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Abstract

This thesis contributes to a narrative about the interwovenness of the sociomaterial
world. To do so, | propose a new way of thinking about collective activities as a
fundamental part of our lives: namely, | argue that organising is geographically
constituted. Problematising existing engagements in organisation studies with
geographical ideas and pointing to the lively debates about space, place, scale and
territory in human geography, | draw these together by arguing for the ‘geographical
constitutiveness of organising’ as a conceptual framework at the intersection of these
two fields, which incorporates a processual, relational, and sociomaterial view of the
world. Further, by plugging in (Jackson and Mazzei, 2012) the notion of rhizome to
assemblage, | suggest ‘rhizomatic assemblage’ as a metaphor for thinking at this
intersection. Building on this, the research question that this thesis addresses is: How

can collective activities of organising be understood as geographically constituted?

To respond to this question, a methodological argument draws on new materialism and
Barad’'s (2007) ‘agential realism’ in favour of a diffractive ethnographic approach
(Gullion, 2018), in which ‘agential cuts’ implicate the researcher’s ethics and ways of
knowing with the phenomena that exist in the world. Diffractive considerations of my
subjectivity as researcher and my values inform why the focus of empirical fieldwork
was on a particular rhizomatic assemblage: the Redbricks, a housing estate in Hulme,
Manchester. Findings from the fieldwork are discussed in terms of four agential cuts to
the rhizomatic assemblage: genealogising, shaping, cultivating and geometabolising.
Each provokes a new perspective about how collective activities on the Redbricks are
geographical accomplishments, and how organising is geographically constituted.
Throughout, organising (on) the estate is (re)considered as a rhizomatic assemblage:
as consequential unfoldings of geographically constituted activities also imbued with
potentiality. Thus, this thesis enlivens our thinking about sociomaterial collective
activities as becomings-together that give meaning to our lives, and points to ways that

such activities should be encouraged.
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1 Introduction

Narratives help us make sense of ourselves and organise the world around us

(Weick, 2012). Although narratives impose ‘counterfeit coherence’ on our experiences
(Boje, 2001:2), they profoundly structure those experiences (Bruner, 1991). Today,
narratives about contemporary society are diverging radically. In one narrative,
societies will progress if they can deliver economic growth; if governments,
organisations and institutions encourage globalised interconnectedness and
democracy; and if individuals work hard and play by the rules. This manifests in the
discourse of neoliberalism (Springer et al, 2016), in the argument that the world is flat

(Friedman, 2005) and in the proliferation of consumerism (Miles, 1998).

A second narrative has recently gathered strength. Specifically, this narrative questions
the inevitable benefits of globalisation, taking issue with its adverse impacts on some
individuals and with the free movement of people through immigration. Echoing this,
the rise of nationalism in many countries draws on individuals’ insecurities that others
have stolen their right to progress (Hochschild, 2016) and exploits the reactive cultural
backlash (Inglehart and Norris, 2016). Troublingly, the pursuit of progress through
growth and the reification of the individual are not questioned. However, another
narrative is emerging that confronts the centrality of growth and individualism in

accounting of modernity.

A third narrative of contemporary society questions if progress can be equated with
growth, if the current model of globalisation is fit for purpose, and if individuals are
indeed atomised. Instead, this narrative steps back and reframes society as
interconnected not through our economies, but through our relation with — and
dependence on — the natural world (Bellamy Foster, 2000). Popularised in the
sustainability discourse (McManus, 1996), one strand of this narrative promotes ‘green

growth’ as a way to reconcile economic growth with environmental impact (Victor and



Jackson, 2012), albeit without challenging the individualist ethic. Some, however, take
this further and argue for the interconnectedness of economies, nature and social
relations. Here, individuals are not autonomous, atomised consumers, but rather social
beings. Taken to its furthest, this narrative coalesces in notions such as diverse and
community economies (Gibson-Graham, 2006; Roelvink et al, 2015), degrowth
(Schneider et al, 2010), post-growth (Paech, 2012), and others. These are unified in
asserting a narrative of contemporary society that recognises the interrelatedness of
economy, society and nature, while ultimately respecting our dependence on the latter.
By interweaving the relations of society with the economy and natural world, this
narrative reframes our understanding of the contemporary world and seeks to
encourage practices that realign social values (e.g. Roelvink, 2016). This thesis makes

one effort to contribute to this third narrative.

In seeking to improve our understanding of the relationship of the social to the economic
and natural world — in other words, to materiality — | continue a long tradition in the
social sciences and philosophy. While beyond the scope of the present work to
exhaustively review these developments, in recent years, scholars drawing on Marx’s
‘historical materialism’ (Marx, 1845) have been challenged by postmodern and
poststructuralist thought that turned to language and discourse (e.g. Foucault, 1981;
Murdoch, 2005). However, contemporary developments in ‘new materialism’ (e.g.
DelLanda, 2002) call for a return to materiality, but also for new ways of thinking about
its interwovenness with the social world. New materialism acknowledges the agencies
emerging from both humans and materiality, arguing for their co-implication in
generating reality (DeLanda, 2002). This finds resonance with the narrative that the
economy, nature and materiality more generally are fundamentally interwoven with
social relations. Related to new materialism is the ‘ontological turn,” which calls for
challenging academic notions of representation and the separability of researcher from
the researched (Gullion, 2018). Instead, researchers are part of the phenomena they
study, enmeshing the ethical stance of researchers in any inquiry (Barad, 2007). Finally,

efforts in this vein suggest thinking with theory and data gathered about the world in



order to develop new on the world (Jackson and Mazzei, 2012). In these ways, new
materialism asks researchers to better capture the complexity of the interwoven
sociomaterial world through new combinations of ideas, and by making their ethical

orientation clear.

In aligning with new materialist philosophy, this thesis seeks to say something new; to
acknowledge the need for a narrative that accounts for the interwovenness of
contemporary society with materiality; to think with theory and data from multiple
perspectives; and to imbue research with an ethical orientation. In doing so, | consider
collective activities of organising to be a fundamental feature of our sociality as humans
(Hinings, 2010), which are also irreducibly material because phenomena of organising
are enacted through social-and-material — sociomaterial — processes and relations
(Orlikowski, 2007). To this end, | consider organisation studies a useful heuristic tool
for making sense of collective activities of organising (e.g. Scott and Davis, 2007;
Gabriel, 2010; Hernes and Maitlis, 2011). It is here that this thesis begins.

Chapter 2 reviews extant debates in organisation studies, including critical approaches
to the field. Through a review of the latter, | articulate the critical perspective on the
social sciences adopted in this thesis, which requires that researchers account for the
assumptions underpinning inquiry and acknowledge the political nature of research.
Building on this, | argue that elements of a critical perspective align with work in
organisation studies that considers how collective activities relate to the geographies
of the world, motivating a review existing literature applying geographical notions in
organisation studies. In these works, the concept of ‘space’ has been most prevalent
(e.g. Weinfurtner and Seidl, 2019), while some scholars draw on notions of ‘place’ (e.g.
Sergot and Saives, 2016), ‘territory’ (e.g. Maréchal et al, 2013), and ‘scale’ (e.g. Taylor,
2011). However, to date, such efforts tend to delimit their focus to a single geographical
concept, with limited acknowledgments of their interrelatedness. In fact, in human
geography, a concern with humans’ relation to the geographies of the world has led

scholars to draw on different philosophical perspectives in developing space, place,



territory and scale as fundamentally interconnected concepts (e.g. Agnew and
Livingstone, 2011). So, this chapter problematises existing organisation studies
engagements with geographical ideas, challenging them to more fully incorporating
conceptual developments in geography and to account for the essentially geographical
nature of organising, in addition to the sociomaterial nature of collective activities. To
this end, | problematise and extend Wilhoit's (2018:2) proposal that ‘organizational
space is constitutive of (and constituted by) organization.” Rather than only space, |

argue for the geographical constitutiveness of organising.

Having problematised existing OS engagements with geographical ideas, in Chapter 3
| turn to a review of human geography literature. Engaging with human geography
debates, | specifically examine literature on space, place, scale and territory in order to
show how geographers have developed these four notions by drawing on different
philosophical perspectives and by theorising them as fundamentally interwoven.
Through this, | also point to the enabling factors from the review of human geography
that motivate the understanding of space, place, scale and territory in this thesis. Here,
at the intersection of organisation studies and geography, rather than beholden to
theory, | challenge the academic silos of both fields and think with the theoretical ideas

that each offers.

Having challenged the boundaries of organisation studies as it relates to human
geography and considered the diversity of ways geographical concepts have been
developed, | propose in Chapter 4 a means for bringing them together: namely, the
geographical constitutiveness of organising as a new conceptual framework. Further,
because enacting research involves ‘plugging in’ different concepts to allow new ideas
to emerge (Jackson and Mazzei, 2012), | argue that the geographical constitutiveness
of organising can be thought of in terms of plugging two concepts in to each other:
namely, Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987) notions of rhizome and assemblage (elaborated
by, for example, DelLanda, 2006). The resultant conceptualisation of ‘rhizomatic

assemblage’ serves as a metaphorical tool for understanding the sociomaterial world,



for apprehending the rhizomatic nature of assemblages of collective activities and their
consequentiality-and-potentiality, and also for appreciating the co-implication of the
researcher and their ethics in discerning particular rhizomatic assemblages. Finally, in
this chapter | arrive at the research question: How can collective activities of organising

be understood as geographically constituted?

To respond to this question, | develop in Chapter 5 a methodological argument that
draws on new materialism and, in particular, Barad’s (2007; 2014) agential realism to
argue in favour of a diffractive ethnographic approach (Gullion, 2018) to thinking about
the geographical constitutiveness of organising. In line with a critical perspective,
diffractive ethnography demands making clear the political stance of inquiry. To this
end, | develop a philosophical argument that the ‘agential cuts’ researchers enact in
phenomena imply the researcher's own ethics and way of knowing the world
(epistemology) are both interwoven with what exists in the world itself (ontology).
Through this methodological argument, my own ethical stance toward justice surfaces
as | interrogate my perspective through several diffractions (Barad, 2007). These
diffractions elaborate the research site, my approach to fieldwork — including the
methods used to gather data — and the process of moving iteratively between gathering

data, analysis, and writing.

Through a diffractive lens, different perspectives on the world emerge and, in the
context of this thesis, a diffractive ethnography on the geographical constitutiveness of
organising provokes multiple perspectives on the rhizomatic assemblage of empirical
inquiry: the Redbricks, a housing estate in Hulme, Manchester. While any number of
agential cuts could be enacted, | discuss in Chapter 6 the Redbricks as a rhizomatic
assemblage through four cuts: genealogising, shaping, cultivating and
geometabolising. These provoke new ways of thinking about the relationship of
collective activities to geographies, such as the constructions of continuity that stabilise
a genealogical historical perspective; the fluctuating intensities and relational agencies

of collective activities; the values and sociomateriality associated with cultural



territories, and their relation to a place-based community; and the relationality of scalar
unfolding(s) on the Redbricks to other material changes. Together, this chapter enlivens
our understanding of sociomaterial rhizomatic assemblages, geographically constituted

collective activities, and the becomings-together that constitute the world.

This thesis joins others in seeking to think with different perspectives in order to say
something new about a complex world. In this particular case, organisation studies and
geography provide a means for contributing to a narrative of sociomaterial
interdependence. The geographical constitutiveness of organising provokes a new
understanding of the world as rhizomatic assemblages of collective activities, and for
thinking, doing and acting differently. It makes an effort to further a narrative about the
interwovenness of our sociomaterial lives, and with an ethical orientation toward justice.
Still, there is much more work to be done. The opening broached in this thesis could —
and should — be developed further and extended into new contexts, which | consider in
Chapter 7.

Finally, |1 note that, through my empirical fieldwork, | do not aspire to provide a
comprehensive accounting of the Redbricks. Rather, by selecting some of the diverse
practices on the estate to research — and therefore to improve — | seek to enliven our
understanding of the diversity of everyday life. In this sense, | present a narrative that
can begin to highlight the multiplicity of ways our lives are interwoven sociomaterial
unfoldings, the different ways organising on the estate is geographically constituted,
and the necessity for both research and practice to adopt an ethical orientation. Thus,
in this thesis, | have sought to interweave insights from different disciplines in order to

something new and contribute to a compelling narrative for the future.

2 Literature Review l: Organisation studies and

engaging with geography



This chapter reviews relevant literature in organisation studies in order to position this
thesis with respect to extant literature, and to begin the development of the
geographical constitutiveness of organising as a conceptual framework. It does so by
first providing a brief introduction to organisation studies (Section 2.1). Then, it reviews
literature by identifying a split in the field between organisation and organising in order
to contextualise the contribution of this thesis (Section 2.2). Next, it reviews critical
areas of inquiry in organisation studies, building an understanding of the critical
perspective adopted in this thesis (Section 2.3). Finally, it reviews engagements of
organisation studies literature with space, place, scale and territory (Section 2.4). Thus,
this chapter develops toward a more in depth examination of these key geographical
concepts in Chapter 3. In this chapter and the next, | adopt a narrative approach (e.g.
Hammersley, 2001) in reviewing existing research in order to establish an
understanding of the complexity of ideas in both organisation studies and geography.
Indeed, this chapter serves as an entry point into debates in organisation studies, whilst
acknowledging that, far from having reached a conclusion, these debates are alive and

ongoing.

2.1 Introduction: What is organisation studies?

Before reviewing literature in organisation studies, this section begins by briefly asking
a more fundamental question: What is organisation studies? This question implicitly
frames the entire chapter, as the forthcoming review will highlight divergences in the
field about: the subject of research in organisation studies (hereafter ‘OS’); the
underlying assumptions and approach; and the existing theoretical engagements, in
particular with regard to the geographical concepts of space, place, scale and territory.
Still, before pointing to the differences within OS, | briefly point to commonalities of the
field.



Drawing on a range of contemporary understandings, OS in this chapter is considered
a broad area of study that seeks to better understand how humans engage in
coordinated, collective activities as part of the social world (e.g. Barnard, 1938;
Fineman et al, 2010). These activities are seen to encompass the study of organisation,
organisations, organising, and ‘the organised,” (Hinings, 2010:661). This broad remit
enables OS to function as a heuristic for focusing inquiry about the social world, while
still remaining open to drawing upon an interdisciplinary range of theoretical and
methodological perspectives (e.g. Jackson and Carter, 2009; Hinings, 2010). However,
the range of perspectives has not been unproblematic for OS researchers, and
significant disagreements culminated in the ‘paradigm wars’ of the 1980s and 1990s
(Czarniawska, 1998; Weick, 1999). Still, more recently, scholars have embraced this
plurality and acknowledged the potential for meaningful interdisciplinary engagements
that contribute to OS (Augier et al, 2005; Hjorth and Reay, 2018). This is particularly
true in critical OS research (e.g. Alvesson et al, 2009), and indeed, this thesis seeks to

make one such critical contribution to the field.

| begin by reviewing two approaches of OS: namely, research that focuses inquiry on
organisation and that which focuses on organising. In doing so, | do not intend to
definitively establish a ‘true’ scope of the field. Instead, such a perspective
contextualises this thesis as one furthering of ongoing debates in OS. Indeed, | adopt
the view of Hughes (2013:270, citing Eccles and Nohria 1992) that this review seeks to
counter a ‘...pragmatic concern that when we are immersed in the present it is hard to
know what is fleeting, what is idiosyncratic, and what is part of more permanent and
systemic change.” Thus, the following section draws out significant, more permanent
cleavages among scholars with respect to OS research on organisation (Section 2.2.1)
and organising (Section 2.2.2), after which these are both problematised (Section

2.2.3), leading to a consideration of critical research in the field (Section 2.3).

While the first sections of the chapter trace key divergences in the focus of OS literature

and approaches taken — and in so doing highlight the plurality of OS as a field — | do so



with the aim of offering an assimilative view of OS as a field with an enduring concern
for collective activities of organisation and organising (Weick, 1999). As will become
clear, an unsettled question revolves around the boundaries of OS — where and how to
demarcate the limits of collective activities. Briefly looking ahead, | will return to the how
boundaries have been taken up in existing OS literature engaging with the geographical
concepts of space, place, scale and territory, and a concern with boundaries is
interwoven with the ‘geographical constitutiveness of organising’ as a conceptual
framework. Indeed, while | aim to contribute to the interdisciplinary debates in OS, doing
so will itself require ‘cross[ing] over a perceived boundary’ (Hughes, 2013:272) into
geography to explore the notions of space, place, scale and territory in more detail
(Chapter 3). First, however, a review of literature in OS serves demonstrates the field’s
enduring concern for understanding collective activities, a concern which this thesis

takes up.

2.2 The subject of OS: Organisation or organising?

While research in OS studies of a range of social areas of collective activities,
understandings of what constitutes the subject of this study — in particular whether to
study organisation as a singular entity, organisations in the plural grouped by certain
shared characteristics, organising as a process, or ‘the organised’ — is not universally
agreed (i.e. Hernes, 2004; Scott and Davis, 2007). Still, an enduring split in these
different understandings is a focus on organisation on the one hand, and a
processorientated interest in organising on the other. To examine these debates, this
section first reviews of research that focuses on organisation (Section 2.2.1), then
research on organising (Section 2.2.2). Finally, some initial reflections on these two
approaches are offered (Section 2.2.3), which motivates a review of OS literature that
adopts a different, more critical perspective.

2.2.1 OS research on organisation



While delimiting research within the remit of OS is contestable, it is generally agreed
that early OS sought to improve productivity by applying a range of techniques to
studying organisations guided by a scientific method (e.g. Scott and Davis, 2007; Tosi,
2009; Grey, 2017). This gradually shifted to the pursuit of insights about worker
behaviour, their motivations and informal relationships, and the role of leadership in
organisations (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939), which coalesced in human relations
theory and people management. A concern with the human side of organisation led to
explorations of decision-making by, for example, considering the characteristics of
particular kind of organisations (March and Simon, 1958; Woodward, 1965) and by
drawing on economic ideas in agency theory (Mitnick, 1986). Still, this research
generally shared the aim of prior OS research: namely, to improve an organisation’s
efficiency and competitive performance (e.g. Schuler and Jackson, 1987; Eisenhardt,
1989).

Over time, the concern with human relations evolved and organisation scholars more
ambitiously sought to understand organisational culture. This encompassing focus on
culture reflected a shift in understanding: studying organisations in terms of the
behaviour only partially explains what happens in organisations. Instead, the focus
turned to the collection of shared values and assumptions that comprise an
organisation’s culture (Dawson, 1996). At the same time, researchers sought other
ways for framing the study of organisation, including by describing how characteristics
of an organisation are adapted to reflect contingencies arising from its particular
situation (Donaldson, 2001); and how organisations are adaptive to their environment,
and how that environment simultaneously constrains the possibilities of organisation
(Hannan and Freeman, 2009). This and subsequent research has begun to frame OS
around the idea of change. In particular, moving toward the present, studies of
organisation have rethought the dominant bureaucratic model of organisation, which
has been accompanied by a surge in OS around managing change in ‘postbureaucratic’

organisation (Grey, 2017).
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Shared among these approaches to OS is an emphasis on the organisation as a
structure that constitutes the subject of inquiry, within which human relations, culture,
and so on, occur, and which ought to be managed and controlled in order to improve
organisational performance. Within this remit are many of the topics scholars
conducting research on organisation continue to focus on. These include work and
management, efficiency, social relations within organisation, decision-making, culture,
bureaucracy, and change. However, what also begins to emerge from this is a sense
that diverse disciplines and ideas have been incorporated into OS, including
engineering, sociology, behavioural science, economics, contingency theory, and so
on. Similarly, it is also clear that OS has sought to generate better understandings of
collective activities from these different perspectives, whilst maintaining a particular
focus on how collective activities occur in formal organisations (i.e. corporations,
bureaucracies). Additionally, there is a shared emphasis on improving the efficiency

and performance of organisations across these perspectives.

However, this OS research on organisation can be problematised. First, some scholars
have suggested differing origins of OS research, such as by pointing to the work of Max
Weber on bureaucracy as an origin of research on organisation and a key influence in
the development of the field, though they acknowledge Weber's work was often
misinterpreted in OS (Perry, 1992). Second, others have built on this by arguing that
histories of OS are constructions that serve to justify the role of managers within
organisations, in other words to legitimise management as a feature of organisation
(e.g. Grey, 2017). Third, in this narrative there is a clear sense of progression and
distinction between different streams of thought in OS. However, others have shown
how OS as a field is not historically determined, but rather can be distinguished by the
underlying assumptions that researchers adopt in seeking to understand organisational
phenomena (e.g. Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Tosi, 2009). A related concern is the
assumed aim of research on organisation: namely, to what extent should efficiency and
improving management be the motivation and goal for OS? More fundamentally,

accounting for the assumptions underpinning inquiry suggests it is necessary to
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consider, justify, and potentially rethink whether the structure of organisation constitutes

the subject of focus for OS research.

Building on the above, some scholars have highlighted that OS research is not solely
focussed on organisation, but rather that it should ‘encompass more attention to
flexibility and process — organising vs. organisations — and [use] more dynamic
relational models rather than to those portraying stable entities’ (Scott and Davis,
2007:x). Such an expansion of focus from structures of organisation to processes of
organising reflects a shift in philosophical approaches to OS (e.g. Hernes, 2014), which
some have described as the postmodern turn in OS (e.g. Fleetwood, 2005). This shift
is evident in the social sciences more generally (e.g. Doherty et al, 1992), including in
geography (see Chapter 3). So, while OS research focusing on organisation continues,
another area of research in the field inquires into processes of organising, which is
reviewed next. It is worth noting that further OS approaches have brought into question
the aim of research, and the ways that OS research on both organisation and organising
might legitimise management or seek to improve its performance, reflecting a critical
approach (e.g. Alvesson et al, 2009), which is reviewed subsequently (Section 2.3).
First, however, let us turn to OS literature that focuses on processes of organising as

its subject of inquiry.

2.2.2 From organisation to organising in OS

A catalyst and essential contribution to the shift in OS from organisation to organising
point was The Social Psychology of Organizing (Weick, 1969), and in particular its
subsequent, more well-known 1979 edition (Weick, 1979) (e.g. Chia, 1999; Anderson,
2006; Czarniawska, 2008; Langley and Tsoukas, 2017). While Weick continued the
broad tradition in OS of seeking to understand systems, this work stimulated a
reorientation toward processes of organising into OS debates (Czarniawska, 2005;

Clegg et al, 2005). Within the turn toward organising, early research focussed on the
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importance of processes in the context of organisation, such as sensemaking (Weick,
1979), organisational change (Pettigrew, 1985) decision-making (March, 1994) and
innovation (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). Taken further, organisation itself has been
considered emergent phenomenon (Cooren and Fairhurst, 2004), and there has also
been a considerable broadening of research to include a much wider range of
phenomena of organising, with a focus on process as fluidity, flow and interconnections
over time (see Langley and Tsoukas, 2017 for an overview). Indeed, while scholars
study organising within a ‘typical’ organisation, such as a technology company (e.g.
Blackler et al, 2000), this has also extended beyond the organisation itself. Consider
that an entire issue of the journal Organization explored organising between
organisations (Ahrne et al, 2007). Scholars have looked at organising in the context of:
collaborative entrepreneurship as the creation of heterotopias (Hjorth, 2005), women
and (dis)organising the city (Czarniawska, 2010), organising Christmas (Hancock and
Rehn, 2011), partial organisation (Ahrne and Brunsson, 2011) temporary organising
(Bakker et al, 2016), and many others. Shared among these is destabilisation of the
focus on organisation as a fixed, stable structure. Instead, with a shift toward
organising, the interplay of actions and time came to the fore (Hernes, 2014), and a
processual focus explores how interactions over time give rise to emergent
phenomena, and a broadening to consider collective activities of organising in new

context, and with new subjects for inquiry.

Nevertheless, this perspective can be problematised for presenting the transition to
organising without adequately accounting for the influences driving it. As the book’s title
makes clear, Weick (1979) writes from the perspective of a social psychologist, and the
turn toward a process orientation in OS derives from this: social psychology is about
the relationships among individuals and how these relationships in turn influence those
individuals (Stangor, 2011). In other words, building on a concern with processes of
interaction among people, Weick extended processes of interacting in relation to
organising. However, an interest in process in only one of many turns toward

engagement with social theories in OS. Indeed, some scholars have linked Weick’s
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work with the emergence of postmodern philosophy more generally (e.g. Langenberg
and Wesseling, 2016). But, as mentioned previously, Burrell and Morgan (1979)
likewise contributed to rethinking the assumptions in OS from an explicitly philosophical
perspective. Applying insights derived in sociology, they established distinct paradigms
for the analysis of organisation as a part of the social world. Significantly, this brought
explicitly into OS debates a concern with the underlying assumptions of the field. In
doing so, one might consider the uptake of Burrell and Morgan (1979) in OS as
encouraging a wider range of interdisciplinary engagements with social theories than
Weick’s application of social psychology (see, for example, Jones and Munro, 2005).
Seen this way, the turn toward processes of organising is part of a broader attempt at
elaborating the philosophical underpinnings — and therefore justification of and focus
for — OS.

Building on this, and indicated previously, rather than focussing on a defined, fixed
entity — namely, ‘organisation’ — an emphasis on organising destabilises the analytical
scope of OS to include a wider range of social practices (Peltonen et al, 2018). In other
words, organising challenges the question of what ought to be the subject of OS.
Indeed, if process is understood as the ‘emergent relational interactions and patternings
that are recursively intimated in the fluxing and transforming of our lifeworlds.” (Chia,
1995:582), then it entails ‘leaving open what actually emerges from processes’ and
thereby introduces the potentiality for change (Hernes, 2014:4). Seen this way, the
focus on organising entails breaking down the boundary of what can be considered the
focus of OS. Instead of organisation, it becomes possible to examine organising as a

phenomenon of the social world in a more diverse range of contexts.

Still, a concern that remains unaddressed in the shift toward organising in OS — also
raised in OS research on organisation — is the extent that such inquiry seeks to improve
the practice of organising, and specifically managing and controlling such organising
(Grey, 2017). Indeed, building from work that considers the philosophical assumptions

about OS, it is possible to distinguish different approaches to studying organising based
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on the aim of research. Similar to research on organisation indicated previously, on the
one hand, research might seek to understand organising in order to recommend how
to manage organising processes. For example, following their consideration of Weick’s
philosophical ideas, Langenberg and Wesseling (2016) conclude by discussing and the
implications these have for management. On the other hand, research might seek to
critique the aim of managing and controlling processes of organising and, in some
cases, seek to actively explore alternatives. These latter approaches are taken up in a
critical approach to OS, which | explore below (Section 2.3). First, however, based on
the narrative reivews of organisation and organising | draw out several relevant

reflections about OS.

2.2.3 Origin myths: problematising the trajectories of OS

Having presented succinct narrative reviews of research on organisation and organising
in OS, it is worth asking: why does this perspective matter? While | seek to convey to
this a particular significance, my intended meaning may not be clear. Indeed, | cannot
know the meaning ascribed to such a review by the reader, which will inevitably depend
on any of a variety of factors (existing knowledge, the particularities of the moment, pre-
existing beliefs, and so on). In other words, there is a risk that reproducing these
narratives leads to a negative double contingency, whereby the reader misses my
intended meaning and | fail to anticipate their interpretation (Luhmann, 1995). To
confront this and aspire toward a positive understanding, | shall be clear: my intended
meaning is to point to significant cleavage, thought by no means the only one, within
OS that reflects longer-term, enduring changes in the field (Hughes, 2013; for an
elaboration on historical analyses in OS, see Usdiken and Kieser, 2004). Specifically,
the cleavage | focus on is a difference in understanding of the subject of focus:
organisation as a fixed entity or organising as an ongoing process. As discussed
previously, this is connected to a difference in the underlying philosophical perspectives

about the social world adopted by researchers. Additionally, by pointing to this cleavage

15



in a historical context, | intend to describe how the current state of OS came into being,
but also how it might change (Rowlinson et al, 2009). Thus, my intended meaning is to
not to establish a background of the field of OS, but rather to offer an interpretation of
these narratives.

While a variety of debates exist in OS, reflections on the literature reviewed thus far

enables a focus on several points of departure for this thesis.

First, in one sense, the construction of a dichotomous split between organisation and
organising is false. As March (2008:9) pointed out over a decade ago, OS was diverse
and plural, a ‘large, heterogeneous field’ drawing on a range of disciplines. It remains
so today (e.g. Hinings, 2010). Still, it is clear that there is no singular origin of OS.
Instead, these different approaches might be considered ‘origin myths’ that enable
comprehension of how organisation and organising emerged as focal points of inquiry
(Munro and Huber, 2012; Burrell, 2018). Maintaining either of these myths depends first
on its adoption, then for focusing analysis on particular aspects of organisation
(structure, decision-making etc.) or organising (process, change, sensemaking etc.). In
fact, these might be usefully viewed as complementary: practices of organising depend
on structures of organisation, just as the type and characteristics of organisation
depend on processes of organising. A narrow focus on either upholds the false premise

that the remit of OS is to prioritise one or the other (Hernes, 2014).

A second reflection builds on whether research adopts one or the other myths.
Assumptions about organisation or organising entails adhering — often uncritically — to
previous scholarship in accordance with the ‘giants’ upon whose shoulders OS scholars
supposedly stand (e.g. Chen, 2003; Courpasson et al, 2008). Indeed, the two narrative
reviews and divergent understandings of the subject of OS are reflective of a
divergence in the social sciences more broadly. In particular, this divergence stems
from adherence to underlying philosophical perspectives. Without giving this topic the
nuance it deserves (it will be returned to when discussing the critical perspective of this

thesis in Section 2.3.2, and further developed in Chapters 3 and 5) these approaches
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can be seen as two distinct approaches to understanding the social world. On the one
hand is a structuralist view, with a focus on the forms and structures that constitute the
world (Gibson and Burrell, 1979). This generally aligns with studies of organisation as
a fixed entity. On the other hand, postmodern and poststructuralist philosophical
perspectives have variously sought to move past structuralism to consider processes
and the capacity for action to influence change, calling in to question the stability and
fixity of the structures advocated in structuralist thinking (e.g. Strati, 2000). This latter
understanding can be seen to parallel the stream of research on organising. Although
OS has continued to adopt philosophical underpinnings grounded in both form
(organisation) and action (organising), some OS research has drawn on social theorists
that seek to bridge these, such as Luhmann, Latour, Elias and Giddens (e.g. Hernes
2004; Jones and Munro, 2005; Czarniawska, 2017). In a sense, these are attempts to
merge the myths of the origins of OS, or potentially create new ones, and explore how
social theorists and contemporary thinkers can improve our understanding of
organisation and organising (Jones and Monroe, 2005). As we shall see, works across
these different philosophical perspectives have all been engaged with in geography

debates, as well (Chapter 3).

Finally, a third reflection relates to the challenge that research on organising makes to
the conceptualisation of boundaries in OS. In particular, while research on organisation
focuses on a definable entity with clear boundaries (e.g. Tosi, 2009), research on
organising emphasises that inquiry can extend to a range of contexts, and that
organising occurs outside the formal organisation in the social world (e.g. Wilhoit and
Kisselburg, 2015). Indeed, this challenges the field to confront a fundamentally
ontological concern with what can be said to exist. This ties to the aforementioned
philosophical divergence and hints at deeper ontological considerations (returned to in
Chapter 5). However, in both cases there is an underlying assumption regarding the
subject of focus. Thus, organisation assumes an entity with boundaries, whereas
organising assumes processes of collective activity within, between or — in some

instances — without organisations. Still, what generally remains assumed in both is that
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studying organisation and organising ought to focus on collective activities, often
occurring in the context of formal, paid work (a point feminist scholars have critiqued at

length, e.g. Calas and Smircich, 1996).

Building on the split between organisation and organising as myths, these reflections
establish key areas of debate in OS. Indeed, several major points of disagreement
between them emerge. The differing subject of focus — organisation or organising — is
connected to understandings of structure versus process, which relates to the
underlying philosophical assumptions upon which research builds. While this brings
different understandings of the boundaries of OS to the fore, it does not offer a
conclusive means for conceptualising those boundaries. Still, evident in both narratives
is a concern with understanding collective activity, despite differences in the aim and
approach. Some research seeks to improve the performance of organisation or
organising in the social world, and in so doing furthering the aim of managing those
structures or processes. Others, however, question this prevailing emphasis, making
different subjects a more central concern for research and stating explicitly the aim of
inquiry. This latter stream of thought builds upon social theories to inform the
development of knowledge about the social phenomena of organisation and organising.
This can be considered a more critical approach to OS that questions key assumptions

of OS, and is reviewed next.

2.3 Critical research on organisation and organising

Scholars adopt critical perspectives in OS in a variety of ways and, as alluded to
previously, these often explicitly critique the aim of research and the ways of developing
knowledge toward that aim. To do so, many critical scholars make explicit the link of
their research with social theories, adhering to a range of underlying philosophical
orientations, including Marxism, poststructuralism, postmodernism, post-colonialism,

feminism and others (e.g. Alvesson et al, 2009; Alcadipani and Hassard, 2010).
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However, what these share is an attempt to integrate social theories into the critical

study of organisation and organising, as well as management.

In reviewing this literature, this section first provides an overview of the trajectory of
critical streams of thought in OS by focusing on the Critical Management Studies area
of inquiry (Section 2.3.1). Building on this, | draw out what is understood as ‘critical’ in
this thesis and outline the critical perspective adopted herein (Section 2.3.2). Finally,
the prior review of research on organisation and organising is brought together with this
critical perspective (Section 2.3.3). From this, a conceptual opening emerges for
expanding how OS engages with theories and ideas in other disciplines, including

relatively recent efforts drawing on ideas in geography.

2.3.1 OS and Critical Management Studies

Much of the research in OS that could be considered critical sits within the broad
interdisciplinary area of Critical Management Studies (hereafter ‘CMS’). Importantly,
some scholars argue that CMS debates inadequately represent perspectives such as
feminist voices (Calas and Smircich, 2006); require rethinking CMS’ understanding of
critique (e.g. B6hm and Spoelstra, 2004); or do not have a firm foundation in social
theory (Klikauer, 2015). Partially, this may reflect the limits of what is deemed a
contribution to CMS, in particular how the label ‘critical’ is applied. Indeed, what it
means to be ‘critical’ remains — and likely will continue to remain — a concern for CMS
scholars (e.g. Butler and Spoelstra, 2014; Klikauer, 2015). This thesis faces the same
concern (and seeks to address this in Section 2.3.2 and Chapter 5). However, as a
starting point, a background of CMS serves to contextualise this thesis and its

contribution to critical research in OS.

Some scholars link the origin of CMS with the publication of an eponymous edited

collection (Alvesson and Wilmott, 1992; see Klikauer, 2015), while others suggest its
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roots in fact extend earlier in historical and cultural critiques of management and
organisation (Adler, 2007; Spicer et al, 2009; Alvesson et al, 2009). For CMS,
‘mainstream’ management research is inherently connected with and complicit in the
dominant capitalist system. By extension, challenging this link constitutes a key driver
in the development — and indeed definition — of the discipline (e.g. Alvesson et al, 2009;
Stoborod and Swann, 2014). In this sense, CMS research takes as its starting point a
critique of various features of capitalism, and more specifically on their manifestations

in management and organisation contexts (Alvesson et al, 2009).

Aside from adopting a critical perspective on the connection of management and
organisation to capitalism (e.g. Jessop, 2013), there are debates about many features
of CMS, not least how to characterise it. Fournier and Grey (2000) describe CMS as,
‘primarily, an academic phenomenon’ and sub-discipline of management studies that
aspires toward ‘theoretical plurality’ (Fournier and Grey, 2000:12). On the other hand,
others describe it as a more multidisciplinary movement incorporating a range of
perspectives, and drawing on the philosophical traditions of (Frankfurt School) Critical
Theory, critical realism, poststructuralism, postmodernism and Marxist labour process
theory (Alvesson et al, 2009). Whether seen as a sub-discipline or a movement, there
is little doubt that CMS remains an academic undertaking largely confined to business
schools in the United Kingdom, which is the case for OS as well (e.g. Alvesson et al,
2009; Rowlinson and Hassard, 2011). However, in recent years, increasing
international academic engagement with CMS is evident, particularly in business
schools in the United States and Europe, and through the biennial International Critical
Management Studies Conference (e.g. Koss Hartmann, 2014; Grey et al, 2016). Still,
it remains relatively confined to academia, and at the same time has developed
diverging viewpoints over the extent to which CMS applies the philosophical traditions
argued to comprise it (e.g. Adler, 2007; Klikauer, 2015) and over whether CMS should
engage with the practitioners — identified by Parker (2010) as activists, managers, and
policy-makers — for whom CMS research is directly relevant. This reveals the wider

debate regarding the politics and aim of social research, similarly reflected in the prior
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review of OS, in which some research sought to improve the managing and controlling
of organisation and organising. In CMS, this becomes a political question for
researchers: how should the field respond to the unquestioned pursuit in ‘mainstream’

management studies (Visser, 2010) — and in ‘mainstream’ OS — of performativity?

Performativity, understood as the pursuit of knowledge to improve efficiency (e.g. of
business and organisational performance), is problematised in CMS and some consider
a 'non-performative intent’ to be a key way of delineating research as critical and
therefore within the remit of CMS (Fournier and Grey, 2000:17). In other words, and
recalling the prior narratives of research on organisation and organising, CMS is
distinctive for bringing into question the desire to improve management and
organisation performance. Indeed, this has been a key concern of CMS research, which
King (2015) labelled the ‘performative turn’ in the field. However, what this stance
therefore favours is unclear. Indeed, this leads to several questions: Should
researchers avoid considering how to improve performance or should they challenge a
performance orientation directly? And how does this inform the (dis)engagement with

the aforementioned practitioners?

Alvesson et al (2009) favour a distinction between ‘technical performativity’ and ‘critical
performativity,” and echo Spicer et al (2009) in advocating for the latter, which consists
of ‘active and subversive intervention into managerial discourses and practices...[that
is]...achieved through affirmation, care, pragmatism, engagement with potentialities,
and a normative orientation’ (Spicer et al, 2009:538). However, this understanding of
performativity has in itself been critiqued from various perspectives, including that it
relies on a misinterpretation of the original theorists who developed the idea and, in so
doing, nullifies its political potential (Cabantous et al, 2015); that it overemphasises the
power of discourse in leading to emancipatory change (Fleming and Banerjee, 2016);
and that it misses the complexities that arise from real interventions (King, 2015).
Alternatively, the notion of ‘progressive performativity’ has been proposed to alleviate
some of these concerns (Wickert and Schaefer, 2014). Still, the continued debates

about performativity for CMS reflects how CMS research and researchers bring the aim
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of their research into view and make it explicit (e.g. Parker and Parker, 2017). The
concern with performativity, as with a ‘critical’ perspective on the relation of
management, organisation and organising to capitalism is a further key feature of CMS

research.

If the claim about performativity with respect to CMS has been contentious and
provoked ongoing debates, two other key features seen to delineate CMS have proven
less so. These features, as proposed by Fournier and Grey (2000), are denaturalisation
and reflexivity. De-naturalisation involves problematising the status quo as ‘natural’ and
inevitable, thereby opening up the possibility of alternative formulations of society. And
reflexivity casts doubt on the objectivism and universalism that characterise
‘mainstream’ research, and in so doing questions the values and knowledge claims
within one’s own research. As Thompson (2004) notes, however, these two concepts
are both relatively accepted not only in CMS but also in much contemporary critical
social research. Thus, while making the aim of research explicit and challenging
performativity remain essential, the question of what constitutes CMS — what to include
and therefore exclude — remains an ongoing concern for scholars in the field. For
example, CMS researchers grapple with how to reconcile teaching performance-
oriented management in business schools with their own critical research, a clearly
reflexive and somewhat contradictory position (e.g.

Rowlinson and Hassard, 2011; Learmonth and Humphreys, 2011).

The three characteristics of CMS outlined by Fournier and Grey (2000) have been
reproduced in many subsequent CMS works (e.g. Tadajewski, 2010; Alvesson et al,
2009; Koss Hartmann, 2014; Wickert and Schaefer, 2014; Fleming and Banerjee, 2016;
among many others). Indeed, they constitute a starting point — but not a definitive
conclusion — for reflecting on what constitutes a ‘critical’ perspective, and in particular
how to deal with the pernicious issue of performativity. In particular, this thesis draws
on recent CMS work that has sought to move past the preoccupation within CMS on
capitalist management, organisation and organising. Drawing on anarchist theories,

these scholars direct research toward ‘alternative organisation’ (Parker et al, 2007,
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Parker et al, 2014), understood as radically different social arrangements that are
guided by principles such as autonomy, solidarity and responsibility. Building on this,
Parker and Parker (2017) urge ways of thinking and of researching that move beyond
the preoccupation with performativity. Instead, they point to alternative organisations
as allies with whom CMS should engage, as part of an ‘agonistic’ stance toward political

engagements. This will be returned to in the next sub-section.

From the above, it should be clear that CMS calls into question many of the elements
of the prior narratives of organisation (Section 2.2.1) and organising (Section 2.2.2).
For example, the recent turn in OS toward culture management might be seen as
attempts to manage and control the internal world and identity of workers (Wilmott,
1993). As Grey (2017:65) describes, ‘culture management aspires to intervene in and
regulate being, so that there is no distance between individuals’ purposes and those of
the organisation for which they work.” From a CMS perspective, therefore, culture
management oppresses the workers’ individualist, autonomous identity in the service
of management and improving performance. In the research on organising, a CMS
perspective would challenge works that unquestioningly seek to improve processes of
organising through researching them, and favour instead making explicit what kinds of
organising to encourage (e.g. Reedy et al, 2016; discussed further in Section 2.3.2,
below). Indeed, there is a clear shift in emphasis in CMS from seeking to understand
phenomena of management, organisation and organising in general to particular
approaches that challenge the existing dominant ways of understanding and, in various

ways, engage with the question of performativity.
Building on the above, | now articulate the particular critical perspective adopted in this

thesis, then draw this perspective together with the prior review (Section 2.2) of

research on organisation and organising.
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2.3.2 A clarification: What is it to be critical?

The previous section sought to establish some key contours of debate about features
of CMS and critical research in OS. In building on this, | acknowledge that through this
account of CMS, | have reproduced an existing narrative about this area of inquiry —
not unlike the origin myths of organisation and organising (Section 2.2.3).

However, | enact a particular version of CMS in this narrative, and in doing so | likewise
adapt it (McLean and Alcadipani, 2008). In the review, | drew out the aim of research
as a central concern for CMS, and for OS more broadly. | also pointed to engagements
with social theories that develop from different philosophical underpinnings. In this
sense, | drew attention to how a critical perspective is constantly evolving through
engagements with new ideas, not immutable, and therefore constantly capable of
realising transformation (Czarniawska, 2004). So, having acknowledged the changing
nature of critique, below | weave together salient characteristics to elaborate the critical

perspective adopted in this thesis.

First, a critical perspective on OS entails recognising that, as the name suggests, the
focus of research in OS is on organisation and organising as phenomena, not on
management. This not only de-naturalises the ‘status quo,” but also extends
denaturalisation to existing understandings of OS that focus on contexts where
organisation or organising are studied to improve the performance of management, but
also CMS work that merely aims to critique management. So, drawing on the concern
with performativity, a critical perspective concerns itself with the performance of
organisation and organising. Relatedly, a critical perspective leaves open the possibility
of new collective activities of organising becoming subjects of OS, as critique itself
evolves. In this sense, a critical perspective entails not only moving past
improving/critiquing management, but also the possibility of moving beyond formal
organisation as the remit of the field, a move evident in some research on organising
(Section 2.2.2).
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Second, building further upon performativity debates, a critical perspective recognises
that research is inherently tied to practice (e.g. Czarniawksa, 2004). Indeed, a critical
perspective recognises the inherently political nature of research, and therefore
requires the researcher to make their stance explicit. This means reflexively accounting
for the understandings and doings of the world that the research(er) seeks to improve.
Therefore, a critical perspective entails a particular orientation toward improving
practices in the social world, which | label ‘selective performativity.” In the context of
OS, this means a selective, political choice about the kinds of organisation and
organising that research seeks to improve. Drawing on Parker and Parker (2017) —who
in turn build on Mouffe (2013, 2014) — this means that a critical perspective takes an
‘agonistic’ position: a middle between ‘for’ and ‘against’ that recognises the legitimacy
and dominance of existing (capitalist) organisation and organising, but takes an
adversarial stance toward them by demanding a continual series of confrontations. So,
selective performativity involves making choices that select subjects of research that
are confrontational instances of organisation and organising. By extension, this involves
a political choice by the researcher in seeking to affirm confrontational practices. Thus,
the researcher is implicated in the confrontational and political nature of research by

choosing the subject of inquiry.

Finally, the prior points illustrate how applying a critical perspective demands that the
researcher maintain constant reflexivity. Tied to the de-naturalisation of existing ways
of doing in OS, it is necessary to continue to reflexively consider the core assumptions
of the field. Among these assumptions, the philosophical underpinnings of research and
remit of OS itself must be brought into view, questioned and challenged. The former
leaves open the possibility that other philosophical traditions can offer novel insights
into organisation and organising as phenomena of the social world. In this way, a critical
perspective can enliven OS research and point to new directions for inquiry. By
challenging OS, a critical perspective problematises the focus on formal organisation
or organising, but also reflexively questions what constitutes organisation or organising

itself. Thus, while collective activity frames this thesis’ understanding of the focus of
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OS, leaving open how and where this can be found in the world opens the possibility of
new ways of understanding organisation and organising as collective activities in new

contexts (however, see Chapter 5 for a reconsideration of reflexivity).

To conclude, by articulating this thesis’ critical perspective, its application in research
begins to emerge. A critical perspective means clearly focusing on organisation and
organising, but with an openness to extending this to new contexts; adopting a selective
performativity that acknowledges research as inherently political; and challenging core
assumptions in the field. To illustrate this, the next section develops the critical

perspective by reflecting on the prior reviews of OS and CMS.

2.3.3 Bringing together organisation studies, CMS and a critical perspective

This section draws together the review of OS (Section 2.2) with CMS (Section 2.3.1)
and a critical perspective (Section 2.3.2). In doing so, | demonstrate the opportunity for
considering OS literature in further detail that exhibits elements of a critical perspective,

including OS work that engages with geography.

Returning to debates about performativity in CMS, these question the prevailing
practice of aiming to improve management, which is often the aim of OS research on
both organisation and organising. Still, discussions about performativity illustrate that
the relation to performance is not a settled question among CMS researchers. Instead,
these ongoing debates reflect that CMS research takes an inherently political stance
toward what kinds of practice it seeks to improve (Parker and Parker, 2017). Indeed,
research as political means giving preference to certain practices while seeking to
produce particular knowledge(s) about the social world (e.g. Hammersley and Atkinson,
2007). Often in CMS, the prevailing critique of capitalism leads scholars to suggest their
role is to encourage ‘micro-emancipation’ (Alvesson and Willmott, 1992) within

organisations that exist as part of the dominant capitalist system. Others, looking
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toward examples of difference in the present, focus their inquiry on other subjects, such
as co-operatives (Malleson, 2013; Heras-Saizorbitoria, 2014; Cheney et al, 2014;
Magni, 2014; Zitcer, 2015); community organising (Defilippis et al, 2009), rural
collectives (Lambru and Petrescu, 2014), and the ‘Occupy’ movement (Lubin, 2012). In
other words, the focus shifts to organisations that are alternatives to conventional or
dominant capitalist organisation. Such a shift involves confronting the ethical and
political stakes of research (Derrida, 1996), which in this thesis is understood as a
political move made by scholars in aiming their research towards particular kinds of
collective activities. Therefore, scholars that turn their focus to such alternatives can be
seen to adopt the ‘selective performativity’ introduced previously. In this way, an
element of a critical perspective is present in efforts to improve the understanding and
performance of organisation and organising that aspires to be ‘other,” and in seeking to
realise difference from prevailing capitalist organisation and organising (Hjorth, 2005
relates such a stance to the idea of ‘heterotopia’ in Foucault, 1988). Still, this
necessitates researchers making explicit their political stance about what kinds of
difference and ‘others’ they seek to improve. Indeed, a terrorist organisation or white
supremacist group might align with this element of a critical perspective. Thus, it is
incumbent for researchers to make their political — and implicitly ethical — claims clear

and justify the focus of inquiry.

By way of example, the political nature of research is evident in the prior narratives of
organisation and organising, albeit often implicitly. Indeed, the review of research on
organisation reflects an interest in studying organisation as a phenomenon from
different perspectives (behaviour, culture etc.) with the aim of better understanding how
managers can intervene and shape these features of organisation. The organising
narrative is likewise political, first for taking a stance that questions the capacity to focus
on the structure of organisation without understanding ongoing processes. However, in
seeking to understand those processes (sensemaking, change, etc.), organising
research may likewise aim to improve the management of these processes. Viewed

from a critical perspective, such a stance is indeed a case of selective performativity,
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but one that makes a political claim in favour of a managerial perspective on
organisation and organising, potentially furthering the domination of ‘managed’

workers.

Aside from the inherent politicality of research, a critical perspective is also evident in
articulations of the philosophical underpinnings of research. In CMS, a diverse set of
intellectual origins — including Marxism, post-structuralism, feminism, anarchism, and
others — suggest a move away from the unquestioning acceptance of the present so
often clear in the narrative review of research on organisation, which might be deemed
positivist for its unquestioning aim of improving management (e.g. Alvesson and
Skoéldberg, 2009; Alvesson et al, 2009). The variety of philosophical origins in CMS
suggests the plural perspectives that CMS seeks to build upon by de-

naturalising the present. Additionally, while in the review of organisation literature a
largely positivist approach was evident, in organising literature efforts are made to
ground research in process theory (e.g. Hernes, 2014). Perhaps, this seeks to establish
a clearer philosophical perspective for OS, as process theories also draw on a range
of thinkers with differing philosophical perspectives (e.g. Bergson, Heidegger,
Whitehead, etc.). Still, in both CMS and organising literatures, although established
philosophical traditions infuse research with additional perspectives (e.g. Cunliffe,
2008), this often serves to retrench researchers’ focus on prevailing formal organisation
and/or organising (Klikauer, 2015). The critical perspective of this thesis asks scholars
to make clear their political stance and direct attention to new areas of inquiry, whilst
also reflexively establishing the philosophical perspectives and assumptions upon
which research builds. Indeed, this can be done by opening up these philosophical

ideas to rethinking.

Relatedly, CMS might be critiqued for its limited engagement with philosophical
approaches drawing on process theory, in contrast to research on organising. The
extent of thinking about process in CMS has largely to do with ‘labour process theory’

(e.g. Hassard et al, 2001). This, however, sits very much within the Marxist tradition in
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CMS as it relates the labour process to work and organisation under capitalism. Indeed,
labour process debates led to a significant theoretical split in CMS around the ‘missing
subject:” whether on the one hand labour process research focuses on labour
processes in organisations and misses the subject of individuals, or on the other
focuses on workers and managers and misses the subject of organisation (Thompson,
2009). While this hints at the broader split between structure and process within OS, it
remains squarely focused on inquiring into relations within the formal, capitalist work
organisation. In contrast, as discussed previously, research on organising challenges

the boundaries of OS to look beyond this particular context, which CMS rarely does.

On the question of boundaries, CMS tends to focus on a clearly bounded understanding
of organisation, which stems not only from an assumption about the importance of
structures but also from a more practical reality. The situatedness of most CMS
researchers in business schools means that, in addition to research, they teach
students who will mostly be employed in capitalist organisations upon graduation
(Reedy and Learmonth, 2009). The scholars therefore have an interest in making their
research relevant to practice. Interestingly, Rowlinson and Hassard (2011) argue that
this has led CMS to undergo a process of institutionalisation as researchers accept
their predominant position in business schools. While not seeking to overstate this
point, it seems that direct relation to practice is a key feature of CMS, which also might
be said to OS — similarly situated in business school contexts. More specifically, while
a critique of management is a core feature of CMS (e.g. Spicer et al, 2009; Butler and
Spoelstra, 2014), this itself is rarely problematised, nor is the focus of research the
formal, capitalist organisation. In fact, when Czarniawska (2017:146) argues that
‘management and OS are not about human nature, but about certain ways of life, and,
more specifically, certain ways of work,’ the focus on ‘work’ appears to adopt a narrow
understanding of ‘work,’ typically work outside the home and in exchange for income
(e.g. Calas and Smircich, 1996). The critical perspective on OS adopted in this thesis,
though, loosens the grip on this narrow focus by challenging this core assumption about

focussing on ‘certain ways of work’ and provokes new contexts for inquiry.
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One area that is beginning to develop new areas of inquiry is the aforementioned area
of research on alternative organisation (Parker et al, 2007; 2014 ), which looks at diverse
kinds of organisation as a phenomenon that exists in additional ways to capitalist
organisation. Indeed, these are, in essence, ‘alternatives’ to an ideal-type capitalist
organisation. This is slightly problematic, given that CMS makes clear that there is no
such ideal-type. Instead, struggle against attempts at ‘pure’ capitalist organisation is
inevitable (e.g. Fleming and Spicer, 2008). Still, the argument alternative organisation
researchers make is that by engaging with them — by focusing their critique in new
directions — it is possible for CMS to take a positive political stance about what CMS is
for, not simply what it is against (Reedy and Learmonth, 2009; Parker and Parker,
2017). In this sense, alternative organisation builds toward a critical perspective in CMS
and OS by questioning the prevailing assumption about the subject of inquiry and

adopting a political stance toward exploring alternatives.

Research on organising likewise explores new contexts, including the examples
mentioned previously (Section 2.2.2). These examples — of organising between
organisations, organising Christmas, temporary organising etc. — reflect the opening up
of OS to new phenomena of the social world. Further examples of work in this vein
include Dussel and Ibarra-Colado’s (2006) work on organising human activities of
production and commerce in the context of globalisation — to which it might also be
added reproduction; Coupland’s (2014) consideration of how a rugby league organises
docile bodies; and Mumby’s (2016) work on how corporate branding in capitalism
entails ‘organising beyond organisation.” These cases — and there are indeed others —
take OS to new contexts and challenge the notion that OS are squarely focused on the
organisation. Still, research on these phenomena can be done in order to improve
practice, and are thus haunted by the political concern: what kinds of practice does

research seek to improve?
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Thus, not only seeking new contexts for OS research, but also the question of the
political aim of such research, must be considered as part of a critical perspective.
Interestingly, Reedy et al (2016) explicity combine these approaches in their
consideration of how alternative organising in a ‘confederation of activist groups’
contributes to identity formation and prefigurative politics through a process of
‘individuation’ (Reedy et al, 2016:2). By making a choice to consider an ‘alternative’ and
by combining this with an emphasis on organising, this work adheres to this thesis’
understanding of a critical perspective. Indeed, Reedy et al (2016) question prevailing
assumptions, provoke a new understanding of boundaries of the subject of OS inquiry,
and take an explicitly political stance. Indeed, further work seeking to selectively
improve processes of organising — whether in questioning an event (e.g. Christmas),
globalisation, the body, a confederation of groups, and so on — that challenges
assumptions in OS serve to enliven the field by drawing together the different elements

of a critical perspective. It is such an effort that this thesis undertakes.

To summarise, this section brought into view a range of concerns about OS and CMS
through an elaboration on how a critical perspective brings about new ways of thinking
and researching in the field. Various efforts to rethink the focus of OS were highlighted
because they provoke a reflexive consideration of the subject — which from a critical
perspective should be focused squarely on organisation and organising. The inherent
connection of a political stance and performativity was elaborated, reflecting that a
critical perspective demands clear political commitments from the researcher. And
works that reconsider the core assumptions of OS were highlighted for the ways they
exhibit a critical perspective. In the next section, | review further OS literature that
similarly has taken up elements of a critical perspective and, in doing so, enlivened OS
debates. In particular, | focus on efforts that engage with ideas from geography as a
way of questioning core assumptions in the field and considering the relationship of
organisation and organising to the geographies of the world. Still, as we shall see, the
political stance inherent to a critical perspective is not always made clear, which speaks

to a deeper ontological consideration (taken up further in Chapter 5).
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2.4 OS engagements with geography

Similar to the ‘performative turn’ in CMS (King, 2015), another recent shift in OS has
sought to engage with ideas derived in geography. In particular, this review focuses on
engagements with how the geographical concepts of ‘space,” ‘place,” ‘scale’ and
‘territory’ have been taken up in OS debates. Related to the broader ‘spatial turn’ in the
social sciences (Hubbard et al, 2002; Halford, 2004; Warf and Arias, 2009), the
following sections will consider how OS scholars have applies these geographical ideas
in ways that lead to new, fruitful insights for the field. Still, it also highlights that these
interventions have typically occurred by applying the geographical concept of ‘space’
and considering its implications for OS, though several engagements with ‘place;’
‘scale’ and ‘territory’ are also notable. | begin by overviewing early interventions in OS
that engage with these geographical ideas, then move to more recent engagements
(Section 2.4.1). | go on to describe research on the ‘communicative constitution of
organisation’ and how geographical ideas have been taken up in this area of inquiry
(Section 2.4.2). Finally, the section summarises the conceptual openings identified
throughout, and concludes by pointing to the potential for further engaging with ideas

in geography (Section 2.4.3).

This section highlights the extent of engagements with geographical ideas, but also
limited engagements with geography literature itself, in which space, place, scale and
territory have been developed in significantly more depth. This leads to the next
chapter’s exploration of the debates in geography about different ways space, place,
scale and territory can be understood (Chapter 3), which in turn points to ways these
richer understandings are integrated with OS research through the geographical

constitutiveness of organising as a conceptual framework (Chapter 4).
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2.4.1 OS engagements with geographical concepts

Early engagements of OS with geography

Initial works of scholars integrating ideas from geography with OS drew primarily upon
the geographical idea of ‘space,” and explored how space improves the understanding
of organisation and organising. In so doing, they laid the foundation for subsequent OS
inquiry, though this has predominantly continued to focus on relating OS to space. As
we shall see, among these early works, different elements of a critical perspective are

evident.

One of the first works that contributed to engaging OS with ideas from geography aimed
at ‘bringing space back in’ to OS (Kornberger and Clegg, 2004). In seeking to spur this
debate, the authors consider how OS can in fact be seen from the perspective of a
series of spatial interventions. As an example, they explain:

...within scientific management, what did Taylor do other than
reorganise the spatial arrangement of the entire organisation by
dividing space into individual cells, so that every single activity had
to take place within its own space (cell), separate from the others?
(Kornberger and Clegg, 2004:1096)

In other words, the prior reviews of research on organisation and organising might be
usefully rethought and described from this spatial perspective. Building their argument,
Kornberger and Clegg (2004) draw primarily on research in architecture to argue that
buildings, far from being passive, are active and ‘generative’ of the organisation that
occurs within them. In this way, they point to the significance of materiality, the physical
material of the world, as influential in organisation. This builds to an argument for
architecture and OS to consider how buildings might be a positive force for processes
of ‘learning and becoming,” and a site where ‘surprises emerge that cannot be
intentionally produced and controlled’ (Kornberger and Clegg, 2004:1108). Thus, this
research utilises space to integrate several streams of thought in OS: the structure —
literally — of a building as the site of the structure of organisation; but also the processes

of learning that occur; and an emphasis on the possibility for new practices to emerge
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therein. Thus, several elements of a critical perspective are evident. The authors
maintain organisation and organising as their subject, seeking to encourage particular
kinds of ‘becoming’ — reflecting their political stance — and challenge OS to engage with
the materiality of phenomena. Indeed, applying space in this way, as well as arguing
that materiality is significant in studying organisation and organising, together comprise

a significant attempt at overcoming the structure and process divide in OS.

A contemporaneous book, The spatial construction of organisation, similarly sought to
address this divide. In it, Hernes (2004, xviii, emphasis in original) aims to develop a
theory of ‘organisation as space and say that any act of organising is about creating a
space for human action and interaction.” To do this, organisation is considered
emergent, unfinished, multiple and amorphous — drawing explicitly on process theories
(e.g. Tsoukas and Chia, 2002) in order to consider a wider understanding of
organisation and its evolution. Then, summarising the philosophical positions in OS
focused on form (structure) and action (process), Hernes (2004:30-39) introduces ‘third
pole’ theories — primarily derived from social theorists Luhmann, Latour, Elias and
Giddens — to bridge these positions and build an argument for the need to understand
organisation as ‘contexts for human action and interactions.” Faulting ‘context’ as
evocative of inwardness and of a perceived immutability, Hernes (2004) proposes
space as a more apt way of understanding organisation and applies the work of Henri
Lefebvre (1991) in distinguishing between different kinds of space — physical, social

and mental — to illustrate this.

Before devoting attention to Lefebvre’s three kinds of space, Hernes (2004:78) argues
the possibility of identifying boundaries of space, which he describes as ‘spatial fields.’
These boundaries can be based on the substance of space (again physical, social and
mental), or on how the boundaries regulate space through ordering, distinctions and
thresholds. Following this, each of the Lefebrvian distinctions is considered in depth
with relation to existing OS research, emphasising the tangibility and symbolic ordering

of physical space; the mutual understanding implied by, but also confinement to
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‘thought’ of, mental space; and the bondedness and identity differentiation inherent to
social space. Finally, an attempt is made at integrating these through a consideration

of ‘spatial dynamics’ in relation to organisation.

Hernes (2004) addresses important questions in attempting to integrate geographical
ideas with OS. Similar to Kornberger and Clegg (2004), he takes up the challenge of
bridging the structure/process divide, a significant cleavage in OS (recall Section 2.2).
Still, equating context and space is, from the perspective of geography, problematic.
Additionally, although likewise challenging core questions about organisation and
maintaining this as the subject of inquiry, a reliance on Lefebvre misses the opportunity
of potentially fruitful engagements with other geographical theorists. In fact, such
engagements that limit their consideration to Lefebvre are common in OS explorations
of geographical ideas. Still, Hernes’ (2004) work clearly challenges core assumptions
in OS, hinting at a critical perspective. Further, these assumptions are challenged with
reference to other social theorists, which have likewise been taken up in geography
debates to develop the notion of space — and also place, scale and territory — further
(see Chapter 3). Finally, the effort to confront the question of boundaries by seeking to
differentiate them spatially entails a significant rethinking of the boundedness of
organisation and organising. This is taken up to an extent in work engaging with the
notion of territory (explored further below). Still, an important question that is
insufficiently addressed is the political nature, and therefore aim, of this integration of
space with organisation. To what extent does it seek to selectively improve

management, or to encourage new ways of thinking and doing?

OS scholars also explored place, scale and territory in early engagements with
geographical ideas. In one such contribution, Brown and Humphreys (2006) identify
ways people interpret their work environment as a ‘place,” which they consider a
discursive resource in which people invest meaning, and also one individuals use to
articulate their, and their organisation’s, identities. Similarly, Halford and Leonard

(2005) consider place as a way to explore the contexts in which workplace subjectivities
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are discursively formulated, though without seeking to develop an understanding of
what constitutes place. As a final example, Alkon (2004) considers the role of heritage
narratives in how a place seeks to address the challenge of erosion. While clearly
efforts to bring the notion of ‘place’ to OS, these works offer limited development of
existing understandings of place, instead emphasising the importance of particular
places as relevant for analysis, and often explore the discursive ways place is
understood in an organisation. From the perspective of this thesis, this might be seen
as an uncritical perspective about the remit of OS by focusing solely — and unreflexively
— on the formal organisation and not accounting for the assumptions underpinning
place. An important exception to this is Burley et al (2007), who consider the ways that
a ‘sense of place’ influences reactions to organisational reconstruction after a
hurricane, and develop this through engagements with geographers. Still, ‘sense of
place’ is only one concept related to place in geography, and there is substantial scope

to develop this further (see Chapter 3).

Turning to territory, an early intervention begins with a conceptualisation of territoriality
as useful for understanding organisations, defined as ‘the behavioural expression of
psychological ownership’ (Brown et al, 2005:579) that extends to tangible and
intangible objects, and also to social entities. In this, significant links with geography,
and other disciplines such as environmental psychology, are made in order to build an
understanding of territory. However, the authors describe the phenomenon of territory
as having ‘explanatory power’ (Brown et al, 2005:578), betraying a positivist tendency,
which is furthered by articulating the managerial implications of the research in the
conclusion. Indeed linking this to a formal organisation and management misses an
opportunity for a critical perspective at the intersection of geography and OS about the
notion of territory. In fact, in early OS work engaging with geographical ideas, there are
few other inquiries that develop understandings of territory in OS by drawing on a

geographical perspective.
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However, further early OS work continues to engage with the concept of space. Clegg
et al (2005) argue that organisation exists in the space between order and chaos, which
for them is the space where learning that can disrupt order occurs. In this way, they
challenge an understanding of organisation as structure and instead relate this to
research on organising as ‘becoming’ (e.g. Tsoukas, 1998; Tsoukas and Chia, 2002),
while also drawing on key social theorists, including Deleuze and Guittari (1987) and
Serres (1995a; 1995b). However, they omit any substantive explanation of their
understanding of space, instead relying on correspondence between organising and
learning, explaining that this occurs in the ‘space between, in the grey area, where the
borders are breached, where definitions are unstable’ (Clegg et al, 2005:187). Perhaps,
by using space as a metaphor, the authors seek to open its definition to multiple
understandings. Still, this occurs without consideration for the variety of understandings
of space, including some in geography that leave open the possibility of such plural

understandings (Massey, 2005; see also Chapter 3).

Another OS work engaging with space seeks to rethink organisational
entrepreneurship. Here, Hjorth (2005:387) argues for a new understanding of
entrepreneurship that creates ‘spaces for play and/or invention within an established
order.’” Linking this with the works of de Certeau and Foucault, Hjorth (2005)
conceptualises these spaces as heterotopias that operate within organisations and the
domination of management. This contributes to focussing OS research toward the
spaces outside managerial control, and connects with philosophical understandings of
space (of de Certeau in particular) that are not frequently taken up in OS. However, a
critical perspective might ask where such heterotopian spaces exist outside the context
of the formal organisation, and how the OS assumption that its remit lies in the study of
organisation as structure, instead considering a process view of heterotopian ways of

organising.

In an edited volume, Clegg and Kornberger (2006) draw together a range of scholars

that contribute multiple perspectives about how space can be understood in OS. Still,
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many of these take the role of management as a subject of concern, whilst
acknowledging and/or encouraging resistance. Additionally, the book exclusively deals
with ‘space’ and leaves out further ideas from geography. While some elements of a
critical perspective are lacking, the volume does contribute to the ongoing questioning
of assumptions about the nature of space in OS and to the establishment of an

emerging area of inquiry at the intersection of OS and geography.

Reviewing extant OS literature at the time engaging with space, Taylor and Spicer
(2007) offer ‘organisational space’ as an umbrella term at this intersection. Within this
area of inquiry, the authors distinguish 3 conceptions of space in OS that rely on
different assumptions: space as distance, space as the materialisation of power
relations, and space as lived experience. Building on this, a Lefebvrian approach is
adopted that neatly fits each distinction. Through the review, they incorporate distance,
power relations, and experience. They also engage with the geographical concept of
scale, arguing for the notion of ‘spatial scales’ to distinguish a ‘spatial level at which
social activity takes place’ (Taylor and Spicer, 2007:336), and that each of them — the
micro, meso and macro — is applicable to the analysis of organisation. While this
hierarchical distinction ‘scale’ as ‘levels’ of space is problematic from the perspective of
geography (e.g. Marston et al, 2005), as is the omission of other ideas in geography,
this work makes another attempt to challenge OS assumptions and engage with the
intersection of OS and geography. Still, as others previously (Kornberger and Clegg,
2004; Hernes, 2004), in seeking to combine structural (power) and process
(experience) orientations, the authors rely primarily on Lefebvre. Additionally, the
authors consider their theory applicable to OS, but adopt the more traditional subject of

the field: workplaces and formal organisation.

A final key early engagement of OS with the concept of space is The Spaces of
Organisation and the Organisation of Space: Power, Identity and Materiality at Work
(Dale and Burrell, 2008). In this book, the authors expand the first author’s prior work

on social materiality and organisational control (Dale, 2005). As with others, they
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primarily take a Lefebvrian approach to understanding space, although there are
engagements with other theories in geography. Significantly, however, this work
explores the interaction of space and organisation, arguing for:

the need to reconsider social relations as irreducibly spatial,
embodied and material...[and]...a need to recognise the
organisational and organised nature of social life and the
political effects of this on the possibilities and constraints of
social relations in spatial, embodied and material terms (Dale
and Burrell, 2008:37).

This assertion is further developed into a theory of how power, identity and materiality
manifest at the interaction of space and organisation. Through their discussion, the
authors draw on geography, architecture, a range of social theorists, and OS, the latter
including both the structure and process traditions. In doing so, the authors develop the
notion of ‘social materiality’ that considers the world as social-andmaterial and as
emerging from the result of their dynamic interplay. The authors set themselves a broad
remit by endeavouring to take the OS beyond just the formal work organisation and
toward the ‘spheres of production or reproduction or consumption...[because]...the
boundaries between the categories and social spaces of these different spheres are
often blurred’ (Dale and Burrell, 2008:36). Thus, they seek to theorise phenomena of
the social world beyond the formal (capitalist) work organisation and organising. To this
end, they call for consideration of the ‘radical (re)organisation of space’ including
‘alternative space where a de-totalization of the dominant forms of organisation comes
about’ (Dale and Burrell, 2008:278). This call, and in keeping with their aim to
incorporate both structure and process, it might usefully be added: alternative space
where a de-totalisation of the dominant forms of organisation and processes of
organising comes about. Still, despite this omission, the work contributes significantly
to overcoming the process/structure debate in OS, and makes a strong case for a
critical perspective that focuses on organisation and organising, challenges key
assumptions about the scope of OS and makes a political stance for the consideration

of alternatives that move beyond dominant OS areas of inquiry.
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Before turning to more contemporary OS engagements with these geographical ideas,
let us pause to reflect on the works reviewed thus far. Among them, limited
engagements with notions of place, scale and territory are evident and the concept of
‘space’ is the prevailing geographical idea taken up in OS debates. Further,
engagements with Lefebvre — often without a full appreciation for his dynamic
understanding of how social space is produced - are predominant. In addition, there is
insufficient accounting for the ways that these geographical ideas relate, and how
distinctions between them are blurred in geography debates. While Dale and Burrell
(2008) might constitute an exception to this, their principal concern remains with space
as opposed to how this connects to other geographical ideas. In fact, geography views
space, place, scale and territory as significantly interrelated (see Chapter 3).
Additionally, geography debates deem these not solely physical concepts, but rather
acknowledge their social nature as well. To an extent, the aforementioned works move
beyond purely physical understandings, but there is significant scope for further inquiry
in this respect. Still, the reviewed works can be seen to establish inquiry at the
intersection of OS and geography, and often draw upon social theories that question
prevailing assumptions in OS. In this way, applications of these geographical ideas to
an extent can be seen to adopt a critical perspective. Indeed, engagements with further
theorisations of these concepts in geography might add meaningfully to OS debates.
While the limited utilisation of ideas in geography may reflect the defence of OS as a
discipline (e.g. Hughes, 2013), it also means these works — with the possible exception
of the contribution from Dale and Burrell (2008) — ignore potential insights that further
interrelating OS and geography might yield. As we shall see, in more recent

engagements these trends largely continue.

Recent engagements of OS with geography: space
More recently, OS has continued to engage with geographical ideas. There is a
proliferation of such works, though engagements with the concept of space continue to

be most prevalent (Weinfurtner and Seidl, 2019). In these works, space has been
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adapted in various ways, such as free space (Rao and Dutta, 2012), bodyspace (Riach
and Wilson, 2014), experimental space (Bucher and Langley, 2016), and smooth space
(Munro and Jordan, 2013), among others. These are explored with respect to various
topics in OS (see Weinfurtner and Seidl, 2019 for a review) and a discernable feature
of these works is that many move beyond a purely physical understanding of space.
Some develop space in research that seeks to improve understandings for
management (e.g. Maaninen-Olsson and Mullern, 2009; Knight and Haslam, 2010;
Hujala and Rissanen, 2011; Andersen and Kragh, 2015; Coradi et al, 2015; Gander,
2015; Bartolacci et al, 2016). On the other hand, others focus on organisation or
organising, and demonstrate some elements of a critical perspective, including inquiry
into online discussion forums as virtual spaces of resistance to organisational change
(da Cunha and Orlikowski, 2008); the ‘formative and perverse’ spaces created through
the collapse of a mental health organisation (Fischer, 2012); how a ‘total institutional
space’ was created by an organisation committing genocide (Clegg et al, 2012); the
stickiness and non-places of the ‘kinetic elite’ in consultancy firms (Costas, 2013); and
spaces of control and resistance in telework (Sewell and Taskin, 2015) or in the context

of an organisation’s outsourcing plans (Courpasson et al, 2016).

Some works reflect the selective performativity of a critical perspective by adopting a
political orientation toward exploring alternative ways of organisation and organising,
including how spacing is enacted and slowed down through an artist’s performance
(Beyes and Steyaert 2012); the ways a theatrical collective organises urban space,
prompting an ‘unsiting’ of analysis by making the familiar ‘uncanny’ (Beyes and
Steyaert, 2013); practices of self-management in a worker co-operative in Greece
(Kokkinidis, 2015); the ways that cyclist commuters’ material and spatial practices
constitute collective action of organisation (Wilhoit and Kisselberg, 2015) and how the
commemoration of a historical alternative organisation, Finntowns, has been assigned

a marginalised space (Rodgers et al, 2016).
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Among these, the development of an understanding of space by drawing on geography
varies considerably. Weinfurtner and Seidl (2019) identify many that do not engage with
any spatial theories, in geography or otherwise. They identify others, however, that do
build upon sociological understandings of space (for example, the works of Goffman
and Evans), anthropological understandings (including the works of Turner and Augé),
as well as geographical ones. These latter approaches continue the trend toward
engaging with Lefebvre (e.g. van Marrewijk, 2009; Wasserman and Frenkel, 2011;
Decker, 2014; de Vaujany and Vaast, 2014; McNulty and Stewart, 2015; de Vaujany
and Vaast, 2016). However, a few also base their understanding of space on the work
of other geographers, including Massey (e.g. Hirst and Humphreys, 2013; McNulty and
Stewart, 2015), Tuan (e.g. Frandsen, 2009;

Korsgaard et al, 2015), and non-representational theories, in particular the works of
Lorimer and Thrift (e.g. Beyes and Steyaert, 2012). All of these works apply a
theoretically informed understanding of space to generate novel insights in the context
of OS, thus building upon another element of a critical perspective. Still, as with earlier
OS literature, the limited extent of engagements with geography, particularly scholars
other than Lefebvre, presents an opportunity for further inquiry, to which this thesis

seeks to contribute.

In their review of OS and space, Weinfurtner and Seidl (2019) identify three
conceptualisations of space — as boundaries, distance, and movement — and show that
in many cases authors move beyond a physical understanding of each. From the
interaction of these conceptualisations, they argue that there are four prevalent themes:
distribution of positions in space; the isolation of space; the differentiation of spaces;
and the intersection of spaces. However, the authors’ argument that ‘organisational
space’ constitutes a general way of understanding the intersection of OS and
geographical ideas is not unproblematic. From a critical perspective, the aim of the
review inadequately accounts for its inherently political nature. Indeed, by arguing for
an encompassing notion of ‘organisational space,’ it might be construed that the

authors are privileging space over other concepts — notably place — an implicit hierarchy
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that has been extensively problematised in geographical debates (e.g. Massey, 2005).
It would seem that the review is selectively considering space as a flexible concept that
can apply to better understand organisation, without considering whether the aim is to
improve the performance of management. Additionally, not denying the multiple
understandings of space that exist, geography has developed space as a theoretical
construct to a much greater extent than many of the works reviewed by Weinfurtner
and Seidl (2019). Such an opportunity to engage with these theoretically informed
understandings of space is taken up in this thesis, with an understanding of the
interwovenness of space, place, scale and territory. Further, the emphasis of works
reviewed by Weinfurtner and Seidl (2019) is squarely on research exploring space and
formal organisation, with limited reflection of process theories of organising. Finally, the
conceptualisations that Weinfurtner and Seidl (2019) identify of space as boundary,
distance and movement only partially reflect the diversity of understandings of space in
geography. In this sense, the authors may be seen to seek theoretical closure, rather

than critically challenging the nature of these assumed distinctions and their interaction.

Nevertheless, the theme Weinfurtner and Seidl (2019) identify of ‘boundaries’ highlights
a key area in which geography might inform OS. Namely, while, on the one hand,
boundaries can be seen as relatively straightforward physical demarcations (e.g.
Andrews and Shaw, 2008), others have complicated the ways boundaries relate to OS,
such as by seeing them as physical, mental and social (e.g. Hernes, 2004) or bodily,
discursive and material (Jarzabkowski et al, 2015). Indeed, these divergent
understandings would suggest that geography might be well positioned to contribute to
understanding of the concept of boundaries in OS. Indeed, the notions of place, scale
and territory, in which questions of boundaries are discussed (see Chapter 3) would
seem well positioned to address this concern. However, as we shall see, few works

have taken up these ideas in OS.

Recent engagements of OS with geography: place, scale and territory
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Aside from space, relatively few recent works in OS engage with geographical
understandings of place, scale and territory. Sergot and Saives (2016) highlight the
limited OS engagements with place, and urge further research in this area with
particular reference to Massey’s work in geography. Indeed, OS inquiries utilising place
often continue to do so without a theoretically informed understanding of the concept
from a geographical perspective, in which place has been theorised extensively (e.g.

Creswell, 2004; see also Chapter 3).

Several authors have sought to meaningfully build upon these concepts. Among them,
Guthey et al (2014) engage with humanistic understandings of place in geography and
consider the ways that ‘sense of place’ might inform OS research on sustainability. In
particular, they develop an understanding of place that includes both social and
ecological dimensions, which they argue reflects the particularities of place. However,
this may paradoxically reflect a universalising perspective about sense of place, which
is a critique of humanistic geography more broadly (see Section 3.2.1). In other words,
while interrelating place with organisations and sustainability marks a significant
contribution, establishing the social and ecological as universal features of a sense of
place may risk making a deterministic argument about how sense of place is
understood. Additionally, by concerning themselves with organisations, Guthey et al
(2014) omit potential insights from a broader consideration of organising. Still, by
adopting a concern with sustainability, this work certainly makes its political nature
clear, displaying an important, and often unaddressed in OS, element of a critical

perspective.

In another work considering a geographically informed understanding of place, Hirst
and Humphreys (2013) consider how geographical applications of actor-network theory
enable the integration of the spatial and social worlds. In particular, they consider the
influence of place on people in building a critique of managers’ power over decisions
about locating employees in particular places. Here, a critical perspective emerges as

underlying assumptions in OS are challenged, particularly regarding the social-spatial
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nature of organisation, and about place as not only more than physical, but as a
consequential influence on people. Additionally, an effort is made to take a political
stance that encourages resistance to managerial power. Still, such works engaging with
place are relatively few. It would seem that Sergot and Saives (2016) rightly call for
further OS work that examines place, an effort this thesis takes up (see also Section
2.4.2, below).

Additionally in more recent OS work, the concept of scale continues to be
unproblematically utilised, often without engaging with works in geography that have
theorised about scale (e.g. Marston et al, 2005; Brenner, 2019; see also Section 3.3.1).
Typically, OS works scale to discuss ‘large-scale’ change (e.g. Lawrence et al, 2011)
‘economies of scale’ (Maclean et al, 2016), or other applications of the term. The few
utilisations of scale as developed from a geographical perspective present an
opportunity to reconsider OS and how scale is understood therein, another effort to

which this thesis also seeks to contribute.

Finally, similar to engagements with place and scale, in a few instances the concept of
territory in OS has been taken up from a geographical perspective. As with space and
place, territory can be understood as more than physical in nature. However, this is
relatively underexplored in OS, and Maréchal et al (2013) make a key contribution
moving beyond the physical nature of territory and linking this with understandings in
geography. In their extended introduction to a special issue, Maréchal et al (2013:185)
develop the idea of ‘the territorial organization,” arguing that organisation and
organising entail both material and symbolic elements, which a territorial understanding
can better capture. Indeed, applying territory to OS, they argue that notions of ‘marking,
manifestations of attachment, belonging, exclusion and inclusion or identification...can
be freed from the confines of space and place’ (Maréchal et al, 2013:186). To illustrate
this, they consider how territory and territorality problematise several conventional OS
ideas: of defended, delimited (national, corporate) spaces by considering the dynamic

nature of cultural elasticity; of mapping and navigating space as sensemaking
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processes by emphasising that these are inherently power-laden and material
processes; and of landscape as either natural or a symbolic ordering of space, given
the interwovenness of landscape with practices and the stories told about them.
Utilising territory to problematise OS topics leads the authors to propose the work of
Deleuze and Guittari (1987) as a means for enlivening this understanding of how
territory and organisation interrelate. In particular, Maréchal et al (2013) apply the
concepts of deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation to challenge the fixity of
organisation and organising in OS, and instead view these as fundamentally
processual, mobile, plural and nomadic, comprising inherently connected routes of

flows and roots of groundedness.

This innovative contribution to OS debates about territory has, unfortunately, only
received limited attention in subsequent work. Such works have related it to, for
example, the treatment of context in OS (e.g. Johns, 2018), digital criminality
(Goldsmith and Brewer, 2015), translocal work (Daskalaki et al, 2016) and resistance
through network organisation in the particular case of Wikileaks (Munro, 2016). While
these works engage with elements of this new understanding of territory and OS, there
is significant potential to develop this further. This thesis aims to further such work, but
problematises the view that territory is ‘freed from the confines of space and place’
(Maréchal et al 2013:186), given that such a detachment views space and place as
analytical constructs, rather than fundamental features of the world. Indeed, recent
work in the ‘communicative constitution of organisation’ area of OS develops an
opening for understanding the fundamentally geographical nature of organisation and
organising as phenomena of the social world. It is to the ‘communicative constitution of
organisation’ area of OS research, and in particular engagements with concepts from

geography, which this review now turns.

2.4.2 CCO engagements with ideas from geography
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The ‘communicative constitution of organisation’ (hereafter ‘CCQO’) approach builds
upon the assumption that organisation is ‘anchored in social practices and derived from
the properties of language and action’ (Vasquez and Cooren, 2013:26) such that
organisation and organising are both constituted through communication (Putham and
Nicotera, 2010; Schoenborn et al, 2014). Building on this understanding that
phenomena of organisation and organising arise through processes of communication
are three main approaches in CCO (Schoeneborn et al, 2014). Research aligning with
the ‘Montreal School’ in particular has concerned itself with articulating the relation of
CCO and ideas from geography (Sergot and Saives, 2016), so works aligning with the

Montreal School area of inquiry are reviewed below.

An early contribution on the role of space in CCO proposes the notion of ‘spacing’ as
the achievement of organisational space through the communicative coordination of
activities (Cooren and Fairhurst, 2004). Relying primarily on the work of Latour, this
work develops a limited geographical grounding of space, though the idea of space as
open is introduced and spacing is seen to counter the notion of ‘homogeneous space’
(Cooren and Fairhust, 2004:812). While, this offers potential for further considerations
of space, CCO scholars have only taken up these avenues to a limited extent. In one
case, Ashcraft et al (2009) argue for the materiality of communication by drawing on
existing literature (including Dale and Burrell, 2008) to demonstrate how communication
is an embodied process in space and time. Additionally, Haug (2013) connects CCO to
social movement studies by pointing to the importance of communication in the double
role of ‘meeting arenas’: as an organising space and at the same time as spaces for
organising other spaces (i.e. a rally or protest). However, Haug (2013) does not
elaborate an understanding of space nor derive the theorisation of ‘free spaces’ in
geography, which would have likely complicated the work’s foundational argument of

‘social movements as spaces’ (Haug, 2013:706).

Recent efforts have elaborated the intersection of CCO and geography. In particular,

several have engaged with the work of Doreen Massey, namely her notions
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heterogeneity and relationality (Massey, 2005). These include a study that develops
the aforementioned idea of ‘spacing’ to explain how organisation unfolds in
heterogeneous ways across space — in this case across the country of Chile - yet
‘assembles in the singularity of “we™ — the organisation (Vasquez and Cooren,
2013:42). Another explores how the making of organisations simultaneously entails
communicative processes of producing a relational and material place (Crevani, 2019).
Here an important contribution is made to considering CCO in relation to place, as
opposed to space, and accounts for the role of power in such processes. Still, this work
might be usefully extended further to consider other works in geography about place to
further consider the interconnectedness of CCO and place, and to incorporate a critical
perspective by articulating the political act of selecting the kinds of performances the

author seeks to improve.

Another work in CCO engaging with geographical ideas argues for a performative view
of communication, invoking a ‘spatial imaginary’ that emerges as a result of embodied
and material relations of organising, which in turn reveals the boundedness of
organising (Vasquez, 2016). Relatedly, Cnossen and Bencherki (2019) build an
understanding of space as heterogeneous assemblage, and extend this to consider
how space is active in organising and ‘makes emergent organisations endure’
(Cnossen and Bencherki, 2019:1060). Indeed, CCO scholars continue to engage with

and give consideration to geographical concepts in their work.

Two final recent contributions are particularly relevant for this thesis. First, Wilhoit
(2016) reviews OS engagements with geographical understandings of space and place,
identifying two predominant lines of thought — space as context and space as
construction — and proposing a ‘constitutive approach to organisational space’ (Wilhoit,
2016:263). Several further areas of research are proposed, including on organisational
presence and boundaries, the internal and external nature of this constitutiveness, and
its virtual elements. In a subsequent work developing this approach through empirical

research, Wilhoit (2018:16-17) shows that space is fundamental to organisation and
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organising, stating that ‘[s]pace is not only constituted by organisations and organising,
but is also constitutive of it through its subjectivity,” bridging both material and social
understandings of space, and drawing heavily on Massey (1994; 2005). This furthers
her earlier understanding of the constitutive nature of space and
organisation/organising, moving from the communicative constitution of organisation
toward the fundamental spatial constitution of organisation, albeit one underpinned by
a CCO view that ‘space is fundamentally a product of communication’ (Wilhoit,
2018:15). Indeed, this thesis builds upon Wilhoit’s advance in this regard, but questions

the assumption that the spatial constitution of organisation must rely on CCO.

In fact, a critical perspective allows Wilhoit's important starting point to be taken further.
First, the utilisation primarily of space — and not other geographical concepts, such as
place, scale and territory — might be extended to consider further the work of scholars
in on these additional ideas in geography and their interwovenness with space. Second,
while this work builds from CCO to challenges the foundational assumption of
communication at the theoretical core of CCO, the political dimension of this approach
is unclear. Indeed, the aim of inquiry — what performances are selected to improve
through understanding space as constitutive of organisation and organising — is left
unaddressed. This risks that such a novel contribution regresses into more typical OS
research that furthers management and fails to adopt a critical perspective. Finally,
noting increasing efforts in OS to reject the view of space as container (e.g. Ashcraft et
al, 2009), Wilhoit (2018:17) challenges this rejection and points out that there is, in fact,
a boundedness of space, arguing that ‘one can study containers as sites of
organizations without assuming that the organization is contained.” This recalls prior
work on territory and OS and provokes the need to address boundaries in OS,
suggesting an opportunity to incorporate not only geographical understandings of
territory, but also a more dynamic emphasis on processes of organising — beyond ‘the
organisation’ as the subject of inquiry — as geographically bounded but not contained

solely therein. This thesis advances such a view.
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So, this thesis extends Wilhoit's work and considers the geographical constitutiveness
of organising, with a particular concern for how such collective activities are tied to
boundaries — a concern evident in other OS work engaging with geography. At the same
time, it also adopts a selective performativity that recognises the inherent political
nature of research and focuses on improving particular kinds of organising. In building
from Wilhoit, this thesis challenges CCO and the assumed communicative
underpinning of organisation and organising for inadequately accounting for their
geographical nature. To this end, the next chapter explores ideas in geography that
inform a more in-depth understanding of the geographical constitutiveness of
organising. First, however, | summarise the reviewed efforts in OS to engage with ideas

from geography and point to a gap in the literature, then | offer a recap of the chapter.

2.4.3 Summarising OS engagements with geographical concepts

This section reviewed existing work at the intersection of OS and geography. While
some early interventions move beyond space to look at place (e.g. Brown and
Humphreys, 2006), scale (e.g. Taylor and Spicer, 2007) and territory (e.g. Brown et al,
2005) as they intersect with OS, the geographical concept of space is most frequently
utilised in these early works, and authors have undertaken research equating space
and organisation (Hernes, 2004), considering the spatial explanation of organisational
phenomena (Kornberger and Clegg, 2004; Taylor and Spicer, 2007), and asserting the
interactive nature of space and organisation (Dale and Burrell, 2008). These works
reflexively use geographical concepts to provide substantive meaning and clarity — and
thereby give conceptual weight — to the intersection of OS and geography. Though
heavily reliant on a narrow set of authors, primarily Lefebvre, there are attempts to
reconsider key assumptions in OS about structure and process, boundaries, materiality,
and the geographical nature of organisation and organising. In this sense, these works
might be seen as beginning to break down the barriers between geography and OS.

Indeed, early works in OS engaging with geography adopt some elements of a critical
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perspective about the assumptions underpinning OS as a discipline. By bringing
geography to OS debates, a core assumption in OS is challenged: namely, the capacity
of social research to understand phenomena of organisation and organising without
fully acknowledging the spatial and geographical nature of the world. Engagements
with geography mark a significant new direction for OS. Still, a predominant focus on
organisation, insufficient articulations of the political nature of research, and a limited
selection of theoretical and conceptual ideas from geography represent areas for

further development.

More recently, OS literature utilising ideas from geography continues to connect OS
and space, and relatively few works explore place, scale and territory. Those engaging
with place begin to consider how organisation and organising are inherently tied to
place, but as Sergot and Saives (2016) argue, there is scope to generate further
insights at this intersection. Additionally, while scale remains underdeveloped in OS
with respect to its theorisations in geography, Maréchal et al (2013) offer make
innovative case for territory as significant to OS, although this has been inadequately
considered in OS research to date. This thesis builds upon, but also problematising,
these efforts by understanding the concepts of place, scale and territory as inherently
interwoven with space. Indeed, in reviewing CCO literature (Section 2.4.2), the work of
Wilhoit (2016; 2018) argues for the spatial constitutiveness of OS. Challenging this view
and taking it further, this thesis argues for the geographical constitutiveness of
organising. In doing so, it makes explicit a concern for how organising is constituted
geographically by drawing on interwoven notions of space, place, scale and territory.
The next sub-section draws this together, problematising the OS engagements with

geography and motivating a review of geography literature.

2.4.4 Challenging OS to engage further with geography
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This chapter has reviewed OS research on organisation and organising, critical
approaches to OS, and engagements with ideas from geography. Among this literature,
research aligning with the critical perspective of this thesis included works focusing on
phenomena of organisation and organising, rather than management, and efforts to
draw on geographical ideas. The latter, in particular, was underpinned by an
assumption about the subject, and remit, of OS: inquiry ought to focus on the study of
collective activities of organisation and organising, and to make connections with
geographical ideas. However, this thesis challenges the notion that organisation and
organising are phenomena that can be understood without accounting for their
interaction with the geographies of the world. In doing so, | problematise these existing
works in OS, rather than pointing out a research gap with respect to OS engagements
with geographical ideas (following Sandberg and Alvesson, 2011). To this end, the
limited extent of OS engagements with geography is understandable if assumptions
about the remit of OS as the subject(s) of organisation and organising are accepted fait
accompli. Relatedly, engagements with geographical ideas within the CCO approach
to OS — and in particular Wilhoit’'s (2016; 2018) argument for space as constitutive of
organisation — are understandable if the assumption holds that communication is the
essential feature of organisation (and of space, in Wilhoit’s formulation). However, by
confronting these assumptions, | encourage in this thesis a critical rethinking of both
the remit of organisational phenomena and the assumed communicative underpinning
to OS by arguing that essential to understanding processes of organising is their
relationship to the geographies of the world. In other words, | propose the essentially
geographical — rather than communicative — constitutiveness to organisational

phenomena.

Building on the above, the geographical constitutiveness of organising implies that
geography is fundamental to the very existence of organising. From this perspective,
geography must be accounted for in seeking to understand organisational phenomena.
In order to do so, and drawing on the existing OS engagements with geography

reviewed previously, | extend the study of organising by relating it to space, place,
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territory and scale — rather than any of these concepts in isolation. This requires drawing
on the ways these concepts have been developed in human geography, which are
reviewed in the next chapter. Further, it is worth noting that this is not a mere semantic
debate. Rather, as the next chapter shows, there are significantly different
understandings of space, place, scale and territory in geography (Chapter 3) than have
been utilised in OS, in particular due to their fundamental interconnectedness as
concepts for making sense of the world. By implication, these differing understandings
can contribute essentially different ways for making sense of organising. Implicit in this
discussion is a concern with the very nature of the world — a question of ontology — that
requires challenging the assumptions in OS about what can be said to exist. In other
words, it is necessary to ask: can organising be said to exist without accounting for its
essentially geographical nature? Such a concern is linked to the research question of
this thesis (Chapter 4), and to ontological considerations, which are taken up in greater

detail subsequently (Chapter 5).

Thus, this thesis serves to disrupt the area of inquiry engaging with OS and
geographical notions, as well as the work that relies on a CCO approach. Rather than
remaining focused on — and confined to — particular geographical concepts or the
communicative underpinning of organisation, this thesis asserts the essentially
geographical nature of organisational phenomena, with a specific concern for
processes of organising. This coalesces in the geographical constitutiveness of
organising as a conceptual framework. Through this, | aim to promote further
interdisciplinary work between OS and geography, as well as efforts that problematise
the assumptions underpinning OS (following Sandberg and Alvesson, 2011). To further
develop the geographical constitutiveness of organising, the next chapter reviews how
space, place territory and scale are interrelated in geography debates (Chapter 3),
which is then integrated into the geographical constitutiveness of organising as a

conceptual framework (Chapter 4). First, however, it is worth recapping the story so far.
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2.5 The story so far: Setting the stage for further inquiry

This chapter contextualised the contribution of this thesis to OS debates. To do so, it
established the broad contours of several debates in OS. First, two approaches to OS
were presented — OS research on organisation and research on organising — which
were then problematised as origin myths that obscure the complexity of OS debates.
Then, critical research in OS was reviewed, with a particular focus on CMS. Building
on this, the critical perspective adopted in this thesis was related to the key
characteristics of CMS research (Fournier and Grey, 2000) and explained as: taking
the subject of inquiry to be organisation and organising, rather than management, whilst
remaining open to new contexts for inquiry; making the political nature of research
explicit by adhering to a selective performativity; and reflexively questioning and making
clear the assumptions upon which research builds. Then, the prior review was
reconsidered from this critical perspective, which led to an appreciation that being
critical means questioning the remit of OS itself. One area that this critical perspective
was shown to manifest was in OS works that utilise space, place, scale and territory,
concepts derived in geography, to provoke new understandings of organisation and
organising. From this, it was proposed that building on, while also problematising, these
existing works involves challenge OS to consider the geographical constitutiveness of
organising, a contribution this thesis seeks to develop through a new conceptual
framework. To do so, OS interventions at the intersection of geography and OS stand
to benefit from a deeper understanding of the ways that space, place, scale and territory
are understood in geography literature. Thus, the next chapter seeks to build a more
thorough understanding of these key ideas in geography (Chapter 3), which will
conclude the review of key literature and conceptual ideas, and will lead to the
development of the geographical constitutiveness of organising as the conceptual
framework of this thesis (Chapter 4). Then, | will present a methodological argument for
a diffractive ethnographic approach to inquiring into the geographical constitutiveness
of organising, in which own political stance as a researcher will be made clear (Chapter

5), and finally will discuss the results of empirical fieldwork (Chapter 6).
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3 Literature Review Il: Space, place, scale and

territory in human geography

This chapter explores extant literature in human geography to show the diversity of
perspectives about space, place, scale and territory therein. In doing so, the review first
contextualises the emergence of human geography within the broader context of
geography as a discipline (Section 3.1). Then, it considers how space and place have
been conceptualised in human geography based on different philosophical
perspectives drawn upon by scholars (Section 3.2). Next, it reviews existing
understandings of scale and territory in human geography (Section 3.3). Finally, it
summarises these human geography debates and points to enabling factors (Section
3.4) that will be utilised in developing the geographical constitutiveness of organising
as a conceptual framework (Chapter 4). The intention of this chapter is to demonstrate
that human geography presents us with ways of thinking about organisation and
organising from a geographical perspective that have been underutilised in OS. Indeed,
this thesis understands collective activities — the broadly defined focus of OS — as a
part of the social world, and as fundamentally geographical. In doing so, space, place,
scale and territory are deemed particularly relevant to OS and thinking about collective
activities, though | acknowledge that other concepts from human geography may also
offer insights (as discussed further in Chapter 7). Thus, this chapter sets the stage for

enlivening the understanding of the geographical constitutiveness of organising.

3.1 Entering human geography debates

Whereas the review of extant OS debates (Chapter 2) made significant effort to review
research both research on organisation and organising, this section offers a more
concise contextualisation of human geography. In this chapter, the focus is specifically
on reviewing recent efforts to understand how the geographies of the world is both the
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condition for and a partial consequence of human activity — in other words, human
geography (Gregory et al, 2011). Within this area of inquiry, my particular concern is
how key spatially-oriented ideas with relevance to OS debates — space, place, scale
and territory — have been understood and developed in the field. First, however, to enter
these debates, | describe the emergence of geography and human geography as areas
of inquiry (Section 3.1.1), then reflect on this in order to motivate the examination of
space and place as foundational ideas in the field (Section 3.1.2). This leads to the
review of how these concepts have been developed by drawing on different
philosophical perspectives (Section 3.2). As with the review of OS (and drawing on
Hughes, 2013), however, the consideration of the historical context illustrates that the
ideas presented herein are not fleeting, but rather constitute more enduring

developments in human geography.

3.1.1 Context: The emergence of human geography

Geography as the study of the physical world has occurred in some form for centuries
(e.g. Hartshorne, 1939; Livingstone, 1992), and some scholars even argue it has
existed for millennia by pointing to the works Eratosthenes, Ptolemy, and other ancient
scholars as progenitors of the field (e.g. Sauer, 1925; Abler et al, 1971). Still, others
writing about the history of geography have pointed out that such efforts seek to justify
and legitimise geography as an objective scientific discipline through association with
prior works that describe the physical geography of the world (Mayhew, 2011). Further,
various scholars have explained that a definitive, ‘true’ narrative of the development of
geography from a historical perspective is highly problematic (e.g. Smith, 1992;
Livingstone, 1992; Mayhew, 2011). As with OS, such narratives can be considered
‘origin myths’ that obscure as much as they reveal about the development of the
discipline over time (see Mayhew, 2011 for a genealogical history, drawing on

Nietzsche). Still, it is generally agreed that early geography focused on description:
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aiming to describe patterns and processes occurring in the physical world, often with a

focus on different regions (e.g. Kitchin, 2015).

The emphasis on description as the mode of doing geography was the prevailing
approach until the 1950’s, when scholars began to move from describing the world to
seeking to explain it (Kitchin, 2015). This involved asserting that geography’s concern
with studying and explaining the physical world did not make it an ‘exceptionalist’
discipline different from other social sciences, but rather constituted it a spatial science
akin to the natural sciences (Schaefer, 1953). Indeed, Schaefer (1953:227) argued for
geography as ‘the science concerned with the formulation of the laws governing the
spatial distribution of certain features on the surface of the earth.” Similarly, Abler et al
(1971:88) argued that geography should draw upon the theories and methodology of
the natural sciences to answer the question ‘Why are spatial distributions structured the
way they are?’ through ‘explanation and manipulation.’” In other words, understanding
geography entailed, for these scholars, accurately understanding locations distributed

in the world and conclusively explaining these phenomena.

Such efforts grounded geography in positivism, a philosophical perspective built around
the assumption that, following the natural sciences, geography could — and should —
objectively explain the world through the formalisation of universal laws (Kitchin, 2015).
This was part of a wider embrace of positivism in the social sciences (Hubbard et al,
2002), and was evident in some research on organisation (recall Section 2.3.3).
Subsequent scholars have continued to undertake positivist geography (e.g. Hubbard
et al, 2002), and efforts in this vein have been furthered by the development of
computing power to conduct quantitative analysis of large datasets and build
explanatory models. Indeed, this continues at present, and much of Geographical
Information Systems (GIS) research reflects an underlying positivist philosophy
(although see Curry, 1998; Kwan, 2002 regarding Critical GIScience). Other
geographers have questioned the philosophical basis for the discipline in positivism and

considered the relation between the physical geographies of the world and humans by
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drawing on other philosophical traditions (e.g. Aiken and Valentine, 2015). It is such
efforts to establish philosophical understandings of geography that move past a
positivist perspective of the world, referred to here by the encompassing term ‘human

geography,’ with which this thesis concerns itself.

Efforts to move geography beyond an overtly positivistic perspective argue that, when
geography considers the relationship of humans to the physical world, this requires
acknowledgement that humans do not merely exist passively in the world. Rather,
humans are social beings, and it is therefore incumbent to consider social theories that
have developed from different philosophical understandings of the fundamental
sociality of humans (Hubbard et al, 2002). However, the social theories drawn upon,
and their respective philosophical traditions, have varied considerably. Since the
1970’s, geographers have connected their thinking about human geography to such
areas of thought as humanism, Marxism, feminism, postmodernism, poststructuralism
and others, and each has developed substantially ways of thinking about human
geography (McDowell and Sharp, 1999; Aitken and Valentine, 2015). By drawing on
such diverse foundations, in recent years human geography has become one of the
leading social sciences in terms of its developments of critical theory (e.g. Castree et
al, 2013). To consider these conceptual developments, and in anticipation of linking
them with OS, | next review literature in human geography across different traditions,
first by examining how space and place have been understood in each (Section 3.2),
then turning to scale and territory (Section 3.3). First, however, a reflection on the
emergence of human geography motivates the need to unravel the complexity of space

and place.

3.1.2 Reflecting on human geography: The importance of space and place

Several reflections demonstrate the need to explore how space and place are

understood in human geography. First, the turn in human geography to engaging with
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social theories and philosophical traditions articulated in the previous section is a
contestable starting point for reviewing literature in the field (Jones and Munro, 2005).
However, acknowledging this, shared among the different philosophical traditions
reviewed below is a rethinking of the assumption in positivist geography that geography
can follow the natural sciences to develop laws that objectively explain the world.
Indeed, seeking to move geography beyond positivism and engage with social theories
aligns with the critical perspective elaborated in the previous chapter (Section 2.3.2)
because, in different ways, these efforts challenge the core assumptions of the field.
Indeed, examining how space and place are understood reflects the presence of this

element of a critical perspective in human geography.

Second, in addition to a range of philosophical perspectives reviewed in this thesis,
human geography also contains various sub-disciplines that specify their focus on
areas such as cultural, economic, and political geography (e.g. Gregory et al, 2011;
Crang, 2013; Flint and Taylor, 2018; Coe et al, 2019). Notwithstanding the particular
contributions of these sub-disciplines, in this chapter, however, the focus is on human
geography more broadly, and in particular the distinctive traditions that have relied on
social theories and their underlying philosophical perspectives to develop new
understandings of the relationship of humans and the geographies of the world. Still,
placing these different sub-disciplines, as much as the different philosophical
perspectives reviewed here, all within the shared label of human geography obscures
the fact that geography is multiple (Mayhew, 2011). In seeking to contribute to the
understanding of organising as geographically constituted collective activities, this
thesis looks beyond the particular focus of these sub-disciplines to consider more
broadly the multiplicity of ways of thinking in human geography about space and place
in the first instance. This facilitates theorising collective activities as geographically
constitutive, and contributing to the understanding of how organising relates to the
geographies of the world. Indeed, this thesis takes the view that novel theoretical

insights are often the emergent result of new combinations of ideas (e.g. Emmet, 1992),
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and aspires to make one such novel contribution by generating a new and fruitful

understanding of the relationship of OS and human geography.

Finally, the idea in positivist approaches that geography is a spatial science reflects the
view of space as central to geography, not least by utilising its adjectival form ‘spatial.’
This endeavours to construct the discipline around an implied hierarchical relationship
whereby space exists ‘above’ or ‘before’ place, or any other geographical ideas, and
therefore is assigned a higher importance (Escobar, 2001; Cresswell, 2004). Indeed, to
the extent that positivist geographers engaged with the distinction of space and place,
it was that places exist as nodes in space — as spatial location (Gregory, 1979).
However, this implicit privileging of space over place has been problematised
extensively (e.g. Massey, 2005; Agnew, 2011) and is one to which this thesis does not
adhere. Indeed, efforts to complicate space and place, often by acknowledging their
interconnectedness, are a key feature of the different philosophical traditions that have
moved beyond positivism in human geography. Still, space and place are central
concepts to human geography, and, indeed, Agnew (2011:746) goes so far as to
describe them as the ‘primordial’ ideas in the field. Thus, it is beneficial to deepen the
understanding of their complexity, and how they have been developed based on the

different philosophical perspectives drawn upon by scholars.

With these reflections in mind, the next section reviews several philosophical traditions
in human geography, with a focus on how each has developed new understandings of
space and place. Then, the review turns to literature on scale and territory (Section 3.3),
before summarising this review of human geography in anticipation of developing the

geographical constitutiveness of organising as a conceptual framework (Section 3.4).

3.2 Perspectives on space and place in human geography
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This section focuses on human geography debates about how space and place have
been understood. To do so, it focuses on human geographers’ work that has drawn
upon different philosophical traditions, in particular humanistic geography (Section

3.2.1), Marxist geography (Section 3.2.2), and feminist geographies (Section 3.2.3).
Finally, further traditions in human geography are considered, including structuration
theory, postmodern and poststructuralist, and actor-network theory approaches
(Section 3.2.4), after which a summary is provided (Section 3.2.5). In each, | draw out
the key philosophical ideas underpinning each approach, and consider how space and
place have been conceptualised in each. Throughout, these streams of thought are
compared and the interconnections and key differences are highlighted. In doing so, |
draw attention to a key divergence, not unrelated to the process-structure split in OS,
that concerns the debate between emphasising human agency or structural forces in
seeking to understand the world, and also consider efforts that seek to move past this
debate. Thus, this section aims to show the diversity of understandings that exist in
human geography, in particular with respect to space and place, and the opportunity

this presents for OS to engage further with these ideas.

3.2.1 Humanistic geography: an emphasis on experience and human agency

Humanistic geography constitutes an early stream of geographical thought that sought
to move beyond a positivist understanding of geography. Building on a humanist
philosophy — an intellectual tradition emphasising human-centred understandings of the
world (e.g. Daniels, 1985; Cosgrove, 1989) — humanistic geography critiqued positivist
geography for inadequately accounting for human experiences (Entrikin, 1976).
Deeming the quantitative and objective emphasis of geography as a ‘spatial science’
insufficient for understanding the social and experiential nature of geography
(Cresswell, 2004), humanistic geographers argued for the centrality of experience in
the world, and the importance of experience to understanding space and place. This,

in turn, meant that humanistic geographers sought to study how space and place
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acquire meanings through the personal and collective experiences of humans (e.g.
Relph, 1970; Tuan, 1974; 1979).

The focus on humans and the relationship of their experiences to geography
represented a remarkable shift for the discipline (e.g. Cloke et al, 1991), and was driven
largely by an engagement with the philosophies of existentialism (Samuels, 1978) and
phenomenology (Relph, 1970; Cloke et al, 1991). A key early contribution to humanistic
geography argued for a ‘spatial ontology of man’ whereby ‘spatiality is more than a
necessary condition of human consciousness; it is the beginning of human
consciousness’ (Samuels, 1978:25-26). This interweaving of space with consciousness
potentially suggests a view that space actually precedes consciousness, and therefore
is a precondition for it. Indeed, summarising this humanistic geography view, Buttimer
(1976:281-282) challenged a positivist view of space as ‘a container in which physical
objects and events are assigned a place,’” countering that, ‘[ijn the phenomenological
view of space, however, space is a dynamic continuum in which the experiencer lives
and moves and searches for meaning.” In this way, Buttimer foregrounded the
importance of meaning and experience, going so far as to emphasise the subject for
geographical inquiry to be the human as ‘experiencer of already-existing space.
Interestingly, by framing the search for meaning as occurring in the dynamic continuum
of space, this builds toward the argument in humanistic geography that particular sites

of meaning arise through experience — in other words, particular places.

Advancing humanistic geography further, Tuan (1979:388) explained that the
humanistic understanding of space means geography is ‘...the study of a people’s
spatial feelings and ideas in the stream of experience.” He continued: ‘[e]xperience is
the totality of means by which we come to know the world: we know the world through
sensation (feeling), perception and conception’ (Ibid.). In this view, space is constructed
through individuals’ emotional and sensory experiences of space, and is concerned
with countering the positivist tendency to consider space objectively (Tuan, 1974;
1979). This turn towards emphasising subjectivity is a hallmark of humanistic

geography. However, subijectivity obtains its true significance for humanistic
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geographers with respect to how experiences relate to place. Indeed, even more than

space, this approach argues for the centrality of place to human experience.

Humanistic geographers have made place a central concept to their understanding of
the world (e.g. Tuan, 1979; Casey, 1997). These efforts emphasised that place is a way
of ‘being-in-the-world,” and were thus less concerned with the uniqueness of particular
places than with the uniqueness of experience as fundamentally tied to place
(Cresswell, 2004:20). In particular, returning to Tuan (1974:4), the particular feelings
experienced by individuals acquire meaning in the specific ‘affective bond between
people and place,” which Tuan describes through the notion of ‘topophilia.” Building on
this, humanistic geographers have developed a range of concepts that seek to describe
and elaborate the ways people experience place: the importance of feelings and
associations people have as their ‘sense of place’ (e.g. Agnew, 1987); the ‘place
attachment’ felt by individuals (e.g. Altman and Low, 1992); ‘place-making’ processes
through which people make places meaningful (e.g. Pierce et al, 2011); the ‘place
identity’ felt toward particular places (e.g. Smith and Bender, 2017), and, relatedly, an
awareness of place and ‘place-consciousness’ (e.g. Grunewald, 2003), among others.
Common among them are an emphasis on the individual and experiential qualities that

people have in connection with place.

Relatedly, in an early contribution to the humanistic approach, Relph (1976:preface)
warned of the threat posed by placelessness: ‘the casual eradication of distinctive
places and the making of standardized landscapes that result in an insensitivity to the
significance of place.” Here, the importance of place to humanistic geography is clear:
the experiences people have of place are what make them distinctive. Indeed, Relph
(1976) cautioned that the risk of ‘casual eradication’ is a result of the trend toward kitsch
— the acceptance without question of mass values — and technique — the growing
concern for efficiency (Seamon and Sowers, 2008). However, although Relph (1976)
describes the risk to place from the trend toward placelessness, this creates a

dichotomy whereby place either exists or is eradicated. Relatedly, humanistic
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geographers have been criticised for failing to adequately account for the ways that
such trends and wider societal developments influence peoples’ experiences of space
and place. This, in turn, highlights a broader challenge made to humanistic geography:
that it placed too heavy a focus on the individual, at the expense of an understanding

of wider social developments and structures that influence places (e.g. Seamon, 2015).

A further critique derives from the assumption that, though humanistic geographers
highlight the importance of the individual, they also seek to generalise the geographical
nature of human experience, suggesting efforts to universalise the connection of place
and experience (e.g. Pile, 1996). Interestingly, Malpas (2008) associates this critique
with the emphasis on place in the philosophy of Heidegger, who was seen as
sympathetic to Nazism. Whatever the origin of this critique, it calls attention to the
inadequate consideration given in humanistic geography to contingencies and
circumstances that shape the relationships of people to place (Seamon, 2013). Finally,
an implicit feature of humanistic approaches is that they prioritise the capacity for
humans to exert agency in changing the world (e.g. Gregory, 1980). This critique, again,
reflects the challenge geographers have made with respect to humanistic geography’s

capacity to account for wider social forces.

The above critiques rendered humanistic geography less popular in human geography,
and few geographers now identify with a humanistic approach (Entrikin and Tepple,
2006). Indeed, this sub-section’s predominant use of the past tense reflects that
humanistic approaches are for the most part historical. However, it is also the case that
scholars have continued to inquire into the relation of place and human experience.
Interestingly, recent attempts to reinvigorate the philosophical underpinnings of
humanistic geography (Casey, 2001; Malpas, 1999; 2008) have argued that place is
ontologically prior to experience and therefore subsumes it. Still, it remains the case

that human geography has tended to move past humanistic approaches.

To conclude, the humanistic approach broke new ground in geography by reflecting on

human experience and its connectedness to the geographies of the world. Indeed,
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further contributions continued to develop and elaborate the understandings of how
space and place relate to human experience (Buttimer and Seamon, 1980; Sack, 1997;
Buttimer, 1999; Tuan, 2012). By fundamentally challenging positivist geography and
acknowledging human agency, humanistic approaches made a significant contribution
to shifting the focus of human geography to a concern with human experiences of space
and place as fundamental aspects of our existence in the world. In challenging the
dominant approach to geography and arguing that the emphasis of the field should
shift, the emergence of humanistic geography was not unrelated to other developments
in the field. Indeed, critiques from other approaches to human geography brought the
central emphasis on human experience into question. Particularly important in this
regard was the advent of the ‘cultural turn’ in geography, in which postmodernist
philosophy motivated multiple narratives and ways of knowing in the field (Barnett,
1998). In one such approach and narrative, Marxist geography also sought to move
past positivism, but, in so doing, developed a thoroughly different emphasis: on the

structural force of capitalism.

3.2.2 Marxist geography: A structural view of capitalism

While humanistic approaches to human geography critiqued positivist geography for
ignoring human experience, Marxist geography — emerging around the same time —
questioned the capacity for positivist geography to explain the social world without
accounting for the social, economic and political structures that give rise to the
conditions of the world (Cloke et al, 1991). A Marxist philosophical perspective is built
around a critique of capitalist political economy, and Marxist geographers have sought
to explain the geographical nature of capitalism as a structure that seeks to control
people and leads to their domination (e.g. Harvey, 1973; 2004). In the following, | focus
on key works and concepts that have developed in Marxist geography, in particular how
space and place are understood, and note at various points significant divergences with

humanistic approaches.
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In an early work that influenced Marxist geography, Harvey (1973) made a significant
contribution to understanding how space is intimately connected to capitalist structures
of power. Interestingly, Harvey (1969) had previously developed an argument for
methodological rigour in positivist geography before turning to adopt a Marxist
approach. From this latter perspective, which he has maintained and has further
developed to the present (see, for example, Harvey 2004; 2012; 2014), Harvey
distinguished several kinds of space — absolute space as fixed and independent;
relative space as relationships between objects; and relational space as relations
contained within objects. For Harvey, each of these assists in understanding capitalism
spatially. However he also argued: ‘space is neither absolute, relative or relational in
itself, but it can become one or all simultaneously depending on the circumstances. The
problem of the proper conceptualisation of space is resolved through human practice
with respect to it’ (Harvey, 1973:13). Indeed, Marxist geographers seek to explain the
dynamics of capitalism and the circulation of capital through the dialectical tension and
interaction of these understandings of space, with an emphasis on the spatial
influences and impacts of capitalism (e.g. Harvey, 1973; 2004). The emphasis on
‘human practice’ moves beyond the humanistic geography concern with experience to
reflect a concern with how social relations are reflective of the interwovenness of
capitalism and geography. Still, while human practice does influence the way space is
conceptualised Marxist geography, the prevailing emphasis is on considering space

and its relation to the dynamics of capitalism.

In developing this further, Harvey and others adopting a Marxist geography perspective
have catalysed an influential area of inquiry into how capitalism and capitalist
development occur geographically (see, for example, Hudson, 2006; Blomley, 2007).
Many of these works describe and seek to explain a range of phenomena of
contemporary society, such as: the changing spatial dynamics of globalisation to
‘glocalisation’ (Swyngedouw, 1997; 2004); the constant requirement of capitalism for a

‘spatial fix’ in its uneven development across space (Harvey, 1982); the geographically
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varied ways that culture interacts with capitalism (e.g. Harvey, 1989); a geographical
perspective on complicating the view of class in Marxist political economy (Harvey,
2000; Sheppard, 2010); the fact that capitalism simultaneously compresses time-space
(Harvey, 1985) and concomitantly leads to time-space expansion (Katz, 2001); the
‘depoliticisation’ of particular spaces as political engagement disappears (Wilson and
Swyngeodouw, 2014); and a range of others (see, for example, discussion in
Henderson and Sheppard, 2015).

Another key contribution to Marxist geography has occurred more recently. In
highlighting the work of Henri Lefebvre, this review focuses on The Production of
Space, in which Lefebvre (1991) elaborated a Marxist critique of capitalism to theorise
how space is socially produced. While the focus is on this key work, it is important to
recognise that other elements of Lefebvre’s work have influenced Marxist geography
(e.g. Kipfer et al, 2012). Additionally, the influence of Lefebvre’s work has not only
influenced geography, but also extends to many other disciplines (e.g. Elden, 2004;
Kipfer et al, 2012). In fact, Lefebvre is considered more a philosopher and social theorist
(Aronowitz, 2015) than specifically a geographer. Indeed, as mentioned previously
(Section 2.4.1), drawing on a Lefebvre has been the most widely utilised approach for
connecting space and OS. Still, his ideas certainly contributed significantly to Marxist

geography as well (Kipfer et al, 2012).

As mentioned in the previous chapter (Section 2.4.1), Lefebvre distinguishes social
space from physical and mental space. Among these, his concern is primarily with
social space, understood as: i) that which is distinct from the mental and the physical,
but also ii) the product of social relations, and similarly iii) containing the social relations
of reproduction and production (Lefebvre, 1991). These multiple explanations of social
space are taken as the starting point for developing a theory of how social space is
produced. Building on this, and arguing for the understanding of space as a multiplicity
(Lefebvre, 1991:27), the theory on social space consider three interrelated elements

that comprise social space, and how they manifest (here italicised in parenthesis):
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conceived space (representations of space), perceived space (representational space)
and lived space (spatial practice). These each arise through particular circumstances
and, in turn, are related to each other trialectically — here, Lefebvre extends the Marxist
concept of dialectics to the relations of three elements — such that the dynamics
between them produce social space and, by extension, the social world (Lefebvre,
1991). However, Lefebvre also develops the idea that ‘abstract space,’ which underpins
representational space, formalises and attempts to control the dynamic interplay of the
other elements of social space. This, in turn, is ‘the functioning of capitalism’ (Lefebvre,
1991:49). While his theorisation is much broader, the core aspects reflect Lefebvre’s
emphasis on a spatial understanding of society, which the dominating tendency of
capitalism seeks to control. Some have argued that the notion of ‘social space’ is close
to some understandings of ‘place’ (Pierce and Martin, 2015), yet this is not made explicit
in his work, though subsequent Marxist geographers have made a similar distinction to
identify space as ordered and place as lived (e.g. Merrifield, 1993). Indeed, work in
Marxist geography has drawn on Lefebvre in a variety of ways to elaborate the critique
of capitalist structures of power and domination (e.g. Kipfer et al, 2012). In a further
influential work, Lefebvre (2004) develops a notion of ‘rhythmanalysis’ that considers

how space and its inhabitation in everyday life unfolds in rhythms.

While critique of the spatial nature of capitalism is central to Marxist geography, work
in this tradition has also sought to shed light on practices of resistance. Indeed, through
this, efforts have been made to understand instances in which humans seek to confront
or become free from capitalist domination and the injustices arising from it, described
as efforts to bring about ‘spatial justice’ (e.g. Harvey, 1973; Soja, 2015). These
practices of resistance are seen arise out of the contradictions of capitalism
(Swyngedouw, 2000; Harvey, 2014), and comprise a range of efforts. For example,
efforts to reclaim the right to the city consist of ‘claim[ing] some kind of shaping power
over the processes of urbanization’ (Harvey, 2012:5). Similarly, Lefebvre (1991)
emphasises the existence of counter-projects, though these face fundamental

obstacles due to the spatial domination capitalism. Further, Harvey (1996) points to
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efforts to realise difference, and later (Harvey, 2000) to the importance of utopian
thinking in constructing alternatives. However, these explorations of resistance are
considered limited until they generate sufficient political movement and support to

ultimately dismantle and overthrow capitalism (e.g. Harvey, 2014).

Comparing Marxist geography to the humanistic approach, a striking feature is the
language used. Rather than emphasising subjectivity and how place relates to concepts
such as attachment, identity, meaning etc. — which are subsumed under the humanistic
emphasis on ‘experience’ — Marxist geographers seek to describe a world in which
capitalism dominates, and to develop this in geographic terms (GibsonGraham, 2006;
2008). This distinct discourse reflects a particular way of making sense of geography,
derived in a Marxist philosophical perspective that adopts a structural view that
capitalism is the underlying force in the world. Underlying this are key conceptual
foundations of Marxist theory, of which an essential is dialectics. Indeed, as Harvey
(1996:49) explains, ‘dialectical thinking emphasi[s]es the understanding of processes,
flows, fluxes, and relations over the analysis of elements, things, structures and
organized systems.” In other words, Marxist geography analyses space relationally
through dialectics. Still, this relationality of dialectics is underpinned by an
understanding of historical materialism — a second essential concept drawn from Marx
— which posits that the world must be understood by considering the material conditions
that have given rise to it (e.g. Henderson and Sheppard, 2015). This materialist view,
in turn, implies a focus on the system that created and continues to create materiality,

and which drives dialectical change: capitalism.

Though the language used differs, the critique of humanistic geography for attempting
to develop a universal understanding of human experiences in the world applies
likewise to Marxist geography. Indeed, through their efforts at explaining capitalism
from a geographical perspective, Marxist geographers have been criticised for seeking
to develop a universal understanding: an essentialist view that accounts for and

explains all that exists in the world (e.g. Cox, 2005). One might see this in the language

70



used: capitalist space as ‘absolute’ (in Harvey) or ‘abstract’ (in Lefebvre). But it also
emerges in the emphasis on considering spaces of resistance and emancipatory
change: instances of resistance are the forbearers and vanguards of the revolution that
will eventually overthrow capitalism (Harvey, 2000; 2014). Indeed, this might be seen
as a determinist, universal understanding whereby change and the fall of capitalism as

the inevitable — and only — future direction of society.

An additional criticism of Marxist geography stems from its limited development of the
concept of place. To the extent it is engaged with at all, place is often relegated to the
particular. For example, Harvey (2000) encourages a ‘militant particularism’ that arises
in places as sites of resistance to capitalism and generators of political action for
overcoming it. Additionally, place has been thought to arise as nodes of capital
accumulation that occur across space (e.g. Brenner, 1998). Relatedly, Harvey (1989;
see also response from Massey, 1994) has criticised place as a concept that risks
closure and conservatism, or as merely a form of fixed capital that exists in tension with
mobile capital (Harvey, 1996). Further, the aforementioned interpretation that considers
space as ordered and place as lived fails to account for a way these are related beyond
an appeal to dialectics (Merrifield, 1993). This further reflects the often-implicit view
held in Marxist geography of space as above or more relevant than place, not unlike a
positivist perspective. However, a significant difference is that Marxist geography
nuances this with a relational understanding, and also argues emphatically that
capitalism explains the hierarchical ordering of the world spatially and gives rise to

domination and resistance.

Marxist geography has found receptive scholars within human geography, and research
in this area continues to the present. As with humanistic geography, this tradition
emerged out of a problematisation of positivistic approaches, but not for their lack of
consideration for human experiences. Rather, Marxist geographers seek to unmask the
underlying structure that influence and shape the geographies of the world, which

remain hidden, ignored or obscured in positivistic geography. Indeed, a foundational
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assumption of Marxist geography is that power is spatial and results from the structure
of capitalism. In this view, thinking of capitalism as occurring spatially yields a new set
of tools for explaining its structure, dynamics and outcomes. Marxist geographers do
highlight opportunities for resistance through the ‘contradictions’ of capitalism, which
may generate the political action necessary to overthrow capitalism. At the same time,
however, these efforts are limited by the dominating power of capitalism. Similarly, the
(lack of) development of place in Marxist geography reflects a concern understanding
the structural and spatial nature of capitalism that considers space more relevant than
place. Thus, while a significant divergence from humanistic approaches in some
respects, Marxist geography similarly has exhibited a universalising tendency, which
draws attention to the structural factors that give rise to the geographies of the world.
Moreover, other streams of thought in human geography have questioned this
emphasis on the structure of capitalism. Another approach, feminist geographies,
emerged by questioning the Marxist focus on capitalism for failing to consider another

structure: that of patriarchy.

3.2.3 Feminist geographies: complicating agency and structure

Similar to the concern in Marxist geography with a structural view of capitalism, feminist
geographies first developed from a structural view of the world. But instead of
capitalism, early feminist critique focussed on the structure of patriarchy in the historical
and spatial oppression of women in the world (e.g. Foord and Greson, 1986). This
extended to considering ways that masculinist thinking exists in the field of geography
itself (e.g. Burman, 1974). Over time, further engagements with feminist philosophy
(e.g. McDowell and Massey, 1984; Domosh, 1991; Massey, 1994) led to a shift in ways
of thinking about geography and also influenced new areas of inquiry (see Dixon and
Jones, 2015). Feminist geographies have called for turning geographical inquiry to
contexts in which women play a significant role, such as the home, neighbourhood, and

voluntary activities, and at the same time have also asserted a difference in that focus:

72



it is ‘less on the objects contained within categories than on how these categories were
formed in the first instance’ (Dixon and Jones, 2015:52). In fact, feminist geographies
aim to incorporate a plurality of voices and perspectives — hence the preferred plural
reference to ‘geographies’ — that seek to develop a multiplicity of ways of understanding
the world (Rose, 1993). To this end, developments in feminist geographies incorporate
and are related to others reviewed subsequently (Section 3.2.4), and this section
distinguishes between them for analytic purposes, whilst acknowledging their

interrelatedness.

If a key contribution of feminist geographies has been to draw attention to the
construction of economic and gendered systems of oppression and domination inherent
to patriarchy, as well as the intersections of patriarchy with other structures, including
capitalism (Valentine, 2007), others have taken feminist geographies in different
directions. Indeed, the notion of ‘intersectionality’ in feminist philosophy urges scholars
to consider the multiplicity of intersections of oppressive structures, finding
commonalities with post-colonial, post-development and queer perspectives, among
others (e.g. Blunt and Rose, 1994; Blunt and McEwan, 2003). At the same time,
however, others have extended a feminist approach in critique of humanistic
geography, noting a masculinist tendency in how place and experience are
conceptualised (Rose, 1993). Indeed, Dixon and Jones (2015) identify several streams
of through in feminist geographies, which explore how thinking from a gendered
perspective leads to new insights about: the gendered processes that lead to
geographical difference; the ways gender is defined through social and spatial relations;
and the social construction of gender through discursive framings. In other words, an
embrace of multiplicity extends from a focus on geographies in the plural to challenging
both structure and experience, and even to reframing existing ways of knowing and

doing in both human geography and social relations more broadly.

The centrality afforded to multiplicity is reflected in the way feminist geographers

develop a relational view of space (e.g. Massey, 1994; 2005; Laurie et al, 1997). In this
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sense, ‘...both social phenomena and space [are] constituted out of social relations,
that the spatial is social relations ‘stretched out” (Massey, 1994:2). This relates to a
Marxist understanding of space in acknowledging the importance of relational thinking.
However, within some feminist geographies there is a greater emphasis on the capacity
for social relations and phenomena to exert influence on space, and for geographies to
influence and be influenced by a multiplicity of relations (e.g. Massey, 2005). This, in
addition to the intersectionality of patriarchy and capitalism with other structures,
contrasts with the universalising view in Marxist geography of the dominating power of
capitalism’s ‘abstract space.’ Indeed, such a view of relational space has been taken

forward in feminist geographies much more assertively (e.g. Massey, 2005).

An additional significant contrast with Marxist geography arises from the consideration
afforded to place in feminist geographies. While, as mentioned previously, humanistic
geography is critiqued for its masculinist tendency, feminist geographers have built on
their efforts to develop an understanding of the different experiences of place, drawing
on the notion that experiences of place are multiple and gendered (Rose, 1993).
Significantly, the humanistic understanding of home as a place of comfort and nurture
has been criticised for omitting the dynamics of conflict that can arise therein, and the
central role of the home in historical oppressions of women (see Rose, 1993 on Tuan,
1974; Cresswell, 2004; also Chapter 7 of Massey, 1994). More generally, and seeking
to avoid universalising claims that silence multiplicity, ‘places may be thought of as the
open articulation of connections’ that occur through the intersection of human- and
place-specific identities (Massey, 1999:288). This again makes explicit the importance
of multiplicity by emphasising the intersectional nature of place and its relationality
through plural connections with the world. Relatedly, and countering the warning in
Marxist geography that place risks closure, Massey (1994) forcefully argues for a
‘global sense of place,” counterposing a range of criticisms of place with a feminist way
of thinking. In this view, place is not static and defined by its ‘long internalised history,’
but rather as a process of interrelations; not enclosed and bounded, but rather

characterised by the ‘particularity of linkages’ to the wider world; not recognisable
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through a single, stable identity, but rather internally conflicted and multiple; and, finally,
as unique not due solely to history, but rather due to the particular historical setting,
geographical features and social relations, and the resultant effects of their combination
(Massey, 1994:155-6). Thus, in this way, feminist geographers urge understanding
place as a weaving together of multiple different elements, and assert that this more

plural understanding of place makes it more open.

Significantly, the understanding of place in feminist geographies is not hierarchically
defined as ‘below’ and ‘after’ space. Rather, understanding the interconnectedness of
these two concepts — such as the aforementioned view of place’s linkages with the
wider world — entails rejecting dualist claims for separating them and attributing both
with characteristics of multiplicity, interrelations, and ongoing processes not devoid of
conflict (Massey, 2005). Building on this latter point, feminist geographies develop the
notion of difference as a fundamental feature of the world, drawing attention to diversity
without a need for, and against any normative move toward, homogenisation (e.g.
Gibson-Graham, 2006). Indeed, feminist geographies’ intersectional focus embraces
difference in gender, but also race, sexual orientation and others (e.g. Massey, 1991;
Hopkins, 2018). Such efforts aim at embracing difference and diversity in directing
scholarly inquiry to efforts at challenging existing hegemonic discourses (e.g. Roelvink
et al, 2015). Indeed, this reflects how feminist geographies makes an explicit effort to
preference and encourage certain practices and acknowledge the multiplicity and

difference that exist geographically.

From this review, the plural nature of a feminist geographies approach should be clear.
While it was necessarily selective and literature in geography engaging with other
feminist perspectives (e.g. Butler, Kristeva) was omitted, this section drew attention to
key works that develop feminist geographies’ thinking and how space and place are
understood in these efforts. Feminist geographies work continues to the present (e.g.
Hopkins, 2018; McDowell, 2018), and several common features of this area of inquiry

include: rejecting the singular focus on the structure of capitalism and acknowledging
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multiple structures of oppression; extending the notion of multiplicity to individual
experiences, which leads to new ways of thinking about humans’ relations to space and
place; developing new language for understanding the interwovenness and relationality
of geography to social relations; and exploring difference that challenges the dominant
ways of doing and being in the world. Through their work, feminist geographers
challenge both humanistic and Marxist perspectives for their emphases on individual
experience and on capitalism, respectively. Instead, feminist geographies can be seen
to call for a broader change in the direction of geographical inquiry that complicates the
dichotomy between agency in humanistic geography and structure in Marxist
geography. Tied to the shift in geography brought about by feminist approaches are
related perspectives in the discipline. | now turn to these perspectives, which further

confront the agency-structure dichotomy.

3.2.4 Further approaches: Moving past agency and structure

Similar to some work in feminist geographies, human geographers have sought to move
past the divide over focussing on either agency or structure by drawing on further
philosophical traditions. Among these different traditions, | focus first on how human
geographers have engaged with structuration theory, then on engagements with
postmodernism and poststructuralism, and finally on work building upon actornetwork
theory. In each, | explain key philosophical underpinnings in order to show how these
inform the understandings of space and place. These are not unrelated to some feminist
geographies. For example, while some scholars (e.g. Massey and Gibson-Graham) are
often considered feminist geographers, their work likewise draws upon philosophical
ideas highlighted below. In considering other ways human geographers have
confronted the agency-structure debate, structuration theory takes this up by seeking

to reconcile both.
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Space and place in the structuration theory approach to human geography

The core idea of structuration theory is that order exists through the boundedness of
social systems, and that this boundedness arises through the duality of agency and
structure (Giddens, 1976; 1979; 1981). Whilst acknowledging both agency and
structure, structuration theory argues that their duality is recursive and interactional in
reproducing social order, and therefore neither is privileged (Giddens, 1981). Indeed,
the specifics of how this occurs depend on the context and must be understood to occur
across space and time (Thrift, 1985). The incorporation of human agency means that
structuration theory leaves open the possibility for change, but it acknowledges that any
change may be constrained by structures. In other words, the emphasis in structuration
theory shifts from the agency-structure dichotomy to order. Further, the concern with
how order and change occur emphasises the importance of time and temporality in

exploring structuration processes (Giddens, 1979; 1981).

From this starting point, human geographers have applied structuration theory and
developed it both theoretically (e.g. Pred, 1984) as well as empirically (see Phipps,
2001 for a review). However, in the key works developing structuration theory, no
distinction is made between place and space, and as such human geographers have
interpreted this in different ways. Some have argued that structuration theory involves
understanding place as an unfolding process (e.g. Gregory, 1982; Pred, 1984) that
results in order, which occurs in the context of tensions between structure and agency.
In this view, it is these tensions and the constraints they impose that define practices
(Gregson, 1987). On the other hand, Urry (1991) argues that the lack of development
of the spatial aspects in structuration theory yields an understanding of place as a
relatively fixed structure that influences action. In this reading, space emerges as a

universal concept, and place as particular instances of fixity. Similar to Marxist
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geography, this suggests an understanding of relationality and processes that relate

space and place, but implies their relation is a hierarchical one (e.g. Brenner, 2001).

The emphasis in structuration theory on how action across space and time lead to order
relates to human experiences is not unlike humanistic geography, but approaches
experience from a different perspective. By recognising the structural constraints on
action, structuration theory seeks to bridge the fundamental divide between structure
and agency by turning inquiry to action and, more specifically to how order results from
actions. Indeed, structuration theory is one effort in human geography in seeking to
overcome the agency-structure division. Despite some subsequent work in human
geography drawing on structuration theory, notably in health geography research (e.g.
Dyck and Kearns, 2015), engagements have been relatively limited. Instead, other
approaches to confronting the agency-structure debate have been taken up
significantly more in human geography. In particular, postmodern and poststructuralist

approaches have had a significant influence on human geography debates.

Space and place in postmodern and poststructuralist human geography

Unlike the effort to reconcile agency and structure in structuration theory, some human
geographers have sought to move past the agency-structure debate altogether by
grounding their work in the philosophical traditions of postmodernism and
poststructuralism. A review of the key ideas in postmodernism and poststructuralism is
challenging because, as we shall see, these ways of thinking have developed with an
explicit move away from singular characterisations of the world, and instead squarely
recognise the multiple processes by which the world is constructed and produced
(West-Pavlov, 2009). Additionally, this thesis draws upon ideas from the postmodern
and poststructuralist approach. So, significant effort is made to first review key
philosophical ideas, then examine how they have been applied to understandings of
space and place. Still, the challenge of such a review is clear in even seeking to

describe these related areas of thought.
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Some scholars distinguish postmodernism as a reframing of rationalism and the
metanarratives of modernity that, in so doing, acknowledges the confusions and
disorientations, but also differences and multiplicities inherent in the world (e.g. Lyotard,
1984; Clarke, 2015). Understood this way, postmodernism is reflected in ideas present
in feminist geographies. However, some scholars argue that the rejection of
metanarratives and embrace of difference and multiplicity is likewise a key feature of
poststructuralist philosophies (Harrison, 2015). Indeed, Gibson-Graham (2000) argues
that poststructuralism is a theoretical perspective within postmodernism, with the latter
characterised by a broader set of social practices. However, others argue that
poststructuralism is a label applied ex post to a group of philosophers and those that
have subsequently drawn upon them, and indeed is a label with which these scholars
might not identify (e.g. Harrison, 2015). The distinction between these traditions is
blurry, at best. In this section, poststructuralism is treated as primarily concerned with
a philosophical perspective on theories and knowledge (Howarth, 2013), whereas
postmodernism is considered both a philosophical tradition and a trend in society more

broadly (e.g. Soja, 1989), and they are referred to jointly throughout.

While structuration theory sought to move past the agency-structure debate with an
appeal to order, postmodernism and poststructuralism take a central interest in
language (e.g. Belsey, 2002). More specifically, the concern is with the relation of
language to the social world: both how language relates to individual phenomena such
as identity and subijectivity, and also to collective phenomena such as institutions (e.g.
Foucault, 1969; Howarth, 2013). However, language is understood as a contextual
phenomenon that is power-laden (Poster, 1989). Related to this fundamental
importance on context, postmodernism and poststructuralism reject the possibility of
explaining the world through universal theories, and are therefore explicitly anti-
essentialist (Lyotard, 1984; Clarke, 2015). In this way, postmodernism and
poststructuralism acknowledge the limitations of knowledge, but simultaneously
embrace those limits (Williams, 2014). Building from this rejection of essentialism and

universalism, rationalism and the metanarratives of modernity are likewise explicitly
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rejected: postmodernism and poststructuralism emphatically do not privilege any
particular vantage for seeing the world (Lyotard, 1984). This perspective has been
elaborated in the works of various philosophers (see, for example, Philo, 1992;
Murdoch, 2005; Woodward, 2009), and key ideas in the works of several philosophers
— Derrida, Foucault, and Deleuze — are introduced below, before turning to how

postmodern and poststructuralist approaches have been developed in human

geography.

A key contribution to the postmodern and poststructuralist stream of thought was
Derrida’s (1967) idea of ‘deconstruction,” which breaks down binary oppositions
established through language’s ‘logocentrism.” In so doing, deconstruction draws
attention to the preferential valuation given to one side of binaries that are seen to exist
in society (e.g. the way work is valued more highly than home, Gibson-Graham, 2000).
Deconstructing the binary through analysis draws attention to how such binary
oppositions have arisen, thereby blurring those boundaries and generating the
possibility of difference (Gibson-Graham, 2000). Building on this, Derrida develops the
notion of ‘différance’ as a key concept in deconstruction, which involves recognising
that within any singular thing are repetitions that simultaneously cannot be
homogenised into the singular (Lawlor, 2018). Thus, the existence of difference is an
inevitable feature of the world. Relatedly, Derrida (1981) describes the relationship
between things as ‘spacing,’ constituted by not only the existence of the interval (space)
between them, but also the very movement of separation itself. Thus, this foundational

approach reconsiders the fixity of meaning and how such meaning(s) arise in the world.

If Derrida contributed substantially to destabilise the view that meaning is fixed,
Foucault (1979; 1981) proposed a different approach in arguing for rethinking our
apprehension of the world. First, a ‘discourse’ analysis considers how particular
meanings become accepted as true through discourse, which is understood as
language but also as discourses of bodies and practices (Foucault, 1981). The

acceptance of a particular discourse foregrounds the role of power in assessing how
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discourse emerges as truth. An additional contribution to the postmodern and
poststructuralist approach is Foucault’s (1979) ‘genealogical’ perspective, which is an
analytical means for exploring history, whilst questioning whether any singular
underlying cause can be found for the present. Rather, history is problematised in order
to acknowledge its multiplicity and the perpetual existence of resistances to any
particular truth being imposed upon society (Caputo, 2000). Indeed, here is evident the
postmodern and poststructuralist questioning of the existence of any universal truth,

and its fundamental anti-essentialism.

A final philosopher whose work has been influential in postmodern and poststructuralist
thought, Deleuze (1990; 1994, often writing together with Guattari, see Deleuze and
Guattari, 1972; 1987), develops further ways for seeking to understand the social world.
Again, a fundamental feature of his philosophical approach is a concern with difference,
which is developed as an understanding that difference is a principle that can be found
in all instances, even those thought to be repetitions, and thus the world is constituted
through multiplicity of differences (Deleuze, 1990; see also Smith and Protevi, 2018).
From this Deleuze contributes to the idea that the social world consists in ‘assemblages’
of heterogeneous elements (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987). One way these assemblages
are constituted is through processes: when activities — understood as repetitions of
difference — are broken and (re)formed, respectively (Smith and Protevi, 2018).
Sometimes, deterritorialising and reterritorialising assemblages reach relative
stabilisations and result in ‘rhizomes’ — also described as ‘plateaus’ — that are
concentrations, or relative ‘intensities,” of activities (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987).
Stabilisations and the resultant rhizomes can be found in various ways everywhere in
the social world, and are likewise a multiplicity, not reducible to a singular, universalist
understanding. In this view, through seeking to understand moments of relative
intensity, through encounters with events, the world can begin to be apprehended. This
entails turning the focus of inquiry to activity, a view similar to structuration theory, as

well as other postmodern and poststructuralist philosophers.
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Drawing these together — although difference as fundamental to the world likewise
applies to the works of Derrida, Foucault and Deleuze — it can be said that these efforts
demonstrate how postmodern and poststructuralist accounts of the world explicitly
move past the agency-structure dichotomy. From this perspective, an agency-structure
binary in philosophy must be deconstructed for the very reason that a binary opposition
implies privileging of one or the other. Rather, postmodernism and poststructuralism
embrace multiplicity and difference as essential characteristics of the world. In adopting
an anti-essentialist view, the impossibility of fully apprehending context is foregrounded,
but can be better understood through appeals to language, discourse and action, all of
which are laden with power. Engagements with works of Derrida, Foucault and
Deleuze, as well as further philosophical perspectives in postmodernism and
poststructuralism, abound in the social sciences (e.g. Agger, 1991; Benton and Craib,

2001; Nicholson, 2013), and have found a receptive audience in human geography.

Before turning to postmodern and poststructuralist geography, it is worth noting that,
due to the multiplicity of postmodern and poststructuralist philosophical perspectives —
itself reflective of the rejection of an essential idea or truth inherent to them — this review
was necessarily selective. Indeed, additional perspectives were necessarily omitted
(such as the works of Bourdieu, Baudrillard, Lacan, de Certeau, and others). Still, the
above begins to reflect the ways of understanding the world in postmodernism and
poststructuralism. These, in turn, have been taken up — and engaged with — by human
geographers. Often, the philosophical perspectives and works of these — and other —
social theorists are interwoven, making a discussion of postmodernism and
poststructuralism as distinctly separate areas of human geography problematic. To this
end, acknowledging their interrelatedness, | consider below how postmodernism and
poststructuralism have together been engaged with in human geography, with a

particular focus on space and place.

In an early contribution to this engagement in human geography, Dear (1988) urged

scholars to consider how postmodern and poststructuralist social theories apply to
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geography in aiding the rethinking of the basic ontological and epistemological
assumptions about the social world. Human geographers in the postmodern and
poststructuralist traditions have taken this up through extensive engagements with
Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze and others. Ironically, one of the most well known works
about postmodernism in human geography (Harvey, 1989) is in fact a rebuke of the
field’s turn to postmodernism (Clark, 2015). Harvey (1989) argues that postmodern
geography actually serves to mask the underlying dynamics of capitalism. Still, this
does reflect how postmodern and poststructuralist geography emerged in conversation
with other traditions in the field. Indeed, as with the emergence of humanistic, Marxist
and feminist geographies, the articulation of postmodern and poststructuralist
geography developed by building upon and critiquing prior ‘modern’ traditions, as well
as modernity itself (Woodward, 2009).

Understandably, the application of postmodern and poststructuralist approaches to
human geography are not reducible to singular, universalist characterisations. Still,
building on the importance of language as mediating relations, postmodern and
poststructuralist geographers likewise have emphasised the analysis of language, and
how it relates to the fundamentally spatiality of power and the social world (e.g. Soja,
1980; West-Pavlov, 2009). Derrida’s notion of ‘spacing’ begins to capture this
understanding that the world unfolds spatially. While human geographers likewise
utilised the prior philosophical perspectives to explore the spatial nature of phenomena
of the world, postmodern and poststructuralist geographers do not seek to explain this
by making recourse to agency or structure. Instead, a postmodern and poststructuralist

view considers how language, power and action unfold spatially (Murdoch, 2005).

In another early work, Soja (1989) argues that the development of, specifically,
postmodern geography reflects the increasing relevance of space to society,
concomitant with the decreasing interest in time and history. In this work, Soja develops
a theory of ‘Thirdspace’ by drawing on the ideas of Lefebvre and Foucault; in other

words, by merging Marxist with postmodern and poststructuralist perspectives (Soja,
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1989; 2000). This adoption of both Marxist and Foucaultian perspectives is indicative
of the ways postmodern and poststructuralist thinkers challenge the philosophical
divergences and distinctions in human geography for theorising space. Still, a common
element of Soja (1989) and others is an understanding of the relationality of space,
highlighting the need to understand space as relationally tied to other spaces (e.g.
Massey and Thrift, 2003), a view shared by some feminist geographies. Elaborating
this further, space is understood by considering the relations that constitute it, and is
therefore inherently fluid (e.g. Bauman, 1992). Relatedly, a Deleuzian understanding of
space is as an event, and as ‘the differential element within which everything happens’
(Doel, 2000:125). These understandings of space draw upon the ideas of postmodern
and poststructuralist philosophy in acknowledging the un-fixedness of space, its
relationality, and its connection to action and practice (Woodward, 2009). Indeed, some
scholars — notably in actor-network theory — extend this emphasis on action to consider
the both sociomaterial nature of relations that act and thereby constitute space, which

| turn to shortly.

With regard to place, postmodern and poststructuralist geographers similarly
emphasise the central importance of how individuals and practices are inherently tied
to particular places, but recognise this as interwoven with space (Agnew, 2011).
Indeed, from this perspective, place is already spatial (Woodward, 2009). Again, the
interest in discourse and practices means performances simultaneously generate a
means for understanding place and are also specific to the place itself (Murdoch, 2005).
Indeed, this makes no distinctions between representation and practices (Agnew,
2011), reflecting the broader postmodern and poststructuralist rejection of any universal
representability, and concomitant embrace of an anti-essentialist view of the world
(Murdoch, 2005). Similarly, each place is contextual — and indeed can be different for
each individuals and their practices — and therefore has an associational quality that
embraces the multiplicity of place, as with space (Thrift, 1999). Indeed, the hierarchical
segregation of space and place is abandoned, as in some feminist geographies, and

instead place is seen as part of the weaving together of spaces and times (e.g. Thrift,
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1999). The multiplicity of weavings together and performances is a core feature of

postmodern and poststructuralist geographies.

By way of a summary to this section, it should be clear that any effort to establish a
difference between postmodern and poststructuralist geography would adopt the kind
of binary categorisation that goes against the spirit of the philosophical thinking from
which they both draw. Indeed, in keeping with an interest in language, both take delight
in playful, confusing or disorientating engagements with the reader (Clarke, 2015). In
doing so, these approaches to geography challenge the notion that there is a ‘right’ way
to write about geography. Indeed, an appreciation and sensitivity to the fact that some
aspects of the world are unrepresentable (Farinelli et al, 1994) implies the rejection of
the drive to represent all reality in modernity (Thrift, 2000; Clarke, 2015). So, having
explored them in combination, for the purposes of this thesis,