has to do with space usage and appropriation (whether it be the neighborhood
or the house), which never comes to an end and promotes a subject-territory
relationship.
Neighborhood Borders
The relocation project fostered modes of organization which, for some neighbors,
implied an emergent experience, novel, or at least unknown until that moment, whereas
for others it was an opportunity for strengthening previous practices of organization. In
the present essay, we will describe and analyze those two modes which arose during this
process, prior to the move, differentiating one from the other, since we understand that
modes of organization also imply ways of inhabiting a territory.
Following Segura (2009), we consider that there are different operations in the ways of
inhabiting and symbolizing a territory: there are modes of differentiation from the
others, establishing thresholds and borders (exterior, interior; inside, outside; we,
others) and also designing paths which point in the opposite direction, that is to say,
building bridges. In our case, we consider that “the neighborhood space (...) is not a
homogeneous area, multiplying the differences towards the interior (...) has a
foreground and a background” (Segura, 2009 in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura,
2009: 48).
To analyze the relocation process, we observe how those similarities and differences
interacted in the neighborhood: in the foreground there was an area known as “la
canchita” (a little football pitch), whose relocation was carried out, according to word of
mouth, from one day to the other during our stay in New York; in the center there were
the inhabitants from 1st to 3rd street; finally, crossing the train rails, those of “Hidden
City”.

Focusing on the last two groups, we perceive that in the neighborhood itself there
coexists a reproduction of stigmas and differences which sometimes reflect on the
settlement and the rest of the city (Segura, 2009). This is clearly evident in the
relocation since neighbors from 1st to 3rd street do not want to be close to those who
live behind the rails as they make a living from collecting cardboard (in Argentina they
are known as “cartoneros”): “Its inhabitants take both spatial delimitation and sense of
belonging very seriously since they strongly condition their movements around the
area” (Bonaldi and Del Cueto in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009: 114).
We understand that the various actors inhabiting a neighborhood participate in the
construction of these borders. Although in this case there is a material frame - the rails-,
these borders are socio-cultural and symbolic constructions, bearing an impact on daily
life (Grimson in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009). And it is clear that each
group –the one in “the background”, as many inhabitants call them, and that one from
1st to 3rd street - live and circulate in specific spaces: “The borders, whether or not
having a spatial translation, refer to social relations, to the ways in which people
classify and imagine themselves and to the ways in which they are related by virtue of
such classifications and imaginaries” (Segura in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura,
2009: 55). That is to say, these oppositions, as in the foreground and the background,
reproduce themselves in practices -among them, in those of participation and
organization- and in our ways of naming the territory and are constituted as categories
“that symbolize the positions of each of the actors in the social space, link such
positions to moral dimensions and organize the relations between the actors in the key
of we-others” (Segura in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009: 55).
Likewise, there is a closeness among those inhabitants who feel the same or, at least,
similarly, who belong to a similar socioeconomic group, share worksite, nationality,
family ties, among other characteristics, and this is observed in each group of neighbors
we have pointed out. Although, of course, the borders are not sharp, there are also
crosses, negotiations, etc., but as Segura states, crossing a boundary does not imply
abolishing it. For this author (in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009: 58), “it is
precisely these territorial and symbolic limits that increasingly push towards
socialization in homogeneous spaces from the socioeconomic point of view” and this, in
turn, deepens the limits which gave rise to it.
On the other hand, we must consider that space is an expression and, in turn, expresses
the social positions of subjects, which are unequal, and relations of power. Such

positions are incorporated and naturalized by the subjects in daily life (Segura in
Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009) of the neighborhood, whose life “is flooded
with evaluations about the neighbor/the next” (Diez in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and
Segura , 2009: 97).
In the following sections we will see the ways in which these borders have influenced
the relocation process. That is to say, it is fundamental to consider the ways in which
the territorial inscriptions of the subjects form a symbolic process of belonging or
distance and this affects – though not in a decisive way- how they participate and are
organized during the relocation process.
Assemblies
The neighborhood relocation assemblies were held from 2014 to 2016, first in a club
near the neighborhood and then on a street corner. At first, neighbors participated
together with provincial and local government officials and referents of social
organizations, such as TECHO, the Evita Movement and the coordinators of a movie
workshop offered in the neighborhood.
With the official request in September, 2014, for a double relocation process first to
temporary housing and then to definite ones, and the possibility offered by the local
delegate to move for a while to “containers”, this space ceased to operate as such. On
the one hand, the inhabitants living behind the rails met together and, on the other hand,
the neighbors from 1st to 3rd street did the same, to discuss how the relocation process
would continue.
The Experience of “Hidden City”4 Neighbors
In this part of the neighborhood, located behind the rails and inhabited by numerous
families from Quilmes5 who mostly make a living from collecting cardboard, it is
clearly evident that “neighborhood relations overlap with those of kinship” (Segura in
Grimson, Ferraudi Curto y Segura, 2009: 58).
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We will use pseudonyms to guarantee the anonymity of the interviewees.
Quilmes is a city located near from La Plata.

“Hidden City” image taken from below the rails.

The move of this group of neighbors began in March 2015.
We conducted three interviews: the first one - which turned out to be the first in the new
neighborhood - was to Horacio, in May, 2015. We held it as part of an informal visit
-together with other members of the assembly- to the territory. Six days later, we were
introduced to the leader of Hidden City, Ramiro, thanks to the first interviewee who
gave us his telephone number, after having requested his permission. Both interviews
were held in their respective temporary homes. Finally, we did a joint interview with
Antonia and Estefanía, Horacio's wife and daughter respectively, once they moved into
their final housing, in May, 2016, that is, a year later.
According to Ramiro, the leader of this area, “we were the first to move because we
said yes to the precarious” –that is how all the inhabitants refer to their temporary
homes-, while inhabitants on the other side of the rails refused. That is to say, a
distinction arises between us -the neighbors behind the rails- and them - those who live
from 1st street6-.
6

An inverse situation occurs with the inhabitants from 1st to 3rd street.

Moving was a risk in itself because it involved not only abandoning the inhabited space,
its relations and ways of inhabiting already known but also going to an unknown
territory. Horacio adds that at first they did not believe in the goverment’s proposal.
Ramiro clarifies that it was necessary to meet face to face and negotiate with the former
Director of the Buenos Aires’ State Housing Institute.
We may assume they were the first to move because, since the government had tried
unsuccessfully with inhabitants from 1st to 3rd street, Hidden City was another possible
option. Above all, bearing in mind that their housing site location was necessary for the
rails works and that it was an active community with similarities in its constitution,
made up of relatives who worked almost everyone from collecting cardboard and with a
clear leader, it was a plausible group either willing or convinced to relocate.
Ramiro comments that the former delegate had told him that the houses were not
containers, yet he would not accept moving until he could see them.
Horacio argues that the officers in charge of the railway works offered them to buy six
temporary houses to move, but the families behind the rails did not agree and asked for
ten. Ramiro adds: “We accept the precarious but if you get ten, you get everyone. It was
the only condition we set. We came to see them all the families together and we set only
one condition, and also they had to have the essential services. And we said yes, yes we
accepted”. According to Antonia, also the government and the inhabitants themselves
requested the neighborhood to be respected. This was requested in turn by the majority
of the inhabitants of the whole settlement, so, we can think that:
The feeling of belonging to the neighborhood is reinforced by the possibility of
recognition/ignorance of the other as a member or as a stranger. But it is not just
the proximity to the other's home, but the neighborhood relations which are
intertwined with relations of friendship or kinship (Bonaldi and del Cueto in
Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009: 117-118).

They were also interested in moving several families together because they were afraid
of being robbed. This is because “the production of acts of violence, as well as the risk
of suffering them or the management of that risk, are associated and contribute to
reinforce neighborhood belongings” (Bonaldi and del Cueto, 2009 in Grimson, Ferraudi
Curto y Segura , 2009: 118); therefore, the condition to leave the territory was to do so
collectively: to respect not only the community but also to move a significant number

together - for the neighbors - of families so that they could feel protected. This makes
even more sense when they explain that on two occasions other people wanted to
“usurp” their new houses.
Horacio found out that the government gave all this land to the houses. And, in addition,
the neighbors did not accept to relocate without having some kind of title which granted
them certain guarantee: according to this neighbor, they have a legal document that
states that the definite houses belong to all of them: “If they take me out from here
[temporary houses], I have the right to take any of those houses, even if they are not
finished, I go, I get there, I have the document and they cannot get me out”. That legal
document was signed, according to Horacio, by the former major, his brother, the
former infrastructure engineer and the previous minister of that ministery. In fact, when
having access to such a brief, we observed that it states “the INSTITUTE grants the
BENEFICIARY the possession of an industrialized dwelling” until they move to the
definite ones.
Modes of Organization and Participation
Ramiro, Antonia and Horacio arrogate the organization of the relocation. In the case of
Antonia, it is the only one who indicates that leadership was shared with Ramiro.
Instead, the two men emphasize their individual intervention:
“A neighbor says ‘who is going to organize?’ I say, ‘I am going to be organizing
everything until the move is over’”- Ramiro.
“I put them all together, I explained to them, I told them that we were going to
have a piece of paper signed by the major, which they did not believe, but it was
like that” - Horacio.
“I was convinced, but how can I persuade others? That was the complication, but
then good, they understood and moved”- Horacio.

It was necessary to persuade his neighbors that relocation “meant a qualitative
improvement in the living conditions of the population” (Forni, Castronuovo and
Nardone, 2013: 206-207). Horacio then acknowledges Ramiro’s participation: “He
helped us out because he was the one that was with it”.

None of the interviewees wanted to participate in the general assemblies because there
were also people from outside the neighborhood - aliens:
“We went only once but we had discussed issues with people who did not live on
the slope of the stream and they intervened” - Antonia.
“I do not like assemblies a lot because sometimes they interfere... If you don’t
live in the neighborhood, you can’t speak for others that have many needs”Ramiro.

Here clearly appears the construction of “we” - in this case and unlike the principle of
this section, made up of all the inhabitants of the neighborhood - and “they”, relating to
those who do not live in the settlement. At the same time, it allows us to think about
participation because a subject is allowed to intervene if they live in the neighborhood,
while if they do not, they are delegitimized and that is why neighbors of Hidden City
prefer not to go.
Ramiro emphasizes this issue and points out that when he participated in meetings held
on a street corner and no longer in the club, both counselors and organization militants
claimed that it was necessary to request the definite houses without accepting the
temporary ones. Then he adds: “Previously there were a lot of organizations that
wanted to get into politics”. From these words it can be inferred that Ramiro is the only
one who can decide who “gets into politics” in this settlement.
What seems to be overturning is the idea that outsiders look at the benefits of their
organization, grouping, or movement, that is, that they want to do politics and take
advantage regardless of the poor conditions in which the settlement neighbors live. Is it
just out of solidarity with the other neighbors or is it because his leadership is somewhat
challenged in the so-called “Hidden City”? We consider that there exists a symbolic
dispute for the capital and empowerment: the decisions are taken by people who live
inside or outside the settlement. Anyway, at this stage it should be emphasized that we
do not perceive participation of external subjects in the neighborhood as an intrusion,
but when others intervene, notwithstanding what is done from outside, they participate
in ways somewhat different “to those who are an integral part of that space” (Uranga,
2012: 4).

Apart from the presence of others, another reason introduced by Ramiro and explained
by Antonia not to go to the assembly is that this part of the settlement is considered “a
red hazard zone”:
-What does it mean it was “a red hazard zone”?
Antonia: as if we were bad people.
-Really?
Antonia: yes, we were all discriminated against, why? Because all the cartoneros
lived on that area.
“Hidden City was red hazard zone but we never stole anything, we never killed
anyone. The police set it as a red zone, just because we didn’t let them in because
of our issues”.

In our western culture, red is a signifier that indicates danger, prohibition. Is a warning
call to be attentive7. Here it operates as a deteriorating identifying feature: it is a stigma
that weighs on the residents of this part of the neighborhood. In this case, being a “red
hazard zone” shows how “the city is segmented and dangerous areas are marked,
cartographies of fear are constructed” (Segura, 2009: 67). Then, “Hidden City” is not a
good area; on the contrary, it is insecure, impassable. As Bayón argues (2015: 144):
The association of poverty with all and the worst social evils make the place a
forbidden zone, an area to be avoided (...) Thus, stigmas sharpen the fear of
outsiders to the place, denigrate their inhabitants and deepen their isolation.

Although they did not go to the aforementioned assemblies, they did meet among the
people behind the rails: “In my house or outside (...) there is the grove in front of us, we
set a table, we met and we got together. We saw what steps to take”, Horacio says.
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Consider, for example, a red flag on a beach that indicates bathing prohibition; the traffic light, which
indicates a prohibition of passage or, in other words, detention; a notice board, which involves an alert
since what follows is important and sometimes risky, etc.

Some neighbors from “Hidden City” in the canteen of the new neighborhood.

The Experience of 1st to 3rd Street Neighbors
Before continuing, it is necessary to state that the move of this group of neighbors
began in December 2015.

The area of the settlement located between 1st and 3rd street.

All the inhabitants interviewed from this part of the neighborhood participated in
several assemblies, which, according to their testimonies, were summoned by the
Housing Institute. One of them, Ana, mentions that a neighbor invited her and gave her
pamphlets in which it was commented “that there would be an assembly explaining the
relocation of the El Gato stream. Well, we went to see what was going to happen. And
at first it was all cute”, she says. Likewise, Filomena claims that she was one of the
delegates of Marianela, the former referent of the Evita Movement, who informed her
when there were meetings and she was in charge of summoning her neighbors. In the
first meeting they were shown a video about how their houses would be like.
This space context is rated by its members:
“It is good because we sometimes do not know what to do and if someone knows
how to guide us...”- Blanca.
“It is nice to participate because you know a lot of people and you make friends”
- Ana.
“Do you know why I liked it? Because you meet people, you meet other people,
you become closer to people you did not meet before”- Alicia.

“At least the State generated a space context for dialogue with society... It was a
context in which neighbors and the State were at the same level, face to face.
Obviously the State had all the information and the neighbors did not. Well, I do
not know, I value the possibility of dialogue (...) But I think it was our fault, we
should have given more tools to the neighbors but we did not” - Leticia, a former
TECHO volunteer.

For many neighbors, the assembly was experienced as a meeting place, as a place to
meet people, make friends, and strengthen ties with other neighbors. Filomena was
happy at first, but then she felt disappointed. Josefa also explains that she was sick and
tired of listening to “always the same”.
This was the first experience of participation for many neighbors and so, at first, they
distrusted the government but, at the same time, they sometimes enjoyed the process:
“I never imagined that I was going to go (...) where the Congress Members
gather” - Alicia.
“But at the beginning, more people joined the assemblies, there were a lot of
neighbors” - Ernesto.
“I never imagined that I would go to so many places” - Ana.

In the case of Ana and Alicia, they felt proud that they could visit State institutions:
they went to the congress and held meetings in ministries. This gave them substantial
symbolic capital which, prior to the assemblies, they did not feel they had. Participation
also involved certain prestige, certain power position.
Relocation
As for the neighbors from 1st to 3rd street, conflict began with the possibility of moving
to temporary homes:
“First they were going to take us to containers in the little football pitch, to a free
area in that football pitch. They were going to put the containers in the football
pitch and they were going to take us all” - Ramón.

“Because at first they offered us very precarious houses or containers. At first he
told us they were going to assemble those containers, did you know that they can
be built? And that is why we have our doubts - that one day they promise us one
thing and the next day we have nothing ... and well that was the fear”- Ana.
“One day the delegate came and we were all scared, we did not want to leave at
all like that. We wanted to relocate, but moving to a house, the final house, all
that thing, but we did not think it was going to be like this”- Alicia.
“That is what they said, straight to the final houses, but we finally came here [to
the temporary] (...) There were no houses finished. Moreover, they came and told
us that if we did not go out, Gendarmery would come with the bulldozer and they
will throw everything down. They do not have to come to threaten people in this
way”- Ernesto

What is perceived in these stories is that, faced with the uncertainty of a relocation in
which at least the neighbors were not certain about what the process would be like
-whose modalities were changing as seen from the request of a double relocation that
was not foreseen initially - what takes center stage is fear. For Segura (2009: 66), “fears
are not only a way of speaking about the world but also a way of being in it, of living in
the city and of relating to other people”. Thus, we observe that the fear provoked by a
possible double relocation caused concern about the probability of an eviction, latent
fear, present every day in the daily life of the inhabitants of most stigmatized
neighborhoods, but which takes on even more force when it is the government officials
who mention that possible as a real possibility. The city is inhabited with that scare and
relationships are built, in this case, with peers and with government officials. The
steady, protected and known space, the house in the neighborhood, is threatened: this
request for a double relocation not only leads to uncertainty towards the new territory,
but threatens to destroy in a short time this “space of security” (Segura, 2009: 66) that is
the home, or better yet, the home there built, understood as the place “where the
routines and formulas of daily life are formed and sustained, and where individual
identity and security are fixed in space and time” (Silverstone, 2007: 3). According to
Thompson Fullilove (s / f: 3), the home is an invention that protects, gathers and situates
the family: “In many ways, we have family life because we have a home (…) [that

house] offers a family a center within which their collective life unfolds”. The author
adds that in order to survive, apart from a home, it is required a “geographic niche” that
would be provided by the neighborhood where one lives or works.
On the other hand, in this conflict temporality is particularly relevant: inhabitants were
required to leave their home in fifteen days. That is to say, in a short time and without a
process of participation and preparation they were forced to move away from “the
privacy and security of the private space of the house towards the generalized and
anonymous insecurity of the public space of the city” (Segura, 2009: 66), not counting
on the mediation between these two poles which materializes the neighborhood because
the new territory was not yet (is not) an appropriate, safe, familiar place. They had to
leave a space where they felt protected and recognized, in which security was generated
from daily practices, and move to another that, like the city, was characterized by
insecurities. If “the neighborhood was named by many as an area that provides security,
‘a known portion of the urban space in which, more or less, it is known to be
recognized’ (Mayol, 1999: 8)” (Segura, 2009; 67), urging them to go elsewhere
provoked fears, uncertainties and, of course, anguish. As the author points out:
Fear exceeds crime. Fear speaks of a more complex process (...) Fear expresses a
deeper anguish, a mixture of insecurity, lack of protection, uncertainty. Faced
with the chaos and destabilization of old certainties arises the need to place the
world in order and fear is a device that responds in an insufficient and
problematic way to such necessity (Segura, 2009: 74).

Emergent Organization
As we said, after the request for the double relocation process and the fears raised, a
conflict between the government officials and the neighbors of Ringuelet was
established:
Ramon: a government official started to tell us things that he did not have to say,
that he could not talk to us.
Ana: they started to lie, that they could not talk to us, but it was all a lie.
-And then they cut off the dialogue.
Ramón: that at last, after all the claims we sent, they began to loosen.
Ana: because a lot of people already knew... At first they wanted to do as if they
scared us, we had to go anywhere.

After these discussions, the neighbors met each other on a neighborhood corner. They
held meetings from the assemblies that began in March 2014 until May 2016. However,
after the request for a double relocation process, they changed their meeting point and
gathered on a settlement corner.
We talked about an emergent organization because many of these people did not have
extensive experience of participation and the relocation modified that scheme: it forced
neighbors to come together, to get together, to intervene in the process. In this sense we
say emergent: “New meanings and values, new practices, new relationships and kinds
of relationships are continually being created (...) emergent in the strict sense rather than
merely novel” (Williams, 2000: 145-146).

Assembly held by the neighbors from 1srt to 3rd street in a settlement corner.

The Significance of Naming: Struggles of Meaning
Thompson Fullilove (1996) argues that each place must be understood according to its
symbolic construction made by those who are in that place and by society.
In this section we propose to analyze the conflict between the neighbors from 1st to 3rd
street and the government officials when they ask for a double relocation process. We

consider that we are situated in the political field, understanding it as an assumption –
carried out through mediations and struggle for the meanings- of the opacity of the
social aspect in both conflict and change (Martín-Barbero, 1991).
In this process, it becomes clear how struggles for power are woven, based on conflicts
and disputes that occur both in the material and symbolic fields.
Because the meanings are never finished or immutable (Silba and Spataro, 2008), it is
interesting to note that the first houses to which the actors of the neighborhood would
move are named in different ways. For the government officials, they are “temporary
dwellings”. However, the meaning given by the neighbors is another:
“The delegate told us that they were going to take us to containers” - Neighbor at
a meeting held on 09/18/14.
“It is clear. You will be given the precarious and then the definite”- Neighbor at
assembly held on 12/16/14.
“The tractor turned and was sent almost to the precarious” - Neighbor at
assembly held on 12/16/14.
“I do not use the precarious” - Neighbor at assembly held on 12/16/14.
“All the residents from this block will not accept the precarious” - Neighbor at
assembly held on 12/16/14.

As it can be seen, while the government officials emphasize the dwellings transience,
the neighbors emphasize, mainly, their precariousness. Seman (2006) argues that
domination is partly organized by the ability to name. Without falling into a
deterministic perspective, we can add that the nomination is a form of domination.
Hebdige indicates that subjects appropriate the processes according to the ways in
which they are represented and then he adds:
The struggle between different discourses, different definitions and meanings
within ideology is always, therefore and at the same time, a struggle within
meaning: a struggle for the possession of the sign that extends to the most trivial
areas of everyday life (Hebdige, 2004: 33).

We mention the concept of hegemony because it refers to the process by which a group
presents its particular interests in a way that the subaltern classes also recognize as their
own. Power is not something static that someone has forever, but there are struggles to
exercise it. Thus, hegemony is continually resisted and limited by those who do not
agree, by those who dispute that power, and as a consequence must be permanently
built, redefined.
Hegemony is a “lived process” (Martín-Barbero, 1991: 85), which is made up of
strength and meaning. It is a system of values and meanings that, when experienced in
practice, are reaffirmed reciprocally (Williams, 2000). For this reason, for the SpanishColombian philosopher, the cultural dimension is particularly important, since it is a
strategic field in disputes because it is a space that articulates conflicts.
The different meanings constructed not only affect our modes of thinking, but also our
practices and “propose models of life” (Silba and Spataro, 2008: 9). Conceiving housing
as “temporary” or “precarious” is essential to participate in the relocation process.
Many neighbors thought that these transitory dwellings would become definite. For this
reason, they were betting on the relocation to the house made of material, without going
through this process twice:
“In the Mercadito [neighborhood of La Plata] they said the houses were going to
be for a certain date but they were not. Do you know when they were ready?
When Cristina got into office. The elections are next year” - Neighbor at
assembly held on 12/16/14.
“If they do not give them to you next year, you won’t have them” - Neighbor at
assembly held on 12/16/14.
“The construction of the 35 definite houses must be completed” - Referent of the
club where the assemblies were held. Meeting of the Board of Directors held on
09/29/14.

At the same time, there was the constant fear that, because they refused to go to the
temporary houses, they would evict them:
“We don’t want the gendarmerie here”- Neighbor at assembly held on 12/06/14.

“They will not take us out with the police” - Neighbor at assembly held on
12/06/14.

For some social actors outside the neighborhood but forming part of the assembly,
relocating twice was “crazy” and pointed out that public policy had to be ‘equal for all’.
Although the refusal to move to temporary housing lasted more than a year, this group
of neighbors accepted to be relocated in December, 2015, as we will see later.
Mere Resistance?
We would like to clarify that when it comes to talking about resistance in this essay, it is
proposed not to award the people an emancipatory project: not to ask them to be
revolutionary just for the sake of it. As Seman (2006: 27) points out: “We have seen
that what resisted ‘neoliberalism’ were conceptions that were not always
emancipatory”. On numerous occasions, it is believed a priori that popular cultures want
to subvert the established order.
Martin-Barbero (1991) indicates that away from these simplistic identifications that
exist within the researchers’ world, there are other ways of thinking the popular as
interweaving of both submissions and resistances, complicities but also challenges.
According to this thinker, in relation to the poor, it was only narrated about their
resentment, uprising, supposed stupidity or revolts carried out, without taking into
account daily life and, much less, sensitivity. If “cultural difference implies a difference
in the categories of person, of suffering, of dignity” (Seman, 2006: 33), we can say that
there are varied representations of such categories, which have influenced the modes of
action of subjects, in this case, in the process of relocation.
Without trying to find, as Garriga Zucal (2008) points out, issues related to our political
interests, nor to want to impose categories on behalf of an arrogant academic authority,
as Bourgois (2006) argues, we are encouraged to indicate that, in relation to double
relocation, the inhabitants of the neighborhood in assembly tried a position of collective
resistance:
“Those who resist like us will move to their definite houses but those who do not
resist, will just move to precarious ones” - Neighbor at assembly held on
02/21/15.

“For me, those who signed were fooled” - Neighbor at assembly held on
02/21/15.
“In the last meeting we refused to do it” - Neighbor at assembly held on
02/21/15.

The neighbors’ capability of verbally expressing their resistance gives them the
opportunity to modify the situation raised by the government officials. That is to say,
during a period of time they were actively mobilized and the assembly could establish
itself as a social and political actor in its own right, capable of negotiating with the
State. Although, over time, the neighbors complied with the rules and moved, the
resistance maintained for more than a year revealed that the non-acceptance of the given
could modify the game rules that the government officials were trying to impose and it
also made clear that subordinates can speak and in fact act, specially when enunciation
channels are opened, as the assembly was. Anyway, to paraphrase Reguillo (2007), we
can think that verbalizing resistance is not equivalent to practicing it.
We perceive that belonging to the assembly does not neccesarily generate an immediate
identity cohesion, nor the fostering relationships that transcend time, although in many
cases we see that there are personalized and lasting solidarities, as Martín-Barbero
(1991) indicated. But it is a collective action with the main objective of intervening to
transform and thus achieve a better quality of life, even when this means persisting in
the margins of the stream with their rights being infringed and without the provision of
essential services, until moving to their definite houses. The underlying idea is that
popular cultures are formed under a certain type of deeply-seated dialectics between a
transient mode and permanent feature, between negotiation and resistance.
It is important to highlight the role of popular producers in raising Latin American selfbuilt cities (Valdés, 2014). These are imbued with a neoliberal feature that affects the
practices and experiences of its subjects and are the result of divisions in which the
homeowners and those longing to become owners live together. Valdés affirms that in
neoliberal cities stress lies on the land market. So, were we to produce transformations
in our cities, the State should be on the side of popular producers and not on the market
side. Furthermore, it is essential to get rid of the conception of the so-called formal city

as the only legal and hegemonic one, which excludes popular neighborhoods since
different urbanization practices are carried out there.
We consider that autonomy and encapsulation are balanced in the popular sectors: they
are neither pure creativity nor total reproduction, though always inserted in power
relations. Finally, it is worth noting that for Saintout (2014) it is necessary to put
struggles into historical contexts and ‘assume that when we speak of the popular, we
always speak of subalternity. Remember that whenever there are subalterns, there is
injustice. And imagine that this is a time in which it is possible to expect more than
mere survival’. So each city can be different.
Decision to Leave the Neighborhood
The inhabitants from 1st to 3rd street, who refused to move for more than a year, agreed
to live in temporary houses from one day to another. During an informal conversation
they took the decision to move outside the assembly space because they conceived that
going to temporary houses was going to be the only way to access to definite ones:
“I came to see the house and, well, I saw things that were different from what
they were saying, so, I dare to move” - Ana.
“When I say I was moving, they got mad at me. After a while everyone followed
me”- Ernesto.
“Later I had to accept because most of them wanted, because it was hard for us
to leave our house. Well in my house sometimes it rained. And during the flood,
evertything was flooded”- Juliana.

In the previous testimonials it is clear how, over time, the neighbors changed their
minds and conceived that moving to temporary houses was the neighbors’ best tactics as
stated by De Certau (1996) to access to their definite houses. A changed of mood was
clearly observed: fear turned into direct address of risk –moving houses in the context
of an uncertain relocation. According to Segura (2009: 69), fear is not “a constant and
permanent feeling. On the contrary, it is clearly situational/contextual and, therefore,
temporary and discontinuous”.

Difficulties arisen in leaving the neighborhood were based on the distrust of the
government’s proposal - especially as far as the offer of containers and the possibility of
staying there and never accessing to the houses of material was concerned - and, on the
other hand, on the centrality given to the neighborhood where they lived “as an
organizing framework for practices” (Bonaldi and Cueto in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto y
Segura, 2009: 104). Taking into account the enforcement of neoliberal policies and the
weakening of labor market, we can suscribe to these authors who state that
notwithstanding the loss of jobs, as many times occurs, the neighborhood remains.
We can infer that leaving Ringuelet settlement was so difficult for them because it was
the neighborhood itself which let them recognize themselves as subjects and the others
as peers, as well as define their belonging to that territory where relationships had been
fostered among them (Garriga Zucal in Grimson, Ferraudi Curto and Segura, 2009). In
addition, a further reason for not accepting temporary relocation would be that in the
new neighborhood everything was to be built but not from scratch: subjects and
networks of relationships were transferred, but the appropriation of space was –and israther difficult.
Reasons Why the Assembly did not Succeed
Although assemblies were held for more than two years and initially involved the whole
neighborhood and government officials, after September, 2014, they were held with the
inhabitants from 1st to 3rd street. The last one was held in May, 2016, with the
participation of all the relocated families until that moment –whether to temporary or
definite houses- but there was no intention to meet again.
This raised a question: why was the assembly unsuccessful? On what grounds did the
neighbors refuse to meet again?
We may think that previous participation experiences were the key of this relocation
process: those who were already organized might have known/internalized the
organizational logics -which though not uniform share certain traits- and, therefore, they
were not surprised by the process complexity, by its comings and goings, by its
disagreements. That is why relocation of “Hidden City” neighbors was easier than the
other one since there was an endogenous participatory and organizational process of the
inhabitants and their relationship with the Government was different from that of the
other group; though not being less complex, they resolved to move more quickly. At the
same time, in 2017 we observed that they continued working together and giving life to

the canteen. However, assemblies ceased in both cases owing to the wear and tear
caused by the lack of information, the arguments, the lack of response to the notes sent,
the greater or lesser distrust towards the Government, the changes that took place on the
way around the relocation and the differences among the inhabitants.
The assembly from 1st to 3rd street was the one that lasted the most, achieving some
‘triumphs’ as was the refusal to the temporary dwellings for almost fifteen months.
Once they moved, their enthusiasm for meeting vanished. It must be considered that this
group did not have many prior experiences of intervention and the majority of its
members felt great distrust to politics and organizations. Nor was there a strong leader
through whom decision-making was taking place, although this role could apparently be
attributed to a militant of Evita Movement; said aspect did not arise in the interviews
but we observed it while participating in the assemblies. However, when in 2016 the
referent fostered instances for a meeting, only one neighbor attended: weariness beat
organization. As Leticia, a former TECHO volunteer, says:
“This situation of relocation itself surpassed me, it surpassed me in total
frustration. I remember that the last times we met we were organizing something
that was not possible to organize, we set goals that did not exist, it was so
frustrating. For me, we did not have many tools and frustration prevailed; that
had never happened to me before (...) We became psychologists for neighbors
and referents; we were everything and I could not be in that role if I did not have
an answer to give them. It was too much”.

We also see that within the neighborhoods -both old and new8- there are numerous
divisions, prejudices among inhabitants, historical struggles and clear power relations:
while behind the rails Ramiro was the one who made the decisions, from 1st to 3rd
street this was done collectively. We can assume that any instance that challenges the
existing power relations and the organization modes constructed by the two groups
would cost considerable turmoil in these assemblies.
On the other hand, it should be noted that the Protocol for Action for Relocations provided for in the Law on Fair Access to Habitat (sanctioned in 2012) -, prepared by
the Provincial Housing and Habitat Council and approved by the Social Subsecretariat
8

We refer to old and new neighborhood to make reading easier, but after all this essay it is clear that
many encounters and disagreements, familiarities and disputes, continue in both territories. The ‘new’
neighborhood is not brand new.

of Lands, Urbanism and Housing, of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Public Services
of Buenos Aires on May, 27, 2016, states that:
In all cases of relocation, a Participative Management instance should be set up,
which is the area of ‘associated management’ between the State and the neighbors
involved in the relocation through its representatives, as a space for citizen
participation, reciprocal information and the elaboration of consensuses in order
to carry out the entire process of relocation, in accordance with the parameters
established by Law 14.449 and its Decree (Official Bulletin of the State of
Buenos Aires, June, 7, 2016.).

With the exception of the first assemblies, this particular space never existed and, over
time, assemblies disintegrated and ceased to function.
“Hidden City”
Relatives

“1st to 3rd Street”
Neighbors that were inmigrants

Moved quicky

Moved over a year after the oficial
decision
Presence of a leader.
No leader
Disputes with those alien to Respect to social organizations
the settlement
Participation in previous
Lack of participation in previous
practices of organization
collective experiences
No conflicts with the
Bitter conflicts with the Government
Government
Access to the definite
houses:
December, 2015

Access to the definite houses:
July, 2017.

Gradations of Participation
Following Arnstein (1969: 240), we understand that “participation without
redistribution of power is an empty and frustrating process” for communities and
maintains the status quo. According to the author, citizen participation is citizen power.
Arnstein talks about gradations of participation and illustrates it with a typology called
“a ladder of citizen participation”, composed of different steps: manipulation, therapy,
informing, consultation, placation, partnership, delegated power and citizen control. In
the analyzed process, we can think that the following stages were carried out:

-Informing: according to Arnstein, this can be the first step to legitimize citizen
participation. But many times the flow of information is unidirectional: from
government officials to communities. Regarding the relocation, we consider that in
several instances only Ringuelet inhabitants were informed about the process, while in
other aspects they could have an impact, as we will see below.
-Consultations: although this step is important, listening to citizen opinions does not
guarantee that they are taken into account. Thus, we can think that many of the
meetings held with government officials were in that line.
-Placation: proposals from the communities are accepted here. The acceptance of the
refusal of the neighbors to move to temporary housing for more than a year would be
part of this stage.
There are two issues of great importance for the neighborhood that could be considered
part of the previous step or of instances of collaboration: the construction of the canteen
in the new neighborhood and the choice of land by the neighbors where that territory
would be located. Although both could have the intention of showing good
predisposition on behalf of the Institute, they also implied a decision on the part of the
inhabitants.
We know that this typology can constitute an oversimplification of the whole process,
but we think it is interesting to draw some lines to continue reflecting.
The neighbors of Ringuelet settlement constituted participation spaces encouraged by
the Government, by external organizations and/or by themselves. Such participations
were sustained over a period of time and, in some cases, weakened and/or resurfaced
over the years. They were able to influence certain aspects already mentioned (canteen,
land, moments of moving to temporary ones), but not to change decisions already taken
by the Government: for example, they could not modify the double relocation nor
participate in the design of the houses. On the contrary, from here we consider,
following the mentioned approach and resuming Yonder (in Sheth, 2010: 45), that it is
not about helping communities from outside, but about working “as partners, as
friends”, with a language that everyone understands (Neubauer Alligood, 2010), where
they can influence and take charge of the process.
Losing the Home, Appropriating the Place
Thompson Fullilove explains the different meanings of “place” as a category.
According to a first definition, “place” can be conceived as the geographical center, the

location for events, the site. She adds: “Human survival depends on having a location
that is ‘good enough’ to support life” (Thompson Fullilove, 1996: 1517). A second
definition interprets the place as the one where the interactions are located in a specific
location. In a third definition, she returns to Anssi Paasi, who suggests that space
represents the nodes of biography, which is a unique network of situated life episodes.
She maintains: “It has been widely observed that each place has unique meaning for
each individual. The personal ‘sense of place’ is shaped by the person’s past, as well as
by the person’s attitudes, beliefs, and actions in the present” (Thompson Fullilove,
1996: 1517-1518).
The researcher emphasizes the processes that make possible the belonging to a place
(familiarity, attachment and identity) and how they are put in question with the
displacements. This was observed in the relocation of Ringuelet settlement to the point
that, during the fieldwork, a family that lived in “Hidden City” told us more than two
years after the move that if they could choose, they would return to the banks of the
stream. In Bernat (2017) we develop the meanings linked to the neighborhoods (old and
new) and to the houses (the one of the settlement, the transitory and the definitive one)
built by the neighbors. There it is clear that there is nostalgia for the lost, uprooting,
feeling of insecurity in the new space and anguish for the lived process, especially when
living the provisional. Thus, we return to Thompson Fullilove (1996: 1520) who
explains: “Having a place is fundamental to one’s sense of security and to one’s
identity”. In fact, as the author states and according to the stories of the inhabitants,
these processes can be traumatic due to the move and loss of the home (Thompson
Fullilove, 2001).
In another text, the author indicates that the home is a place in the world, a community,
neighbors and services, an economic anchor that provides security in the swings of life.
Then, referring to the process she studied, she adds that the losses are so massive and
threatening for humans that she uses the term “root shock” to describe them: “This term
is borrowed from gardeners, who observed that a plant torn from the ground will go into
a state of shock, and may well die. The external homeostatic system of home and
neighborhood ‘roots’ people in the world (…) it is the house that has the roots, not the
person. Our home and our neighbors connect us to the niches from which we draw
sustenance” (Thompson Fullilove, s.f: 7).

We also add the look of Gavin Browning who, in the context of a presentation at NYU
on “Housing Works”, indicated that the house is “a place of community and a place of
empowerment”9.
With all this, we can affirm that in this type of policy, both the process and the product
matter and, in fact, the process clearly affects the result: for there to be appropriations,
to mitigate the anguish generated by the relocations, the loss of the home, so that the
problems do not turn into such traumatic experiences, it is indispensable that the whole
process be participatory. It is not enough to say “there is participation”, it is
fundamental that there are instances where the communities think, ask, discuss and
influence the design of their habitat because that “determines - following Paola Siclarithe happiness and unhappiness of the people, more than the house”. And if participation
does not happen it is because they have not been well accompanied. Otherwise we will
have, according to Siclari, communities “with a roof but unhappy”10.
Some Learnings
What conclusions can be drawn from all these experiences? They clearly show us the
diversity of meanings around the organization and participation in the relocation
process. It is obvious that at least two experiences coexisted: those who had participated
in collective projects in previous instances and those who had never done so.
In the case of “Hidden City”, they decided quickly that they would leave, perceiving the
move as a possibility to improve their lives, to access to a fair habitat, as proposed by
Ramiro, who led the process despite not having a robust experience in that role, since it
was established as such only a few years ago, after the flood. While this group did not
accept or legitimize the participation of people outside the neighborhood, the
inhabitants from 1st to 3rd street needed it, that is to say that in some cases the
protagonism and the decision making of the neighbors themselves were prioritized
while in others the neighbors themselves looked for mainly the advice of ‘external’
ones. Finally, there was a clear awareness of the stigma in the way they were named:
“Hidden City” was that which was not to be seen, that was hidden, added to that they
were identified as a red zone by the supposed danger of inhabiting that space.
On the other hand, the neighbors from 1st to 3rd street shifted from distrust because of
the novelty that the project presentation implied, to enthusiasm and, finally, to fear
9

We heard this definition in an event held on November 10, 2017.
Affirmations of the researcher in the meeting we held at The New School on 11/10/17.
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generated by the temporary dwellings. A preponderant place was given to the assembly
as an organization mode, although once they moved they no longer attributed such
meaning to it even though there were still issues to complain and negotiate with the
State. The assembly was experienced with ups and downs: sometimes with joy and
expectation, while in others with anger, with fears. The meanings given to this space
were closely related with the possibility of meeting other people, receiving advice,
discussing and agreeing, putting up resistance and attending places traditionally closed
from their own perspective, such as the Chamber of Deputies of the state of Buenos
Aires, which made it possible to feel that participation gave prestige. However, they
decided to move, though said decision was not taken in an assembly. Some families
agreed upon and the others had to comply with and move: staying meant that the fear of
the bulldozer would become more and more real, but, on the other hand, in face of the
destruction of neighboring houses, there appeared rats and other daily risks that no one
wanted to be exposed to.
One issue that the two groups shared was respect for the neighborhood because living
next to the neighbor, the relative or the acquaintance gave them the sense of security, of
feeling protected in an uncertain territory that had to be filled with meanings. And this
becomes more relevant if we consider this process as one in which the communities
participated to legitimately belong to the city, to demand the government, express and
conquer their right to the city, as in conversations highlighted Professor Nidhi Srinivas,
understanding that this category:
Begin by appreciating the conscious role of people who live and work in cities.
They experience the city in their everyday lives; they are in a position to
understand the problems and to imagine solutions (…) [is] a framework for
empowering the majority of people living in cities to take the control of the land,
envision their futures, improve their lives (…) The focus on the rights of people
to services that address basic human needs (…) is part of the Right to the City.
But the Right to the City is also addresses something more complex: the right of
all to engage in the contradictory processes of political and economical
liberation,, processes that are essential to securing specific rights within the
spaces where people live and work (Angotti, 2010: 122).

Concluding Reflections: What Kind of Subject? What Sort of Society?
It is our intention to try to give an answer to the question from which we started: we
really hope to achieve a bit of justice in the ways in which we interpret the voices
silenced, excluded, brutally suppressed, following Galeano and Nagar.
Throughout this essay we have emphasized the modes of participation since they can
enable certain social transformations. In that sense, there is another aspect to highlight
that is fundamental: we are interested in participation because we care about what kind
of society we want to live.
According to Roy (2009: 161): “The urban subject is simultaneously empowered and
self-disciplined, (…), displaced and compensated. Such contradictions constitute the
politics of inclusion and indicate the ways in which urban struggles involve much more
than ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ geographies. There is a great deal to be learned about power
and authority by studying how subjects and spaces come to be ‘inside’ the project of
citizenship”.
For decades neoliberal policies exalted social individualism, whose alarming exponents
in Argentina were “something will have done” and “do not get involved” and “let
everyone go”, as a total delegitimization of politics -understood as a conflict arena,
contradictions , transformations - and also collective interventions.
From here we propose the opposite: we encourage participation because we consider
that it allows the production of empowered subjects, who intervene, who do not remain
passive before the problems that afflict our countries. And that they participate because
they believe in the value of the collective over the individual: to speak today of
solidarity is urgent and fundamental, especially for our societies: “Community
disintegration poses a serious threat not only to health, but also to democracy”
(Thompson Fullilove, 1996: 1521).
And in that line, we support the reflections of Carvalho (in Carvalho, Cavalcanti and
Rao Venuturupalli, 2016), which query about the sort of urban subjects and the sort of
urban life that are forged, bearing in mind that we are able to imagine the end of the
world as we know it. But also, following Rao Venuturupalli (in Carvalho, Cavalcanti
and Rao Venuturupalli, 2016: 200) we can think of “cohabited futures”, praising our
right to the future and to the city.
Finally, we want to highlight the point of view of Neubauer Alligood (2010: 110), who
points out the enormous value of the changes at the micro level, “while pressing for
more systemic reforms that are needed to bring about a more equitable and just society

at the national level” and extols the principles of social equity, economic justice and
environmental sustainability.
This case is significant to think about the incidence of urban public policies in the
communities at the global level since, from the experience in The New School, of the
meetings held with experts and, following Shiffman (2015), our requirements - and we
add, our problems - are the same or very similar everywhere and we need to address
these challenges “and the satisfaction of our needs in ‘our own time and our own
place’” (Shiffman, 2015: 19).
In the framework of the President Néstor Kirchner Fellowship we learned that to solve
issues related to the habitat worldwide, similar solutions have been applied, making the
same mistakes and provoking suffering and anguish in thousands of people. That is why
we also insist on participation: because we believe that the Government -and diverse
actors- can motivate social transformations with communities in pursuit of social
justice, inclusion, equity. And, according to Shiffman in maintained conversations in
Pratt Institute, the participation is part of the planning, of the process and
fundamentally, of the future.
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