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Chapter 1
Introduction

James S. Duncan, Nuala C. Jobhnson, and
Richard H. Schein

In the past two decades cultural geography has undergone significant theoretical,
substantive, and methodological shifts. While cultural geography has a long and
important place in the intellectual and institutional history of the discipline, the
recent “spatial and cultural turns” in the humanities and social sciences have repo-
sitioned the field as one of considerable import to contemporary debates in Anglo-
American human geography. During the first half of the twentieth century the
concern of Carl Sauer and his students in the “Berkeley School” with human/
environment relationships, material culture, and landscape interpretation marked
out some of the terrain to which cultural geographers would continue to devote
attention (Leighly 1963; Wagner & Mikesell 1962). The deployment of theoretical
insights from cultural anthropology and landscape history during this period
emphasized the interdisciplinary nature of cultural geography, a trend that contin-
ues today.

The importation into geography of positivist theory, behavioral psychology and
highly abstract quantitative methods in the 1960s provoked cultural geographers to
challenge the prevailing emphasis on spatial model building. Cultural geographers’
emphasis on the symbolic dimension of human activities, the relevance of histori-
cal understanding of societal processes, and a commitment to an interpretative epis-
temology all challenged the scientific reductionism and economism of a positivist
human geography. It was through cultural and historical geography that many of
these issues were addressed and presented to a wider audience (Tuan 1974;
Lowenthal 1961; Meinig 1979; Zelinsky 1973). During the 1980s there arose what
some have termed a “new cultural geography” which questioned the predominant
Berkeley School’s use of the term culture as a reified “superorganic” explanatory
variable (Duncan 1980) and offered in its place a more sociological and political
approach which attempted to understand the “inner workings of culture” which
had been consigned to a “black box” by earlier generations. British social geogra-
phers (Jackson 1980) who had previously dismissed cultural geography as irrele-
vant to contemporary urban social and political issues, began to turn to cultural
history (Williams 1973) and the then rising field of cultural studies (Hall 1980) for
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inspiration in the development of this “new cultural geography.” The study of
“race” and ethnicity in historic and contemporary contexts for instance shifted from
an emphasis on spatial mapping to an exploration of cultural representations of
“race,” which merged conventional concerns in social geography with more explic-
itly cultural interpretations (Anderson 1988; Jackson 1987; Ley 1974).

Similarly the emergence in the 1970s and 1980s of a radical human geography
both invigorated cultural geographers’ concern with a materialist basis for land-
scape interpretation (Cosgrove 1983; Daniels 1989) while simultaneously provid-
ing a focus for a broader critique of the limitations of economistic Marxist
interpretations of human societies (Duncan & Ley 1982). Within cultural geogra-
phy there also emerged a reassertion of the centrality of place to human geograph-
ical concerns (Agnew 1987; Entrikin 1991; Relph 1976). Feminist geographers too
have had a marked impact on contemporary cultural geography by highlighting the
prevalence of the detached male gaze in the study of landscape and other cultural
phenomena (Rose 1993; Nash 1996). The promotion of a geography which would
value the subjective, subaltern voices and cultural specificity, and which would
employ a range of source material not normally used by geographers, would open
up the discipline to methods and debates prevalent in philosophy, literary theory,
cultural studies, and anthropology (Ley & Samuels 1978; Duncan & Duncan 1988;
Gregory 1994; Doel 1995).

While cultural geography has always been an open, dynamic field, over the past
decade there have been particularly rapid changes in what is now commonly referred
to as the “cultural turn.” These changes have regularly been animated by cultural
geographers and have had wide-ranging effects in political, economic, and social
geography. Issues of discourse, power, justice, the body, difference, hybridity,
transnationalism, actor networks, resistance, transgression, performance, and rep-
resentation have been particularly important in contemporary approaches within
cultural geography and beyond. Feminist, Marxist, critical, psychoanalytical, post-
colonial, and postmodern theorists have led the subfield in radically interrogating
and transforming geographical conceptions of space, place, and landscape (Rose
1993; McDowell 1999; Mitchell 2000; Nast & Pile 1998; Jacobs 1996; Ryan 1997;
Driver 2001; Thrift 1996; Gregory 2002). Since the 1970s, interdisciplinary inspi-
ration has come from a wide range of thinkers such as Foucault, Barthes, Giddens,
de Certeau, Benjamin, Deleuze and Guattari, Lefebvre, Bakhtin, Said, Butler, Har-
raway, Bourdieu, Habermas, Latour, and Lacan. Programmatic statements of the
new directions that cultural geography has moved in are increasingly being matched
by detailed empirical investigations.

Cultural geographers’ traditional concern with human/environment relationships
has continued, and over the past decade renewed debates about how nature is con-
stituted and understood across different human societies have been particularly
vigorous. Ranging from considerations of situated knowledges, environmental
ethics, popular understandings of environmental issues to the unsettling of the
nature/culture divide, cultural geography has been central in efforts to reconcep-
tualize nature and critically examine environmental policy (Whatmore 2002;
Fitzsimmons 1989; Castree & Braun 2001; Wolch & Emel 1998). In particular this
is contributing to reestablishing stronger theoretical links between human and physi-
cal geography and has prompted a critical analysis of the basis of science. Cultural



INTRODUCTION 3

geographers’ examination of the ways in which “scientific knowledge” has been
deployed to support a range of colonial, imperial, and other economic and politi-
cal projects has served to advance the notion that sociologies and histories of science
may be inadequate without a cultural geography of scientific investigation.

Cultural geography therefore has been an important area of the discipline because
of the centrality of its debates to the broader directions that geography is taking.
Outside of disciplinary boundaries cultural geography has become increasingly
visible to anthropologists, historians of science, cultural historians, archaeologists,
and sociologists. Cross-disciplinary research and collaborative publication is a tes-
tament to this trend (e.g. Jackson et al. 2000). Cultural geography, however, is not
only important in the arena of intellectual debate, but cultural geographers have
also been having a small but increasing impact on policy-making communities (e.g.
environmental planners, heritage managers, museum curators). The “field” is not
simply a setting for research, but a network of political, management, and research
worlds mutually incorporating diverse types of knowledge.

Structure

This volume begins with an introduction of key shifts in direction of cultural geog-
raphy in the twentieth century. Secondly, the principal approaches that currently
animate work in cultural geography are analyzed. Thirdly, the theoretical perspec-
tives of the previous section are elaborated in a series of essays that focus on some
of the major thematic areas to which cultural geographers have contributed. Col-
lectively these chapters illuminate how the critical interventions of cultural geogra-
phy have informed these specific realms of inquiry. Although the editors cannot (and
would not want to) offer a single definition of cultural geography, they attempt to
highlight the central ways in which ideas of culture have been debated, deployed,
materialized, and contested across a range of spatial and historical contexts. In so
doing the guiding principle of this book is the contingent, diverse, and contradic-
tory manner in which human societies approach the hermeneutic project of making
sense of their existential and material spaces for living. The editors recognize that
cultural geography cannot be divorced from other branches of geography, and the
dialogue that cultural geographers have engaged in with political, economic, his-
torical, and social geographers will be woven throughout the volume.

The collection begins with an exploration of tradition in cultural geography
(chapter 2). Richard Schein approaches the question of “tradition” itself, and
explores a tentative genealogy of cultural geography that focuses upon the tensions
inherent in positing a “traditional” versus a “new” cultural geography, especially
as the latter engages with human geography’s cultural turn. Given the strong feel-
ings, both pro and con, which have been generated by the cultural turn within geog-
raphy and more broadly within the social sciences, we thought that it might be
productive to offer two views of its impact in geography, one by a cultural geogra-
pher sympathetic to the turn and the second by a non-cultural geographer who is
considerably more skeptical. Heidi Scott (chapter 3) offers an overview of the impact
of the cultural turn within contemporary geography over the past decade, while
highlighting points of convergence with other fields. She offers an assessment of
the strengths and weaknesses of the multiple practices of cultural geography while
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providing a sense of the power struggles both within the subfield over the nature of
cultural explanation and between subfields over whether cultural explanation has
tended to overshadow and detract from other areas of geography. Clive Barnett’s
essay (chapter 4) reflects a continuing uneasiness with the turn toward cultural
explanation on the part of geographers in the various subfields that have only
recently begun to take culture seriously. He expresses a more general concern that
the consideration of culture could too easily become a central focus of geography
as a whole.

Don Mitchell (chapter §) argues that culture needs to be reintegrated into the
social totality of capitalism as a moment of power. A historical-materialist cultural
geography must understand that culture is a field of accumulations, not reducible
to superstructural epiphenomena, but neither should an attention upon culture con-
stitute a retreat into the immaterial as an explanatory realm. Joanne Sharp (chapter
6) traces the convergence between certain lines of feminist inquiry and cultural geog-
raphy. She singles out as particularly fruitful the themes of identity politics, embod-
iment, and the debate over landscape and the masculine gaze. John Paul Jones and
Deborah Dixon review key features of poststructuralism (chapter 7), especially as
articulated through key ideas in cultural geography, such as representation and
space, and including an attention to questions of methodology. They move from a
synopsis of structuralism as a starting point, through basic theoretical tenets of post-
structuralism, to discuss future articulations of poststructuralism with cultural geog-
raphy. Paul Kingsbury addresses a general fear or distrust of psychoanalytic theory
by geographers in general (chapter 8), before explicating how different psychoana-
lytic approaches have been reinterpreted and used by cultural geographers. He
addresses Freudian approaches, object-relations theory, and Lacanian approaches
in his treatment. Nigel Thrift (chapter 9) argues that nonrepresentational theory
provides the basis for a different type of cultural geography than is offered by most
cultural geographers. The core of his argument is that geographers should turn
increasingly to the study of such embodied practices as dance, music, and crying as
ways of engaging with the world.

David Livingstone’s paper (chapter 10) highlights the significance of space in
understanding the production and consumption of scientific knowledges. From the
sites of production and the circulation of scientific theory and practice to the geo-
graphies of reception, Livingstone draws our attention to the new avenues of
research stimulated by spatializing our understanding of the cultures of science.
Bruce Braun tracks the relation between nature and culture in post-Second World
War human geography (chapter 11). He specifically addresses four moments of the
nature/culture problematic — cultural ecology, political ecology, cultural studies of
the environment, and “beyond nature/culture” — through the work of Deleuze,
Guattari, and Latour, finally calling into question the ontological distinction in the
ordering categories themselves. Paul Robbins tackles practical and daily considera-
tions of the nature/culture problematic through the lens of cultural ecology as the
human production of and adaptation to the environment (chapter 12). He focuses
particularly on critical contemporary problems of economic development, global
poverty, and environmental change. In his review of environmental history, Gerry
Kearns (chapter 13) explores the continuing importance of an ecological tradition
both within geography and macrohistorical studies. He then examines the treatment
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of environmental history by Marxist geographers and new cultural geographers.
Jonathan Smith (chapter 14) focuses on various approaches deployed to answer the
question of whether it is ethical to shape the environment. Drawing on moral
philosophy and adopting an historical perspective, Smith identifies key strands of
thought that have characterized our moral position in relation to the environment
from premodern to postmodern concerns.

Drawing from a range of contemporary political and social theory, John Agnew
(chapter 15) charts the varied approaches that have developed to both understand-
ing and, at times, dismissing nationalism. He surveys the strengths and limitations
of territorial, diasporic, ethnic, religious, gendered, and landscape-based interpre-
tations of the idea and practices of nationalism. Audrey Kobayashi approaches the
concept of “race” as both a way of life deeply embedded in the European colonial
past and lived out in the present as a taken-for-granted reality and as an analytical
concept (chapter 16). The chapter begins with a review of the concept of “race” as
it is understood in contemporary antiracist geography, then moves to a brief analy-
sis of how the production of antiracist geography has developed in three contem-
porary Western and Northern contexts. Nancy Duncan and Stephen Legg (chapter
17) review the reasons why class has remained relatively neglected by cultural geo-
graphers, in spite of the tremendous interest shown in subjectivity and identity
formation. They argue that while there are some good reasons why older notions
of class in geography have been seen as unhelpful in understanding questions of
identity, there is also no inherent reason why this should be so. In fact, they suggest,
certain reworked Marxian and other dynamic and relational notions of class could
contribute greatly to cultural analysis. Richard Phillips (chapter 18) considers the
relationships between sexualities and space. Focusing both on heterosexual and
homosexual dimensions of identity formation and drawing from a range of con-
temporary and historical contexts, Phillips examines the critical role of space in the
construction and reconstruction of sexualized identities. Michael Landzelius
(chapter 19) undertakes a sweeping survey of the way in which geographers have
understood the body, from the behaviorists and phenomenologists of the 1970s to
the psychoanalytic approaches of the late 1990s, and from the body-space nexus
through impairment, illness, and the body.

James Kneale and Claire Dwyer (chapter 20) consider the varied meanings attend-
ing the concept of consumption. Drawing from a range of cultural theory, they
explore the possibilities for developing a more nuanced understanding of the social
nature of consumption and its materiality in contemporary society. Nuala Johnson
(chapter 21) focuses attention on the manner in which ideas of public memory have
been integrated into a geographical literature on identity formation and represen-
tation. She highlights the significance of space in particular in the articulation and
conjugation of social memory.

Susan Roberts briefly reviews the manner in which “culture” and “economy”
generally have been treated as things and as separate spheres (chapter 22), and
explores the relations between economic and cultural geography that are central to
geography’s cultural turn. By way of example, she examines US maritime ports as
places evincing a particularly interesting set of relations infused with economic, cul-
tural, and (geo)political concerns. Karen Till (chapter 23) explores the complex ways
that the interpretation of political landscapes is conceptualized through examining



6 JAMES S. DUNCAN, NUALA C. JOHNSON, AND RICHARD H. SCHEIN

symbolic approaches to landscapes of the state; the material social relations revealed
and hidden in landscapes of work, and the opportunities for developing an approach
to understanding political landscapes which is embedded in everyday practice. Lily
Kong (chapter 24) surveys the contributions of cultural geography to the study of
religion. She draws attention to the significance of place in the understanding of
religious belief systems and practices and she proposes a set of research questions
for developing a “new” geography of religion. In chapter 25, James Duncan and
David Lambert examine the complex and ambiguous notion of home. They do so
by first reviewing notions of home as dwelling and its links to identity. They then
go on to survey the idea of home place, with particular reference to the experiences
of home in the British Empire. Elizabeth Gagen (chapter 26) explores the cultural
geography of childhood by focusing upon the changing conceptions of childhood
and the spaces, both adult and child-centered, in which such definitions are nego-
tiated. She also addresses some of the particular methodological and ethical issues
attendant in researching children. In chapter 27, Shannan Peckham examines the
social and geographical context of cinema. He argues that a proper analysis of film
must take into consideration its multiple geographies; not only those of its produc-
tion, but those of its reception as well. The interconnections between landscape art
and cultural geography since the 1980s is the subject of Steven Daniels’ chapter 28.
He considers both art and landscape to be “keywords” in the sense that the late
Raymond Williams used the term. As such the chapter traces the interrelations
between these terms as they are worked through a range of different representa-
tional practices.

Dan Clayton (chapter 29) situates the geographical study of colonialism both
within the postcolonial turn and in relation to the recent historiographic interest in
tracing the interlinkages between the practices of colonialism and the ideological
and material support provided to it by contemporaneous geography. In chapter 30,
James Ryan charts the relationship between postcolonialism and cultural geogra-
phy. He investigates the dominant themes that have characterized research into geo-
graphical knowledge and colonial power, colonial and postcolonial identities, and
the spaces of colonial encounter and resistance. Carl Dahlman explores the dias-
pora concept, including its relations to terms such as transnationalism, multicul-
turalism, and hybridity, before employing a critical (geo)political perspective to
diaspora through the case of Kurdish emigration to Europe and North America
(chapter 31). In chapter 32, Cheryl McEwan examines the major debates centered
on cultural globalization and transnationalism. She interrogates the connections
between cultural mobility and identities, citizenship and transnational spaces; and
she highlights the possibilities for geographical scholarship harnessing the progres-
sive and transgressive potential of transnationalism.
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Chapter 2
Cultural Traditions

Richard H. Schein

Scholarly traditions often are presented in one of two ways. Either the tradition is
held up as an honorable thing, and is presented as a teleological intellectual geneal-
ogy that naturally and inexorably leads to one’s own conceptual or substantive or
theoretical position within the academy. Or, the tradition is presented as a sort of
intellectual ‘other’ — the defining foil for a more progressive or enlightened or sophis-
ticated or somehow better way of approaching the subject at hand. Traditions are,
of course, invented, as we learned a generation ago from Eric Hobsbawm and
Terrence Ranger (1983). And although they were interested in cultural practices that
seemed to serve a burgeoning (western) nationalism during the apogee of the modern
nation-state, their observations are nonetheless instructive for this brief explication
and exploration of traditions (and continuities) in cultural geography. More specif-
ically, they taught us that traditions always serve a purpose — they serve a function,
whether consciously intended or not — and often the interrogation of that function
is as rewarding an enterprise as the examination of the ‘tradition’ per se. This posi-
tion itself might be associated with the so-called ‘new cultural geography’ (which is
really not so new anymore; the opening salvos in the once-called civil war in cul-
tural geography having been fired some 20-plus years ago), for it presumes to take
an ironic stance toward the question of ‘traditional cultural geography’ and its
purpose is less to present an unquestionable, even unquestioned, historiography of
an academic subdiscipline, than it is to raise certain positions, histories, genealo-
gies, and debates that might serve to better place the pursuit of cultural geography
today. Put another way, while this chapter might purport to offer a disciplinary road
map of sorts, showing how we got here from then, the lessons of critical cartogra-
phy tell us that all road maps are normative, and that to make claims about the
past is as much about making claims on the future as it is in attempting to uncover
some inalienable truth about the practice of, in this case, cultural geography.

At this point we also might take a cue from the resurgence of geographical inter-
ests in historiography, and particularly from one of the canonical works of that bur-
geoning literature, David Livingstone’s The Geographical Tradition (1992). One of
Livingstone’s main points is that intellectual ideas and academic progress do not
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occur on the head of a pin. To understand the development of a tradition — or
perhaps more accurately traditions — is to interrogate not only the ideas at the core
of an intellectual enterprise as ideas, but also to realize the institutional contexts (in
our case, usually academic or university ones) which nurture (or don’t) particular
kinds of scholarship, as well as the general societal contexts of those ideas and their
framing institutions. Finally, one of the lessons of the past 20 years of geographi-
cal scholarship is a newfound appreciation for the way in which the particular sub-
jectivity of the author makes a difference, and part of that subjectivity is bound in
place. That is to say, it is important to realize my own location as author in writing
this particular chapter in a cultural geography companion, as a middle-aged, white,
male, US-trained scholar, at once an individual yet also influenced by the times and
places I have studied (and have studied in), and so my chapter is likely to be dif-
ferent from the chapter immediately following this, which is written by a scholar
much younger than I, who learned her cultural geography in a different time, and
in a different place — in Britain to be precise; and those facts will, to a degree, dif-
ferentiate our approaches to ‘cultural geography.” Yet, in the end, we share a similar
substantive interest in a number of topics that somehow cohere around the con-
cepts of culture and geography, which are embodied in how, as scholars and citi-
zens-of-the-world, we know and interrogate the world around us. We belong to a
discursive or textual community; we identify with an academic discipline.

And so, after all of the caveats that mark these opening paragraphs, we are still
left begging the historiographical questions: what cultural traditions and why do
they matter? Without immediately taking a position on just what, exactly, cultural
geography is (that is the purpose of this entire volume, after all), we can begin by
acknowledging that there has been for the better part of a century, something rec-
ognized as cultural geography, especially in an American (here to mean US) context
(thus it has a genealogy), which has served, more recently, as the intellectual foil
(the conceptual other) that, in concert with a general disciplinary engagement with
postempiricist and postpositivist epistemologies and ontologies, has helped to foster
renewed (international) interests in something else called cultural geography. And
while two (hypothetical) geographical scholars, each practicing their own cultural
geography — one traditional, one new — and separated by the distance of 80 years
and an ocean or two, might not necessarily recognize in each other’s work an
intellectual kinship apparent to us today, it is in making that kinship apparent,
especially through institutional or disciplinary frameworks, that this chapter is
interested. With full realization of the normative, teleological, and place-bound
problematics of claiming a genealogy, I present here a few signposts toward under-
standing traditions and the place of traditions in cultural geography, primarily in
an attempt to move from traditions to continuities to connections with the broad-
ened interest in something called cultural geography in the Anglophone world.

Traditional cultural geography, as it is now known, was not called #raditional
cultural geography until ‘it” became the focus or subject of scholarly critique
over 20 years ago. It is through the nexus of critique, in this case positing a ‘tradi-
tional’ versus a ‘new’ cultural geography, that core disciplinary ideas are identified
and refined, honed and retooled to meet the needs of contemporary scholars. And
while critique is often seen as attack, resulting in an abandonment of the old, it also
is important to remember that there had to be something intellectually valuable in
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the old to merit the attack in the first place, a set of concepts or substantive foci
that are worth ‘fighting over.” It is always dangerous, of course, to assume that a
tradition of any kind is monolithic — that all practitioners who might be identified
with a discipline think and act alike and are cast from the same mold. Yet key
thinkers can always be identified, canonical works cited (and citations counted), and
ideas can thus be traced to ascertain their dissemination and influence. In US cul-
tural geography, the undisputed progenitor of cultural geography was Carl O. Sauer,
often identified as the ‘leader’ of the Berkeley School of Cultural Geography
(although like most such labels, this one was not self-ascribed, but assigned as a
sort-of disciplinary shorthand for Sauer and his students and his devotees). Sauer-
ian or Berkeley School Geography has served as a narrative for both approaches to
‘tradition’ which opened this essay: as a foil and as a genealogy to be revered. The
mediation of those two approaches has been called a ‘civil war’ in cultural geogra-
phy (Duncan 1994), and that civil war at the very least served as a forum for a set
of debates that helped to clarify the various paths toward today’s cultural geogra-
phies. With the privilege of hindsight, I take the position here that such debates —
as long as they do not devolve into ad hominem attacks or overly vitriolic exchanges
or hagiographic battles over patriarchy — are a good thing, for they mark an intel-
lectual invigoration that ‘keeps us honest” as scholars, making us always careful to
elucidate and explicate our conceptual and theoretical positions, always account-
able to the implications and ramifications of our scholarly practice. This, of course,
is also a hallmark of a critical human geography more generally understood, wherein
scholarship is seen never to be ‘value free’ and always carries with it (or should)
what Gregory (1994) calls the anticipatory utopian moment. But to get to that point
is to skip the beginning, and for many cultural geographers, the beginning is Sauer.

Carl Sauer was a prodigious scholar, and was perhaps an iconoclast who defies
categorization. His academic career spanned over six decades, and one can hardly
expect to pin down a thinking, active intellect over such a long period. But it is
important, too, to remember that what we are after is key ideas rather than the
essence of a particular man’s scholarship, and while Sauer wrote many essays and
books, a very few of them have come to stand above the others as disciplinary hall-
marks, perhaps none more than “The Morphology of Landscape,’ published in 19235,
when Sauer was relatively new to the Berkeley Geography department, having
recently arrived from his Midwestern origins. ‘Morphology of Landscape’ is a highly
sophisticated piece of theoretical rumination that still bears reading today. Its argu-
ment is multifaceted, but its most famous maxim posits the cultural landscape as
the result of culture’s action upon the medium of nature, and it is from that point
that much of the recent critique evolved. It is the theoretical ramifications of ‘Mor-
phology’ in a postpositivist intellectual milieu that have served as foil or conceptual
other for the new cultural geography, particularly through a renewed interest in the
concept of cultural landscapes from the 1980s. The place of a Sauerian or Berkeley
School conception of landscape and culture vis-a-vis the new cultural geography is
well documented elsewhere and so demands only a brief précis here (see, for
example: Mitchell this volume; Cosgrove 1984, 2000a; Jackson 1989; McDowell
1994; Duncan 1990; Kobayashi 1989; Hugill & Foote 1994).

‘Morphology of Landscape’ (1925) was written in part as a result of Sauer’s
dissatisfaction with the then-dominant perspective of environmental determinism,
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especially as found in the work of Ellen Churchill Semple and Harlan Barrows.
Sauer turned to Continental philosophy for philosophical guidance, his colleagues
in Anthropology at Berkeley for theories of culture, and wrote ‘Morphology’ as part
of “an effort to ‘emancipate’ himself from determinist thinking” (Williams 1983:
5). Sauer later claimed that methodological statements like ‘Morphology’ were part
of an ongoing and shifting methodological position to which he rarely referred once
they were written. Instead, he wrote, “they are best considered as successive orien-
tations and have had utility as such; they belong to the history of geography, and
if they are any good they represent change and growth” (as quoted in Williams
1983: 2).

While Sauer’s position on theoretical and methodological change and growth is
laudable, it is a highly personal statement and raises the question of how a wider
readership responds to the writings of influential scholars. For example, ‘Morphol-
ogy’ stood for several generations as a widely cited programmatic statement, and
its influence still persists in some arenas of cultural geography today (look for it
especially in introductory textbooks prepared for the US market). Additionally,
Sauer’s actual approach to the cultural landscape, as well as the work of his intel-
lectual and scholarly ‘offspring,” has been the subject of critique for a number of
reasons. Cosgrove (1983: 2), for example, has suggested that “in the face of a strong
determinism in geography” Sauer (along with Vidal) “laid emphasis on human
culture as itself a deterministic force in transforming nature,” and this emphasis was
taken up by cultural geographers in general, especially those interrogating cultural
landscapes. It is interesting in light of today’s concern with the role of landscape as
part and parcel of social (or socio-spatial) process, that Sauer’s conception of the
cultural landscape initially depended upon “apprehending the relationship between
nature and culture dialectically, giving to neither an absolute dominance within a
linear, determinist form of explanation” (Cosgrove 1983: 3). Nevertheless, Cosgrove
continues,

Sauer’s early insistence upon regarding human geography as a positive science (1925) and
the methodological position he then espoused has been more readily followed than his
concern with process, other than in studies of diffusion. The dialectic was not mediated
through the historical specificity of human production, so that it dissolved into either the ide-
alist reification of culture as an agent of change, or a semi-determinism dignified by the name
“possibilism.” (Cosgrove 1983: 3)

This, according to Cosgrove, “has left cultural geography theoretically impover-
ished, many of its studies existing in a theoretical vacuum, preserving a sense of cul-
tural significance in understanding the landscape, but failing to extend this into a
developing theoretical discourse” (Cosgrove 1983: 3).

A reified concept of culture in the practice of landscape interpretation may be
traced to Sauer’s (1925 [1963]: 343) ‘Morphology,” where he wrote that “culture is
the agent, the natural area is the medium, the cultural landscape is the result.”
Duncan (1980) has shown that this concept of culture has had wide import in the
arena of landscape interpretation, and he has written on the implications of such a
“superorganic” concept of culture. Duncan (1980: 181) claims that “the superor-
ganic mode of explanation in cultural geography reifies the notion of culture, assign-
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ing it ontological status and causative power.” A superorganic conception of culture
posits “culture” as somehow external to individual human beings; culture becomes
“an entity . . . not reducible to actions by the individuals who are associated with
it, mysteriously responding to laws of its own” (Duncan 1980: 182). Duncan chal-
lenges many of the assumptions, or the intellectual baggage, implicit in employing
a reified, superorganic concept of culture, including: the tendency to see humans as
“relatively passive and impotent” (190); the idea that there exists an individual
somehow apart from culture (189); the “assumption of homogeneity within a
culture” (193); the tendency to create ideal types, and to “reduce the character of
millions of people to a few traits” (193); the assumption of Pavlovian conditioning
where “culture” is based upon unconscious and conditioned habit, rather than con-
scious intellectual activity (194); and failure to acknowledge other types of expla-
nation beyond “culture as a determining force . . . hence many important questions
are precluded” (191). Ultimately,

the most serious consequence of attributing causal power to culture is the fact that it obscures
many important issues as to the origins, transmittal, and differentiation within a population
of various “cultural characteristics.” There is a surprising lack of many kinds of explanatory
variables that are employed in other subfields of geography and in other social sciences; for
example there is little or no discussion of social stratification, the political interests of par-
ticular groups, and the conflicts which arise from their opposing interests. Similarly, there is
little discussion of government and other institutional policies, or the effects of business orga-
nizations and financial institutions on the landscape. Many of these things are seen as “given,”
or as cultural characteristics of a people that are not analyzed in any detail or used in expla-
nation. Culture, which presumably includes the factors mentioned above, is seen to produce
such effects on landscape. (191)

Mitchell (1995) has continued this critique of “culture” in cultural geography,
most recently suggesting that even more recent, seemingly more-refined notions of
culture as employed in cultural geography still reify the concept, granting it onto-
logical and explanatory status. He suggests instead that there is no such thing as
culture, only the idea of culture, to which several responses have been registered
(Jackson 1996, Cosgrove 1996, Duncan & Duncan 1996, Mitchell 1996), includ-
ing the challenge that even ideas themselves are “real” and have material and
ideological consequences.

Sustained critique of the so-called “Sauerian” or “Berkeley” school of cultural
geography, including its dominance of the landscape tradition in cultural geogra-
phy, prompted Cosgrove and Jackson (1987) to suggest that there was on the
horizon a “new” cultural geography, which was:

contemporary as well as historical (but always contextual and theoretically informed); social
as well as spatial (but not confined exclusively to narrowly-defined landscape issues); urban
as well as rural; and interested in the contingent nature of culture, in dominant ideologies
and in forms of resistance to them. It would, moreover, assert the centrality of culture in
human affairs.

From these points it can be argued that Sauerian cultural geography — no matter
the ‘accuracy’ of its depiction — became little more than an opportunity for renewed
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engagement with questions of landscape interpretation, at first, and eventually for
cultural geography more broadly; an engagement situated within then-current
debates in geography more broadly aimed at moving away from positivist and
empiricist human geographies. Thus Cosgrove’s Social Formation and Symbolic
Landscape (1984) represents geography’s first sustained engagement with Marxism
(see Mitchell this volume), while Duncan’s doctoral dissertation from which the
‘Superorganic’ essay (1980) was drawn was a critique born of humanistic geogra-
phy. It can be argued that this marks a turning-point in cultural geography’s explicit
(re)engagement with the discipline of Geography (Sauer himself generally withdrew
from disciplinary engagement as Geography in the US, at least, underwent its ‘quan-
titative revolution’); a move that perhaps brought cultural geography from the
margins (in the US) or virtual non-existence (elsewhere) more solidly into the main
streams of human geography, and took to that cultural geography subsequent con-
cerns for literary theory, an anthropology struggling with a crisis of representation,
questions of structure and agency and structuration, feminism, postcolonialism, crit-
ical race theory, and so on. But that brings us to this volume, and misses the point
that some took exception to the critique, or at least to the manner in which it ‘rein-
vented’ cultural geography, and this was not necessarily deemed a good thing.

In a defense of a Sauerian tradition published in the Annals of the Association
of American Geographers, Price and Lewis (1993: 1) took exception to what they
saw as the “new cultural geographers” and “their critique of their academic fore-
bears that has moved increasingly off-the-mark.” While conceding the advancement
of cultural research in several important ways, Price and Lewis’s defense of the
Sauerian tradition hinged primarily upon conflicting interpretations of just what
that tradition is or was, and what they saw as the “faulty undergirding of the ‘mis-
representation’ of cultural geography by its critics.” The essay and its rejoinders
(Cosgrove 1993, Duncan 1993, Jackson 1993) are an important part of disciplinary
dialogue, and provide insight into the nuances of ‘paradigm clashes’ as they are
manifest in scholarly journals, as well as the manner in which ‘traditions’ are con-
tested. Yet, one is left at the end of the clash with a vague sense that what was at
stake was not so much the pursuit of a cultural geography as an institutionalized
claim to a hagiographic tradition. Good points were made on both sides, of course
— it is a rare debate that is entirely one sided, and the nuance of conflicting posi-
tions is always instructive for shattering a tendency to caricature another’s schol-
arly practice. In the end one is tempted to agree with Price and Lewis’s (1993: 2)
claim that “in practice, old and new variants of cultural geography share precious
little beyond their common name.”

Yet, for some reason — filial loyalty? institutional attachment? a desire for conti-
nuity or lineage? a sense of genuine intellectual affinity? — there was (and perhaps
still is), in the US at least, a bona fide attempt at rapprochement between the old
and the new. Perhaps the hallmark of that rapprochement is the volume Re-reading
Cultural Geography (Foote et al. 1994), in which a number of essays culled from
the annals of traditional cultural geography were reprinted, alongside new essays
and commentary by new cultural geographers. The book’s foreword was written by
Philip Wagner, who with Marvin Mikesell had published some 30 years earlier one
of the more important programmatic statements in the traditional cultural geogra-
phy’s canon, Readings in Cultural Geography (Wagner & Mikesell 1962), a volume
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that had itself been a touchstone in the new cultural geography’s critique. Wagner
recanted, in part, that earlier volume’s conception of culture, and wrote of the
Re-reading collection (1994: 4):

What I invite you, the reader, to appreciate, then, is the diversity of original contributions,
the mutability of messages, and yet the community of commitment that allows us to recog-
nize our modest subdiscipline as a persistent, permissive, and open quest for a shared under-
standing, acknowledging multiple precedents and allowing for numerous metamorphoses
within the diffusional universe that constitutes our common territory.

Wagner (p. 8) observed that “Cultural geography continues to flourish. Its locus of
interest has changed, but not its logic of inquiry.” And he hoped (p. 7) that:

Cultural geography can help to analyze and attack the human problems in our own societies
that attach to race and poverty, age and gender, ethnicity and alienation. Spatial imagina-
tion, historical awareness, cultural sensitivity, and ecological insight, as well as that obser-
vational gift upon which field work depends, can all play a part in rendering service, and
committed engagement will enrich our vision as well.

Similar bridge-building took place in Britain, most notably in Stephen Daniels’
essay on the duplicity of landscape, in which he tried to theoretically accommodate
the then-perceived divide between Marxian and humanistic inspired cultural geo-
graphies. Daniels (1989: 197) was particularly interested in furthering cultural
geography’s then-new engagement with Raymond Williams and John Berger (both
Marxist cultural critics who also are central to the development of British cultural
studies) in order to “open up the broad domain of geographical experience and
imagination” which are central to their work. According to Daniels (p. 197), “this
will involve making more of a rapprochement with Sauerian traditional cultural
geography — in emphasizing observation, in emphasizing the importance of educa-
tion, in reinstating the biophysical world, and in reinstating the idea of landscape,
not despite of its difficulty as a comprehensive or reliable concept, but because of
it.” It would seem that Daniels, at least, and others most certainly, could see con-
tinuity in the gulf between the traditional and the new cultural geographies that
involved more than a nostalgic desire for intellectual or patrimonial lineage.

Meanwhile, James Duncan’s commentary, ‘After the Civil War,’ in the Foote
volume, suggested, perhaps somewhat sympathetically to Wagner’s point, that cul-
tural geography be conceived of as an epistemological heterotopia rather than a
“single contested space of power/knowledge.” Duncan argued that “contemporary
cultural geography . . . is no longer as much an intellectual site in the sense of sharing
a common intellectual project as it is an institutional site, containing significant epis-
temological differences” (Duncan 1994: 402). Duncan reached this conclusion after
noting that the younger generation of cultural geographers, “although still pre-
dominantly North American, has been joined over the past few years by British
social geographers who have, under the influence of British cultural studies, taken
the ‘cultural turn’ that is increasingly common in the social sciences,” and so Duncan
claimed a certain ennui regarding the civil war, as “the intellectual patrimony of the
new cultural geographies has become so diffuse that many younger geographers see
rebelling against a particular patriarch as increasingly obsessive and irrelevant.”
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And what exactly was the cultural turn, especially as it was manifest in cultural
geography, new or old? That turn is the subject of at least two essays in this volume
(those by Scott and Barnett), and has been recounted vis-a-vis cultural geography
elsewhere in some detail (see, for example, Mitchell 2000). The cultural turn in
geography drew upon a burgeoning interdisciplinary attention to ‘culture’ that was
informed diversely by such intellectual forebears as E. P. Thompson, Raymond
Williams, Louis Althusser, Richard Hoggart, Stuart Hall, Ashis Nandy, Donna
Haraway, Gayatri Spivak, Homi Bhabha, Sara Suleri, Cornel West, bell hooks,
Antonio Gramsci, Edward Said; and upon concepts such as semiotics, represen-
tation, discourse analysis, hegemony, subaltern studies, diaspora, queer studies,
postcoloniality. Clearly, cultural studies, or the cultural turn, is a broad inter-
disciplinary field. Of particular relevance to cultural geography, however, is a set of
characteristics summarizing what cultural studies aims to do (Sardar & Van Loon
1999: 9):

1 Cultural studies aims to examine its subject-matter in terms of cultural practices
and their relation to power. Its constant goal is to expose power relationships
and examine how these relationships influence and shape cultural practices.

2 Cultural studies is not simply the study of culture as though it were a discrete
entity divorced from its social or political context. Its objective is to understand
culture in all its complex forms and to analyze the social and political context
within which it manifests itself.

3 Culture in cultural studies always performs two functions: it is both the object
of study and the location of political criticism and action. Cultural studies aims
to be both an intellectual and a pragmatic enterprise.

4  Cultural studies attempts to expose and reconcile the division of knowledge,
to overcome the split between tacit (that is, intuitive knowledge based on local
cultures) and objective (so-called universal) forms of knowledge. It assumes
a common identity and common interest between the knower and the known,
between the observer and what is being observed.

5 Cultural studies is committed to a moral evaluation of modern society and a
radical line of political action. The tradition of cultural studies is not one of
value-free scholarship but one committed to social reconstruction by critical
political involvement. Thus cultural studies aims to understand and change the
structures of dominance everywhere but in industrialist capitalist societies in
particular.

These tenets are not unassailable. They are one attempt to characterize a broad and
at times disparate interdisciplinary movement that also plays out differentially in
different geographical contexts. It should not be a surprise that the genesis, adop-
tion, and adaptations of cultural studies in Britain, notably through the Centre for
Contemporary Cultural Studies, would appear differently than its counterparts in,
say, Canada, New Zealand, Australia, the United States, or in India, Mexico,
Malaysia, or Nigeria. And of course, as with any intellectual or scholarly ‘move-
ment,” cultural studies was and is open to critique itself, including, for example,
charges that its earliest emphasis on class ignored equally important aspects of
gender or race or sexuality in the constitution of everyday social life and power. So,
too, the engagement by geographers with cultural studies has been variegated,
depending upon the idea, places, and people involved.
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And in geography, and for cultural, or increasingly culturally minded, geogra-
phers in several national and institutional contexts, the cultural turn in the human
sciences provided at least two opportunities, perhaps even necessities. First, it pro-
vided an opportunity for geographers interested in ‘culture’ to take what was on
their minds, or in their notebooks, as the basic stuff of a traditional cultural geog-
raphy, and, through that material, engage with broader, interdisciplinary debates: a
revalorization of culturally directed geographies, with a greater emphasis on ques-
tions of power, theory, and normativity. Second, the cultural turn’s explicit atten-
tion to social theory fit nicely with burgeoning developments in geography more
broadly, and perhaps brought cultural geographers more directly into swelling main-
stream disciplinary currents; and perhaps also engaged heretofore economic or poli-
tical or social geographers in cultural analysis and interpretation for the first time.
In a sense, the new cultural geography took traditional cultural-geographic concerns
as a point of departure, retheorized key concepts and ideas through cultural studies,
and reengaged with the discipline at large through the concomitant attention to
postpositivist and postempiricist theoretical frameworks, a commitment, in many
cases, to a critical human geography, and ultimately to what Soja (1989) has called
the reassertion of space in critical social theory — for let us not forget that what geo-
graphers had to offer the cultural turn and social theory was a practical history of
attention to space, place, region, landscape, and society—nature dichotomies as key
concepts of their twentieth-century discipline.

Cultural geography certainly is not alone in this potential elision, whereby a tra-
dition is erected only to become the foil for perhaps entirely altogether different
scholarly aims and directions. Fieldwork, once the bastion not only of empiricist
epistemologies but an enterprise that carried within its practice the social repro-
duction of a male-dominated masculinist geographical practice, has been ‘taken’ on
and redefined (reinvented?) as a broader, more catholic, and more reflexive set of
practices (see, for example, Nast 1994). Fieldwork was central to a Sauerian tradi-
tion (see Price & Lewis 1993; or several of Sauer’s own methodological statements,
e.g. Sauer 1941, 1956). Yet recently a special issue of the Geographical Review titled
‘Doing Fieldwork’ (DeLyser & Starrs 2001) makes it clear that even in this arguably
traditional journal (which published much in the Berkeley School tradition over the
years) the core ideas of an intellectual enterprise can radically change, even while
acknowledging a continuity of genealogy.

And so we are left with a genealogical problematic: whither tradition or wither
tradition? Toward the second point, it is clear that today one can ‘do’ cultural geog-
raphy without recourse to a ‘traditional cultural geography’ (see, for example,
Shurmer-Smith & Hannam 1994). That position is probably more prevalent in
Britain, where at times it might seem that all of human geography has become cul-
tural geography. The next chapter, by Heidi Scott, more directly engages the
cultural turn in geography from a decidedly British perspective (the bibliography
is almost exclusively compiled from British-based academic publications, for
example); and aside from an early reference to ‘traditional cultural geography’
which relegates the ‘critique’ to an American national context, the chapter gener-
ally gives credence to the development of a ‘new’ cultural geography almost exclu-
sively out of a British cultural studies literature. There also are precedents that fall
out of the predominant Sauerian teleology: where is the work of someone such as
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Estyn Evans, for instance, in our rising new cultural geography? Yet one can argue
that there is always internalized in that literature a critical space in which the
Sauerian lives on, as a catalytic ghost that had to be exorcised for a clean break
with an American tradition, if only, in the end, to avoid a name confusion. Or
perhaps that is only the conservative curmudgeon in me writing, as every genera-
tion must come to terms with the fact that it might not be necessary for the next
to read everything that was formative in one’s own intellectual development.

Yet, that Sauerian ghost refuses to give up in some quarters. Clearly for some
(Price & Lewis 1993, Robbins this volume) it is a sense of carrying on in key sub-
stantive research directions. In others, I suspect, its ghostly presence is a feature of
institutional training. We read Sauer. We read the critique. We realized the path by
which we got to the present state of affairs in cultural geography, and that the telling
of the story is a central narrative in the ongoing redefinition of a tradition. Some-
times we need to do this for pedagogical reasons, in order to make clear in our grad-
uate seminars the seemingly esoteric references that pervade the literature from the
civil-war period. At other times we feel the need to clarify for colleagues who already
carry with them an understanding of cultural geography exactly where we stand.
In short, the critique is now perhaps tradition; and it carries ‘traditional cultural
geography’ along with it. There are still others, perhaps, who take a middle ground,
of sorts, me included. For example, in my own attempts to grapple with the idea(l)s
of cultural landscapes (e.g. Schein 1993, 1997, 2003) I find that there is much that
I learned from reading Sauer and the Berkeley School that I want to retain in my
poststructuralist take on cultural landscapes as discourse materialized (Cosgrove
2000b), most notably an attention to detailed empirics (if not empiricism) for
working through the theoretical implications of the landscape in reconstituting
social life as well as a concern for the long durée, for the historical geographies of
place that are central to the structuring qualities of those very places and landscapes.
While I learned much from reading Foucault, I learned these things also from par-
ticular teachers, themselves devotees of Sauer, who believed in looking and think-
ing and, perhaps, in Sauer’s (1956 [1963]: 393) ‘morphologic eye’: “a spontaneous
attention to form and pattern . ..some of us have this sense of significant form,
some develop it (and in them I take it to have been latent), and some never get it.
There are those who are quickly alerted when something new enters the field of
observation or fades out from it.” One can take exception with the latent biologi-
cal essentialism of Sauer’s morphologic eye, but a charitable ‘read’ in a positive
moment of genealogical reconstruction might make connections to more recent con-
cerns with vision, ocular-centrism, and the lesson that these are learned and social
epistemologies (see Cosgrove 1985; Rose 1992, 1993; Nash 1996). Learning from
looking was central to the Sauerian tradition (Lewis 1983) and has not entirely
faded from a retheorized contemporary cultural geography (Rose 2001). In short,
there are elements of a ‘traditional cultural geography’ that bear retelling, revisit-
ing, reformulating, and if the continuity is seen as forced or teleological, so be it.
There is a certain ethical obligation to acknowledge intellectual forebears if, indeed,
it is through their work that one’s present position was achieved. And finally, there
even has been in recent years a discovery of Sauer in other quarters that must be
accounted for in geographical literatures. A prime example is the adoption of Sauer
by William Cronon, especially in his groundbreaking Changes in the Land (1983),
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now a foundational text in American literatures on historical ecological change in
an imperialist context.

In the end, there is a temptation to take a functionalist position on the matter of
traditional cultural geography, especially at the institutional level. The invocation
of the tradition is the point in the first place. Traditional cultural geography serves
as part of a central narrative about how we practice our contemporary cultural
geography, which is institutionalized to greater or lesser extent depending upon
national disciplinary contexts and individual predilections.

There is a temptation also to recognize at the intellectual and scholarly level of
ideas, that there is (through a positive historiographical interpretation) a grand con-
tinuity through some concepts and subjects basic to cultural geography of any def-
inition. We can see in the Sauerian tradition attention to: the society/nature nexus,
cultural landscapes, patterns and processes of imperialism and colonial domination,
ecological change, historical as well as geographical process, detailed empirical
work, and even the moral and ethical implications of our geographical practice,
all topics that are very much a part of this volume. And these ideas resonate not
just in a cultural-studies-derived (British) cultural geography, but across the Anglo-
phone literatures in cultural geography. They can be found between the pages of
(relatively) new journals such as Cultural Geographies, Gender, Place, and Culture,
and Journal of Social and Cultural Geography, as well as in key books (such as
Anderson 1995; Anderson & Gale 1992; Jacobs 1996; Fincher & Jacobs 1998;
Wood 1998; Mitchell 1996, 2003; Henderson 1999; Hoelscher 1998; to mention
only a few) by authors from a range of national disciplinary contexts beyond Britain.
Traditions in the end are what you make of them. The tensions between critique
and continuity, between old and new, between differing institutional sites of inter-
rogation, between differing epistemologies, will always sit in uneasy opposition in
any account of a tradition. In the end it is likely that no one will be entirely happy
with any genealogical exercise, but it is the process of undertaking the interrogation
that matters, after all, and not the quest for an ossified or reified set of essential
characteristics by which we might model our scholarship, for then our traditions
surely would wither as the world passed us by.
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Chapter 3
Cultural Turns

Heidi Scott

Recent decades have witnessed the meteoric rise of ‘culture’ and its study to a posi-
tion of prominence across the social sciences and humanities. While this ‘cultural
turn’ has been hotly contested and struggled over — no less so in geography than in
other disciplines — it has nevertheless emerged as a reflection of, and timely response
to, deep-rooted transformations that have taken place since the Second World War
in the world’s social and political landscapes. These changes have placed culture in
the spotlight and made it a central focus of struggles over identity, belonging, and
justice in the contemporary world.

The cultural geography that is associated with the recent transdisciplinary
turn towards culture received its initial impetus from British geographers, who
drew much of their initial inspiration from the work of Raymond Williams and the
Birmingham Centre for Cultural Studies. In stark contrast to the old Kulturkritik,
those working within cultural studies sought to reclaim culture for the population
at large by embracing the view “from below” (During 1999: 25), and insisting upon
the recognition of cultural diversity and processes of cultural change.

In the early 1980s, calls for a ‘new’ cultural geography were made by Jackson,
who urged his colleagues to attend to the “inner workings of culture” (Jackson
1980: 112), and by Cosgrove, who proposed a radical cultural geography that
would seek to understand symbolic production and “its role in the ordering of
space” (Cosgrove 1983). In contrast to the traditional American cultural geography
which it sought to critique,' the emergent field was closely linked to British social
geography and sociology and deeply concerned with issues of space, power rela-
tions, and the diverse cultural practices of everyday life. Like cultural studies, the
new cultural geography embraced and was profoundly shaped by feminist scholar-
ship, as well as by poststructuralist, postmodern, and postcolonial theory. Since its
early beginnings, it has been taken up and developed in diverse ways by geogra-
phers outside the UK, though almost exclusively within the English-speaking world.
During the last 10 years, cultural geography has flourished to such an extent that
it has become futile to try to conceptualize it as a unitary field with a coherent
agenda or well-defined boundaries.
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In what follows, I do not intend to dwell further on a discussion of cultural geog-
raphy’s genealogies, as this has been well-rehearsed elsewhere (see Jackson 1989;
Mitchell 2000). Instead, I provide a brief sketch of the directions that geography’s
cultural turn has taken over the past decade or so, and then engage in a lengthier
discussion of current developments, although for reasons of space and the sheer
volume of the literature, I cannot hope to provide a comprehensive survey. More
modestly, I aim to highlight some of cultural geography’s most dominant contem-
porary trends and draw attention to significant parallels and points of connection
with related fields of research.

Following the fall of the Berlin Wall and the rapid emergence of struggles over
a “new world order,” Cosgrove declared that a “spectacular agenda” had presented
itself for cultural geography (Cosgrove 1992: 272). Initially, that agenda was over-
whelmingly located in urban metropolitan areas of the industrialized West, as these
came to be identified as key sites for the manifestation of social and political strug-
gles that were being founded upon and expressed in terms of cultural difference.
While research on lifestyle issues and the social construction of ‘race’ and gender
featured prominently in work on the city, the material landscape was often of limited
concern (Cosgrove 1992; Duncan 1993, 1994). The early preoccupation with first-
world urban contexts may partly be understood as an endeavor on the part of new
cultural geography to distance itself, like cultural studies, from an imperial past in
which the term ‘culture’ — where it did not stand for the rarefied intellectual prod-
ucts of a privileged élite — was applied to the ways of life of ‘primitive’ non-Western
peoples. At the same time, it constituted an understandable reaction to the tradi-
tional cultural geography’s insistent and uncritical focus on rural and non-Western
landscapes.

Despite the constant and continued prominence of the urban, research in cultural
geography has embraced subject-matter of remarkable and ever-growing diversity.
While the exploration of the relationships between nature and culture has proven
to be an area of particular concern since the early 1990s, (post)colonial geographies,
gender, sexuality and the body, national identities, travel writing, tourism and
leisure, rural geographies, cultures of consumption, and globalization are just a few
of the areas that have come under scrutiny. More recently, increasing attention has
also been paid to cyberspace and internet technologies, to religion and to previously
neglected social groups such as children and the disabled. At the same time, the pre-
dominantly visual focus of much work has been challenged by a growing interest
in corporeal and sensual geographies that take account of touch, taste and hearing
as well as of sight.”

Although sidelined by some early studies more concerned with issues of space and
social construction, the last decade or so has witnessed the production of much sig-
nificant research on landscapes and, as Matless illustrates in a review of work done
by cultural geographers in 19935, a diverse range of topics has been examined through
the prism of landscape (Matless 1996). If particular emphasis was initially placed on
exploring the symbolism and textuality of landscapes (see e.g. Cosgrove & Daniels
1988; Duncan 1990; Barnes & Duncan 1992), later work reveals a gradual shift to
the concept of landscape as a socionatural process and to thinking about how it works
(Mitchell 1996; Matless 1998) — an approach which is equally apparent in archaeo-
logical and anthropological research (Bender 1993; Hirsch & O’Hanlon 1995).
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While reflecting its dynamism, the very proliferation of work in the new cultural
geography has elicited cries of concern, not only from other areas of geography, but
also from those who consider themselves practitioners within the field. From the
early 1990s onwards, fears were repeatedly voiced over what some regarded as the
indiscriminate overshadowing and ‘colonization’ of economic, political, and social
concerns by the cultural, and the consequent overstretching of the term ‘culture,’
almost to the point of meaninglessness (see e.g. Thrift 1991; Gregson 1993; Barnett
1998). Bound up with this were worries that the cultural turn had caused geogra-
phers to lose their way in labyrinths of textuality and self-referentiality in which,
predominantly concerned with linguistic games and the decoding of meanings, they
had distanced themselves both from the material world and the political struggles
that shape and take place within it. Although reprimanded on the one hand for
abandoning substantive research in favor of ungrounded theoretical discussions, on
the other, Thrift suggests, cultural geographers have also been accused of “hard-
hearted empiricism” that reduces the world to a “lucky dip, a source of innumer-
able case studies waiting to be plucked, suitably agonized over . . . and published”
(Thrift 2000: 1). While such charges are worth heeding, they are nonetheless guilty,
I would argue, of frequent exaggeration and simplification. Geography’s cultural
turn most certainly involved a decisive turn towards text and representation, yet a
concern for the material was by no means ever abandoned.* On the contrary, as
Jackson indicates, interest in material culture is currently undergoing a renaissance
(Jackson 2000).°

Despite the prominence of doubts and criticisms, cultural geographers continue
to turn their attention to new areas of study with undiminished enthusiasm.
However, the value of current work lies less in the subject-matter of new additions
to a potentially infinite ‘shopping-list’ of topics that may be acquired for the field’s
consumption, but rather, I would suggest, in the ways in which cultural geography
is being carried out and in the nature of its relationship with other areas of
scholarship.

Cultural Geographies in Practice

If, as some have argued in recent years, the ‘culture’ concept has been used in a
somewhat indiscriminate and careless manner, there is current evidence of a growing
concern for paying close attention to the ways in which it is employed. Mitchell
has been especially outspoken in criticizing cultural geographers for their willing-
ness to concede to culture an amorphous multiplicity of meanings and, moreover,
for what he regards as their repetition of traditional cultural geography’s central
error: that is, the reification of ‘culture’ as a “superorganic thing” or “realm,” a
perspective which has encouraged the “proliferation of examples that presumably
constitute culture . . .” Instead, he argues, it is necessary to conceptualize culture
as an idea and to concentrate on showing how it works in society (Mitchell
2000: 73-5). Mitchell’s criticisms seem somewhat unfair given that, for many years,
cultural geographers have in fact recognized culture as a process rather than as a
‘thing’ which may be possessed (see e.g. Anderson & Gale 1992 and 1999), although
it is true that many studies pay scant attention to explaining how those processes
work.
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Nevertheless, it appears that Mitchell’s suggestions have struck a chord within
cultural geography. Shurmer-Smith provides enthusiastic support for Mitchell’s
understandings of culture in a new undergraduate textbook (Shurmer-Smith 2002),
while Barnett, drawing on recent work in cultural studies that engages with
Foucauldian notions of governmentality, proposes that culture

be understood as an historically variable range of practices that apply or deploy power to
particular effects, and not as a realm that reflects, refracts or represents other modes of power.
(Barnett 2001: 11)

In a range of disciplines beyond cultural geography, the turn of the century has been
marked by comparable calls for revising the concept and usage of the term ‘culture.’
In cultural studies and literary criticism respectively, Mulhern and Eagleton warn
against the collapsing of distinctions between culture and politics, a point which is
also taken up by Barnett (Mulhern 2000; Eagleton 2000; Barnett 2001).° In anthro-
pology, meanwhile, Ortner insists that “there is no longer anything we would call
‘culture’ or even ‘cultures,” but that we want cultural interpretation to do different
kinds of work” (Ortner 1999: 9).

If culture is done rather than possessed, growing emphasis is consequently being
placed at present on the doing of cultural geography. This is perhaps most strik-
ingly reflected in the title and style of Shurmer-Smith’s Doing Cultural Geography
(2002), which guides students through the application of theoretical perspectives
and a range of methods in the practice of cultural geography. More widely, discus-
sions about methods have gained prominence, and moves may be afoot for
researchers to embrace broader, more engaged methods that go beyond textual
analysis and traditional ethnographies. While Thrift would have cultural geogra-
phers learn from methods as diverse as street theatre, music and dance therapy and
performative writing (Thrift 2000b: 3), Lilley suggests that mapping should not
merely be treated as a practice to be deconstructed but recuperated as a creative
strategy which offers “a way of connecting with landscape, and those who shape
it” (Lilley 2000: 370).

Whether engaged research methods such as mapping will be widely adopted
remains to be seen, but what their discussion does reflect is a more general, theo-
retical interest in issues of practice and performativity, and a related shift away from
representation. Arguing that texts and representations can provide no more than
a narrow and impoverished account of the world, Thrift proposes that we seek to
valorize and apprehend the embodied, sensuous practices and noncontemplative
knowledges that constitute the fabric of everyday life, a strategy which he terms
“nonrepresentational theory.”” While acknowledging the real and often tragic
effects of power in the world, this approach seeks to escape from “the guilt-ridden,
doom-laden and life-denying tone of much Western philosophical thought” (Thrift
1999: 302) and to celebrate the ways in which everyday creativity, imagination and
play undermine and elude the workings of power (Thrift 2000a). The currency of
these ideas is apparent, for example, in recent work on the embodied practices of
caravanning and camping (Crouch 2001).

Notwithstanding current interest in nonrepresentational theory, it seems clear
that the study of texts and other forms of representation will continue to play a
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prominent, albeit less dominant, role in cultural geography. Recent work reveals a
sustained interest in travel writing and literature (Phillips 2001; Sharp 2002), as
well as in historical research, where medieval and early colonial geographies may
prove to be a new area of growth (Jones 2000; Wiley 2000; Harvey 2002). While
textual analysis will necessarily continue to be central to such historical work, it is
also apparent that texts are being engaged with in ways that bring the performa-
tive and material to the fore. The unearthing of meanings embedded within texts is
increasingly being sidelined by concerns for recuperating the spatial practices and
bodily performances that may be detected within them and which, until recently,
have largely been overlooked or dismissed. Such an approach is strongly evident,
for example, in recent work on imperial cities. While the study of texts and other
representations forms the basis of this work, it is argued that

to understand the variety of ways in which cultures of imperialism were represented and
negotiated in the European city, it is necessary to move beyond maps and texts to consider
the relationship between different kinds of spaces — architectural, spectacular, performative
and lived. (Driver & Gilbert 1999: 7-8)

Jacobs expresses related concerns with regard to the role of the city in the forma-
tion of colonial and postcolonial Australia. Seeking to move beyond mere spatial
metaphors by attending to “the ‘real” geographies of colonialism and postcolonial-
ism,” her work explores the complex “spatial struggles” through which imperial
contests over identity and power have been articulated (Jacobs 1996: 1-5; see also
Taylor 2000).

At the same time, cultural geographers are increasingly attentive to tracing the
processes by which representations are produced, thereby reconnecting with the
material contexts and practices that shape them. The exploration of acts of mapping
thus provides the central theme of a recent collection of essays (Cosgrove 1999); in
a similar vein, Driver turns his attention to geographical fieldwork practices in the
high era of European exploration and imperialism (Driver 2001) and Brace exam-
ines the role of publishing and publishers in the formation of English rural identi-
ties in the mid-twentieth century (Brace 2001).

Returning to the theme of colonialism, a recent essay by Dubow moves away
from commonplace discussions of a disengaged “power-charged colonial gaze” to
exploring the ways in which colonial vision is created through dialogues between
sight, embodied desire and the experience of space (Dubow 2000). In the light of
Nash’s recent warnings against the dismissal of representation and texts that some
proponents of nonrepresentational strategies appear to advocate, this work responds
to her call for the exploration of “the intersections between representations, dis-
courses, material things, spaces and practices — the intertwined and interacting mate-
rial and social world” (Nash 2000: 661).8

Just as much recent work in cultural geography seeks to reject ‘either/or’
approaches in favor of more complex and textured accounts, so it also displays a
marked concern for overcoming — or at least challenging — some of the binary oppo-
sitions that have long been fundamental to Western thinking. Perhaps most promi-
nent amongst these is the nature—culture dualism, which has attracted particular
attention in recent years from a range of disciplines within the social sciences and
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humanities. If moves have been made for over a decade to recognize ‘nature’ as a
cultural construct, the emphasis is now shifting towards drawing out the many ways
in which the nonhuman, both animate and inanimate, is inextricably connected with
and partly constitutive of human societies.

Drawing on actor-network theory,” geographers are challenging anthropocentric
conceptions of the world by re-cognizing the human subject as just one form of
agent whose actions are relationally shaped within hybrid networks of diverse agents
— “human and nonhuman, technological and textual, organic and (geo)physical,
which hold each other in position” (Whatmore 1999: 28; see also Whatmore 2000).
The recent and related development of animal geographies is concerned not only
with the ways in which human societies use and define animals and ‘place’ them
both materially and imaginatively, but equally with examining — despite recurring
fears about anthropomorphism — questions of animal agency and resistance to
human orders (Philo & Wilbert 2000; Wilbert 2000).

The workings of power relations are currently being rethought in diverse con-
texts, in ways which reject any clear-cut oppositions between domination and resis-
tance. This move is reflected in a recent publication which, while focusing on the
domination/resistance couplet, seecks to undermine the binary model and draw out
“the messy and inherently spatialised entanglements of domination/resistance, as
always energised and traversed by the machinations and effects of power” (Sharp
et al. 2000: 2). Geographical work on colonialism and imperialism is producing
particularly nuanced accounts of power relations and identity which display sensi-
tivity towards their enmeshed nature and the spatial processes and practices that
constitute and shape them.'’

Focusing on Victorian women travelers in nineteenth-century West Africa,
McEwan draws attention to the inadequacy of adopting a feminist approach that
recuperates and celebrates their agency without attending to issues of class, ethnic-
ity and sexuality which cross-cut their relations with the colonized as well as with
fellow Europeans. Thus, the ability of these women to exercise power over colonial
subjects is undermined (as in the case of their male counterparts) both by acts of
native resistance and by a frequently profound dependence on indigenous knowl-
edges. At the same time, the textual visibility of this dependence reveals that, as
women, they were unable (and also unwilling) to make claims for themselves as
producers of geographical knowledge, and were largely denied membership of the
Royal Geographical Society (McEwan 2000).

Such attentiveness to the internal differences and fractures that inflected the iden-
tity and (self)perceptions of European colonizers, and to how these were partly
shaped in and by the periphery, is equally evident, for example, in work on white
identities in colonial Barbados (Lambert 2001), in nineteenth-century South Africa
and Britain (Lester 2001) and on European constructions of the tropics, to which
a special issue of the Singapore Journal of Tropical Geography was recently dedi-
cated. Introducing the papers, Driver and Yeoh draw attention to the ways in which
they question the assumed “homogeneity and coherence in European systems of
knowledge” and show how these views “may have been shaped by interactions with
indigenous people and places” (Driver & Yeoh 2000: 3)."

Meanwhile, recent work by Martins and Abreu on imperial Rio de Janeiro
undermines “conventional narratives of modernisation,” which portray the rise of
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modernity on a global scale as the exclusive product of a dynamic and expanding
Europe, by showing how early nineteenth-century processes of urban transforma-
tion “were shaped by a distinct local geography of globalisation” (Martins & Abreu
2001: 533)."> While concerned with tracing global networks and flows of economic,
cultural, and human capital as a consequence of European expansionism, much new
work on imperialism and colonialism is therefore equally dedicated to the project
of “provincializing Europe”" by emphatically drawing attention to the modulating
effects of diverse local contexts, agencies and knowledge in the colonial ‘peripheries.’
Understandably, such approaches that seek to “blur the boundaries between centre
and margin” (Anderson & Jacobs 1997: 21), have attained particular prominence
in recent geographical (and anthropological) work that deals with issues of land-
scape, power and identity in (post)colonial Australia and New Zealand (see e.g.
Morphy 1993; Jacobs 1996; Pawson 1999).

Transgressing Boundaries?

While cultural geographers and other scholars have become increasingly anxious to
trace the ever-shifting networks that linked and mutually shaped local landscapes
and global processes in the context of past centuries, this has become a goal of par-
ticular urgency where work of a contemporary nature is concerned. The dramatic
effects of global capital, new technologies and the growing mobility of populations
have made it imperative to rethink territorially bounded concepts of culture or
culture groups in cultural geography, anthropology and cultural studies alike."

Whereas initial reactions to globalization in the late twentieth century involved
predictions of the future irrelevance of place and territoriality, these have given way
to more measured accounts that acknowledge their continued significance. Focus-
ing on local resistances to tourism in Goa, Routledge insists on the need to “remain
attentive to place-specific discourses and practices of resistance” (Routledge 2001:
238), while Holloway and Valentine, who explore the use of the internet by British
children, suggest that, rather than being placeless, “cyberspace is shaped through
place-routed cultures” (Holloway & Valentine 2001: 153). At the same time,
growing emphasis is placed on the difficulty of comprehending the production of
local landscapes, identities, and practices without attending to the multiscalar net-
works of places and processes through which they are constituted. Such an approach
is evident, for instance, in recent work on geographies of culinary authenticity in
Britain, and on religion and suburban landscapes in south London. While the former
study underlines the ubiquity of “mixed up, messed up, boundary defying culinary
histories and practices” that defy countless national and cultural boundaries (Cook,
Crang, & Thorpe 2000: 132), the latter illustrates how the London Mosque’s sub-
urban location is inextricably “tied to cultural, political and economic forces on a
global scale” (Naylor & Ryan 2002: 50)."

Work on landscape in particular has long displayed a tendency to focus narrowly
on the local. This, however, is clearly beginning to change, as reflected in a collec-
tion of essays on landscapes of defense edited by Gold and Revill. It is insufficient,
they suggest, to study landscapes in isolation because of the interconnections that
inevitably link them to other landscapes in relation to which they were formed (Gold
& Revill 2000: 15). Their approach is applauded by Mitchell, who, making refer-
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ence to his own work on California’s contemporary landscapes, argues that those
landscapes “do not just reflect but also incorporate and reify social processes
working at a range of scales” and consequently “cannot be understood in isolation
from other landscapes, other regions and other places” (Mitchell 2002: 383).

The transgression of traditional boundaries is evident not only in cultural geog-
raphers’ current interests in tracing global processes that work across rather than
within borders, but equally in terms of the growing connections that are being
forged between cultural geography and other disciplines. Although fruitful
exchanges and borrowings have long taken place, it now seems possible to detect
the forging of stronger, more deliberate alliances that seek — actively and often with
political intent — to weave connections across boundaries that have long maintained
the existence of discrete disciplinary realms. While Featherstone and Lash suggest
that the complex global processes of the contemporary world cannot be studied or
comprehended through separate disciplines (1999: 2), Shurmer-Smith similarly ques-
tions the usefulness of maintaining the notion of ‘cultural geography’ as a distinct
subdiscipline (2000: 524).

Although the imminent dismissal of labels such as ‘cultural geography’ seems
highly unlikely, these concerns are nevertheless being actively engaged with in new
publications that aspire to greater disciplinary hybridity by interweaving (rather
than simply juxtaposing) methods and ideas from distinct areas of research. This
approach is adopted in contributions to Cultural Turns/Geographical Turns, which
aims to “break the boundaries of geography” by forging connections with work in
diverse disciplines (Cook et al. 2000: xi), and is equally apparent in a major new
volume on the archaeology and anthropology of landscape (Ucko & Layton 1999).

Current work on landscape in archaeology and cultural geography is particularly
striking in its complementarity and common interests: while landscape archaeolo-
gists have displayed growing interest in landscape perceptions and the multiple
meanings and power relations that shape and are shaped by material form (see e.g.
Ucko & Layton 1999; Bradley 2000), cultural geography appears to be meeting
them halfway in its present emphasis on the materiality of landscapes. At the same
time, the prominence of actor-network theory in cultural geography is mirrored by
new archaeological concerns for rethinking traditional divisions between human
bodies and material things, and for constructing “a framework that acknowledges
objects as a creative part of social life” (Gosden 2001: 164).

Despite cultural geography’s growing involvement in such disciplinary trans-
gressions and intertwinings, it may still be pertinent to question the extent to which
it has really succeeded in overcoming other, no less traditional boundaries. In the
early to mid-1990s, both Cosgrove and Duncan remarked on the tendency of work
in new cultural geography to concentrate narrowly on the Western (and predomi-
nantly Anglo-American) world (Cosgrove 1992; Duncan 1994). More recently,
Smith has suggested that, despite much talk of globalization, the field continues to
be plagued by what he terms a “faux cosmopolitanism” (Smith 2001: 27-8).'¢

It cannot be doubted that much recent work, such as Bonnett’s wide-ranging
study of whiteness (Bonnett 2000), does indeed endeavor to look beyond the bound-
aries of the West, or that efforts are increasingly being made to include and review
the work of scholars from beyond the Anglo-American realm in cultural and other
human geography journals.'” The recently-launched journal Social and Cultural
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Geography, meanwhile, is notable for its inclusion of abstracts in French and
Spanish. Nevertheless, many cultural geographers continue to show a striking dis-
regard for literature written in languages and traditions other than English (unless
it has been translated). Grossberg’s recent criticisms, aimed at cultural studies, are
equally applicable to cultural geography:

As a field, cultural studies remains too centered in Anglophone perspectives, traditions and
disciplinary histories. These problems are exacerbated by the apparent reluctance of many
English-speaking cultural studies scholars to grapple with empirical social and cultural con-
texts with which they are largely unfamiliar. (Grossberg 2002: 1)

Such lack of attention to non-English literatures and contexts is of no small conse-
quence, given cultural geography’s frequently proclaimed interest in decentering the
West and its histories and geographies. Challenging the quietly accepted dominance
of English should surely be central to the pursuit of this interest; otherwise, cultural
geographers will continue to find themselves ironically bound by and reinforcing
the very boundaries they wish to transgress. The persistence of linguistically deter-
mined barriers means that, even in a European context, geographers working within
the Anglo-American tradition have largely maintained their distance from their non-
Anglophone neighbors.'®

While it is not my intention to suggest that all cultural geographers should nec-
essarily become linguists, it is clear that cultivating greater attentiveness to other
languages will further enrich an already diverse and dynamic field of research. The
prominence that this issue has recently attained in human geography, as well as in
related disciplines, suggests that such a move may soon be underway.
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NOTES

[EN

See chapter 2, this volume, for a discussion of traditional cultural geography.

2. For reasons of space, I am unable to provide comprehensive references to this work.
However, annual reviews of work done in cultural geography may be found in the
journal Progress in Human Geography.

3. Although a geographically inspired lexicon of spatial and cartographic metaphors has
been widely adopted across the humanities and social sciences, some of cultural geog-
raphy’s most fruitful and substantive exchanges appear to have been made with archae-
ology and anthropology.

4. As Matless observed in 1995, “most cultural work proceeds by putting into question

any easy distinctions of materiality and representation” (1995: 396). Anderson and Gale

(1999: 15) make a similar point: intensified interest in the politics of difference through-

out the 1990s, they argue, has in fact “helped underline the inherent materiality of cul-

tural life.”
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

A possible consequence of this may be the forging of positive and productive links with
the work of traditional cultural geographers who, in turn, seem increasingly receptive
to approaches derived from new cultural geography.

This approach contrasts with Mitchell’s rather strident assertion that “culture is poli-
tics by another name” (2000: 294).

This approach also involves a revision of traditional understandings of ‘theory.” For
Thrift, theory “becomes a practical means of going on rather than something concerned
with enabling us to see, contemplatively, the supposedly true nature of what something
is” (1999: 304); original emphasis.

The adoption of such a multifaceted approach appears to be reflected, for example, in
recent work on postcolonialism and ecology in New Zealand (Dominy 2002), where
textual analysis is combined with, rather than sidelined by, ethnographic fieldwork
methods.

Initially developed by social theorists such as Callon, Latour, Law, and Serres, actor-
network theory seeks to overcome the binaries and Euclidean certainties of Western
thought. See e.g. Murdoch 1998 for a detailed discussion, and Whatmore 1999.

For a wide-ranging review of recent work on colonialism and imperialism, see Nash
2002.

Current work on European notions of the ‘tropics’ again reflects the enormous interest
in issues of nature/culture, and their intersection with the study of colonialism and impe-
rialism. Little explored until very recently, this may prove to be a significant area of
future research for cultural geographers, cultural historians and literary critics alike. An
interdisciplinary conference on tropicality was held in Greenwich (London), July 2002.
Recent work in history is similarly concerned with showing that ‘globalization’ is by
no means a homogeneous and homogenizing product of the contemporary West, but
rather a phenomenon that has emerged in diverse forms, places, and times. See e.g.
Hopkins 2002.

I borrow this expression from Chakrabarty, cited in Rafael 1993: ix.

Anthropologists, for example, have recognized the inadequacy of traditional, Geertzian
notions of ‘culture’ as bound to specific geographical locations and particular groups,
and called for the need to “reconfigure the anthropological project in relation to the
study of very complex social formations — nations, transnational networks, discontin-
uous discourses, global ‘flows,” increasingly hybridized identities, and so forth” (Ortner
1999: 7).

Having said this, Peach (2002) argues that a narrowing of scale is currently apparent
in cultural geography. I would strongly question the general applicability of this obser-
vation, but suggest that it may be so in the case of some work based on nonrepresen-
tational and performative approaches, which tend to focus on microgeographies.
Arguably, such ‘faux cosmopolitanism’ applies above all to those who are at the ‘center’
of the new cultural geography (if such a thing exists). Scholars who work in areas such
as environmental geography are showing interest in the ideas and approaches of cul-
tural geographers, but without surrendering their interest in non-Western contexts. See
e.g. Batterbury 2001.

Issues of language, and the need for Anglo-American geography to forge stronger links
with geographers beyond that sphere, are discussed in a series of papers in vols. 18 and
20 of Environment and Planning D: Society and Space. Volume 18 also includes a
review of Spanish and Portuguese literature.

Recent work in Geographische Zeitschrift, for example, shows that ideas central to
Anglo-American cultural geography are being explored by geographers in other tradi-
tions, yet so far there is little evidence of reciprocity. Volume 88, for example, contains
a series of papers on Orientalism. See especially Meyer 2000.



34 HEIDI SCOTT

REFERENCES

Anderson, K. and Gale, F, eds. 1992: Inventing Places: Studies in Cultural Geography.
Melbourne: Longman Cheshire.

Anderson, K. and Gale, E, eds. 1999: Cultural Geographies. Australia: Longman.

Anderson, K. and Jacobs, J. 1997: From urban Aborigines to Aboriginality and the city: one
path through the history of Australian cultural geography. Australian Geographical Studies
35, 12-22.

Barnes, T. J. and Duncan, J. S., eds. 1992: Writing Worlds: Discourse, Text and Metaphor
in the Representation of Landscape. London/New York: Routledge.

Barnett, C. 1998: Cultural twists and turns. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space
16, 631-4.

Barnett, C. 2001: Culture, geography, and the arts of government. Enviromment and
Planning D: Society and Space 19, 7-24.

Batterbury, S. 2001: Landscapes of diversity: a local political ecology of livelihood diversifi-
cation in south-western Niger. Ecumene 8, 437-57.

Bender, B., ed. 1993: Landscape: Politics and Perspectives. Providence, RI/Oxford: Berg
Publishers.

Bonnett, A. 2000: White Identities: Historical and International Perspectives. Harlow:
Prentice-Hall.

Brace, C. 2001: Publishing and publishers: towards an historical geography of countryside
writing, ¢.1930-1950. Area 33, 287-96.

Bradley, R. 2000: An Archaeology of Natural Places. London/New York: Routledge.

Cook, I., Crang, P., and Thorpe, M. 2000: Regions to be cheerful: culinary authenticities and
its geographies. In I. Cook et al., eds., Cultural Turns/Geographical Turns: Perspectives on
Cultural Geography. Harlow: Prentice-Hall, 109-39.

Cook, I., Crouch, D., Naylor, S., and Ryan, J. R., eds. 2000: Cultural Turns/Geographical
Turns: Perspectives on Cultural Geography. Harlow: Prentice-Hall.

Cosgrove, D. 1983: Towards a radical cultural geography: problems of theory. Antipode 15,
1-11.

Cosgrove, D. 1992: Orders and a new world: cultural geography 1990-91. Progress in
Human Geography 16, 272-80.

Cosgrove, D., ed. 1999: Mappings. London: Reaktion Books.

Cosgrove, D. and Daniels, S., eds. 1988: The Iconography of Landscape. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Crouch, D. 2001: Spatialities and the feeling of doing. Social and Cultural Geography 2,
61-75.

Dominy, M. D. 2002: Hearing grass, thinking grass: postcolonialism and ecology in
Aotearoa — New Zealand. Cultural Geographies 9, 15-34.

Driver, E 2001: Geography Militant: Cultures of Exploration and Empire. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Driver, F. and Gilbert, D., eds. 2000: Imperial Cities: Landscape, Display and Identity. Man-
chester/New York: Manchester University Press.

Driver, F. and Gilbert, D. 1999: Imperial cities: overlapping territories, intertwined histories.
In Driver and Gilbert, eds., Imperial Cities: Landscape, Display and Identity. Manches-
ter/New York: Manchester University Press, 1-17.

Driver, E. and Yeoh, B. S. A. 2000: Constructing the tropics: introduction. Singapore Journal
of Tropical Geography 21, 1-5.

Dubow, J. 2000: ‘From a view on the world to a point of view i it’: rethinking sight, space
and the colonial subject. Interventions 2, 87-102.



CULTURAL TURNS 35

Duncan, J. S. 1990: The City as Text: the Politics of Landscape Interpretation in the Kandyan
Kingdom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Duncan, J. S. 1993: Landscapes of the self/landscapes of the other(s): cultural geography
1991-92. Progress in Human Geography 17, 367-77.

Duncan, J. S. 1994: After the civil war: reconstructing cultural geography as heterotopia. In
K. Foote et al., eds., Re-reading Cultural Geography. Austin: University of Texas Press,
401-8.

During, S., ed. 1999: The Cultural Studies Reader. London/New York: Routledge.

Eagleton, T. 2000: The Idea of Culture. Oxford: Blackwell.

Featherstone, M. and Lash, S., eds. 1999: Spaces of Culture: City, Nation, World. London:
Sage Publications.

Foote, K., Hugill, P., Mathewson, K., and Smith, J., eds. 1994: Re-reading Cultural Geog-
raphy. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Gold, J. R. and Revill, G., eds. 2000: Landscapes of Defence. Harlow: Prentice-Hall.

Gosden, C. 2001: Making sense: archaeology and aesthetics. World Archaeology 33, 163-7.

Gregson, N. 1993: ‘The initiative’: delimiting or deconstructing social geography? Progress
in Human Geography 17, 525-30.

Grossberg, L. 2002: ‘A special editorial for 16(1).” Cultural Studies 16, 1-2.

Harvey, D. C. 2002: Constructed landscapes and social memory: tales of St. Samson in early
medieval Cornwall. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 20, 231-48.

Hirsch, E. and O’Hanlon, M., eds. 1995: The Anthropology of Landscape: Perspectives on
Place and Space. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Holloway, S. L. and Valentine, G. 2001: Placing cyberspace: processes of Americanization in
British children’s use of the Internet. Area 33, 153-60.

Hopkins, A. G., ed. 2002: Globalization in World History. London: Pimlico.

Jackson, P. 1989: Maps of Meaning: An Introduction to Cultural Geography. London: Unwin
Hyman.

Jackson, P. 2000: Rematerializing social and cultural geography. Social and Cultural
Geography 1, 9-14.

Jacobs, J. 1996: Edge of Empire: Postcolonialism and the City. London/New York:
Routledge.

Jones, R. 2000: Changing ideologies of Medieval state formation: the growing exploitation
of land in Gwynedd ¢.1100—c.1400. Journal of Historical Geography 26, 505-16.

Lambert, D. 2001: Liminal figures: poor whites, freedmen, and racial reinscription in colo-
nial Barbados. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 19, 335-50.

Lester, A. 2001: Imperial Networks: Creating Identities in Nineteenth-century South Africa
and Britain. London/New York: Routledge.

Lilley, K. D. 2000: Landscape mapping and symbolic form: drawing as a creative medium in
cultural geography. In I. Cook et al., eds., Cultural Turns/Geographical Turns: Perspectives
on Cultural Geography. Harlow: Prentice-Hall, 370-86.

Martins, L. L. and Abreu, M. A. 2001: Paradoxes of modernity: imperial Rio de Janeiro,
1808-1821. Geoforum 32, 533-50.

Massey, D., Allen, J., and Sarre, P., eds. 1999: Human Geography Today. Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Matless, D. 1995: Culture run riot? Work in social and cultural geography, 1994. Progress
in Human Geography 19, 395-403.

Matless, D. 1996: New material? Work in cultural and social geography, 1995. Progress in
Human Geography 20, 379-91.

Matless, D. 1998: Landscape and Englishness. London: Reaktion Books.

McEwan, C. 2000: Gender, Geography and Empire: Victorian Women Travellers in West
Africa. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing.



36 HEIDI SCOTT

Meyer, E. 2000: Methodologische Uberlegungen zu einer kulturvergleichenden Geographie
oder: Auf der Suche nach dem Orient. Geographische Zeitschrift 88, 148-64.

Mitchell, D. 1996: The Lie of the Land: Migrant Workers and the California Landscape.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Mitchell, D. 2000: Cultural Geography: A Critical Introduction. Oxford: Blackwell.

Mitchell, D. 2002: Cultural landscapes: the dialectical landscape — recent landscape research
in human geography. Progress in Human Geography 26, 381-9.

Mitchell, W. J. T., ed. 1994: Landscape and Power. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Morphy, H. 1993: Colonialism, history and the construction of place: the politics of
landscape in northern Australia. In B. Bender, ed., Landscape: Politics and Perspectives.
Providence, RI/Oxford: Berg Publishers, 205-43.

Mulhern, E 2000: Culture/Metaculture. London/New York: Routledge.

Murdoch, J. 1998: The spaces of actor-network theory. Geoforum 29, 357-74.

Nash, C. 2000: Performativity in practice: some recent work in cultural geography. Progress
in Human Geography 24, 653-64.

Nash, C. 2002: Cultural geography: postcolonial cultural geographies. Progress in Human
Geography 26, 219-30.

Naylor, S. and Ryan, ]J. R. 2002: The mosque in the suburbs: negotiating religion and
ethnicity in South London. Social and Cultural Geography 3, 39-59.

Ortner, S. B., ed. 1999: The Fate of “Culture”: Geertz and Beyond. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Pawson, E. 1999: Postcolonial New Zealand? In K. Anderson and F. Gale, eds., Cultural
Geographies. Australia: Addison-Wesley Longman, 25-50.

Peach, C. 2002: Social geography: new religions and ethnoburbs — contrasts with cultural
geography. Progress in Human Geography 26, 252-60.

Phillips, R. 2001: Decolonizing geographies of travel: reading James/Jan Morris. Social and
Cultural Geography 2, 1-24.

Philo, C. and Wilbert, C., eds. 2000: Animal Spaces, Beastly Places: New Geographies of
Animal-Human Relations. London/New York: Routledge.

Routledge, P. 2001: ‘Selling the rain,’ resisting the scale: resistant identities and the conflict
over tourism in Goa. Social and Cultural Geography 2, 223-40.

Sharp, J. P. 2002: Writing travel/travelling writing: Roland Barthes detours the Orient.
Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 20, 155-66.

Sharp, J. P., Routledge, P., Philo, C., and Paddison, R., eds. 2000: Entanglements of Power:
Geographies of Domination/Resistance. London/New York: Routledge.

Shurmer-Smith, P. 2000: Cultural turns/geographical turns: perspectives on cultural geogra-
phy. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 25, 524-6.

Shurmer-Smith, P., ed. 2002: Doing Cultural Geography. London: Sage Publications.

Smith, N. 2001: Socializing culture, radicalizing the social. Social and Cultural Geography
1, 25-8.

Taylor, A. 2000: ‘The sun always shines in Perth’: a post-colonial geography of identity,
memory and place. Australian Geographical Studies 38, 27-35.

Thrift, N. 1991: Over-wordy worlds? Thoughts and worries. In C. Philo (comp.), New
Words, New Worlds: Reconceptualising Social and Cultural Geography. St. David’s Uni-
versity College, Lampeter: Social and Cultural Study Group, 144-8.

Thrift, N. 1999: Steps to an ecology of place. In D. Massey et al., eds., Human Geography
Today. Cambridge: Polity Press, 295-322.

Thrift, N. 2000a: Entanglements of power: shadows? In J. P. Sharp et al., eds., Entanglements
of Power: Geographies Of Domination/Resistance. London/New York: Routledge, 269-78.

Thrift, N. 2000b: Introduction: dead or alive? In I. Cook et al., eds., Cultural Turns/
Geographical Turns: Perspectives on Cultural Geography. Harlow: Prentice-Hall, 1-6.



CULTURAL TURNS 37

Ucko, P. J. and Layton, R., eds. 1999: The Archaeology and Anthropology of Landscape.
London/New York: Routledge.

Whatmore, S. 1999: Hybrid geographies: rethinking the ‘human’ in human geography. In D.
Massey et al., eds., Human Geography Today. Cambridge: Polity Press, 22-39.

Whatmore, S. 2000: Heterogeneous geographies: reimagining the spaces of N/nature. In L.
Cook et al., eds., Cultural Turns/Geographical Turns: Perspectives on Cultural Geogra-
phy. Harlow: Prentice-Hall, 265-72.

Wilbert, C. 2000: Anti-this — against-that: resistance along a human-non-human axis. In
J. P. Sharp et al., eds., Entanglements of Power: Geographies of Domination/Resistance.
London/New York: Routledge, 238-55.

Wiley, J. 2000: New and old worlds: The Tempest and early colonial discourse. Social and
Cultural Geography 1, 45-63.



Chapter 4
A Critique of the Cultural Turn

Clive Barnett

I. Turn: ‘Move around so as to keep at the same distance from
a center’

There have been quite a few ‘turns’ in geography recently. There has been a ‘moral
turn,” an ‘institutional turn,” and, a little while ago now, maybe even an ‘empiricist
turn’ (this latter label was not meant as a compliment, unlike most other turns). But
it is the ‘cultural turn’ that has attracted the most attention, and the one that has
generated the most passionate debate. And it is not only geography that has been
turning to culture. So have sociologists and historians (Bonnell & Hunt 1996), the-
orists of the state (Steinmetz 1999), international relations theorists (Ninkovich &
Bu 2000), to name but a few. There is even a set of arguments that the world itself
has turned cultural in ways it apparently never used to be (Jameson 1998). Lots of
these other fields also seem to have been turning geographical (see Cook et al. 2000),
so that suddenly, everybody seems to be talking about culture and geography at the
same time, even though the depth and extent of this geographical turn has been
questioned by some (Agnew 1994; Martin 1999).

In this chapter, I want to worry away at the significance not so much of the cul-
tural turn, as if there were such a thing, but rather at the rhetoric of ‘the cultural
turn.” In so doing, I want to air a pet hypothesis I have about the ways in which
geography engages with theoretical ideas. This is the idea that size matters. Some
people think the cultural turn is a turn for the worse (Martin 2001; Hamnett 2001),
while some people think that it is a turn for the better (Philo 2000; Thrift 2000).
Either way, there is a tendency to evaluate the pros and cons of shifts in intellec-
tual fashion in terms of their overriding significance for the whole discipline. As
either salvation or catastrophe, the idea of a cultural turn is only intelligible within
a context in which commentators (like me) can imagine themselves to be part not
so much of an imagined community, but of an actual, knowable community. Geog-
raphy, after all, is a small discipline. I suspect the imagined coherence of a cultural
turn depends in no small part on the sites and routines of academic gossip
(Passmore 1998). The passions raised by the cultural turn in everyday academic set-
tings (conferences, tearooms, pubs, lecture theaters) only makes sense if it is possible
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to imagine that a whole discipline either could, should, or should not, completely
swerve from one path onto a wholly new one.

The rhetoric of a turn or turns tends to present academic disciplines as totalities.
But more than this, the sense of a turn, with its strong undertones of progress, is
perhaps an indication that geography is a discipline too small to be comfortable
with its own intellectual pluralism. I realize this is a wholly counterintuitive propo-
sition. I do not mean that geography does not allow the co-existence of all sorts of
different ideas and methodologies. But geographers are not very relaxed about the
degree of pluralism that does exist. This is evidenced by their chronic tendency to
define the particular work they do in relation to what is going on elsewhere in-
side the discipline, even when the relevance of the connection is very tenuous indeed.
A large part of the heat generated by the cultural turn depends on this inward look-
ing orientation. As rhetoric, it is a turn around an axis very firmly anchored in

geography.

Il. Turn: ‘Change from one side to another, invert, reverse’

Everybody in geography seems to be talking about culture these days, but it is rather
difficult to find anybody actually conceptualizing culture or the cultural as such. In
fact, and here comes another pet hypothesis, I think the cultural turn in geography
has worked in no small part through the determined nondefinition of culture. So,
while human geographers have gone to great lengths to legitimize culture as a field
of study by arguing that the predominant approaches to economic, political, and
social phenomena have underestimated the cultural dimensions of this or that activ-
ity, it is never quite clear just what the neglected cultural dimension actually refers
to. Most of the time, the sense of the cultural and culture derives from an opposi-
tional staging of highly generalized, ontological categories which set the cultural off
against the economic, the social, the material, and so on. The peculiar status of
culture and the cultural as nonconcepts is registered by the fact that they are often
held in suspension by quotation marks (‘culture,” ‘the cultural’). Citing ‘culture’ and
‘the cultural’ signals a deferral of conceptualization, either to a future moment, or
to another academic field.

A recurring feature of discussions of the significance of the cultural turn in geog-
raphy is the resort to diacritical narratives of distinction. In large part, the impor-
tance of the cultural turn emerges from declarations of what it is zot. This helps to
explain why substantive conceptualizations of culture and the cultural are fairly
sparse in human geography. There are (at least) three axes of judgment and taste
around which the importance of the cultural turn has been established.

1. Firstly, the cultural turn is about taking one’s distance from a certain sort of
Marxism. Of course, culture has long been a privileged locus for announcing the
inadequacies of Marxist forms of social explanation. After all, one of the standard
accusations levelled at Marxism is that it is vulgar. The ‘Vulgar Marxism’ tag tells
us a lot more about the accuser (who is by definition staking a claim to be culti-
vated, sophisticated, able to appreciate complexity) than it does about the weak-
nesses of the tradition so impugned. The implication is that, by even suggesting that
there may be some relationship between the higher things in life (opera, good wine,
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pop music) and base considerations like work, causal explanation itself is guilty of
bad taste. In turn, the appreciation of ambivalence and complexity come to be the
benchmarks of social science endeavor.

The cultural turn has been heavily dependent upon a derivative postmodernist
critique of ‘totalizing’ and ‘essentialist’ epistemologies of which Marxism is the
primary suspect. Allied to this simplistic dismissal is the easy equation of Marxism
with political economy, an effect of the particular empirical and theoretical
emphases of geography’s Marxism since the 1970s. In both its presences and its
absences, Marxism in geography is distinguished from the Marxisms that have most
influenced the development of cultural studies. But even the self-declared Marxist
versions of cultural geography (e.g. Mitchell 2000) largely ignore the existence of
a diverse tradition of Marxist cultural theory. Consequently, it has become common-
sense for Marxism to be presented as unremittingly productionist, economistic,
reductionist, deterministic, and class-based. This characterization underwrites an
implicit understanding of the cultural as referring to an overlapping set of concerns
with consumption, with forms of social relations other than class (which are also
frequently conflated with being overwhelmingly about identity), with a focus upon
agency rather than structure, and with an appreciation of contingency in social life.
More generally, the hegemony of Marxist political economy over radical geography
allows the cultural turn to be presented as a key moment in the flowering of theo-
retical diversity in the discipline. Contrary to this image, however, I think it is quite
plausible to suggest that the theoretical reference points of the cultural turn have
actually remained quite restricted, not least because of the sense of comfort pro-
vided by the ‘not-Marxist anymore’ narrative of progress. It certainly seems true
that once cut adrift from Marxism, a poststructuralized critical human geography
still tied to a rhetoric of radicalism only drifts further and further away from a
normatively reflective tradition of liberal social science and political theory
(Katznelson 1995). Insofar as its trajectory remains resolutely centripetal, the settl-
ing in of the cultural turn as an orthodoxy of its own might actively close off as
many avenues of intellectual curiosity as it opens up.

2. But enough of this unseemly whining about Marxism. It is time to move on. If
the cultural turn is about not being Marxist, or at least about not being caught dead
being vulgar about one’s residual Marxism, then it is just as much about proudly
declaiming any tendencies towards positivism. This is the key methodological axis
around which the cultural turn has been defined: it is about #ot being ‘quantita-
tive.” In this respect, the rhetoric of the cultural turn builds on and confirms a set
of assumptions inherited from a previous generation of apostates (geography’s the-
oretical involutions always seem to be distinguished by the vigour of renunciation).
‘Cultural’ has become synonymous with the use of certain methods of analysis, the
thickly descriptive and thinly ethnographic. This is the sense in which whole swathes
of work have come to be understood as being cultural, not least by those who do
not use these qualitative methodologies. In geography, methodologies tend to be
ascribed an enormous amount of political, and even moral efficacy (cf. Hammers-
ley 1995). Yet the methodological self-righteousness that has become characteristic
of critical human geography betrays a rather shaky pattern of political evaluation.
The ‘positivist’ Vienna Circle was made up of liberals and radicals, after all.
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Heidegger, on the other hand, one current favorite in geography, was a Nazi, and
worse, he never even said sorry (Lang 1996). He is probably best read today as a
salutary reminder of the moral hazards that attach themselves to an overly aesthe-
ticized disdain for the familiar, the countable, and the technological.

It is only by clinging to a somewhat discredited avant-garde conception of culture
as an essentially aesthetic realm of self-realization that the value of numbers in pro-
gressing human welfare can be denied. In this respect, I wonder whether a pro-
gressive program for the analysis of culture can actually do without numbers. There
are two senses in which this might be the case. Firstly, even the most resolutely qual-
itative of analyses tend to fall back on statements of quantity and numerical forms
of reasoning to establish the general significance of the very detailed research find-
ings they report (see Murdock 1997). Secondly, understanding the politics of culture
in contemporary society with an eye to making a difference might depend on the
use of numbers. The ability to intervene in public culture in pursuit of a progressive
agenda of democratization depends in no small part on having the capacity to
measure, compare, and assess cultural practices, tastes, and values (e.g. Barnett
2000; Ruddock 1998). Culture, in short, is too important to be defined against the
instrumental, measurement, or numbers (Bennett et al. 1999; Lewis 1997). In this
respect, perhaps the news is not all bad, insofar as there is an emerging interest in
critical human geography in reassessing the importance of numbers not just as tools
of domination, but as key resources in struggles for the extension of citizenship (e.g.
Hannah 2001; see also Brown 1995). Perhaps we need a quantitative turn in
cultural geography?

3. Finally, if the cultural turn constantly defines itself conceptually against Marxism
and methodologically against quantification, then it also defines itself epistemolog-
ically as not being naively realist about knowledge claims. We are all social con-
structionists now, of one sort or another. This might have as much to do with taste
as anything else, insofar as the cultural forms favored for analysis in canonical cul-
tural theory tend to display a characteristically modernist aesthetic of difficulty. It
is from this doubled canon of Works and Theory that one can trace the corollary
of the overinflation of the political significance of different methodologies, which is
the tendency to define cultural politics in narrowly formalistic terms by reference
to a vocabulary of transgressing and disrupting established norms and conventions.

The operative understanding of ‘social construction’ that underwrites a whole
genre of cultural analysis in human geography runs together a conceptual argument
about the construction of identities with a methodological hodgepodge of ‘textual’
and ‘discourse’ analysis. Underwriting all of this is a generic recognition model of
identity formation, in which individual and group identities are constituted by exclu-
sion of the cultural other (see Oliver 2001). As a theoretical truth, the notion that
identities are differentially constructed in relation to images of others, sanctions a
methodology of reading texts, images, discourses (let’s not be too fussy about the
conceptual distinctions between these terms) on the grounds that these are the ma-
terial out of which identities are made. This proves to be a very malleable assemblage
of concepts and methods, which can be applied to the analysis of interview tran-
scripts, geopolitical discourse, urban policy documents, colonial cartography, and
much else besides. Social life thus gets reduced to a never-ending dance of Selves
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and Others, in which the focus of methodological analysis (representations of iden-
tity) is folded up with the main explanatory framework (identity formation has a
self-confirming dynamic of desire, power, or intention).

Narratives of the cultural turn often bundle together all three of these diacritical
gestures, the conceptual (not vulgarly Marxist), the methodological (not knowingly
quantitative), and the epistemological (not naively realist) (e.g. Barnes 2001). The
defining not-ness of the cultural turn is a symptom of a tendency to cling to geog-
raphy ever more tightly as the whirly-gig of successive theoretical turns revolves
more and more quickly. Each and every new idea or name stumbled across must be
made to appear dramatically important to everyone, rendering all previous
approaches old fashioned. The significance of the cultural turn is thus established
by taking one’s distance from both an ‘uncritical’ mainstream-mainstream (quanti-
tative social science) and a ‘not-critical-enough’ critical-mainstream (Marxist social
science), so that the cultural turn emerges as the route to attaining the genuinely
critical ‘critical’ position. And it is from these sorts of stories of distinction, rather
from any explicit work of conceptual elaboration as such, that the dominant senses
of culture and the cultural emerge.

lll. Turn: ‘Give new direction to, take new direction, adapt,
have recourse’

My main point in all this is that geographers have not engaged in much detailed
analysis of the concept that appears to be animating so much debate at the moment.
Neither the proponents nor the detractors of the cultural turn move much beyond
a rag-tag set of understandings of culture. So, culture is vaguely understood to be
a generic feature of all social activity, referring in particular to the processes that
make the world meaningful. A taken-for-granted symbolic understanding of culture
is easily connected to the idea that culture is inherently differential. Meanings are
contextual, specific, and contingent. And this is where geography comes in: because
of culture, things happen differently in different places. Both the cultural and the
geographical get defined as residual to general and abstract processes, and a cul-
turally inflected geography emerges that provides contextual supplements to theo-
retical speculation that is carried on elsewhere.

This might seem an unlikely claim — that the cultural turn has been insufficiently
theoretical — since the cultural turn has come to epitomize theoretical excess. But
my argument is that while geographers have become very pluralistic in the use of
culture and the cultural, this undefined usage is indicative of certain sort of theo-
retical discourse that might have negative as well as positive implications. In general,
geographers have been content to construct ‘theory’ in terms of a set of proposi-
tions whose truth-status is already established by virtue of coming from somewhere
else. The cultural turn has been legitimized by a two-way movement, referring to
what is already going on in other fields while also insisting on the opportunity for
geography to gain from broader engagements. This is also probably another side
effect of being a small discipline.

The appeal to extradisciplinary sources of authority is just one means of resolv-
ing a fundamental paradox raised by postfoundationalist epistemologies of knowl-
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edge. Presuming to have undercut the grounds of truth-claims based on, for
example, quantitative methodologies, dialectics, or critical realism, the newly en-
cultured geographer is still left with the problem of what sorts of authority their
own critical statements can carry. If one way round this uncomfortable conundrum
is the appeal to other disciplines, then another closely related tactic is the recourse
to the authority of the proper name of a Theorist. The cultural turn is thus associ-
ated with a distinctive style of conceptual exposition whose most characteristic
rhetorical device is “As X said,” or “As X shows,” followed by a more or less
lengthy, more or less intelligible, citation. Deriving the truth-value of a statement
from the simple fact that it was said only works as a persuasive argumentative strat-
egy by implicitly calling on and reinstalling an aura of seriousness around select
names. The names may alter (it could be Foucault or Lefebvre, Baudrillard or
Haraway, Latour or Deleuze, Butler or Beck), but the textual apparatus of exposi-
tion and persuasion remains remarkably constant. It gives rise to a cut-and-paste
style of writing, in which a whole subgenre of theoretical writing takes the form of
extended quotations from a limited assortment of writers, interspersed with gener-
ally approving commentary, and uninterrupted by an excessive concern with criti-
cal analysis or clarification. The almost total lack of irony characteristic of this genre
encourages a suffocating degree of deference that closes down more avenues of
serious thought than it opens. Even more seriously perhaps, it works to alienate a
large part of any likely audience of students or fellow scholars (and in this, it again
betrays an implicit avant-gardism, insofar as this alienation effect easily comes to
be celebrated as an objective in and of itself). The reduction of theory to a set of
slogans, bolstered by the author-effects of famous theorists’ names, makes in par-
ticular for really bad pedagogy. There is now an orthodox narrative of critical
human geography, supported by textbooks, journals, and student dictionaries, in
which the main characters are ‘Positivism,” ‘Structuralism,” and ‘Poststructuralism.’
This narrativization of the cultural turn has helped put in place a set of images of
other research traditions that is at best a series of caricatures, and at worst involves
teaching a series of half-truths and errors. This is perhaps the price of success. When
‘critical’ intellectual ideas become the basis of taught programs of instruction, being
taught to a generation of students (including me) who do not share the contexts of
personal struggle and engagement from which they earned their initial value, then
the professionalization of ‘being critical’ becomes dependent upon inducting stu-
dents into certain sorts of dispositions and attitudes by reference to heavily moral-
ized constructions of ‘mainstream’ positions (Billig 2000).

In suggesting that the cultural turn has been insufficiently theoretical, I am not
denying it has been the occasion for lots of theory-talk. But this is talk of a partic-
ular sort. “Theory’ has become a kind of space-sharing performance art, in which
what is registered is a set of common reference points. This theory-talk is an effort
at constructing an audience in often unfamiliar, even hostile contexts. I have stolen
this idea from someone else (probably more than one person, actually), so let me
quote a favorite theorist of my own, Meaghan Morris, who has a good take on the
nature of cultural theory in the contemporary English-speaking academy: “Cultural
theory is a medium of diplomacy. This is why the term simultaneously refers, in
media as well as academic usage, to a small but internationally recognized canon
of names; to a subphilosophical jargon; and to a populist performance mode that
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aesthetically signposts its mixing of expository and narrative (or ‘academic’ and
‘personal’) rhetorics. All three practices are ways of creating a partial and often tem-
porary commonality between people with little in common” (Morris 1998: 6). 1
think this description has a lot to commend it, and it certainly chimes with my own
experiences, as both awed spectator and sometime bumbling performer. And in case
you think I am being overly cynical about the whole enterprise, I do think there are
all sorts of ways in which theory in this sense registers some welcome changes in
the way academics do their thing (see Barnett 1998).

If theory functions in this way as a lingua franca, then it might be a very good
thing indeed, providing a way of talking across divisions that might once have
seemed unbridgeable. And this is not only about getting along with people from
other disciplines. Kathryne Mitchell (1999) has argued that the vocabulary of
culture has facilitated all sorts of intradisciplinary dialogues within geography, using
work on immigration as her example. This is an argument that would see the vague-
ness of culture and the cultural as a huge advantage, insofar as it enables people
from different perspectives to converge on a set of topics that have a high degree
of overlap even if they lack strict conceptual coherence. Another field where culture
has been doing this sort of work is in economic geography (see Antipode 2001).
The culture and economy connection might take various forms, including a focus
on cultures of work, cultures of the firm, culture as a synonym for consumption
and identity, culture as subject to distinctive practices of commodification, or cul-
tural as a reference to various qualitative methodological approaches (Ray & Sayer
1999). But one of the characteristic features of debates about culture and economy
is a persistent tendency to present culture and economy as opposed principles in
need of resolution. In most cases, the economic comes to stand for the abstract and
the universal, and the cultural for the concrete and the particular. And geography
invariably gets to be the site where these two sets of values are combined in context.
So, things happen differently in different places.

In the final analysis, however, in all of these usages, even if culture remains only
vaguely defined, it is never an entirely empty concept into which one can pour any
sense at all. Culture can only serve its diplomatic function because it does indeed
invoke a set of shared, overlapping understandings that do retain a degree of family
resemblance. In particular, if we can all get along now by talking about culture, it
is because there is something about culture that feeds on a particular understand-
ing of what the geographical is all about. Culture and geography get connected as
one side of an evaluative dualism that opposes specificity and difference to abstrac-
tion and universality. Here is another quote, one of my favorites, that makes the
point very nicely: “You can’t go wrong when you call something cultural, for it
is the one term that, without necessarily specifying anything, carries the full weight
of all possible forms of specificity” (Gallagher 1995: 309). I think this captures
the essence of how geographers have used culture and the cultural, namely as a
short-hand for specificity and difference: as what empirically escapes structural
determination, and what conceptually disrupts abstraction and universalization. So
it is that so much work that sits under the broad cultural banner combines very spe-
cific empirical case-studies with highly abstract explanatory categories (the West,
Power, Desire), never quite stopping in between to flesh out the relays between the
two.
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IV. Turn: ‘Remake (garment) with former inner side out’

So far, I have suggested that culture has not really been defined in geography, and
that this might be what allows it to do the sort of work that it does as a noncon-
cept. But I want to conclude by suggesting that the real problem with the cultural
turn might not be the nondefinition of culture. It might instead be the way in which
this nondefinition almost completely elides the conceptualization of power and pol-
itics. Power and politics have become ubiquitous in culturally inflected research. It
might be supposed that this is derived from Foucault, certainly subject to a stan-
dard reception that elevates a specific figure of power (the Panopticon) into a general
theory (Barnett 1999). However, at a more mundane level, cultural analysis in geog-
raphy has been heavily dependent upon an implicitly semiotic conception of power.
Without necessarily being the subject of explicit conceptual discussion, the domi-
nant strands of cultural theory upon which geographers have drawn have been
shaped by a particular combination of post-Saussurean semiotics and Gramscian
Marxism. What Saussure in particular bequeaths to cultural theory is a set of con-
ceptual oppositions that have become the political unconscious of mainstream cul-
tural studies: oppositions between arbitrariness and motivation, freedom and
constraint, individuality and the social, the concrete and the abstract, the ideal and
the material, use and system. If you splice these onto a reformulated notion of hege-
mony, liberally sprinkled perhaps with some psychoanalytic linguisterie, then one
can quickly arrive at a notion of cultural power operating primarily through the
semiotic process of coding and recoding signifiers (see Osborne 2000). Cultural pol-
itics comes to be defined in terms of the politics of meaning (cf. Grossberg 1998).
And if meaning is an ‘arbitrary’ effect of articulating signs, then so one can under-
stand not just cultural politics but all politics as a process through which interests
and subjectivities are constructed through the (dis)articulation and (re)signification
of identities. In this model, power is understood in a two-dimensional fashion to
operate through closure (of the properly open play of signifiers), or naturalization
(of the properly arbitrary nature of meanings), or exclusion (a necessary moment
for the suturing of identity). The evaluative force of each of these categories turns
on a zero-sum logic of power and resistance. And it follows that cultural politics,
either in the classroom, the street, or sitting in front of the television in your living
room, is understood on the analogy of critical reading, as the work of actively rein-
scribing chains of signifiers in order to produce new political subjectivities. It is
worth noting that cultural politics in this sort of semiotic model of resistance still
rests on a quite conventional, and distinctly un-Foucault-like conception of power,
understood as the quantitative capacity of an individual or collective subject to
realize their will (see Hindess 1996). In this case, politics is understood to turn on
the differential capacity of social groups to make meanings stick, but the name of
the game is still a battle between different actors to realize their own clearly defined
interests.

This image of cultural politics is also, and despite first appearances, actually quite
totalizing in its conceptual ambition. At its strongest, the idea of cultural politics in
contemporary academic theory refers not just to the idea that there is a politics of
culture, but to the much stronger claim that in a certain sense, culture is the privi-
leged medium of all political conflict. It rests on the idea that ‘material’ power
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relations of class, gender, race, and so on are symbolized and contested in cultural
practices. Perhaps the strongest version of this claim is to be found in the idea of a
circuit of culture (Du Gay et al. 1996). According to this understanding, cultural
practices can be understood in terms of a series of moments (production, regula-
tion, consumption, representation, identity), each of which is inextricably linked to
the others while retaining a degree of relative autonomy from them. At one level,
this is a useful heuristic for a nonreductionist methodology, enabling one of these
moments to be selected as an entry point for detailed research while keeping in mind
the importance of the other practices. There is a stronger claim at work, however,
insofar as what ties together each of these moments is the practice of meaning-
making that runs through each of them. Meaning is both methodologically and con-
ceptually privileged as being of the essence of cultural practice in this model. In the
last instance, this idea that power relations are reproduced and resisted at the level
of culture depends on a totalizing expressive conception of the relationships between
meaning and the social formation, without which it would not be possible to
suppose that the mundane practices of everyday life were saturated in political sig-
nificance (Garnham 1997). One unfortunate result of this political saturation of
culture is that the ordinariness of everyday life gets extremely short shrift.

This set of understandings of the relationships between culture and power under-
writes an entire paradigm of engaged pedagogy. If power is understood to be repro-
duced through contingent acts of reproducing stable relations of meaning which
naturalize the contingencies of power relations, then it is a short step to present the
practice of revealing the constructedness of meanings (and by analogy of identities,
interests, and subjectivities) as being an inherently political act. In the critical ped-
agogy paradigm (Heyman 2001), the classroom itself is reconfigured as a site where
students are empowered to read critically. Any act of reading against the grain of
received meanings (sometimes erroneously referred to as ‘deconstruction’) can thus
be presented as either a political act in itself or as an essential preparation for it.
This is a highly rationalistic, implicitly gendered conception of cultural politics, in
which political resistance is presented as a matter of sloughing off the ideological
blinkers of entertainment and distraction in favor of a hermeneutics of denatural-
ization and demystification. And furthermore, by reducing political intervention in
cultural practices to the teaching and learning of appropriately critical acts of
reading, a whole set of mundane power relations which shape classroom dynamics
are finessed. Far from breaking with traditional methods of cultural pedagogy, crit-
ical pedagogy elevates their methods of distinction and disposition to a privileged
status as political acts of resistance, while at the same time dodging all the difficult
questions they raise about authority and responsibility (see Buckingham 1996,
1998).

Critical pedagogy rests on a third strategy for dealing with the cultural turn’s
self-induced crisis of epistemological authority. If one way of bolstering truth-claims
is the appeal to extradisciplinary expertise, and another the “As X said” cut-and-
paste approach, then a third is to align one’s own academic analysis with the essen-
tial political goodness and moral rightness of the idealized struggles of ordinary
people by deploying a rhetoric of ‘resistance’ (Brown 1996). This strategy depends
upon an unproblematized politics of voice, in which analytical issues of plausible
interpretation and explanation are brushed over by presenting surrogate critical
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readings of everyday practices that are couched in an all engulfing vocabulary of
struggle, conflict, and transgression. In the face of scholar-activist representations
of heroic everyday resistance, any purely academic questioning on methodological
or conceptual grounds appears as a shocking act of moral and political betrayal.

I suspect that en-cultured geographers have been too content with displaying both
the easy attitudes of critical disdain for other traditions and overt sympathy for
various progressive causes, rather than working out just what culture is and how it
does (and does not) connect up to power. The vogueishly vague, expansive nonde-
finition of culture in geography has tended to elevate the moment of coding or
meaning-making and identity over other aspects of cultural practice, such as the
organizational, the institutional, the role of the state, or the central role of inter-
mediaries (like us) in shaping cultural practices (Garnham 1995). Critical pedagogy
does recognize this positioning of academics, but unfortunately reduces this to
simply teaching the right attitudes to amazingly receptive students. But there is more
to culture than meaning, and there are other cultural effects one could trace as well
as those of signification and identity formation (Barnett 2001). We therefore require
concepts and methods of analysis that are neither narrowly interpretative in their
focus nor exclusively cultural in their frame of reference.
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Chapter 5

Historical Materialism
and Marxism

Don Mitchell

Historical Materialism offers to study social process in its totality; that is, it offers to do
this when it appears, not as another “sectoral” history — as economic, political, intellec-
tual history, as history of labour, or as “social history” defined as yet another sector — but
as a total history of society, in which all other histories are convened.

E. P. Thompson (1978: 70)

The first sustained attempt to develop historical materialism within cultural geog-
raphy was by Denis Cosgrove.! Cosgrove (1983: 1) argued that “[bJoth Marxism
and cultural geography commence at the same ontological point.” Both “insist on
characterizing the relationship between humans and nature as historical.” But his-
torical materialism differs from cultural geography by also insisting that humans
“make their own history and themselves.” Cosgrove argued that culture was best
understood as “the production and reproduction of material life [as] necessarily a
collective art, mediated in consciousness and sustained through modes of commu-
nication,” and that cultural geographers needed to come to terms with the key
debates that animated historical-materialist and Marxist theories of determination.

Historical Materialism ...

The general philosophical position of materialism begins from the fundamental
assertion that “matter” is the “primary substance of all living and non-living things”
(Williams 1983: 197). The English word for “matter” derived from Latin and old
French words designating building material: the physical substance of any #hing. By
extension, “matter” has come to designate the substance (obviously physical or not)
of things, relationships, and events (1983: 198). Tracing philosophical materialism?
to the fifth century BCE, Williams (1983: 198) suggests it really flourished in England
(with Hobbes) in the seventeenth century and on the Continent soon thereafter as
logical extensions were made from materialist philosophies of nature (e.g. nature as
the result of “bodies in motion”) to philosophies of society. Such philosophical
materialism stands in opposition to idealism (and spiritualism) by denying that
objects and relations derive their substance from ideas.
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“Historical materialism” is a more modern variant, and typically signifies a par-
ticular set of concepts and affinities within Marxism: it indicates a body of theory
(as well as a philosophical position). Trained in Hegelian philosophy, Karl Marx
sought to transform the dialectics he learned into a theory and philosophy adequate
to the political — revolutionary — social struggles he was engaged in. To do so, Marx
rejected Hegel’s idealism to develop instead a “materialist conception of history,”
which Engels later termed “historical materialism.” Historical materialism is dif-
ferentiated from broader materialism by its insistence, as Cosgrove (1983) noted,
on humans’ self-production of reality, of the worlds humans inhabit. For Marx,
“self production,” including the self-production of consciousness, was always
deeply and inescapably social (rather than individual). And all social practice was
itself historically and socially conditioned, determined by the dead weight of pre-
ceding practice and the institutions to which that practice gave rise. As Eagleton
(1999: 5-6) put it, “Marx was aware that just for us to have an idea, a good deal
else must already have taken place. What must already have happened in order for
us to reflect? We must already be practically bound up with the worlds we are pon-
dering and so already inserted into a whole set of social relations, material condi-
tions, social institutions.”

As a system of thought and analysis, then, historical materialism begins from
certain premises:

The first premise of all human history is, of course, the existence of living human individu-
als. Thus the first fact to be established is the physical organisation of these individuals and
their consequent relation to the rest of nature. . . . Men can be distinguished from animals by
consciousness, by religion or anything else you like. They themselves begin to distinguish
themselves from animals as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence, a step
which is conditioned by their physical organisation. By producing their means of subsistence
men are indirectly producing their actual material life. (Marx & Engels 1970: 42)

Given such arguments, Cosgrove made several related points critical to cultural
geography. First, Marxism’s “materialist conception of history” starts from a spe-
cific epistemological basis, namely that “the writing of history must set out from
the natural bases of human life — the physical nature of human beings, and the
natural conditions (geological, vegetational, climatic) in which they find them-
selves.” Second, through the modification of these conditions — through the pro-
duction of our very means of subsistence — humans produce themselves as human
(and produce a new nature). Third, the production of the means of subsistence is
social, it is conducted in a specific (historically determined) “mode.” Fourth, and
quoting Marx and Engels (1972), “this mode of production must not be considered
simply as the reproduction of the physical existence of individuals. Rather it is a
definite form of expressing their life, a definite ‘mode of life’ on their part.” And
fifth, the historical development of this “mode of life” in turn determines the form
that social relations take.

... and Cultural Geography

These points suggested to Cosgrove (1983) that cultural geography could greatly
benefit from a sustained encounter with Marxian historical materialism. Cosgrove
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(1983: 3) noted that cultural geography already had many affinities with historical
materialism, but up until then it had not developed what he called “the class dimen-
sion.” Cultural geography, Cosgrove averred, needed a new political orientation. In
particular, cultural geography possessed an inadequately differentiated and socio-
logical notion of culture, and was thus ill-equipped to deal with questions of dif-
ference and power. As importantly, when questions of specific human agency entered
cultural geography (e.g. Duncan 1980; Ley & Samuels 1978), they largely neglected
“historical examinations of relations of production” and thus tended “towards phe-
nomenological idealism” and radical individualism (Cosgrove 1983: 4).

In Cosgrove’s view, then, there was a logical basis, and a real need, for a rap-
prochement between historical materialism and cultural geography, one that derived
both from the political-intellectual agenda of Marxism (understanding society-
nature as a totality and historically determined) and from the interest in ways of
life that had animated early cultural geography. But for this rapprochement to be
effected, a number of theoretical difficulties had to be addressed. Chief among these
was the primary one that has bedeviled Marxism (and for that matter cultural geog-
raphy) throughout its history: how to theorize the relations of determination that
comprise the society—nature totality, and within it how best to theorize culture. This
dual theorization of determination and culture needed to be a key task for materi-
alist cultural geography.

Determination...

The classic statement of materialist determination comes in Marx’s (1970: 20)
Preface to his Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy:

In the social production of their existence, men inevitably enter into definite relations, which
are independent of their will, namely relations of production appropriate to a given stage in
the development of their material forces of production. The totality of these relations of pro-
duction constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which arises
the legal and political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social con-
sciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social,
political and intellectual life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their exis-
tence, but their social existence that determines their consciousness.

Social existence — and the “conditions of possibility” that emerge through the pro-
duction of the means of subsistence (no matter how simple or elaborate) — provides
a foundation for social, political, and intellectual life. The direction of determina-
tion seems one-way: from economic foundation to social, political, and intellectual
life. But as Cosgrove (1983: 5; see also 1984: 55) argued, “Marx’s terms here are
contingent. . . . They do not demand a deterministic interpretation.” The question
then is a practical one: just how should they be understood?

Reacting in part to the rise of an Althusserian notion of “overdetermination,”
Raymond Williams (1977: 87) argues that in Marx’s work (and in historical mate-
rialism more generally) “determination” must be understood as both a “setting
of limits” and an “exertion of pressures”: “to determine or be determined to do
something is an act of will and purpose. In a whole social process, the positive
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determinations, which may be experienced individually, but are always social acts
... have very complex relations with the negative determinations that are experi-
enced as limits.” Moreover, according to Williams (1977: 87-8), the ultimate prove-
nance of both the positive exertion of pressure and the negative definition of limits
is human self-activity, human social practices:

Determination . . . is in the whole social process and nowhere else: not in an abstracted “mode
of production,” nor in an abstracted “psychology.” Any abstraction of determination, based
on the isolation of autonomous categories, which are seen as controlling or which can be
used for prediction, is then a mystification of the specific, always related determinants which
are the real social process — an active and conscious as well as, by default, a passive and
objectified historical experience.

This is not how determination has always been understood within Marxism, espe-
cially within those parts of Marxism that concern themselves with “culture.” Rather,
“in the transition from Marx to Marxism, and in the development of mainstream
Marxism itself, the proposition of a determining base and the determined super-
structure has been commonly held to be the key to Marxist cultural analysis”
(Williams 1977: 76).

In Marx (if not in Marxism), the relationship between base and superstructure
was understood in a particular way:

Upon the different forms of property, upon the social conditions of existence, as foundation,
there is built a superstructure of diversified and characteristic sentiments, illusions, habits of
thought, and outlooks on life in general. The class as a whole creates and shapes them out
of its material foundation, and out of the corresponding social relationships. The individual,
in whom they arise through tradition and education, may fancy them to be the true deter-
minants, the real origin, of his activities. (Marx 1926: 55)

Note here that Marx argues that people, working in and with a set of “social
conditions of existence” (especially in relations of property, in this case), and
functioning within specific classes, create and shape the superstructure. The
superstructure is not “determined” in some mechanistic and autonomous way by
the “base.” It is rather produced by people within a set of determinant and enabling
conditions defined by the totality of already-existing social relations.

Further, as Williams (1977: 76-7) points out, the use of “superstructure” here
(and elsewhere) indicates a rather complex concept that incorporates legal and polit-
ical forms standing in relationship to relations of production; class-inflected forms
of consciousness; and a “process, in which over a whole range of activities, men
become conscious of a fundamental economic conflict and fight it out.” These three
meanings of superstructure “direct our attention . . . to (a) institutions; (b) forms of
consciousness; (c) political and cultural practices” (Williams 1977: 77), each of
which are produced by people living in and reproducing historically determinant
social conditions. A historical-materialist approach to social life, then, is one that
looks at social production and relates it to its historical and geographical develop-
ment, and to the constant reproduction and transformation of the conditions of
existence, of “modes of life.”
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...and Culture

But what then of “culture”? “Culture” was not a key word in Marx’s own work,
but cultural theory has been an important and vital part of Marxism. Beginning
with Gramsci’s work in Italy in the 1920s, Lukacs’s theoretical and literary work
in the same period, the Frankfurt School of Weimar Germany, and really accelerat-
ing (in different ways) in the “western Marxism” of post-Second World War France
and Britain, theorizing culture became a focus of intense debate. “Culture,” of
course, is a remarkably multivalent concept, signifying everything from modes of
thought and specific artistic productions to whole (infinitely complex) “modes
of life.”? It is impossible here to do justice to the range of meanings associated with
the concept of culture; instead I will make a narrower argument about how culture
has been figured in Marxism.

If we take as a starting point that culture is a concept that designates a “way of
life” (and that, as Eagleton [2000: 1-2] says, “brings together both base and super-
structure in a single notion”), and if we follow Williams (1958) in knowing that
culture is ordinary (that it saturates every corner of life), then a Marxist approach
to culture has two primary goals: (1) understanding how culture is produced — where
it comes from; and (2) determining how it can be transformed through workers’
own self-activity — how it can be made progressive and liberating rather than repres-
sive and exploitative. These two goals have often been in tension in Marxism.

They were, however, brilliantly negotiated in the life and work of Antonio
Gramsci. On the one hand, Gramsci’s (1971) celebrated writings on hegemony (that
sought to understand how power worked “culturally”) turned attention to the
analysis of the institutions through which power and domination were effected. On
the other hand, such an institutional analysis indicated that institutional spaces
could be created that promoted alternative modes of knowing, consciousness, and
social struggle. Countercultural institutions were necessary to the development of
counterhegemonies. Countercultural institutions (schools, newspapers, etc.) were
vital components of the class struggle (Gramsci 1985: 20-46).

Despite his emphasis on class struggle, however, Gramsci’s own definition of
culture was decidedly conservative, almost Arnoldian in cast® : “I have a Socratic
idea of culture; I believe it means thinking well, whatever one thinks, and therefore
acting well, whatever one does” (1985: 25). But he differs from Matthew Arnold
when he acknowledges that socialist “thinking well” will have to be organized: “Let
us organize culture the same way that we seek to organize practical activity” (1985:
225). Culture, then, was an end in itself, and both a result and a means of organi-
zation. Proletarian cultural organization was particularly important because “the
proletariat is a practical construct: in reality, there are individual proletarians, more
or less educated, more or less equipped by the class struggle to understand the most
refined socialist concepts” (1985: 32).

The development of countercultural institutions was critical because, in Gramsci’s
view, new modes of production are always “presupposed” by transformations of
consciousness and social institutions; and yet these cultural transformations them-
selves can only become dominant — hegemonic — when the mode of production is
revolutionized. In Gramsci’s work, “culture” is both produced for workers and by
workers. Workers’ consciousness generally, and its class consciousness in particular,
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are the results of these two aspects of cultural production, which is exactly Williams’
(1958) point when he insists that “culture is ordinary.”

But if culture — and consciousness — is ordinary, then understanding its produc-
tion required an even fuller understanding of its contours under capitalism. For
Gramsci such an understanding could only come with the development of a robust
communist party and a suite of cultural institutions associated with it. The Hun-
garian Marxist Gyorgy Lukacs, by contrast, turned to philosophy to understand the
nature of the pressures and limits that determined culture. Reinserting Hegel in the
center of Marx’s analysis led Lukdcs to a more pessimistic set of conclusions about
“hegemony” and its relationship to consciousness.

Writing in the immediate aftermath of the First World War, and in the midst of
the rapid economic restructuring that Gramsci called “Fordism,” Lukacs sought to
uncover the relationship between the fetishization of both commodities — which he
called their “reification” (which itself can be roughly described as their “thingifica-
tion”: Lukacs 1968: 86-7) — and working peoples’ consciousness. His goal was to
show how processes of reification in the social world (especially the world of work)
produced a similar reification of consciousness.

Since, as Marx (1987 ed.: 45) noted, a “commodity is in the first place, a thing
outside us” that fulfills needs, and since the exchange of commodities establishes a
social world in which relations between people appear as if they are relations
between things, the production of commodities is necessarily alienating. Under cap-
italism, this alienation is deep because labor-power itself is commodified. As divi-
sions of labor are extended and deepened, labor-power’s formal equality — that is,
its abstraction in the marketplace to some quantity of socially necessary labor-time
(1987 ed.: 47-8) — ensures that the “finished article ceases to be the object of the
work process” (Lukacs 1968: 88). It becomes possible “to separate forcibly the pro-
duction of use-values in time and space” (Lukdcs 1968: 89) so as to better control
and rationalize their production. This is important because:

[TThis fragmentation of the object of production necessarily entails the fragmentation of its
subject. In consequence of the rationalisation of the work-process the human qualities and
idiosyncrasies of the worker appear increasingly as mere sources of error. . . . Neither objec-
tively nor in his relation to his work does man appear as the authentic master of the process;
on the contrary, he is a mechanical part incorporated into a mechanical system. (1968: 89;
see also Marx 1987 ed.: 306)

In such a system, the bourgeoisie as much as the proletariat is subject to alienation:

The atomisation of the individual is . .. only the reflex in consciousness of the fact that the
“natural laws” of capitalist production have been extended to cover every manifestation of
life in society; that — for the first time in history — the whole of society is subjected, or tends
to be subjected, to a unified economic process, and that the fate of every member of society
is determined by unified laws. (Lukdcs 1968: 91-2)

The only recourse is to fight against this: to defeat alienation and the reification of
consciousness, “revolution is a categorical imperative” (Berman 1989: 142) — as is
a communist party or other revolutionary organizations that seek to instill an oppo-
sitional culture. For, as Berman (1989: 142-243) argues, “Without culture and con-
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sciousness,” without the “development of a vibrant, dynamic, self-critical, and self-
renewing radical culture,” working people “will not be able to grow in awareness
and autonomy, to develop their critical will and their sense of power. If they do not
grow and develop this way, the reification-machine will go on running” — as indeed
it did in the subsequent evolution of the Soviet Union and its client states (see Buck-
Morss 2000).

Lukacs, like Marx, argued that the “natural laws” of capitalist production
extended into every “manifestation of life in society.” The expansion of capital —
accumulation for accumulation’s sake — is the imperative. But capital’s own expan-
sion inevitably runs up against its own limits as a system: there is demand for only
SO many cars, so many bananas, or so many light bulbs. The expansion of capital
therefore necessitates a constant search for new markets (new buyers of cars,
bananas, and light bulbs); the development of new needs and wants (the desire for
a more luxurious car, a yellower banana, or a brighter light bulb); or the coloniza-
tion by the commodity of new parts of social life (the commodification of back-seat
sex; the commercialization of the meaning of the banana; or the turning into prop-
erty of the very idea that a light bulb going on over a head is meant to represent).
“Culture,” as a way of life, as social meanings, and as artistic production, is inex-
tricably bound up with commodity production.

All three strategies for the expansion of commodity production are important,
but it was the third that drew the specific attention of theorists associated with the
“Frankfurt School” (see Jay 1973). In the wake of the Second World War and reflect-
ing on the rise of American mass entertainment, its two leading theorists, Adorno
and Horkheimer, both cognizant of their debts to Lukacs, focused squarely on what
they came to call “the culture industry.” They were concerned to theorize the chang-
ing role of art in social life. “Movies and radio no longer pretend to be art,” they
wrote. “The truth that they are just business is made into an ideology to justify
the rubbish they deliberately produce” (Adorno & Horkheimer 1993: 31). This
“rubbish” is differentiated not by subject, but through market segmentation.
“Marked differentiations such as those of A and B films, or of stories in different
price ranges, depend . . . on classifying, organizing, and labeling consumers. Some-
thing is provided so that none may escape” (1993: 32). “Culture” is here something
that it produced as a commodity so it may be consumed as a commodity. Its value
is realized in exchange. Use-value is merely a vehicle towards the consummation of
that exchange.

But cultural commodities like films or radio shows are more insidious than other
types of commodities because when they are used, they inevitably seep into and help
to shape consciousness: “The whole world is made to pass through the filter of the
culture industry” (Adorno & Horkeimer 1993: 33). Or as the French situationist
Guy Debord (1994: 29) later put it: “commodities are now all there is to see; the
world we see is the world of the commodity.” If the culture industry has developed
out of the imperative of capitalist expansion — out of the imperative to find addi-
tional corners of social life to commodify — it is nonetheless important that it plays
a crucial ideological role in contemporary society:

What is decisive today is . .. the necessity inherent in the system not to leave the customer
alone, not for a moment to allow him any suspicion that resistance is possible. The princi-
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ple dictates that he should be shown all his needs as capable of fulfillment, but that those
needs should be so predetermined that he feels himself to be the eternal consumer, the object
of the culture industry. Not only does it make him believe that the deception it practices is
satisfaction, but it goes further and implies that, whatever the state of affairs, he must put
up with what is offered. . . . Pleasure promotes the resignation which it ought to help forget.
(Adorno & Horkheimer 1993: 40)

The culture industry’s industrial and ideological roles are mutually supportive,
equally important, and ingeniously unified. The reification of consciousness is — not
even subtly — advanced.

Questions of ideology also animated the French communist theorist Louis
Alhusser. Althusser’s legacy, both politically and intellectually, is complex. For
Cleaver (2000: 50), Althusser’s theoretical efforts to create a “structuralist”
Marxism in the 1960s and 1970s constituted a (failed) attempt to develop a
Marxism palatable to the still Stalinist French Communist Party, and should pretty
much be dismissed as such. Cleaver is right, but unfortunately, Althusser’s theoret-
ical arguments have nonetheless had an enormous impact on subsequent radical cul-
tural theory. In his famous essay on what he called “Ideological State Apparatuses”
(ISAs), Althusser (1971) asserted that ideology is the set of representations and
images through which people live — or experience — their “conditions of existence.”
But these images and representations are always grounded in some set of institu-
tions (such as church, school, or media) which served as functionaries of the state
by assuring the “interpellation” — or “hailing” of “subjects” (see Hall 1996). ISAs
always possessed a “relative autonomy” from the economic “base,” even if that
base was always determinant “in the last instance” (Althusser 1971). Althusser bor-
rowed from Freud and Lacan the notion of “overdetermination” to explain this rel-
ative autonomy, arguing that any subject position, like any “moment” in a social
formation, was always the product of not just a single determinant, but the pres-
sures and forces of a large suite of determinations. Ideology, embodied in ISAs,
hailed people into place, established them as subjects in their social worlds, and pre-
sented them with the images and representations through which they could make
sense of both their subjectivity and their place in the world.

When “overdetermination” was connected to the notion of social formation,
Althusser claimed that it reoriented materialism towards a “middle ground”
between a generalized mode of production and the specificity of everyday life, pre-
sumably “hitch[ing] together the base and superstructure” that Althusser thought
Marx had “formally detached” (Inglis 1993: 83), and allowing for “a close mater-
ial and conceptual analysis of social relations within a given place at a given time”
(Smith 2000: 752). The ultimate irony of Althusser and many of his closest fol-
lowers in structural Marxism is that this is exactly what they did not do, and on
their failure to move beyond the formal and the conceptual, the theoretical and the
abstract, English Marxists like E. P. Thompson (1978) and Raymond Williams
(1977) launched withering attacks.

In particular, Thompson showed that sitting at the heart of the Althusserian
project was a deep idealism. In language that still has deep resonance today (since
it names exactly the problem that remains in contemporary structuralism, includ-
ing that which goes by the name “poststructuralism”), Thompson (1978: 148 orig-
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inal emphasis) found lurking “behind Althusser’s grotesque notion of ideological
‘interpolation’ or ‘hailing’ . . . even more chic notions of men and women (except,
of course, select intellectuals), not thinking or acting but being thought and being
performed.” Men and women were creatures of systems — of systems of thought —
and thus merely bearers of social relations, not shapers of them, not resisters against
them, not people experiencing, and therefore transforming social life.

There is, thus, a significant difference between Althusser’s antihumanism and the
deep cultural pessimism of Adorno and Horkheimer. For the former, people are
hailed into preestablished ideological and social places, places constructed by the
“structure.” For the latter, the very will of people is recognized right from the begin-
ning. What is decisive, they say, is the necessity of not leaving people alone, because
as soon as they are left to their own devices, they will struggle against the shackles
that contain them, they will seek to break out of them and create something new.
People are not hailed into position as (for example) consumers, but must be induced
into shaping themselves as consumers, into finding being a consumer the best way
to live, the best way to organize experience. The reproduction and expansion of
capital requires, against all countervailing forces, that social life be limited, and pres-
sures exerted in such a way that people need and want to consume so as to live,
and to live well and enjoyably.

Experience, for Thompson (1978), thus had to be placed at the center of Marxist
analysis, and when this was done then the sort of base—superstructure argument
that Althusser advanced can be seen to be little more than nonsense. In perhaps
some of the most famous lines from his long critique of Althusser, Thompson (1978:
96) lays out this argument in reference to his own research on the historical role of
law in shaping English capitalism:

I found that law did not keep politely to a “level” but was at every bloody level; it was imbri-
cated within the mode of production and productive relations themselves (as property-rights,
definitions of agrarian practice) and it was simultaneously present in the philosophy of Locke;
it intruded briskly within alien categories, reappearing bewigged and gowned in the guise of
ideology; it danced a cotillion with religion moralising over the theatre of Tyburn; it was an
arm of politics and politics was one of its arms; it was an academic discipline, subjected to
the rigour of its own autonomous logic; it contributed to the definition of the self-identity
both of rulers and of ruled; above all, it afforded an arena for class struggle, within which
alternative notions of the law were fought out.

Law was experienced; law was an experience; the experience of law shaped social
life; social life struggled back against the law; social formations were shaped and
transformed. To understand this required not a flight into idealist fantasies about
structure and ISAs, but careful historical-materialist analysis: a careful analysis of
the historical record.

For a Marxism without historical materialism was no Marxism at all, and it cer-
tainly wasn’t materialist: that was exactly Thompson’s charge against Althusser. It
was also Williams’ (1977: 92). The problem with structural Marxism, according to
the latter, was not (as often charged) that it was “too materialist” (leaving too little
room for consciousness, ideas, and the accidents of social life), but that “it was
never materialist enough.”
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Marxist Geography . ..

Cosgrove’s 1983 call for a historical-materialist cultural geography was written in
the context of these debates. As he put it in his landmark Social Formation and
Symbolic Landscape, the key relationship that geographers needed to explore was
“between cultural production and material practice” (1984: 2):

A cultural concept like the landscape idea does not emerge unprompted from the minds of
individuals or human groups. . . . [H]istorically and theoretically it is unsatisfactory to treat
the landscape way of seeing in a vacuum, outside the context of a real historical world of
productive human relations . . . (1984: 2)

Thompson- or Williams-style historical materialism thus had to be at the heart of
radical cultural geography, as Cosgrove made so clear in the second chapter of Social
Formation.

But there was another foundation for Cosgrove’s call for a materialist and radical
cultural geography: the development of Marxism in geography itself. Marxism
entered geography not through cultural theory, nor even through economic theory,
but rather through the activist engagements of scholars radicalized by the upheavals
of the 1960s (Peet 1977, 1998). In this regard, the turn to Marxism came as part
of a much wider radical transformation of geography that included developments
in anarchism, feminism, ecology, and humanism as geographers sought to theoret-
ically ground their own growing activism.

Dissatisfaction with the dominant positivist spatial science of the day (which he
had done so much to codify) led David Harvey (1973) to turn first to liberal and
then to Marxist theories of social justice, and in doing so to lay out (for the first
time in geography, though there were precedents in urban sociology) an explicitly
Marxist and explicitly geographic urban theory. Harvey’s goal was to expose the
systematic roots of urban injustice, not just map its effects (as liberal and positivist
theory was limited to doing). For Harvey, however, a Marxist reconfiguration of
geography demanded geographic reconfiguration of Marxism. The space and spa-
tiality which is implicit in Marx’s work had to become explicit. The result was
Limits to Capital (Harvey 1982). Limits focused on processes of capital circulation,
its ossification in the built environment, and the contradictions to which these two
processes gave rise. Together with Massey’s (1984) Spatial Division of Labor and
Smith’s (1984) Uneven Development, Limits set the stage for the development of a
rigorous Marxist economic geography that examined capitalist development and
restructuring, uneven development, and labor market dynamics.

Much of the work inspired by these three books was, understandably, focused
on the spatial dynamics of the capitalist economy. It was, in these terms, “econo-
mistic,” and as such some critics found in the Marxist geography of the 1980s a
too narrow, even two-dimensional analysis of social life, one that seemed little inter-
ested in the complexity of society and its cultures in place. While some of this cri-
tique came from within the broadly Marxist camp, some also came from outside it,
as with, for example, Duncan and Ley’s (1982) accusation that Marxist geography
was “structuralist” and thus theoretically annihilated the real living people who
actually produced social life.” Marxist geography was seen to be too closely cleaved
to political economy.®



HISTORICAL MATERIALISM AND MARXISM 61

Even so, as Cosgrove’s Social Formation made clear, there was exceptional scope
within geographical Marxism for developing workable, spatial theories of culture
and landscape. This scope was to some extent given shape in Peter Jackson’s (1989)
important text, Maps of Meaning, which sought to construct a cultural-materialist
cultural geography sufficient to what seemed to be “new times” (cf. Hall & Jacques
1989). These “new times” quickly came to be called “postmodern,” and Jackson’s
book was launched into geography concurrent with two others that sought to define
the Zeitgeist, Harvey’s (1989) The Condition of Postmodernity and Soja’s (1989)
Postmodern Geographies. In retrospect, these three books, focused on understand-
ing the relationship between culture, social life, and economy, announced the
coming of what has been called the cultural turn in geography, and with it a sig-
nificant reinvigoration of cultural geography, much, but not all, of it grounded in
historical materialism.

.. .and Cultural Marxism in Geography

Two related impulses shaped Jackson’s Maps of Meaning. The first was to closely
tie social and cultural geography to the project of British cultural studies. The second
was to use “cultural materialism” as the twine that bound these two fields. Jackson’s
(1989: ch. 8) “agenda for cultural geography” thus focused on the (complex) mate-
rial bases for, and explanation of, ideology, race, language, gender, popular culture,
and class (as lived experience). Jackson (1989: 182) faulted Marxist geography for
developing “a thoroughly de-cultured view of society where social relations are
rigidly structured by an inflexible political economy.” His goal was thus to inter-
weave the economic Marxism of geography with some brands of cultural studies to
produce a “materialist cultural geography” (1989: 43) that focused on the ways
that people made culture as much as it focused on the structural constraints within
which that making was advanced or limited.

The publications of Harvey’s Condition, therefore, must have both heartened
and disappointed Jackson. On the one hand, Harvey clearly took culture seriou-
sly, seeking to ground it in material social practices. On the other hand, Harvey
more or less resuscitated something like a base-superstructure model of society,’
arguing that the “surface froth” of cultural change derived from more “fundamen-
tal” transformations in the political economy, in this case the shift from fordist to
postfordist regimes of accumulation. The ferment that so much postmodernist
culture seemed to celebrate was, in Harvey’s telling, inextricably linked to chang-
ing modes of exploitation; therefore any celebration was premature, at the very
least.

In partial contrast, Soja (1989: 5) considered postmodernism — as a sociospatial
ontology — to be “a possibly epochal transition in both critical thought and mate-
rial life.” Postmodern Geographies develops largely as a critique of social theory,
but it does so through constant reference to political-economic change at the urban
and regional scales, especially as they are worked out in Los Angeles. What is most
striking in Soja’s account of new spatial ontologies — particularly given his later
work (cf. 1996, 2000) - is its relative inattention to the ways in which these ontolo-
gies, linked in his telling to economic restructuring, are hegemonic rather than
already-complete totalizations of social life. This is all the more surprising because
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beginning in the mid-1980s, the Gramscian concept of hegemony had become
central to much geographical discourse. For Jackson (1989: 53ff.), “hegemony”
allowed for an examination of how power worked through both persuasion and
coercion and thus why culture was so critical and always more than something that
could be reduced to an effect of the economic base. After all, as Marx (1987 ed.:
537) argued, “the maintenance of the working-class is, and must ever be, a neces-
sary precondition to the reproduction of capital.”

“Reproduction” is a critical term. Socialist feminists in the 1970s and 1980s
argued that much stronger attention needed to be paid within Marxism to the
processes of reproduction, and the ways that they structured and were structured
by gender, sexuality, and race. Such work took the quotation from Marx above seri-
ously and made it clear that a focus on production, and on the workplace, was
insufficient. The home, the family, the neighborhood, the school, and the store, were
all key sites for negotiation and struggle over capitalism and its social formations.
Moreover, any adequate theory of capitalist crisis demanded a much closer atten-
tion to crises of reproduction than was common in geographical Marxism (cf. Katz
1991a, 1991b, 2001). “Reproduction” needed to be understood as the site of
“culture,” as the place where the social totality was felt and lived.

Struggle and the exercise of power within the domain of “culture,” then, is a pre-
condition to the reproduction of capitalism. For Jackson (1989: 80), the key to a
truly materialist study of culture in geography was to “view culture as the medium
or idiom through which meanings are expressed. If one accepts. ..arguments for
the plurality of cultures, then ‘culture’ is the domain in which these meanings are
contested.” Cultural geography is thus assigned the task of examining the content
of these struggles, while at the same time exploring the varying spatialities to which
they give rise. A cultural-materialist approach to culture focuses both on cultural
politics and the politics of culture: “the cultural is the political” (Jackson 1989: 4).

In an article published in 1995, I accepted that the cultural is always political,
but took issue with theories that constructed culture as a specific “realm,”
“domain,” or “signifying system.” To me, such theories both re-reified culture, and
rehabilitated something like a base—superstructure model, only this time with causal-
ity running in the opposite direction. I argued (though not exactly in these terms)
that “culture” needed to be reintegrated into the social totality of capitalism as a
moment of power. Culture was an effect of struggles over power that was expressed
as a reification of meaning, certain ways of life, or patterns of social relations: it is
a materially based idea (or ideology) about social difference. “Culture” may be dif-
ferent from economic relations, but it could not be severed from them. Within cap-
italism, “culture” is always linked, directly or indirectly, to strategies and politics
of accumulation. A fully materialist study of culture would focus on these strate-
gies and politics (Mitchell 1995).

My article was published in the midst of a torrent of theoretical exploration,
debate, and empirical work in geography on questions of culture. Later labeled the
“cultural turn,” cultural analysis took the geographical academy by storm in the
1990s. In a way that it had not been before, “culture” became both an object of
analysis and a means for explanation. And it was, for many geographers, a turn
away from materialism and towards what Philo (1991, 2000) identified as the
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“immaterial”: the world of ideas and meanings, discourses and texts, signifying
systems and “values” in their most ethereal, most ungrounded sense.

But there remains a vital need to connect values to value, to see how, as Marx
would have it, values are always conditioned, always the product of limits and pres-
sures. In a world where even ideas are now property, hedged in by capitalist laws
and traded as if they were so many tons of grain, the need for a fully materialist
cultural geography is now greater than ever (cf. Barnett 1998), and thus the retreat
into the immaterial, and the focus on “culture” as an explanatory realm, that has
so marked the cultural turn, comes at an unacceptable cost. Just because geogra-
phers have become infatuated with “meaning” and “discourses,” processes and
crises of accumulation have not come to a halt — nor has the reification machine
stopped running. A cultural geography that is really meaningful will have to return
to the fact that in the world we live in, the imperative of accumulation sits at the
heart of what Williams called “determination of [a] whole kind” which exists “in
the whole social process and nowhere else: not in an abstracted ‘mode of produc-
tion,” nor in an abstracted ‘psychology’” — which is to say that to ignore the mode
of production in our analyses of social and cultural life is every bit as much an error
as to reduce all life to that mode of production. And at the same time, historical
materialist cultural geography must understand that “culture” itself is a field of
accumulation, a locus of and for commodity production. Capitalism is imperialist
in its needs and ambitions, seeking to colonize every last corner of our lives. The
new (too often idealist, too often immaterial) cultural geography ignores this fact
at its — and our — peril.

NOTES

1. Blaut (1980) had earlier suggested that Sauerian cultural geography shared much in
common with historical materialism, but he did not develop the point.

2. “The opinion that nothing exists except matter and its movement and modifications; also
... the opinion that the phenomena of consciousness are wholly due to the operations
of materials agencies.” OED: Materialism.

3. For a cogent discussion see Eagleton 2000.

4. For Matthew Arnold (1993: 79), culture was “the best knowledge and thought of the
time.”

5. Duncan and Ley’s (1982) argument was built on a tissue of misapprehensions and
perhaps willing distortions of the nature of Marxist geography, which with only a few
exceptions was quite anti-Althusserian, but it nonetheless had a great resonance with
many not predisposed to Marxism in the first place.

6. Such accusations missed much of what was being written in Marxist geography (includ-
ing Harvey’s [1979] brilliant historical-materialist iconographic reading of the Basilique
du Sacré Coeur and the growing focus on society—nature interactions).

7. It should be noted that Harvey’s take on the base-superstructure problem is decidedly
different from Althusser’s. Harvey refuses to trade in the sort of idealist abstractions that
were Althusser’s bread and butter, seeking instead to show both theoretically and his-
torically the nature of economic determination (in the sense of pressure and limits) of
cultural forms.
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Chapter 6
Feminisms

Joanne Sharp

Introduction

Until relatively recently, feminist and cultural geographies did not have much in the
way of common interests. The descriptive accounts of cultural landscapes and
regions of Carl Sauer (1963) and his intellectual legacy offered little to feminists
who wished to explain the effects of patriarchy on the spaces through which
women’s roles were constrained and enabled, and the spatialities through which
gender identities and relations were maintained and expressed. This changed with
the “cultural turn,” where “new” cultural geographies turned to the less material,
observable facets of cultural production, in the geographies of landscape but also
through a plethora of everyday practices and activities. Hence both feminist and
cultural geographers study the power relations woven through the practices of every-
day life to understand the production of identities, inclusions, exclusions, and cul-
tures of domination and resistance. This chapter will examine where cultural and
feminist geographies converge and where they diverge. The chapter will conclude
with a discussion of possible areas of research in the future.

Feminist Geography and New Cultural Geography

The famous feminist call of “the personal is political” was important in academic
analyses because it turned attention away from study of formal institutions of power
and politics, to understanding the importance of beliefs and meaning systems and
the common-sense values of culture in the construction of gender roles and identi-
ties. Rather than only examine the formal spaces of work, for instance, feminists
turned to understand the processes which constructed separate spheres of work and
home, and why these became gendered (McDowell 1983). Similarly, feminists have
examined the construction of spheres of politics and nonpolitical spheres, this social
division itself an operation of power (Enloe 1989; see also McDowell & Sharp
1997). And so, feminists have increasingly pointed to the importance of the every-
day to the geographies of gender relations.
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New cultural geography similarly moved on from its previous concentration on
the formal processes and material expressions of culture — the culture region and
culture area of Sauer (1963), the material expressions on the cultural landscape of
Kniffen (1962) — to look at the processes through which cultural systems are pro-
duced and reproduced. Drawing on the work of cultural theorists, perhaps most
significantly Said (1979), new cultural geographers have prioritized a politics of rep-
resentation, and attempts to open up a space for those whose meanings are repre-
sented (and marginalized) by hegemonic assemblages, discourses, and practices.
Feminist concerns are integral to new cultural geography which understands gender
relations (and other facets of cultural identity) to be involved in the constant (re)pro-
duction of culture, but also the signification of gender norms in cultural systems.
There are three areas where feminist geographers have particularly important con-
tributions to make to cultural geography: identity politics, landscape and the body.
I will now examine each in turn.

Identity Politics

Feminist geography has understood the construction of gendered identities through
a number of different conceptual frameworks. The “three waves” of feminism have
each understood the construction of masculine and feminine in differing ways. The
“first wave” of feminists believed that men and women were essentially the same.
Thus, in a society which privileged men due to historical domination of men over
women, all that is required for equality is that women be given the same opportu-
nities as men: equal opportunities in the job market, in voting, and so on.

“Second wave” feminists saw gender as a much more pervasive element in the
construction of social roles and opportunities, and so were more concerned with
emancipation of women than with attaining equality with men. This meant that
rather than try to deny differences between men and women, these feminists drew
out the differences. Men and women are fundamentally different as far as second
wave feminists are concerned. Whether as a result of nature (biological difference)
or nurture (socialization), men and women have different understandings of the
world, different ways of knowing it, and a different set of abilities, talents, charac-
teristics and so on. Furthermore, because culture and society have been dominated
by men for so long, they have taken on masculinist traits, most often explained as
confident cultures of competitiveness and individualism, based around aggression,
rationality, or objectivity (or some combination). Therefore, providing women with
the same opportunities (access to the labor market or education, for example) will
not result in equality because women will be struggling to compete with men within
a culture which recognizes and rewards masculinist traits, rather than feminist traits
(of compassion, support, and emotion). Those women who have been successful —
female political leaders such as Margaret Thatcher are most often produced as an
example here (see Enloe 1989) — have only achieved what they have, say second
wave feminists, because of their expulsion of their female traits and adoption of a
hypermasculine cultural identity.

Due to this focus on the essential differences between men and women, most
usually seen to be the result of the biological “facts” of sexual difference, cultural
expectations of what women “should” look and act like have come under particular
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criticism from second wave feminists.! ‘No More Miss America’ demonstrations and
global women’s protests against Miss World competitions represented this rejection
of dominant norms, and at such rallies, there were ‘Freedom Trash Cans’ “into
which were thrown bras, along with girdles, curlers, false eyelashes, wigs, copies of
the Ladies’ Home Journal, Cosmopolitan, Family Circle etc.” (Bordo 1993: 19,
quoted in McDowell 1999: 244-5). Feminists were particularly critical of “the
beauty myth” (Wolf 1991) which primarily reduced women to an aesthetic object
of the male gaze rather than as active agents themselves. Feminist geographers have
highlighted the spatially restraining effects of the beauty myth, whether the simple
difficulties of walking quickly and assertively in narrow skirts and high-heeled shoes,
or the reproduction of an image of women as frail and thus constrained from their
independent use of social space (McDowell 1983; Valentine 1993). The feminist
claim that ‘the personal is political’ has meant that campaigns around issues such
as pregnancy, abortion, and maternity leave became an important part of feminist
“body politics” (McDowell 1999).

There are other expressions of this difference between masculinist and feminist
cultures. Ecofeminists for instance believe that because masculinist culture has dom-
inated in Western society, the environment has been aggressively stripped of
resources, mined for minerals and rendered an economic good. They believe that
women have more in common with nature due to the common oppression under
patriarchal power relations and so a female-dominated culture would be more likely
to facilitate sustainable management of nature and a more equitable distribution of
resources (e.g. Shiva 1989). The rise of capitalist modes of production, modern sci-
entific practice and Enlightenment thought together changed conceptions of Nature
as being a (divine) order to being disordered and in need of the controlling influ-
ence of man’s intervention (Merchant 1980). By this time, “man” was no longer
seen as part of Nature, as Haraway has argued in her genealogy of primatology, “it
is the white man who has excluded himself from ‘nature’ by both history and a
Greek-Judeo Christian myth system” (Haraway 1989: 159). Similar arguments are
made for the inevitability of war and conflict in masculine-dominated societies
(Enloe 1989, 1993; Seager 1993).

The second wave of feminism was incredibly powerful politically in that it drew
up clear lines of opposition between men and women. In addition, it challenged the
apparent universality of Western knowledge, claiming it to be an extension of mas-
culinist ways of knowing and therefore partial. This opened the way for later, more
fundamental epistemological challenges to dominant thought such as Haraway’s
(1988) insistence on the situatedness of knowledge claims, or relativist positions of
postmodernist theorists such as Lyotard (1984).

However, more recently, a number of different groups of women have drawn
attention to their alienation from the nature of “woman” used in many second wave
claims in their name. Robin Morgan’s “global sisterhood” was one such attempt
to look at the commonality which was the “result of a common condition which,
despite variations in degree, is experienced by all human beings who are born
female” (Morgan 1984: 4). A number of Third World feminists have challenged
Morgan’s image of a global sisterhood arguing that it ignores all of the differences,
inconsistencies, and histories which make up the notion of womanhood in differ-
ent places. For Mohanty (1997: 83) this automatic alliance erases the agency of
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women in particular historical struggles, and requires that “the categories of race
and class have to become invisible for gender to become visible.” For Third World
feminists like Mohanty, the global sisterhood image silences the histories of colo-
nialism, imperialism and racism from which Western feminists still benefit. Post-
communist feminists have similarly critiqued Western feminism for its liberal,
middle-class assumptions (Funk & Mueller 1993). Other groups of women have
also started to be more vocal in their insistence that their experiences and identities
be included into understandings of what it is to be female in different societies:
lesbian and bisexual women have challenged the “compulsory heterosexuality” of
much feminist politics, working class women have challenged the predominant idea
in liberal notions of feminism that it is liberating to leave the house to find work
(for them, this simply becomes yet another burden on their time), and disabled
women critique the embodied assumptions underlying much feminist thought and
politics (see Rich 1986; Nast 1999; Chouinard & Grant 1995).

Thus, in response to these critiques of earlier incarnations, “Third wave” femi-
nism takes a more complex view of gender relations. Here gender is a central axis
of power and identity, but one which cannot be understood in isolation of other
elements of identity such as race, class, nationality and sexuality. Third-wave fem-
inists have acknowledged the greater complexity of gender relations, not simply
operating around a male—female binary, but cross-cut by issues of race, class, and
sexuality. Such feminists have moved from the essentialist arguments of previous
feminisms: gender identity is not defined as stable and bounded but instead as fluid.
Rather than regard gender identities as having fixed boundaries — as male or female
— this approach regards them as constantly in flux. In other words, a rejection of
boundaries is, for some, epistemologically a feminist move. French and Italian fem-
inists in particular have been resistant to attempts to delimit and name the femi-
nine, arguing that femininity is constructed as “that which disrupts the security of
the boundaries separating spaces and must therefore be controlled by a masculine
force” (Deutsche 1996: 301). Feminists such as Cixous (see Shurmer-Smith 1994)
and Irigaray (1985) regard the establishment of boundaries as a fundamentally
masculinist move, a will to power through the defining and delimiting of an essence
into something known. Instead, Cixous and Irigaray see feminism as always being
in excess, always escaping categorization and limitation, always more than can
be known and thus always subversive of accepted ways of knowing. Elements
of recent developments in cultural geography have also embraced this fluidity of
categories.

Cultural geographers influenced by poststructuralism have also challenged coher-
ent and bounded notions of the subject. Most influential is the work of Michel
Foucault (see especially Foucault 1977; 1978). For Foucault, “subjectivity is an
epiphenomenon of discourse: there is no ontological self, but rather a sense of self-
hood is an effect of discourse, and a location within networks of power/knowledge”
(Sharp 1999: 267). There is no subject prior to knowledge, power, and discourse.
In his earlier work on the subject (Foucault 1977), he focuses on attempts to
“produce” docile subjects through the construction of particular spaces through
practices of disciplining and surveillance (for example, schools, hospitals, and
prisons). In the later History of Sexuality volumes, Foucault (1978) looks at the
“technologies of the self” through which individuals are taught to assume — but
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more importantly they choose to assume — certain subjectivities (his example is of
sexed selves).

Feminist theorist Judith Butler (1990) has been key in understanding gender iden-
tities from this more fluid perspective. She considers the ways in which gendered
identities are reproduced through the repetition of mundane activities rather than
there being any essentialist biological definition of gender, or any stable identity
established through social construction. It is the deed and not the doer that is of
significance. The notion of a coherent and independent identity — or “the subject”
— is the effect of constant performance. On the whole, she argues, repetition works
to reinforce the norm of heterosexuality. It is only through the constant repetition
of heterosexualized actions that the illusion of a heterosexual norm can emerge.
Everyday practices such as looking at advertising images, following soap opera sto-
rylines, placing pictures of families on office desks, unselfconsciously reproduce het-
erosexuality as the norm (see also Valentine 1993). Butler (1990) argues that queer
politics resists these practices through a reversal. From a mass of possible sexual
performances emerges a conceptual map on which clear and distinct lines can be
drawn dividing “straight” from “gay,” “normal” from “deviant.” However, Butler’s
is not such a monolithic theory. There is always the possibility of resistance and
transgression in this model which is so dependent on correct repetition. Alternative
practices — whether consciously or unconsciously performed — can destabilize and
ultimately undermine these fragile assemblages. Feminist geographers have
embraced Butler’s ideas, particularly the importance she gives to the historical and
geographical specificity of each performance. As a result, there have been studies of
the geographies of sexual performance, with feminist geographers considering the
role of both private spaces in the construction of gay identities (e.g. Rothenberg
1995; Johnston & Valentine 19935), performances of gender in spaces of work (e.g.
McDowell 1997), the importance of challenges to the heterosexism of public space
(e.g. Knopp 1995), and the significance of transgressions known only to the indi-
vidual(s) involved in the act (e.g. Bell & Valentine 1995). Some feminists have
argued that space itself should be seen as performatively enacted (Rose 1993), or
have suggested that it is important to resist images of space and place that are fixed
and quotidian - in a binary gender system, feminine — in comparison to the trans-
formative masculinism of time (see Massey 1993).

Performance and fluidity have also recently been embraced in cultural geogra-
phy. The figure of the hybrid or mobile subject has become central to much cultural
theory and cultural geography, from Clifford’s (1992) “traveling culture” to cele-
brations of the nomad as the rootless subject that is freely able to traverse global
space and resist dominant codings (Doel 1995; Routledge & Simons 1995). For the
latter cultural geographers, influenced by Deleuze and Guattari (1983; 1987), the
state apparatus is part of a cultural drive towards immobility and fixity. Nomadism
is a fluid positionality which blurs boundaries and subverts stable definitions,
whether this mobility is actual movement across space, or a metaphorical state of
being. The figure of the nomad resists settled patterns of thought and as such has
been held up as the decentered or fragmented subject of postmodernism and post-
structuralism, or the figure of resistance in critical theory (see Routledge & Simons
1995). Deleuze and Guattari (1987) hold up the nomad as the figure resisting that
paranoiac desire emanating from the territorializing and repressive effect of insti-
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tutions (such as the state, family and school). They hold up schizophrenic desire as
the nomadic subversion of these fixed and bounded identities.” This desire deterri-
torializes: transcending borders and resisting any attempts to contain or discipline.
These desires also have spatial expressions: territorialization produces “striated
spaces” of control and limitation, while deterritorialization produces “smooth
spaces” of movement.

This understanding of the mobile subject has been critiqued by Kaplan (1987)
who argues that such mobility is only available to privileged white males (see also
Braidotti 1994; Massey 2000). Certain women (and minorities) do not have access
to the technologies of mobility, and are often very much situated in place. Various
images of a shrinking and fluid globe are, argues Massey (2000), a geographical
imagination situation in the West, particularly in the imaginations of white men,
rather than being a newly emerging and resistant global sense of place. For those
who have the economic and cultural capital, the world is indeed becoming a smaller
place linked by jet travel and the electronic communities of the internet. For others
however, the globe is as much a “striated space” as it ever was, marked as it is by
spaces of danger, barriers of nation-state borders, the cost of travel and the perpet-
uation of colonial discourses of race. Although recognizing the extralocal nature of
definitions of place, Massey (1993) argues that global space is nevertheless subject
to the laws of a set of “power geometries” based in wealth, patriarchy, and Western-
centrism. Global space is thus constructed to ensure that mobility is not available
to all, that certain groups are still subject to the constraints of place, to be exploited
by the power of capital which is mobile across the globe. This issue is of particu-
lar importance to feminists in that global poverty is increasingly a gendered condi-
tion with women now estimated to comprise the majority of the world’s poor.

Furthermore feminists have been anxious about embracing fluid notions of sub-
jectivity and identity for fear that they will lose the ability to define boundaries of
identity and as a result lose the power of fighting for the cause of female emanci-
pation. As Linda Alcoff suggests, Foucault ignores the fact that, sometimes, “think-
ing of ourselves as subjects can have, and has had, positive effects contributing
to our ability effectively to resist structures of domination” (Alcoff 1990: 73).
Although postmodernist versions of relativism are in some ways allied with femi-
nism in their challenge to any universalist claims by Western knowledge, and for
fragmenting the unified (masculinist) subject, they also challenge the efficacy of fem-
inist politics. Some feminists have suggested that, despite the radical propositions
of relativism, it is in actuality a politically conservative position. As Fox-Genovese
(1986: 121) has remarked,

Surely it is no coincidence that the western white male elite proclaimed the death of the
subject at precisely the moment at which it might have had to share that status with women
and peoples of other races and classes who were beginning to challenge its supremacy. (See
also Mascia-Lees et al. 1989)

A number of feminists have taken up Gayatri Spivak’s suggestion of a “strategic
essentialism” from which women can fight patriarchal oppression (Mohanty 1988;
Fuss 1989). In this sense, in addition to being a cultural identity, strategic essen-
tialism is a political concept. Mohanty (1988) argues that coalitions are formed not
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because they are necessarily enjoyable but because they are required for survival.
This offers the possibility of retaining the idea of a “feminist politics” and the desire
to make things better without the necessity of a belief in biological essentialism or
universalism. For others, feminist knowledge is much more ambivalent (Rose 1991)
— both accepting the necessity of the identity of woman despite the limitations that
this sets, and acknowledging that the experiences of women will always be in excess
of this one identifier.

Feminists have striven to facilitate the entry of women’s voices into the exclu-
sively masculinist institutions of academia, but notions of inclusion are also method-
ologically important for feminist geographers. Feminist methodology has always
stressed the importance of listening to the voices of others so that research is a col-
laborative process rather than the product of an expert “analysis” or “reading” of
the world (see Moss 2002). The inclusion of the voices of those who have experi-
ence of different situations and those who have different and marginalized view-
points is central to much feminist methodology (see Moss 2002). Cultural geography
has followed and developed this trend with many turning attention from the
production of official or dominant cultures to those subcultures of marginal groups
(see Duncan 1993). While embracing this widening challenge to academic author-
ity, feminist geographers have been wary of what can appear to be a constant search
for a new marginal group to study, something which might be considered to be
“fetishizing” the “other.” There is also a danger that by regarding all marginal
groups as equally valid and important — merely by dint of their marginality —
complex power relations might be missed. Some feminist geographers have written
of their fear that they could become voyeuristic regarding various groups they might
be involved in researching: by being enticed by the exoticism of the other, or choos-
ing a difference to study for its difference rather than any particular commitment
to the group in question (see England 1994; Katz 1994). For example, Cindy Katz
uses a comparative approach, not only to foreground her relationship to those
involved in the research, but also to allow the research to reflect upon larger-scale
processes:

By displacing the field and addressing the issue in rural Sudan and East Harlem, New York
— settings that on the surface appear to have little in common — I am able to tell a story not
of marginalization alone where “those poor people” might be the key narrative theme, but
of the systemic predations of global economic restructuring. (Katz 1994: 68)

Here feminist geographers can achieve an understanding of the specifics of particu-
lar situations, can find space for the voices and concerns of the people participat-
ing in the research, without simply regarding them as “different.” The comparative
dimension facilitates an understanding of regional and global connections, placing
the researcher and researched in the same cultural landscape, and teasing out rela-
tionships of power and knowledge that link the two.

Landscape

Cultural geography has, of course, long been interested in the role of landscape in
the reproduction of cultural geographies. New cultural geographers look to the land-
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scape as a “signifying system” (Duncan 1990) through which meanings are made
and remade. Some feminist geographers have looked to the landscape to provide
information on how gendered identities are constructed. The imagery of nation is
particularly important in the landscape and reinforces the gendered expectations of
national citizens: that men are the active agents of national liberation as soldiers
and statesmen, while women are metaphorical images of the nation to be protected
by their menfolk (see McClintock 1993; Sharp 1996). Warner (1985) has shown
the constant use of such images in the reproduction of national landscapes, while
Johnson (19935) has studied the role of public statuary in Dublin for the reproduc-
tion of masculinist images of the nation and prescriptive models of “good” wom-
anhood. Other work on dominant and resistant landscape imagery shows how
performance around the landscape, in telling stories and singing songs, can both
reinforce and challenge inherited gender identities (Dowler 1998).

However some feminist geographers have been wary of adopting the landscape
approach altogether. Geography is, by tradition, a highly visual discipline concerned
with such issues as cartographic representation, the problems of the description of
landscapes and regions. Drawing on the pioneering work of John Berger (1972), cul-
tural geographers such as Cosgrove and Daniels (1988) have argued that landscape
should be regarded as a “way of seeing,” which emerges from historically and geo-
graphically specific “visual ideologies.” Rose (1993) has critiqued them, however,
for omitting a discussion of the gendered and sexed taint to the landscape gaze, and,
drawing on Mulvey’s (1989) characterization of “the gaze” as an element of the
“uneasy pleasures of power,” she suggests that this form of cultural geography is
therefore complicit in the reproduction of the gendering of the gaze (Rose 1993: 86).

Rose (1993) goes further to argue that gazing on the landscape inevitably casts
it as feminine giving the viewer pleasure in his (sic) seeing, knowing, and unveiling
of its secrets. Rose (1993) warns of the objectifying and voyeuristic position adopted
by the expert cultural geographer decoding the landscape (see also Gregory 1996
for a discussion of the elitism of the gaze on the landscape). For instance, Shurmer-
Smith and Hannam (1994: 95) suggest that the “thrill that Harvey gets at playing
the voyeur is all too obvious in his recent books, whilst Soja’s penchant for monu-
mentalism has not gone unnoticed.” In the social context of patriarchy, the concept
of the gaze represents the split between the active male surveyor and the passive
female who is being surveyed. Cultural and feminist theorists argue that dominant
constructions of femininity are established through the gaze (Berger 1972; Mulvey
1989), thus making it a contradictory position for female geographers to adopt.
Some feminists have presented the figure of the fldneur — who walks through the
modern metropolis unseen but seeing everything — as the voyeur of the landscape,
arguing it to be an inherently masculinist position as women must always be the
object of the gaze. However, Wilson (1992) seeks to challenge this representation
arguing that it depends upon too simplistic an image of gender. While the city does
represent a space of masculinist order and control, it also encapsulates movement,
disruption and decentering — traditionally feminine characteristics — certainly offer-
ing all sorts of challenges and opportunities to women, rather than rendering them
little more than disempowered objects of the male gaze.

Furthermore, Nash (1996) challenges Rose’s account of the cultural geographers’
gaze because she see Rose’s argument as equating visual representations directly
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with “generalized notions of masculinism, imperialism and oppression” (Nash
1996: 151). Through her reading of women’s depictions of male bodies as land-
scapes, Nash (1996) suggests that there is nothing inherently oppressive in either
the landscape or the gaze, and offers the possibility of female heterosexual pleasure
as well as homoerotic gazes (see also the discussion in Mitchell 2000: 223-9).
Similarly, photographer Ingrid Pollard uses representations of the English landscape
to challenge the viewer’s gaze for its inherent assumptions about nation, gender, and
race (Pollard 1993).

Embodiment

Since the establishment of second-wave ideas, feminists have been concerned both
with the material body and the body as represented in medical, philosophical, and
cultural texts (Pringle 1999: 17-20). This interest has become more intense with
many geographers’ fear of the overly abstract nature of much geography in the wake
of the cultural turn which emphasized texts and representations. Philo expresses his
concern,

about this dematerializing of human geography: this preoccupation with immaterial cultural
processes, with the constitution of intersubjective meaning systems, with the play of identity
politics through the less-than-tangible, often-fleeting spaces of texts, signs, symbols, psyches,
desires, fears and imaginings. I am concerned that, in the rush to elevate such spaces in our
human geographical studies, we have ended up being less attentive to the more ‘thingy,’
bump-into-able, stubbornly there-in-the-world kinds of matter (the material) with which
earlier geographers tended to be more familiar. (Philo 2000: 33)

Thus many feminist geographers have turned to the body as a method of re-
establishing the material. This is not a naive antitheoretical turn but an attempt to
unite the discursive elements of cultural production with the emotions, pains, joys,
passions, and requirements of various bodies. Foucault’s work on the effects of
power, surveillance and discipline has again been influential here. His research
demonstrated the ways in which different bodies emerged from different discursive
power/knowledge regimes. Although Foucault did not focus on gender as a signif-
icant element in the construction of bodies, his work has been an important point
of departure for a number of feminist theorists (see Butler 1993; Nast and Pile
1998). This position argues for the need to think of bodies as sites of performance
in their own right rather than simply simple surfaces for discursive inscription.
Bodies are the “sites and expressions of power relations” (McDowell 1995: 79).
Discourses do not simply write themselves directly onto the surface of bodies as if
these bodies offered blank surfaces of equal topography. Furthermore, the spaces
through which bodies move, and in which they are made and remade through
various practices, are integral to the form the bodies take, making this a significant
interest of cultural geographers. For example, McDowell (1997) looks at the ways
in which discourses of appropriate work behavior materialize in the space of mer-
chant banks through various embodied performances, while Longhurst (19985,
1996) has examined the specific geographies of pregnant bodies.
Methodologically, this is important as a focus on bodies can ground under-
standings of cultures in everyday practices, and, perhaps even more importantly,
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ground the researcher in the cultural processes which are being examined. Despite
its associations with the masculinist exploits of empire (see the exchange between
Stoddart [1991] and Domosh [1991]), feminist geographers have a commitment to
fieldwork for the possibility it offers for the inclusion of other voices into various
parts of the research process, and for the genuine collaboration which this type of
work can facilitate (see the Professional Geographer special issue, 1994). This means
that, on the whole, feminist geography has largely resisted the discursive dominance
of cultural geography, and instead examined the material effects of different dis-
cursive regimes. Commentators have noticed a shift to “research ‘on the ground’”
in recent geographical conferences, and on struggles with what could be done to
make things better, with prominent sessions on activist politics (see Dowler & Sharp
2001).

Conclusions

There are many common points of interest between feminist and cultural geogra-
phies but also places where many feminists are wary of the direction cultural geog-
raphy might take them. More recent developments into nonrepresentational theory
and actor-network theory have, for example, offered feminists an important critique
of the sometimes over-determining discursive analyses that have come to dominate
cultural geography (see Bingham & Thrift 2000). However, these approaches, while
interesting in examining the effects of micropractices of everyday life, are perhaps
too descriptive for the overtly political aims of much feminist geography which seeks
not only to describe how it is that women and men are guided towards particular
identities, roles, and practices, but also how to intervene to change them.

NOTES

—_

This work has predominantly examined Western cultural expectations.

2. The romanticization of homelessness and psychological disorders in the ideas of
nomadism has faced critique, however, by those who argue that the metaphorical use of
these terms denies the pain of their physical reality (see Parr & Philo 1995).
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Chapter 7
Poststructuralism
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Our purpose in this chapter is to review key features of poststructuralism and to
describe some of the ways this theory is employed within cultural geography.
Following some introductory remarks that situate poststructuralism, we provide
a synopsis of structuralism, the foundational theoretical framework against
which early poststructuralist thought was directed and received its name. From this
backdrop we then move to a discussion of some of the more important theoretical
tenets of poststructuralism, introduced by way of two influential theorists, Jacques
Derrida and Michel Foucault. We then offer a poststructuralist theorization of
representation and space, two important categories in cultural geography. The
penultimate section offers some thoughts on the poststructuralist methodology of
deconstruction. We conclude with a discussion of future articulations between post-
structuralist theory and cultural geography.

Poststructuralist thought emerged in geography in the late 1980s and early 1990s.
Challenging forms of thought that relied upon traditional theories of objectivity and
subjectivity, center and margin, materialism and idealism, truth and fiction, regu-
larity and difference, and certainty and indeterminacy, poststructuralism brought to
the entire field of geography a critique that unsettled the ontological and epistemo-
logical moorings of extant theoretical frameworks (see, for example, Dixon & Jones
1996, 1998; Doel 1999; Gregory 1994; Keith & Pile 1993; Nast & Pile 1998;
Olsson 1992; Pile 1996; Pile & Thrift 1995). What were these existing frameworks,
and why did the poststructuralist alternative find currency among cultural geogra-
phers? The answers to these questions are related, for at the time of poststruc-
turalism’s arrival in the discipline, most geographers worked with one of three
metatheories, or ‘paradigms’ — spatial science, critical realism, and humanism
(Johnston & Claval 1984)' — and cultural geographers had an uneasy relationship
with each of them. First, consider that many so-called traditional cultural geogra-
phers were, like many of their spatial scientist counterparts, naive empiricists
(Jackson 1994), comfortable in focusing on mapped phenomena with little in-depth
analysis of the deeper structures that might underlie these objects (compare, for
example, Duncan’s 1980 critique of cultural geographers’ theory of culture to Peet’s
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1977 critique of theory within spatial science). Yet most cultural geographers at the
time explicitly rejected spatial science: they were skeptical of its adherence to objec-
tive modes of social investigation and to its often mechanistic search for order (Ley
1980). Critical realism (Sayer 1984, 2000), by contrast, offered a deeper route to
understanding through a structured yet flexible ontology of direct forces and indi-
rect mediations. One might think that critical realism would have proven attractive
to many theoretically-minded cultural geographers, but in practice this paradigm
was largely silent on issues of interpretation and representation, which had long
been central analytic concepts for cultural geographers (Lewis 1979; Meinig 1979).
Critical realists also tended to privilege economic over cultural explanations; these
were seen as reductionist by some cultural geographers (e.g. Duncan & Ley 1992,
1993). If the 1970s came close to offering a coherent theoretical framework for cul-
tural geography, it was humanism (Buttimer 1976; Relph 1976; Tuan 1976, 1977),
and indeed many traditional cultural geographers could be so labeled. But a human-
istic geography that focused on the recovery of the experiences and meanings of
individuals, when theorized as relatively unmarked by wider social forces, was
viewed as overly volunteerist (e.g. Gregory 1981). It is within this uneasy concep-
tual context that a number of cultural geographers turned to poststructuralism.?

It is important to emphasize at the outset that poststructuralism did not offer a
clear counterontology to spatial science, critical realism, or humanism. Rather, post-
structuralism appeared to undermine each of these frameworks by claiming that any
ontology is ‘always already’ an outcome of epistemology, of our socially constructed
ways of knowing. In so throwing ontology into doubt, poststructuralism asks us to
reflect not only how we know, but also how elements of ontology — such as space,
place, nature, culture, individual, and society — become framed in thought in the
first instance. In posing such questions, poststructuralism finds a productive moment
in examining how social relations of power fix social practices, objects, events, and
meanings as self-evident, given, natural, and enduring. In regard to geography, this
requires an analysis of why some objects rather than others are taken to be central
to geographic inquiry, as well as an analysis of how those objects are understood
to exist and relate to one another.

Such theoretical concerns proved attractive for many cultural geographers. In
particular, they focused attention on the ‘crisis of representation’ that had otherwise
escaped critical analysis in geography, thereby introducing such questions as: How
has the ‘real” world been constructed as a given ontological fact, and who has the
power to produce these truths? How can we think about meaning as both indeter-
minate and contextual? How should we theorize the relationships between mean-
ings, practices, and the material world? And, what is the position of the cultural
geographer in this process: as the expert ‘decoder’ of cultural forms and practices,
or as a situated ‘interpreter’ who can only re-present these forms and practices once
again?

Before we begin to address these questions, it seems worthwhile to emphasize
that though its intellectual roots are in continental philosophy and literary theory,
poststructuralism knows no boundaries when it comes to objects of analysis. So,
though its impact has been strongly felt in cultural geography, where it has not only
invigorated research questions but has also led to the identification of new objects
of analysis — including many reviewed in this volume - its critical stance toward
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simplistic forms of truth, representation, and politics have become points of engage-
ment between it and other geographic subfields, including economic geography
(Barnes 1996; Gibson-Graham 1996); geopolitics and the state (Hanna 1996; O
Tuathail 1996); rural geography (Cloke & Little 1997; Dixon & Hapke 2003;
Lawrence 1995); cartography (Harley 1989); social geographies of gender (McDow-
ell & Sharp 1997; Rose 1993), ‘race’ (Kobayashi 1994; Mahtani 2002; Nast 2000;
Pred 2000), and bodies (Nast & Pile 1998; Pile & Thrift 1995); tourism geography
(Del Casino & Hanna 2000; Hanna & Del Casino 2003); virtual geographies
(Crang et al. 1999; Hillis 1999; Kitchen & Dodge 2001); postcolonial geographies
(Jacobs 1996; Gregory 1994; Howitt & Suchet 2003; Sparke 1998); and
nature-society studies (Braun & Castree 1998; Castree & Braun 2001; Demeritt
2002; Willems-Braun 1997). Moreover, poststructuralism can be credited with
destabilizing the very demarcations that permit the identification of ‘subfields’ — in
short, the boundaries between the cultural, social, economic, political, and envi-
ronmental spheres are far less distinct under poststructuralism than they once were
(Dixon & Jones 1996, 1998). It is through this process of destabilization that post-
structuralism within cultural geography has wide-ranging implications for geogra-
phy at large.

Before the Post: What was Structuralism?

The literature associated with structuralism is both complex and wide-ranging, but
in all its forms it holds that phenomena, including all manner of practices, objects,
events, and meanings (let us call these POEMs for short), are taken to exist not as
discrete entities, but as parts relationally embedded within, and constituted by,
underlying wholes, or structures. It is not unusual to see structuralism rendered as
an inflexible and static framework, so let us clear up a few misunderstandings.
A structure should not be conceived of as an external architecture upon which
POEMs are hung, for such a view implies that a structure exists independently of
the parts it embeds; instead, structures are constituted solely from the relations
among their constitutive elements, or parts. And, since they do not exist indepen-
dently of POEMs, structures are dynamic and spatially differentiated fields of rela-
tions. Finally, structures do not have material form nor do they have the ability to
act; they are not visible in the empirical realm, but inasmuch as they systematize
the relations and therefore the causal efficacy of POEMs, they are presumed to
operate.

The most important structuralist thinker for the development of poststructural-
ism was the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913). His goal was to
understand the abstract structures behind all forms of social communication, from
painting and religious rituals to chess games and the rules of courtship. As a lin-
guist, Saussure applied his theory of semiotics — that is, the science of signs — to the
study of language. In doing so, he rejected the traditional, historical approach to
the study of language, a philological endeavor focusing on detailed descriptions of
the historical evolution of particular languages and language families. He also
rejected the positivist line of research dominant in his day, which sought to under-
stand language through analysis of sounds and their impact on the nervous system.
For Saussure, elements of language gain their currency according to the structure
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within which they are embedded (Saussure 1974). A particular language, therefore,
must be studied as a systematized collection of sounds and inscriptions, each of
which, as in structuralism more generally, can only be assigned a value, or meaning,
when thought of in relation to the remainder of the elements. But how does lan-
guage work to transmit meanings from one person to another? In analyzing the rela-
tions among these elements, Saussure struck an analytic distinction between the
‘signified,” which is the mental construct, or idea, of a particular phenomenon, and
the ‘signifier,” which takes the form of a distinguishable ‘mark,” such as a sound,
inscription, or special body movement. Within a language, signifieds are associated
with particular signifiers to form a ‘sign’; in consequence, when people communi-
cate they use particular signs to convey and understand meaning. And, because sig-
nifiers are considered to exist within the realm of the symbolic, that is, as abstract
representations that refer to real-world phenomena, the systems of communication
within which they are embedded can be thought of as relatively autonomous from
any real-world referent. Given that there is no necessary relationship between the
signifier and the signified, the actual choice of signifier is arbitrary. This is why, of
course, various languages can have different words (signifiers) for the same object
(the signified). Indeed, the signifier only has value when it can be differentiated from
other signifiers and used to convey a particular signified again and again. All lan-
guages, then, depend upon the fact that we learn to recognize this difference between
signifiers.

Now the very fact that communication can occur through signifiers that are
fundamentally arbitrary, implied for Saussure that a system, or set of rules, must
exist by which people can indeed be taught to differentiate between signifiers, and
to which all must subscribe if communication is to proceed unhindered. Just as
chess and courtship (both systems of signs) are built around certain rules of the
game (the moves of the knight, the lingering glance), so too are all languages founded
upon abstract regulations that shape the ways in which they are played, or mani-
fested in practice. Within this conception, the underlying structure that allows com-
munication to take place is called the langue, while the actual practices by which
communication takes place Saussure called the parole. To sum up, for Saussure the
elements of language constitute interrelated signs, whose mark or signifier is embed-
ded in a structure of langue, which itself may be transformed through the practice
of parole.

That Saussure’s model could be applied to any number of sign systems in any
language and across myriad communication systems accounts in part for its popu-
larity well into the 1960s in a variety of disciplines, including literary theory and
philosophy. Freud’s psychoanalysis, in particular his analyses of dreams, was also
rooted in structuralism. So too was anthropologist Lévi-Strauss’s search for the orga-
nizing principles of culture. And, in some versions of Marxism, structuralism under-
wrote attempts to explain many aspects of social life as determined by the underlying
mode of production.?

Post-ing Structuralism

Though elements of poststructuralism can be found in the work of philosophers
such Friedrich Nietzsche and Martin Heidegger, its formal recognition as a body of
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theory can be traced to a host of more contemporary social, cultural, and literary
theorists. Here we discuss the work of two of the most important theorists, Jacques
Derrida (b. 1930) and Michel Foucault (1926-1984).

It was Derrida who, at a 1966 conference on structuralism in the city of Balti-
more, introduced poststructuralist thought to an international audience through the
presentation of a paper titled ‘Structure, Sign, and Play in the Discourse of the
Human Sciences.” The major goal of the conference was to stimulate innovation in
structuralist thought across a wide variety of disciplines. Yet Derrida’s paper (pub-
lished in 1970 and reissued in 1972) critiqued the very notion of structure by ana-
lyzing the process of ‘centering’ upon which diverse forms of structuralist thought
were constructed. Tracing back particularly significant manifestations of this cen-
tering process in Western thought, Derrida suggested that what seemed to be secure
ontological categories, such as presence, essence, existence, cause, origin, substance,
subject, truth, God, and ‘man,” were merely epistemological constructs handed
down through generations of philosophers and scientists.

Specifically, Derrida noted that in fixing a structure’s parts, the whole must simul-
taneously exclude all of those other elements that do not have some form of rela-
tion with its center. In the process, an inside and an outside of the structure are
posited. This center around which a structure is assembled holds a paradoxical posi-
tion, in that while it is related to all of those elements within the structure, it is also
held to be fixed and inviolable. As Derrida argues:

it has always been thought that the center, which is by definition unique, constituted that
very thing within a structure which governs the structure, while escaping structurality. This
is why classical thought concerning structure could say that the center is, paradoxically,
within the structure and owutside it. The center is at the center of the totality, and yet, since
the center does not belong to the totality (it is not part of the totality), the totality has its
center elsewhere. The center is not the center. The concept of centered structure . . . is con-
tradictorily coherent. And as always, coherence in contradiction expresses the force of a
desire. (1972: 248; emphasis in original)

As Derrida went on to note, this centering process is the product of a binary — an
either/or — epistemology. Such a way of thinking about the world stabilizes not only
the meaning of one term, such as Truth, but through the assignation of a periph-
ery, defines an ‘other’ that falls outside of its purview, fiction. In a similar vein,
binary thought produces sharp contrasts between essence and contingence, cause/
effect and serendipity, substance and chimera, subject and object, God and idol, and
‘man’ and nature.

Poststructuralists register three complaints with this mode of thought. First, and
following on from the work of Derrida, poststructuralists maintain that in all of
these binary systems, what appears to be the ‘foundation’ for a system of thought
is but a hypothetical construct, one that reveals more about the society that pro-
duced it than the supposed character of the real world. In this case, poststructural-
ists turn their attention to the production of centers, margins, and the boundaries
that demarcate them. In recognizing centers and margins as products of an either/or
mode of thinking rather than the natural state of affairs, poststructuralists are drawn
to several key questions. One the one hand, they ask who has the social power to
draw the boundary between a center and margin; on the other hand, they question
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to what end is any such system of differentiation directed. In recognizing catego-
rizations as the product of social relations of power, attention turns to which social
groups have the discursive resources to construct categories; that is, who has the
ability to name the world? Thus, a major component of poststructuralist research
involves inquiries into the categories that frame ‘reality’ according to either/or
binaries.

Second, binaries presume a ‘totalizing’ epistemology, so termed because either/or
thought can only posit a world in which everything either ‘is’ or ‘is not.” Episte-
mologically speaking, the effect of binary thought is to constrain what can be con-
ceived about the world. Now, in some instances binary thought can be productive,
as in, for example, the formulation of computer languages that operate on an under-
lying system of ones and zeroes. But in other instances, binaries so stricture what
knowledge is possible, that they unduly limit what can be conceived in the world.
In this way, the binary epistemology ultimately infuses ontological concepts (e.g.,
the individual vs. society, local vs. global, chaos vs. order). Consider, for example,
our understanding of phenomena as either natural or cultural. Such binary think-
ing will ultimately organize virtually all questions researchers might want to ask
about social or physical systems. These questions, however, can ultimately be
exposed as circular in character, for, though researchers may think they are posing
questions about ‘real’ categories, they are by default investigating the products of
their own binary epistemology.

A third complaint about binary modes of thinking is that they are not, in fact,
as fully relational as structuralism claims them to be. For example, while Saussure’s
model assumes that language is comprised of an arbitrary system of signifiers whose
elements become meaningful through their relation to each other (the word ‘cat’
does not sound like ‘dog” and thus permits us to understand the difference), for him
the concept of a feline four-legged mammal (the signified) faithfully re-presented the
real-world animal, or referent, independent of the existence of its canine variant.
Using Derrida’s critique of Saussure, however, we could argue that the mental con-
struct of a feline is not grounded in the one-to-one relationship between it and the
referent, but is definable only in relation to all other concepts that give feline its dis-
tinction by referring to what feline is not. Thus, feline is negatively defined in rela-
tion to a host of other concepts such as canine, leonine, equine, lupine, and bovine.
As such, signifieds are not only relational, but also arbitrary, at least in the sense
that biologists have defined classification systems that permit differentiation among
these animals. In this manner, poststructuralism throws doubt onto all certainties
regarding researchers’ ability to ‘correctly’ represent reality, for our concepts do not
simply re-present that reality, in the sense of mirroring their referent, but represent
reality within a fully relational system of understanding that permits the referent to
be cognized as it is. It was at this point in the development of poststructuralism —
the point when theorists saw that centers have no natural locus - that:

language invaded the universal problematic; that in which, in the absence of a center or origin,
everything became discourse . . . that is to say, when everything became a system where the
central signified, the original or transcendental signified, is never absolutely present outside
a system of differences. The absence of the transcendental signified extends the domain and
the play of signification ad infinitum. (Derrida 1972: 249)*
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A second influential theorist of poststructuralism was the French philosopher-
historian Michel Foucault.” Whereas Derrida focused on the dualistic presumptions
of Western Philosophy, Foucault undertook to problematize the production of mod-
ernist forms of knowledge, noting how ‘Western’ scientific ideas and practices since
the eighteenth century produced a series of non-normal ‘others,’ such as the insane
and the sexually perverted. In doing so, he drew attention to how this modernist
undertaking has been underwritten by a particular conception of ‘Man’ as a unique
being, capable of describing, explaining, and mastering the operation of body and
mind, as well as society and nature. Hence, within these scientific analyses, Man is
not only the object and the subject of his own understanding, he is also understood
to orchestrate the social and physical realms within which he lives.

In placing Man within these contexts, Foucault argues, modernist forms of
knowledge necessarily establish a series of insurmountable paradoxes. First, Man
himself appears as an object to be studied empirically alongside other objects, but
is also posited as the transcendental source from which the possibility of all knowl-
edge can flow. Second, in determining the domain of ‘conscious thought,” Man has
also framed the ‘unconscious.” And yet, in presenting ‘himself” as the source of intel-
ligibility, Man must attempt to explain this latter realm; that is, to think the unthink-
able. And third, Man conceives of himself as the product of history, and yet posits
himself as the source of that very history. As Foucault concluded in The Order of
Things (1973a), modernist sciences of Man simply cannot produce a comprehen-
sive account of their subject/object, and so must disintegrate under the weight of
their own contradictions.

Foucault’s own historical analyses can be considered a commentary on this same
condition, but also a means of stepping outside of the traditional terms of debate
in order to produce knowledge that is nonmodernist in technique as well as intent.
Among the most important of his concepts is that of “discursive practice.” Put
briefly, a discursive practice is a regularity that emerges in the very act of articula-
tion. As such, it should not be thought of as an idealized theory of something, nor
as a set of meanings that are somehow ‘imprinted’ onto real-world phenomena.
These rely on an idealist understanding of the mind as the source of knowledge,
and presume an unwarranted distinction between mind and body, self and social.
For Foucault, each articulation establishes the conditions of possibility for thought
and action; that is, it posits what is appropriate and reasonable to be thought and
practiced. As such, an articulation is more than mere communication — it is an active
intervention in the social and physical realms. From this position, Foucault derived
two analytic projects.

First, Foucault noted that each articulation is produced and understood within
a given context, such that it is afforded meaning. The kinds of articulations Fou-
cault was interested in were those that had gained sufficient authority such that they
were deemed to be valid even when they were taken out of context. That is, they
had gained the status of truth. Hidden in previous analyses of communication,
argued Foucault, were the means by which these particular articulations gained dis-
tinction. Within a discourse, he maintained, a disciplining process takes place within
and between strategies of power, which are all those techniques by which a state-
ment is accepted as valid and appropriate, and by which that statement could not
but be articulated in the way it was. In regard to social research, for example, these
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techniques would include empirical confirmation, dialectical argument, and phe-
nomenological bracketing. Each of these allows for the privileging of some articu-
lations over and above others as valid claims concerning the nature of ‘reality.” For
Foucault, power is considered within this context to operate through discourse, and
to be complicit with the production of specific forms of knowledge that not only
claim to provide insight into how the world works, but which are also deployed in
the active management of that world. Key to this process is the emergence of a spe-
cialized cadre of experts, such as scientists and educators, who draw on these bodies
of knowledge to further enhance their own status by ensuring the diffusion of par-
ticular ideas and concepts through society. Importantly, this legitimacy ensues not
from their ‘personal’ character, but from the positions they hold within an institu-
tional framework, as well as within a given set of social relations. A discourse, then,
is not something that is simply produced and received by people; rather, it is tied
into a discursive site, such as a school, church, office, scientific laboratory, and so
on, where knowledge is actively produced and disseminated.

A relevant example of this mode of analysis is Foucault’s commentaries on space.
According to Foucault (1984), eighteenth-century France saw a shift in how, and
by whom, space was conceived and discussed. Previously, space had been the
domain of the architects, who envisioned the governed city as a metaphor for the
governed territory. The primary spatial trope was one of penetration, whereby all
of the city, and by projection, all of the state, was laid open to the regulatory
surveillance and practices of the police. As the century progressed, new cadres of
experts, including engineers and builders, emerged as the authoritative sources of
knowledge on transport linkages and planning. The associated discourses addressed
space in terms of speed, mobility, and networks, and entailed a revisioning of the
links between the exercise of political power and the space of both the city and the
territory.

Second, and following Saussure’s focus on semiotics as a science of signs, Fou-
cault interpreted the term ‘discourse’ far beyond speech to include the inscription
of social relations (and thereby the exercise of power) on and through the body
itself. The complex interplay of social relations of power both enables and con-
strains the body in certain ways: that is, the capacity of the body to be shaped and
to act. Foucault refers to the emergence of what he termed “technologies of the self”
— disciplinary actions that have become taken for granted. These range from new
standards of punctuality to the self-regulation of dress and hygiene. In making this
argument, Foucault’s aim is not to reiterate the imposition of coercive power over
individuals, but to show the tendency for modern-day power to be depersonalized,
diffused, relational, and anonymous. Power is not held by one particular group, but
rather is exercised through a series of everyday activities. For some critics, such as
Terry Eagleton (1990), this position denotes a hopeless pessimism, in that power is
understood to ‘discipline’ and ‘normalize’ more and more dimensions of everyday
life. For Foucault, however, the means of resisting relations of power lie in the
disruption of this daily performance. It is at the local level, even unto the site of
the body itself, that resistance takes place.

The case studies Foucault chose to pursue, consisting of penal, education, and
medical systems, focus accordingly on the ways in which the ‘self’ is constructed
through discursive practices. The ensuing histories are also, however, illustrative of
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Foucault’s attempt to produce a body of work that does not operate according to
modernist modes of interpretation. In The Archaeology of Knowledge (1974), he
writes:

My aim was to analyse. .. history in the discontinuity that no teleology would reduce in
advance; to map it in a dispersion that no pre-established horizon would embrace; to allow
it to be deployed in an anonymity on which no transcendental constitution would impose
the form of the subject; to open it up to a temporality that would not promise the return of
any dawn. (p. 203)

For Foucault, there is no necessary trajectory to history, nor is there a definitive
causal mechanism, such as human agency, that lies at the heart of social change. In
representing history, then, each mode of analysis — or “genealogy” — must be con-
sidered as conceived and articulated around present-day issues and concerns, such
that succeeding analyses of the same topic must necessarily rewrite the past from
the perspective of the present. Nevertheless, his own project was to bring to light
how particular clusters of discourse/power worked to produce, fill, and maintain
the categories by which we claim to know the world, such as culture, nature, history,
geography, individual, society, modern, primitive, objective, subjective, and so on.
All of these terms have an “archaeology” to them, by which Foucault means a series
of contexts within which they have been endowed with meaning and significance.

In sum, for Foucault, social researchers cannot, and should not, pursue truth, at
least when interpreted as a category with the status of a universal, timeless quality
(that is, Truth with a big “T”). This is because each society has its own regime of
truth, the specifics of which are fashioned by: the types of discourses deployed (these
can be legal, moral, rational, and teleological, among others); the techniques and
procedures used to distinguish between true and false statements; and the status of
those who are charged with saying what counts as true (1980: 131). It is at this
point that we can see an affinity between Foucault’s account of discursive practices
and Derrida’s concern to destabilize those centers — such as origin, subject, essence,
and Truth - by which explanatory modes of analysis operate. The project of both
theorists is to work against accepted ways of thinking, researching, and writing
about the world and in so doing open up the question of what it is to ‘know.” In
the next section we illustrate this rethinking by reference to two important cate-
gories within cultural geography — representation and space.

Representation, Space, and their Intersections

Representation stands as a key concept in poststructuralist thought. It can be the-
oretically distinguished from re-presentation by reserving the latter’s meaning as
implying the impossible, namely, capturing and reflecting — as in confining and mir-
roring — a real-world referent in thought, language, and visual media. Represen-
tation, by contrast, refers to the social mediation of the real world through
ever-present processes of signification (Aitken & Zonn 1994; Barnes & Duncan
1991; Cresswell & Dixon 2002; Del Casino & Hanna 2003; Duncan 1990; Duncan
& Sharp 1993; Hanna 1996; Harley 1989; Harvey 2003; Jones & Natter 1999;
Natter & Jones 1993). By illustration, we can return to the relationships among
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signifiers, signifieds, and real-world referents. As should be clear, within poststruc-
turalism such relations are not taken for granted; rather, they become foci of analy-
sis in their own right. This is because signifieds are not presumed to stand alone,
but are considered to be defined in relation to each other through the socially con-
structed discourses that give them their definition and character. As a result of the
embeddedness of signifieds in discourse, no signifier can be presumed to stand in a
one-to-one relationship with a real-world referent. In light of this reconceptualiza-
tion, poststructuralists refer to representational processes instead of re-presentation,
and they direct their investigations toward an understanding of the mediating role
of discourses in representational processes.®

Let us consider now some of the implications of this theoretical position. First,
poststructuralists take note of and critique forms of thought that distinguish
between the “real” world and its “mere” re-presentation in communication,
whether conceived in terms of language, sensory perceptions, or electronic media.
This critique is a source of continuing conceptual confusion between poststruc-
turalists and other theorists, since much traditional social thought is predicated on
the very distinction between the real world of POEMs and their re-presentation in
thought and language. Conflated with real/representation are other binary for-
mulations such as materiality/ideology and concrete/abstract (see, for example,
Mitchell’s 1995, 2000, and 2002 critiques of an ‘immaterial’ cultural geography).
For nonpoststructuralists, this distinction and the impulse to resolve it implies a
faith in the possibility of unmediated re-presentation, wherein researchers might
actually “get it right.” For poststructuralists, by contrast, there is no Truth lurking
behind real-world objects. This is not to reject the existence of the world per se (cf.
Peet 1998), but rather to maintain that the world can never be known in a manner
that is not somehow socially mediated. What is more, any claim to know one can
emerge as complicit with authoritarian forms of power in which a particular group
names and frames “reality” for all (Deutsche 1991). And, it is this non-innocent
character of constructs that points to the importance of all the other constructs and
to the entire social context within which their interdependencies become fixed and
stabilized.

Second, in taking into account these interdependencies, poststructuralists take
note of both “context” and “intertext.” The former refers to the temporary stabi-
lization of meanings drawn together in the articulation of a discourse that commu-
nicates those meanings in a sensible form by establishing differences among them.
Context, then, fixes the relational field of meaning, but it does so only by drawing
upon previous contexts that are themselves embedded in still other contexts.” This
intercontextual character of the relations among constructs is intertext, a term spec-
ifying how one context is related to others, but also how they might be transformed.
In this sense, intertext is the relational field — of flows and concatenations — for the
production of new contexts. To give an example, in reading a book, context might
be temporarily established by an author who draws upon meanings established
within a genre. The act of reading, however, involves the production of a new field
of meaning by the reader, within which those meanings are destabilized and resta-
bilized yet again. In this view, and in virtue of the intertextual character of all com-
munication, meanings cannot be permanently fixed according to: the intent behind
their production; their content, genre, or mode of dissemination; or the perspectives
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of the reader (Natter & Jones 1993). Thus, the meanings that adhere to signifieds
cannot be presumed as fixed or fully present, but are always in process, awaiting
their deployment in new contexts.®

While the above points to the open and unfinished character of representation,
it also suggests a problem for reflexive social analysts — that is, those willing to judge
their own work within the purview of representation. Put somewhat differently, if
representation within poststructuralism denies the disclosure of Truth, and if the
subject is no longer speaking with the security and advantage of Identity, then how
are we to trust our and others’ analyses? Feminists have grappled with these issues
at some length (Butler & Scott 1992; Harding 1987; in geography, see Nast 1994).
One widely accepted response is to reflect on one’s social positionality (‘white, het-
erosexual, male’) vis-a-vis researched participants and texts, recognizing that the
outcome of those inquiries are influenced by the different standpoints (Collins 1990;
Hartsock 1985) that infuse the research process. But others (e.g. Scott 1993) have
argued, following poststructuralism, that the register of social experience that gives
these standpoints their presumed stability (however temporary) is no guarantee of
identity. Moreover, in the wake of the ‘death’ (or dissemination) of the author, the
postmodernist claim to recover marginalized voices through a sensitivity to multi-
ple knowledges becomes suspect (see again note 2). The ‘differences’ that post-
modernist inquiry seeks to activate will not be fully relational if inquiry is driven
by an underlying faith in the researcher’s ability to demarcate center from margin,
or, for that matter, to ‘fix’ the relationship between the real and the represented.

In considering these claims, some critics have responded with the argument that
what is lost in the poststructuralist ‘crisis of representation’ is any possibility of
strong evaluation; in particular, poststructuralism is charged with relativism and
nihilism (Wolin 1992). But while it is certainly the case that this approach eschews
the notion of an external vantage-point from which judgments concerning accuracy
and ethicality can be made, this need not lead directly to either relativism or nihilism
(Dixon & Jones 1997; Jones 1994). This is because, first, the destabilization of
centers — Derrida’s “cracking of nutshells” (Caputo 1998) — is very much a politi-
cal project in the way it points to the constructedness and, hence, the contingency,
of all kinds of authoritative claims. To choose to undertake poststructuralist
analysis is therefore already a form of evaluation and intervention. Second, we can
acknowledge that poststructuralism holds that all evaluative-ethical projects, includ-
ing those undertaken in the name of liberty, community, and democracy, can only
be ‘evaluated’ within the particular spatial-historical contexts of their articulation
(Jones & Moss 1995). But even though they exist as discursive, ideal forms without
guarantees — how could they be otherwise? — this does not imply the end of politics
or of evaluation. Quite the opposite, in fact:

the idea of radical and plural democracy implies that we accept the possibility of contesta-
tion, that we accept that conflict is part of the vitality of a modern pluralistic democracy
which, of course, means that it will always depend on the capacity of the radical democra-
tic forces to maintain their hegemony. (Mouffe 1993: 92)

In short, whereas in structuralist forms of inquiry the researcher takes on the cer-
tainties invested in the roles of arbiter, analyst, and decoder, in poststructuralism
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the researcher interprets, activates, and transmutes meanings and their contexts.
Indeed, rather than work within the domain of the Same, researchers can explicitly
proliferate difference by acting out the multiplicities of a mobile researcher (Rose
1993). Another appropriate methodological strategy might be found in what Cindi
Katz (1996) calls “minor theory” — that attempt to work the disruptions of a dis-
course, seeking weak signs so as to subvert from within, and pushing displacements
to the limit.

With these comments on representation in mind, let us now turn to the spatial-
ities of representation by introducing a twofold agenda for geographic research: one,
to investigate the spatial character of discourses through an investigation of the
geographic meanings embedded in particular representations and discursive sites,
and two, to understand the representational character of space itself (Jones & Natter
1999). Regarding the former, we can assert not only that representations signify
spatially, say by invoking particular places and stamping them with particular mean-
ings, but also that any signification or discourse is ‘always already’ spatial. How
can this strong view of spatiality within representation be maintained?

An answer is to be found in the dialectic of space and social power elaborated
by writers such as Lefebvre (1991) and those geographers who have been influenced
by his work (Gregory 1994; Harvey 1989, 1990; Soja 1989, 1996; Massey 1994).
Whether conceived as a sublation of dialectical moments or as an overdetermined
condition, Lefebvre’s concept of social space points to the indivisibility of space
and social power — from the ways that social relations are constituted in and un-
fold through spatial distributions, built environments, and spatial significations, to
the ways that space itself is socially produced through relations of social power
(Lefebvre 1991). In this view, it is untenable to conceive of social relations of class,
gender, race, or nation as falling outside of the purview of the spatiality through
which they are practiced and reproduced in everyday life. Even the discourses of
progress, morality, and reason (to name just a few) emanating from these relations
are spatial — marking sociospatial constructs such as public/private, global/local, and
chaotic/orderly. These discourses also carry with them spatial concatenations,
attenuations, and disjunctures; that is, they mark the ‘other spaces’ of stagnation,
immorality, and insanity. The analysis of representation is therefore a thoroughly
spatial task that falls on all sides of an analytic that specifies communication in
terms of production, content (including genre, see White 1987), and reception, and
all of these, in turn, are interconnected through myriad spatial contexts that ulti-
mately unhinge this analytic’s limits (Natter & Jones 1993; also Doel 1999).

The second moment in this agenda is to consider the representational character
of space itself. It is worthwhile first to point to spatial epistemology — our ways of
knowing space. Under the aegis of Western reason, this epistemology has been suf-
fused with ocularcentrism, Cartesian perspectivalism, and lineation (Dixon & Jones
1998; also Cosgrove 2003; Driver 1995). Whereas ocularcentrism privileges vision
over other forms of knowing and is one basis for social power through surveillance,
perspectivalism coordinates vision by situating the viewer from a vantage-point
above (Schein 1993); lineation, meanwhile, is the basis for gridding social space —
the Cartesian counterpart to categorization more generally. Any number of histo-
ries can be written about the imposition of reason’s grid epistemology, from the
configuration of social space in the projects of colonialism and nation-building
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(Anderson 1991; Driver 2000; Gregory 1994; Hannah 2000; Mitchell 1991, 2002;
Sidaway 2000), to the carving of towns out of nature and bringing them together
through systems of transport (Foucault 1984: 239-56; Scott 1999), to the policing
and self-disciplining of bodies in the gendered microspaces of everyday life (Butler
& Parr 1999; Crang 1994; de Certeau 1984; Driver 1985; Gregson & Rose 2000;
Lewis & Pile 1996; McDowell 1995). Even our concept of scale — cascading as it
does through the above examples — can be thought of as an outcome of the grid
epistemology (Jones 1998; Strohmayer 2003).

Alternative spatial epistemologies, however, are also lodged in space. Working
from a poststructuralist feminist perspective, Gillian Rose (1993) describes a mobile,
nonmasculinist, nonspectral, and nontransparent “paradoxical” space, one that is
fused (as both/and rather than either/or) with multiple oppositional moments,
including Same/Other, oppression/resistance, exclusion/inclusion, and center/
margin. This space, partly imagined and partly within grasp, bears affinities to the
hybrid ‘thirdspace’ of Homi Bhabha (1994), which has been elaborated through
Lefebvre in the work of Ed Soja (1996). His thirdspace is:

the space where all places are capable of being seen from every angle [see note 5], each stand-
ing clear; but also a secret and conjectured object, filled with illusions and allusions, a space
that is common to all of us yet never able to be completely seen and understood, an ‘unimag-
inable universe.” (Soja 1996: 56)

Like Rose, Soja offers a space of “all-inclusive simultaneity” that “opens up endless
worlds to explore and, at the same time, presents daunting challenges” (1996: 57).

From this theorization of the ways in which spaces are already invested with epis-
temology, we can proceed to rethink one of cultural geography’s traditional objects
of inquiry, the landscape. Whereas previous theorizations understood landscapes
to be the imprint of a culture (Sauer 1963, originally 1925) or the effect of a social
process such as capitalism (Cosgrove 1983; Knox 1984), poststructuralism has
pointed to their status as a complex assemblage of significations and discourses that
are intertextually bound with a host of other landscapes and discourses (e.g. Schein
1997). The landscape-as-text metaphor thus sees place as intersecting with an infi-
nite number of other texts and contexts, such that we cannot demarcate where one
starts and another begins. What is more, these multiple sites of discursive propa-
gation open a circuit that is beyond landscapes, seeping into other representational
media such as film, television, cyberspace, the body, political discourse and other
forms of speech, and written texts of all kinds, including maps.’

Deconstruction as Poststructuralist Methodology

In this section we introduce — theoretically but with an eye towards ‘doing’ — the
poststructuralist methodology of deconstruction. The term has entered the lexicon
of many areas of the academy, from geography and comparative literature to archi-
tecture and anthropology. It has also received wide purchase in popular culture
(witness, for example, “deconstructive fashion”). Though in popular usage “decon-
struction” usually refers to any attempt at critiquing an established order of one
form or another (as in the bumper sticker entreating us to “subvert the dominant
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paradigm”), in this section we provide a narrower, analytic understanding of this
research method, one that maintains a close association with the theoretical tenets
laid out above. We do this not to put tight constraints around deconstruction as a
research strategy, for even Derrida, the archetypal deconstructor, resists defining it,
arguing that to do so is not only contrary to deconstruction itself but also might
limit and tame the methodology’s political potential. We do, however, want to give
sufficient guidelines so that readers can see how deconstruction might be “applied”
in geographic research.

For something to be de-constructed, it clearly must have been constructed in the
first instance, and it is in this sense that we can identify an entry point to this form
of analysis. Deconstruction begins by focusing attention on centers, defined in an
earlier section of this chapter as the organizing principles of structures. Centers carry
with them a number of qualities consistent with the structuralist enterprise, includ-
ing an either/or epistemology, an apparently noncontingent, natural, and enduring
nature, and a seemingly independent, self-positing and self-defining, presence. To
deconstruct one must therefore first recognize the existence of a center, and with
it, both a marginalized periphery (the “other”) and a boundary that produces and
maintains — as opposed to merely “indicates” — the difference.

Now, as described above, the binaries comprising centers and peripheries do not
simply re-present the world, but are instead socially defined representations of it.
This means that the process of constituting a center and a periphery will never be a
neutral one. Indeed, at stake in the naming of centers and the drawing of boundaries
is social capital of many forms, since these representations influence the thoughts
and actions of people. For example, inasmuch as centers and peripheries are depen-
dent upon a binary epistemology, we might first note that those who stand to gain
from this epistemology are often the same persons who can, in political discourse,
mark the difference between the feasible and the impossible, or the realistic and the
fantastic (to mention just two common either/or categorizations). And these will
usually be the same persons who find utility in defining centers as stable, natural,
and enduring, and who stand to gain from their seemingly self-evident qualities.

In this view, it is reasonable to expect that poststructuralists might look to forms
of ideology, political persuasion, or coercion as sites of centering and marginaliza-
tion. One might look, for example, in the languages and assumptions of formal
institutions such as the state, in the discourses and practices of economic enterprises,
and in the cultivated trappings of influential social groups, such as men, whites, reli-
gious leaders, scientists, and so on. It is through the rules, regulations, practices,
and discourses of such institutions and groups of persons that centers and margins
are reproduced and policed, and become available for the further exercise of social
power.

To help illustrate the process of centering and the deconstructive response to it,
let us consider as an example the structure of racism, which in some forms posits
a “white” center and a racialized “other” comprised of those grouped as blacks,
Indians, Hispanics, and so on, as well as those who do not easily fit into any of
these categories. Now, one powerful yet pre-deconstructive form of critique of this
system involves an assessment of the unequal distribution of the social surplus by,
for example, demonstrating that racialized persons have lower income, poorer
housing, inadequate healthcare, and inferior education (see Bonnett 1997). By con-
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trast, a classically deconstructive approach is to focus on the relational character
of race and on the centering processes that enable the designations of “white” and
“other.” This form of analysis would critique “white” as a self-sufficient category,
one beyond social construction. The goal of inquiry of this approach would be to
make the category visible to analysis by pointing to the ways in which “whiteness”
is itself dependent upon marginalized races, such that it becomes the foundational
race — ahistorical and invariant — against which all other races are compared and
contrasted (Dwyer & Jones 2002). The aim of identifying a center such as white-
ness would be to disclose and undermine the grounds by which it, and therefore
white privilege, is asserted and maintained. One might, for example, examine every-
day political language, which is replete with claims both about the benefits of
majoritarianism, a discourse that works to maintain “white” as a center, and about
the need for racialized groups to “bootstrap” themselves rather than rely upon
“mainstream” society. It is in these ways, and countless others (in, for example, the
popular media), that an “us/them” system of race is maintained and reproduced,
serving ultimately to protect whiteness and white privilege.

This example points us to a second step in deconstruction, wherein having iden-
tified a center, one conducts research on the processes that both maintain it and
permit its subversion. These inquiries are directed toward the discourses through
which centers are constructed from margins (Derrida’s “constitutive outside,” 1988)
and buttressed through discursive sites from which those centers are propagated.
Thus in deconstructing whiteness a poststructuralist might investigate, first, when
and how “white” emerged as the organizing principle of the structure of race. Such
research involves analysis of the emergence of the concept in particular times and
places, thereby pointing not only to its arbitrary sociohistorical character, but also
to the context within which it became defined and asserted. A second and related
task involves tracing the interrelations and limits of a center by examining the dis-
course associated with it. Here one seeks to determine which discourses have been
associated with whiteness, and how they work to reproduce it. For example, one
might examine how discourses of orderliness, sanitation, purity, and beatification
link whiteness with a host of positive connotations. Or one might trace the confla-
tion of whiteness with other central constructs such as masculinity or sexuality. In
these cases, one might ask: what are the discourses that link these constructs? For
example, how does a subject position such as white-heterosexual-male become
the organizing principle against which all “other” subject positions are defined as
“other”?

These sorts of analyses can be grounded through an assessment of particular
discursive sites, the “locations” from which discourses emanate. They include, first,
sites of linguistic and visual representation, such as speech-acts, written communi-
cation, paintings, photographs, and electronic media. Even bodies are categorized
as linguistic and visual sites, since how one speaks and looks conveys meanings that
tap into larger discourses (about, for example, race or masculinity). Second, insti-
tutional positions are discursive sites, ones that are independent of the particular
individual occupying the site. Such positions include, for example, those held by
politicians and judges, religious and secular leaders, and business persons and public
intellectuals. In such sites are vested particular forms of power that circulate through
the enunciations and practices of the individuals occupying the positions. Third, and
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of particular significance to cultural geographers, are built environments, which,
like institutional positions, are vested with power by virtue of the meanings people
associate with particular places. These include not only sites obviously invested with
sociopolitical meaning, such as churches, courthouses, and monuments and memo-
rials, but also those more everyday sites that likewise reproduce meanings in society,
such as stadiums, shopping centers, highways, gated communities and more.

A research project that seeks to deconstruct whiteness, then, would make use of
the following questions: What are the discursive locations from which whiteness is
centralized and propagated? Which linguistic and visual representations support
skin color — as opposed to eye color (Morrison 1993) — as the defining principle of
the structure of race? How do racialized bodies convey meanings in political dis-
course, textbooks, and popular culture? How and with what effect do institutions
such as the census bureau propound “race” as a category through the practice of
naming the racialized origins of persons, and how, even, do such categories as “mul-
tiracial” work within, rather than confront, the centrality of whiteness? And, finally,
how is the structure of race reproduced through daily practices within and through
built environments? How are certain places normalized as the home of particular
racialized groups, from gated communities to “ghettos” (Natter & Jones 1997)?'°

As this example shows, deconstructive analysis is far from stripped of political
potential. This is because centers, though they circulate within diverse and often-
times conflated sets of discourses operating throughout society, typically serve to
maintain the dominant social powers and institutions with that society. Yet, in
assessing the politics of deconstruction, one must recognize that it not only
animates, but also qualifies, the study of the transgressive potential located in
peripheries (also see Sharp et al. 2000, esp. ch. 1). On the one hand, deconstruction
provides the basis for examining the transgressions and transgressive potential of
peripheries. In making visible centers and contesting their effrontery, deconstruction
taps the always-existing power within marginality, a power to disclose the consti-
tutive trace of the periphery within the center. In this view, discourse and discursive
sites can be conceptualized just as much as sites of contestation as of domination.
On the other hand, it must also be emphasized that the goal of deconstruction is
not to reverse a binary mode of thinking by asserting the centrality of peripheries,
for this would merely reinscribe a structuralist mode of thinking about the world.
Nor is the goal simply to undermine the certainties of those social powers and insti-
tutions. Rather, by prying apart the stability of centers, deconstruction serves to
open up new ways of naming and relating meanings, ones that are deliberated upon
rather than taken for granted. In this view, deliberation does not mean the aboli-
tion of categories and centers, for this would be an impossible project, but rather
implies that attention be directed both toward the sociohistorical context within
which any category is deployed and the ramifications of its deployment.

Future Articulations between Poststructuralism and
Cultural Geography

As we have shown, poststructuralism unsettles routine modes of social inquiry
relying on handed-down concepts that purport to contain either essential truths
(e.g., progress, reason) or worldly objects and events (e.g., nature, resistance). These
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concepts and the centering effects they produce are taken as significant objects of
inquiry in and of themselves; accordingly, deconstructive analysis asks how, and
with what effect, such concepts operate, and to whose benefit.

Significantly, poststructuralism has been helpful in rethinking the subfield of
cultural geography, both in terms of its constitutive elements and its development
over time. Consider the nodding acquiescence we give to the repetitive invocation
of scores of normalized cultural categories, and their denotative and connotative
associations, such as: community, nature, public, identity, scale, territory, experi-
ence, attachment, rhetoric, individual, landscape, animals, periphery, development,
place, history, justice, family, agency, locality, authenticity, values, region, environ-
ment, borders, citizen, habituation, the everyday, gender, race, transgression,
memory, nation, spectacle — even “culture” and “post” do not escape normaliza-
tion. Poststructuralism unhinges these concepts from their securities, tossing them
into a differential ‘space’ of relational meanings buttressed by wide socio-spatial-
historical contexts and everyday social articulations; peering into that space we can
examine their stabilizations and destabilizations, their inexact certitude and their
exacting uncertainties. Under poststructuralism, all our POEMs are porous, more
likely to hemorrhage than to contain and capture. Space too is “affected” (in both
senses of the term): it is pulsing, vibrating, crumpled and folded, rather than stable,
transparent, flat, and dimensional (Doel 2000). To undertake such analyses, cultural
geographers have had to adopt a new set of analytic metaphors necessary to the
task, including: mobility (as opposed to rootedness); networks of connection and
disconnection (as opposed to centers and margins); and fluidities and flows (as
opposed to cause—effect).

Importantly, this reworking of phenomena has entailed an appreciation of the
constructed, partial, and always contextualized figure of the researched and the
researcher. We are differentially and continually entangled in a host of social rela-
tions that constitute what it means to be a subject. Our own embeddedness in dis-
course, within which we perform in a process of self-construction by means of
reiteration (Butler 1990), extends much further than was previously thought; as
Hinchcliffe (2003) points out, many of the terms traditionally used within cultural
geography, such as landscape, place, and inhabitation, rest upon a binary that arbi-
trarily demarcates between human and nonhuman, such that our analyses of culture,
as traditionally conceived, is thoroughly anthropocentric and nonrelational. The
haunting ‘traces’ of this particular mode of centering — the bestial and the techno-
logic — have since been brought to light (Haraway 1991; Philo & Wilbert 2000;
Whatmore 2001; Wolch 1996; Wolch & Emel 1998).

Poststructuralism has also had an impact upon how we think about the history
of, and the histories within, cultural geography. Poststructuralism rejects the notion
that there is an ordered trajectory to the emergence and development of the sub-
field based around the unlocking of concepts such as landscape and place. It also
shows that historical writing is not a recovery of a place and period but a form of
writing from the perspective of the present. Following Foucault’s theory of history,
these imply that we recognize our present situatedness in our attempts to write the
past; that we pay attention not to the essential agent behind actions and more to
the effects and affects that subjects generate through discursive practices; and that
we reject any notion of continuity or order in historical analysis.
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This reassessment of cultural geography — for example, in how we construct
places in our writings — puts poststructuralism in an antithetical position vis-a-vis
those theoretical approaches that lay claim to an objective analysis of an ordered
world and orderly subjects, namely spatial science, humanism, and critical realism.
And though this ‘difference of opinion’ appears to confirm their distinct approaches,
each peering through their own particular lens, this would be, under poststruc-
turalism, a misleading understanding. Certainly each draws differently, through
affirmation and repudiation, upon a complex and dynamic field of meanings con-
cerning the character of social life and its investigation. Yet, as we have argued
elsewhere (Dixon & Jones 1996), none of these paradigms can escape this fully
relational field of knowledge, within the discipline and beyond. Accordingly, post-
structuralism would suggest that the peripheries of our epistemological concepts are
lodged into their respective centers and hence — importantly — into each paradigm’s
“others.” We should not be too surprised, then, to discover shared assumptions
and practices, even in repudiation. This is why we can, for example, track concepts
such as scale and relationality across poststructuralism (via the notion of context),
through Marxism (via internal and external relations), and on to humanism (via the
notion of intersubjectivity) and spatial science (via the identification of autocorre-
lation). We can equally track ontological concepts, such as ‘community’ (Joseph
2002), across different paradigms. And, we can follow the twists and turns of a
material-discourse binary within all manner of research, regardless of theoretical
allegiances. In sum, the bodies of work that comprise cultural geography are very
much embedded in a web of differential and relational understandings. If nothing
else, this should put an end to the hubris that underwrites the affirmation of one
particular framework over another. And yet curiously, it was through poststruc-
turalism, which we should add already carries structuralism within it, that this
understanding became clear.

NOTES

1. Paradigms have traditionally been held to denote “the working assumptions, proce-
dures, and findings routinely accepted by a group of scholars, which together define a
stable pattern of scientific activity” (Gregory 2000: 571). The term ‘paradigm’ gained
currency with the publication of Kuhn’s 1962 book, The Structure of Scientific Revo-
lutions. It was adopted by spatial scientists to describe their quantitative and theo-
retical ‘revolution’ (Berry & Marble 1968). This maneuver has not been without
controversy in the field of geography (e.g., Mair 1986; Johnston 1991; see Gregory 2000
for an excellent short review and critique). Notwithstanding these criticisms, we employ
the term here with the following understanding: (i) they are metatheoretical clusters of
thought defined by the historically congealed incorporation and repudiation of the
elements of binary relations that exist at the ontological and epistemological levels (e.g.,
objectivity—subjectivity, order—chaos, materialist—idealist, determinacy—uncertainty,
discrete-relational; rational-emotional); (ii) they are, as Gregory’s definition indicates,
widely accepted in practice, guiding research programs by suggesting appropriate ob-
jects of analysis and their theorization, and informing the research strategies brought
to bear on those objects; and (iii) in spite of their congealed and commonly agreed-upon
character, they are not static, undifferentiated, mutually exclusive, or hegemonic: the
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objects they define, the concepts they help to generate, and the procedures they inform
are always open and in negotiation — this is the result of the multiply situated agencies
that individuals bring to the research process (see Dixon & Jones 1996).

Many cultural geographers also turned to postmodernism, a diffuse set of ideas and
practices that have been associated in diverse ways with poststructuralism. In brief, post-
modernism can be conceived of as a significant object of study as well as an epistemo-
logical stance with respect to modernist forms of knowledge and practice. As an object
of study, postmodernism has been understood as an emergent social condition; that is,
the economic changes wrought under late capitalism have, it is argued, led to a trans-
formation in the way in which we experience the world (see Harvey 1989; Jameson
1991). These include changes in the way we experience space and place (Ley 1989;
Soja 1989), the built environment (Ellin 19965 Sorkin 1992; Zukin 1991) and urban
culture (Chambers 1986, 1988). As an epistemological stance, postmodernism has much
in common with poststructuralism, in that there is a suspicion of modernist ‘grand
theory’ that purports to comprehensively explain the social and physical realms (Lyotard
1985). In contrast, postmodernism assumes a plurality of knowledges, and offers an
attention to difference and diversity, such that previously marginalized understandings
can be brought to light. For some, geography is uniquely placed to make these argu-
ments, in that a traditional hallmark of the discipline has been sensitivity to differenti-
ation (Gregory 1989a, 1989b; Philo 1991; Soja 1987; Strohmayer & Hannah 1992).
An entry into these debates can be found in Benko 1997. An overview of the interfil-
iations between postmodernism and poststructuralism can be found in Best and Kellner’s
(1991) Postmodern Theory.

For students interested in reading further, Selden 1989 and Sarup 1993 provide good
introductions to structuralism (and poststructuralism) in literary theory, while Lechte
1994 offers useful, reference-like synopses of the work of a wide range of associated
theorists. Students can follow up on many of the thinkers found in Selden and Lechte
by reading the selections of original writings in Lemert’s authoritative collection (1999).
Likewise, Leach 1997 offers well-chosen excerpts with an eye to architecture and space.
In cultural geography, structuralism largely came through the door of semiotics — the
study of signs — by way of the work of A. J. Greimas, Charles Peirce, and the early writ-
ings of Roland Barthes and Jean Baudrillard (see note 6, below). Structuralist semiotics
influenced the work of some of the essayists in Cosgrove and Daniels (1988), while
Barnes and Duncan’s 1991 collection marks an effort to shift to poststructuralism. Other
important texts to compare are Cosgrove 1984, Duncan 1990, and Gottdiener 1994
on landscapes, and Jackson 1994 and Cresswell 1996 on cultural politics. Barnes and
Duncan 1991 (ch. 1), Duncan and Duncan 1988, Natter and Jones 1993, and Olsson
1996 explicitly take up the relationship between literary theory and geography.
Derrida’s many translated writings include Of Grammatology (1976), Writing and
Difference (1978), Limited Inc (1988), the collection A Derrida Reader (1991), and
Specters of Marx (1994). A good introduction to Derrida’s thought can be found in
Caputo’s (ed.) Deconstruction in a Nutshell (1998). An excellent advanced analysis is
found in The Tain of the Mirror (Gasché 1988). Marcus Doel has written more on
Derrida than any other geographer; see his Poststructuralist Geographies (1999).
Foucault’s translated works on the writing of history include The Order of Things:
An Archaeology of the Human Sciences (1973a) and The Archaeology of Knowledge
(1974). His genealogical analyses include Madness and Civilization: A History of Insan-
ity in the Age of Reason (1973b), The Birth of the Clinic: An Archeology of Medical
Perception (1975), Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (1977), and the
History of Sexuality, vols. 1 (1979), 2 (1985) and 3 (1986). Dreyfus and Rabinow 1982
offers a serious book-length treatment. Interviews and shorter essays can be found in
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Power/Knowledge (1980), The Foucault Reader (1984), and Politics, Philosophy,
Culture (1988), and in Foucault (1997). Within geography, the importance of Foucault’s
ideas is discussed in works by Felix Driver (1985, 1997), Matt Hannah (1993), David
Matless (1991), and Chris Philo (1992).

Though we do not address their work in-depth in this chapter, both Roland Barthes
and Jean Baudrillard have had a tremendous impact on the analysis of representations.
For example, while Barthes’s earlier work (1953, 1957, 1964, 1967) had much in
common with the semiotic analyses of Saussure, he went on to critique the retention of
a structuralist emphasis on surface (re-presentation) and depth (reality). Barthes’s initial
impulse was to target the “bourgeois norm” via an interrogation of the social produc-
tion of the “falsely obvious,” an impulse best encapsulated in his Mythologies (1957).
In understanding how such norms have reached the unquestioned status of myth,
Barthes expanded upon Saussure’s categorization of language into signifiers (words/
practices), signifieds (intent/meaning), and signs (the combination of the two in a par-
ticular system of communication), via the addition of what he termed a primary
signifier and a secondary signifier. The former relates to the initial association of an
inscription with a mental image. The second relates to the way in which this initial sig-
nifier can then become the signified in a second process. The word ‘cat,” for example,
is the signifier for the mental image of a feline. This signifier can then be used as a
descriptor for a human being, such that the word cat is now the signified. The primary
signifier can be termed the level of denotation, the secondary the level of connotation.
Myth ensues from the fixing of the secondary connotations of terms, such that the result-
ing associations can be considered the dominant, or hegemonic, mode of thinking. Myth
does not ‘hide’ meaning, as in some understandings of ideology, but rather celebrates
the ‘givenness’ of a particular construction of reality. In his later work, however, Barthes
(1973, 1978, 1985) retreated from this structuralist stance toward meaning, arguing
that signifiers do not reference underlying signifieds, but rather other signifiers, such
that meaning is always in process — a temporary stop in a continuing flow of interpre-
tations of interpretations — and as such cannot be held up as the originary moment for
any explanation. Meanings, therefore, cannot be demarcated according to the intent
behind their production, their mode of dissemination, or the perspectives of the reader,
precisely because each of these three contexts cannot be considered autonomous from
other contexts, or indeed from each other. In sum, for Barthes, meanings are polysemic
in character.

Baudrillard’s early work (1968, 1970, 1972) is similarly embedded in semiotics. It
addresses the ways in which objects within a capitalist society are afforded meaning
and value. Baudrillard adds sign value, which is the differentiation of objects from one
another, and symbolic exchange (the gift), to the Marxist concepts of use value (utility)
and exchange value (commodification). In his Symbolic Exchange and Death (1976),
however, Baudrillard explicitly takes on the issue of representation, arguing that we
can no longer talk of the mere copying of an ‘original.” This is because there is no longer
an analytic distinction to be made between representation and reality. In his later works,
Baudrillard (1981, 1986, 1990) expands on the idea that representational processes
have undergone a profound transformation: whereas in the Renaissance one could talk
of counterfeit, and in the Industrial era of production, in the current ‘hyperreal’ era we
deal primarily with simulation, in the form of virtual reality, global media, and fashion.
The focus of attention lies not on the process by which reality is mediated, but rather
on the mechanisms by which a continuous flow of simulacra are generated. And, in the
face of such a totalizing system, whereby simulacra re-represent simulacra, we should
eschew ‘banal’ theories that seek to judge and rationalize in favor of ‘fatal’ theories that
entail fascination, ironic amusement, and even ecstasy before the image itself.
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7. Derrida has perhaps the broadest understanding of context: “the entire real history of
the world” (1988: 136). This is why his aphoristic phrasing, “there’s nothing outside
the text” (il n'y a pas de hors-texte) is not, as is sometimes alleged, idealist, for in
Derrida’s work, all texts are in context. Deconstruction, the poststructuralist method-
ology we describe below, animates from this understanding. Derrida describes it as the
effort “to take this limitless context into account, to pay the sharpest attention pos-
sible to context, and thus to an incessant movement of recontextualization” (1988: 136).
This view of the macrocosm embedded within the microcosm has parallels to Jorge
Luis Borges’s story, “The Aleph,” described as a “sphere whose center is everywhere and
whose circumference is nowhere . . . one of the points in space that contains all other
points” — in other words, a structure without a center (1979: 23, 26; see Soja 1996).

8. Such a position entails what Barthes (1978) referred to as the “death of the author.”
Meaning cannot originate from the author because this ‘person’ is a socially and his-
torically constituted subject, and hence does not exist prior to or outside of language.
For Barthes, this is a liberating stance, in that each reader can add to, alter, or simply
edit a text through the act of reading, and, further, can move through a text in an
aleatory, nonlinear fashion, thereby ‘writing’ the text anew. Importantly, the reader does
not then become the ‘authority,” but rather each subject is understood to contribute to
the stabilization and destabilization of a field of meanings (see discussion of context
and intertext, above). Analyses of the flow of meanings though texts can be found
throughout media studies of film (De Lauretis 1984; Mulvey 1989), television (Allen
1992), and literature (Fish 1982; Jauss 1982).

9. Marcus Doel (1999, 2000, 2003) goes even further, providing a new theory of space
drawn from Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari (1972, 1987). They were known for pro-
liferating a large number of spatiophilosophical in(ter)ventions, including such distinc-
tions as: striated vs. smooth space; mapping vs. tracing; trees vs. rhizomes; points vs.
flows; and the dynamic spatial processes of territorialization, deterritorialization, and
reterritorialization (see Doel 2000). Deleuze and Guattari are resolutely materialist and
poststructuralist — for them the world exists in the spacing of difference — and they reject
that their concepts are in any way metaphors (1987). Doel puts it this way: “As fanat-
ical materialists, we are struck by everything — nothing will be set aside from the play
of force; nothing will be spirited away onto a higher plane or exorcised into a nether-
world. . . . It is true that we take up signs, words, images, quantities, figures, maps, pho-
tographs, money, hypertext, gardening advice, lipstick traces, the exquisite corpse, and
so on and so forth — but we take them up as force: as strikes and counter-strikes; as
blows and counter-blows” (2003, in press, emphasis in the original). This effort to wrest
materialism from the materialists (e.g. Peet 1998) is the latest poststructuralist reversal,
one that overturns the valences of the real vs. representation opposition within
geography.

10. Students looking for methodological assistance should consult Hall 1997 (ch. 1) and
Rose 2001. Both give clear accounts of the differences between structuralist semiotics
and poststructuralist discourse analysis. Another useful work, particularly for a
Derridian reading of texts, is provided by Denzin 1994.
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Chapter 8
Psychoanalytic Approaches

Paul Kingsbury

We are threatened with suffering from three directions: from our own body, which is
doomed to decay and dissolution and which cannot even do without pain and anxiety as
warning signals; from the external world, which may rage against us with overwhelming
and merciless forces of destruction; and finally from our relations to other men. (Freud
1961: 26)

The best image to sum up the unconscious is Baltimore in the early morning. (Lacan 1972:
189)

Introduction

On the 27th of August 1909, the George Washington ocean liner entered New York
City’s harbor. Aboard, Sigmund Freud reportedly turned to fellow psychoanalyst
Carl Jung and said, “don’t they know we’re bringing them the plague?” A fortnight
later, Freud delivered five lectures at Clark University and sealed the international
status of psychoanalysis. How, then, could Freud, having coined the word only 15
years previously, boldly compare psychoanalysis to a plague? Given that the vocab-
ulary of contemporary popular culture has become suffused with phrases such
as the “Ego,” “fetish,” and “unconscious,” what is still so virulent about psycho-
analysis that makes geographers like Steve Pile compare psychoanalytic theory
to an “unpleasant experience, just like measles” (Pile 1996: 81)? And why should
cultural geographers risk infection, prompting Gillian Rose to report in The Dic-
tionary of Human Geography (2001) that “despite its dangers, psychoanalytic
theory is being used by some geographers as a critical tool to reinterpret and recon-
figure different kinds of geographies” (Rose 2000: 654)?

Unlike the disciplines of Art Criticism or English Literature, thorough engage-
ments with psychoanalysis in Geography have emerged only recently. Pile has argued
that most geographers have assumed that psychoanalysis is obsessed with the
person(al) and unable to critique cultural-political struggles (1998: 204). And yet,
innovative analyses of space and culture pervade many psychoanalytical writings. In
the first epigraph, for example, Freud articulates human vulnerability through the
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ineluctable spatial relations between bodies, psyches, environments, and social rela-
tions. The psychoanalytic insistence on the persistence of space in, through, beyond,
and between material and psychical ellipses of selves, others, and worlds leads Pile
to declare that “[p]sychoanalysis is, after all, a spatial discipline” (1996: 77).

Psychoanalysis is composed of methods, praxes, and complex theories revised
and contested between and within its various ‘schools of thought.” This chapter
examines the ways in which differing psychoanalytic approaches have been rein-
terpreted and used by cultural geographers. Now, French psychoanalyst Jacques
Lacan reminds us that “[s]aying it all is literally impossible: words fail” (Lacan
1990: 3). This little chapter will inevitably fail to do justice to the theoretical
breadth and intricacies of psychoanalysis and the approaches. Readers are therefore
advised to scrutinize the references (and their references) cited ahead.! I now turn
briefly to consider two premises that made Freud’s psychoanalytical discoveries so
infectious.

Two Fundamentals of Psychoanalysis?

It is often claimed that Freud dealt humanity’s pride a third blow. Nicolaus Coper-
nicus discovered that the earth was not the center of the universe. Charles Darwin
claimed that humans were biologically more similar to evolved apes than God’s cre-
ation. Freud ushered in a new mode of science and reflexivity by refusing to equate
the mind (Ego) with consciousness by ‘discovering’ the existence of the dynamic
unconscious that could speak.

The unconscious

As an adjective the Freudian unconscious refers to psychical processes that are not
subject to consciousness at a given moment. As a noun, the unconscious refers to
one of the three “psychical localities” outlined in Freud’s first “topographical”
theory of the mind composed of the conscious, preconscious, and the unconscious.
In this model, the unconscious is not opposed to consciousness but is the radical
division and irreducible difference between consciousness and itself. The uncon-
scious is an unrealized discourse from an “Other Scene” beyond space, time, nega-
tion, and contradiction. Composed of traumatic prohibitions and cruel injunctions,
the unconscious comprises repressed painful “ideational representatives” — signifiers
and memories usually of a sexual nature. The unconscious is not (as is commonly
supposed) a hidden repository of wild emotions or improper urges. The unconscious
pulsates from within everyday consciousness and emerges when ‘things go wrong.’
It speaks capriciously and stubbornly through distortions or symptoms exemplified
by dreams and slips of the tongue. Freud eventually developed a “structural” theory
of the psyche composed of three interrelated “agencies”: the negotiating Ego that
adapts to and guides reality; the censorious Super-Ego constituted by parental pro-
hibitions and demands; and the chaotic Id associated with illicit drives.

The drive
Freud argued that human pleasure and procreation do not coincide easily. In con-
trast to the biological and innate attributes of “instinct,” Freud argued that a
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psychical montage of “drives” coordinated human sexuality. Distinct from natural
functions and independent from a particular object of satisfaction, the drives are
highly variable and determined by our cultural and historical backgrounds. Freud
contended that sexuality was connected to the unconscious and emerged once the
drive was isolated from natural functions. Freud asserted that perversity (fetishism,
same sex desire, and masturbation) was the condition of sexuality per se and
constituted infantile sexuality. According to Freud, babies lack a self-image of a
unified body and a predetermined sexual object choice. Babies are “polymorphously
perverse” — composed of multiple bodily erotogenic zones that exist prior to cul-
tural naturalization. Freud radically announced that “all human beings are capable
of making a homosexual object-choice and have in fact made one in their uncon-
scious” (Freud 1975: 11).

Approaching Psychoanalytic Geography

When Freud elucidates psychoanalytic concepts he usually unravels their unique spa-
tialities. In Civilization and Its Discontents (1961: 17), for example, Freud discusses
the preservation of “memory-traces” using the analogy of the “history of the Eternal
City”: Rome (see also Pile 1996: 241-3). Civilization and Its Discontents is Freud’s
most sustained psychoanalytic critique of Western culture’s cultivation of anxiety,
guilt, and enmity. Freud discusses tensions between necessary repression, social
harmony, and individual aggressivity. He counterposes the biblical injunction “Thou
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself” with the Latin dictum “man is a wolf to man”
(1961: 65-9), and concludes the essay with somber speculations on the menacing
auspices of Hitler and Fascism.

Clearly, psychoanalysis is not a kind of psycheanalysis — restricted to the analy-
ses of interior minds on indoor couches (see Bondi 1999). The unconscious is outside
(Lacan 1998: 131) gua the symbolic and material cultures of malls, magazines, and
monuments. Transference — the displacement of affect from one idea or person to
another — moves in mysterious ways across these pages, down optic cables, res-
onating in the lives and lines of movie stars and fans, politicians and voters, taxi
drivers and passengers. Even fantasies reside in airplane safety instructions that
depict passengers in postcrash scenarios “like a nice collective lagoon holiday . . .
under the guidance of an experienced swimming instructor” (Zizek 1999: 91).

Psychoanalysis, then, lures cultural geographers because its categories are already
thoroughly spatial providing theoretical orientation to examine complex cultural
practices, identities, discourses, and landscapes. Freudian and psychoanalytic space
is precariously and terminally liminal, swarming amidst the porosity of borders,
spectrality of objects, and the uncanniness of the familiar. Moreover, psychoanaly-
sis enables geographers to theorize space itself by showing how spaces of cultural
difference teem with recurrent forces of pain, destruction, and aggressivity borne
out of psychical conflicts and deficiencies.

Reproaching Psychoanalytic Geography

Do not get carried away though! Psychoanalysis, the “universalizing, decorporeal-
ized, and culturally decontextualized account of psychosexual development” (Blum
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& Nast 1996: 571) has been justifiably submitted to numerous cultural critiques.
For many scholars, psychoanalysis enforces patriarchal reinscriptions of the ‘femi-
nine,” normative, heterosexist structures of gender, repressive understandings of
power and subjectivity, and disavows its geographical and historical biases for
studying predominantly Western white bourgeois nuclear families. These charges
are serious but extremely valuable in making psychoanalytic approaches in geogra-
phy more vigilant and responsible. The ‘bad press’ that psychoanalysis occasionally
gets, however, is usually symptomatic of valuable critical engagements rather than
an inherent inability to explicate various cultural geographies.

Similarly, in The Body and the City: Psychoanalysis, Space, and Subjectivity
(1996), Pile cautions that psychoanalytic concepts cannot “be easily transposed
into, superimposed onto, or mapped alongside, geography — regardless of the kind
of geography” (1996: 81). Pile bemoans that when geographers have found it expe-
dient to acknowledge psychoanalysis they have usually misunderstood or simply
ignored its theoretical premises. Pile notes that despite a mutual interest in percep-
tion, behavior, and the mind, the subdiscipline of behavioral geography did not
engage with psychoanalysis. Premised on a “black box” model of the mind and a
disbelief in the dynamic unconscious, Pile argues that behavioral geography was
ultimately unable to specify exactly how the mind worked in its interaction with
the phenomenal environment.

Pile observes that in the late 1970s and early 1980s, most critiques of behavioral
geography came from ‘humanistic’ and ‘radical’ geographers. The former (influ-
enced by phenomenology) examined cultural symbolic meanings, and the latter
(influenced by Marxism) critiqued cultural power structures. Attempting to go
beyond the “conscious, observable, known world” (1996: 73), both humanistic and
radical geography addressed the question of human subjectivity and agency. Pile
argues, however, that nonpsychoanalytic investment in the category of “experience,”
the binary of “structure and agency,” and an assumption that cultural meanings
were transparently communicable limited their critiques.

Pile’s book is a fascinating and extremely useful introduction to psychoanalysis
and geography that also offers strategies to critically understand subjectivity
and spatialities of the body in urban contexts. Pile triangulates Henri Lefebvre’s
formula of “spatial practice, representation of space, and representational space,”
with Freud’s “unconscious, preconscious, and conscious,” and Lacan’s “Real,
Imaginary, and Symbolic” (1996: 155). Pile also addresses the political possibilities
of various approaches to a “psychoanalysis of space” (1996: 181), and it is to these
various psychoanalytic approaches within geography that I now turn.

Freudian Approaches

Dream spaces
Dreams — and cities — remain the guardians of the moderns’ sleep: an elaborate play of remem-
bering and forgetting; showing and disguising. (Pile 2000: 83-4)

In “Freud, Dreams and Imaginative Geographies,” Pile sets up a “dialogue between
Freud’s ideas and the ways in which geography is imagined” (Pile 1998: 205).
Dreams for Freud are the “royal road to the unconscious” and prove the mind is
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split between consciousness and restless creativity. According to Pile, Freud did not
need to revise his theory of dreams presented in The Interpretation of Dreams
(1965) because of “the way in which he thought spatially about the mind” (1998:
206).

Freud understands dreams as the “[disguised] fulfillment of a [suppressed or
repressed] wish” and “the guardians of sleep” (Pile 1998: 209). Dreams guard sleep
by staging disguised situations that dramatize wishes. The transcription process of
“dream-work” involves “condensation, displacement, the means of representation
and secondary revision” (1998: 209). Images — the “manifest content” of dreams
are composed of symbols that condense a vast array of contradictory meanings —
the dream’s “latent thought.” Pile contends that Freudian “dream space” is not a
“container” but rather a connective medium of “associative paths” (1998: 211)
composed of psychical “density and intensity produced by their location in the inter-
weaving of thought, feelings, and meanings” (Pile 1998: 211). The process of “dis-
placement” transfers or partially censors the intensity of psychical investments
through relocation. Using spatial analogies and relationships, dreams displace psy-
chical intensity by investing and overdetermining “seemingly meaningless images
with apparently inexplicable feelings” (1998: 212). Pile (1998: 213) declares “there
is a geography to dreams” where “locality is almost a paradigm for dreams” blend-
ing dreaming and waking life. Pile describes the personal and cultural geographies
of desire, identity, meaning, and power in a dream documented by Freud as follows:

the desire for sex which produced the dream of the policeman, the church and the landscape is
located within a web of meanings which have ‘anchoring points’ not only in a fantasized topog-
raphy of the male and female body and also in the imaginative spatiality of fucking (as a number
of steps, whether peaceable or difficult), but also in the social construction of the male body as
active (like a person) and the female body as passive (like a landscape) and also in the social
relations of marriage, sexuality, religion, work, class, criminality and morality. (Pile 1998: 213)

Dream spaces are networks under constant erasure and revision that rework
causality through “collocation, juxtaposition, fragmentation ... recomposition,
reversals . . . [and] spatial analogies” (Pile 1998: 215). Freud’s “spatial thinking,”
specifically his theory of “dream-work” allows Pile to conceptualize imaginative
geographies of interior and exterior worlds articulated in Edward Said’s under-
standing of “Orientalism.” The Orient is an imagined colonized place, produced
discursively through stories and stereotypes as Europe’s “collective day-dream”
(Said quoted in Pile 1998: 222). Orientalism “allowed the West to dream of adven-
tures, sexual encounters, fame and fortune — and of Empire” (1998: 222). Overin-
vested with meaning and echoing the process of dream-work, imaginative
geographies dramatize differences of meanings by localizing and distancing the East
from the West through displacement.

The Dreamcity

In “Sleepwalking in the Modern City: Walter Benjamin and Sigmund Freud in the
World of Dreams,” Pile (2000) contends that urban spaces are comparable to
dreams (see also Robinson 1998). Pile examines Walter Benjamin’s use of dream
analysis in One Way Street, written in 1925. Benjamin aims to “induce a shock that
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would wake up the [alienated] moderns” (Pile 2000: 79) from a culture that
fetishizes commodities. Benjamin fans revolutionary sparks in writing about the
“dreamhouses of modernity” (2000: 79) — restless urban spaces exemplified by
derelict Parisian arcades. Similarly, Pile’s notion of a “Dreamcity” conceals fears
and desires through its “dreamcity-work” or “unconscious logics” that produce
“seemingly desireless, fearless, and absurd elements” (2000: 84). Pile contends that
there is “no one dream that articulates the city, nor one aspect of the city that defines
its dreaming” (2000: 84). That Pile acknowledges that someone’s dream may be
another person’s nightmare leads us to examine the possible relationship between
the political and psychoanalysis.

Racist Oedipalization

The mapping of incest onto blackness onto the end of civilization itself thus informed bodily
and spatial forms of segregation that were culturally, politically, and economically upheld for
unconscious and racist familiarized reasons in cities and rural areas across the country. (Nast

2000: 231)

The political and psychoanalytic scope of Heidi Nast’s “Mapping the ‘Unconscious’:
Racism and the Oedipal Family” (2000) is prefigured in the article’s key words:
“family,” “racist-oedipal hysteria,” “slavery,” “unconscious,” “urban renewal,”
and “white supremacy.” Nast’s paper examines eight “mappings” that include US
plantation (post)slavery settings in the south and urban racial segregation in mid-
twentieth-century Chicago. Examining cultural practices at various geographic
scales, Nast theorizes how “embodied unconscious emotions and desires have
impelled the construction of many racist landscapes” (2000: 217).

How can the unconscious be political or even racist? For Nast, an irreducible
and incommensurable cultural split between a prelinguistic imaginary
(infant-maternal relations, practice, ritual, and performance) and a linguistic sym-
bolic (law of the father, language, and the spoken) that is “unconsciously instru-
mental to modern forms of exploitation” and “understood as a strategic political
geographic device” (Nast 2000: 243). Nast uses “the word ‘unconscious’ to connote
a kind of blinding of oneself to the ways in which the body and desire speaks itself”
(2000: 242) through symbolic and imaginary spaces. “Oedipal relations” are created
and managed to negotiate this traumatic split and also maintain racist “colonial-
familial relations instrumental to plantation and industrial capitalism™ (2000: 243).
Nast’s understanding of culture draws on Freud’s theories of Oedipal myths that
she argues work “precisely because they are made to carry out work — just as in
any other culture, beliefs and practices repose through mythical tales and places”
(2000: 243).

Freud thought culture could only exist once prohibitions deflected incestuous
desires away from the family and toward the domain of the “law of the Father.”
Freud argues that Oedipal desire disappears when the son submits to the law of the
Father and displaces maternal desire to female persons outside the maternal body
and home. The idealized modern US Oedipal-cultural triad of Mother-Son-Father,
Nast argues, is coded white, while the prohibitive incestuous threat — “the
Repressed” — is typically “colored” black. The symbolically white mother, then, is
unconsciously defined as a vulnerable object of incestuous desire from black “boys”

» < » »
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— carriers of unconscious desires. Accordingly, incest with the white mother was
unconsciously racialized and black male exploitation in the US was libidinized. Nast
argues that white fears could not be spoken because they were so psychically and
culturally repressed in a “labyrinthine maze” of familial desire, political-economy
and symbolic necessity. As a result, white fears could only be spoken through the
idiom of violence in the reassertion of their supposedly racially superior symbolic
fatherhood.

Nast demonstrates how unconscious space is an embodied, structured, libidi-
nized, and violent sociospatial effect that emerged “as an embodied spatial effect
unevenly across space and time in tandem with European colonialisms across the
world” (2000: 215) in the racist and familialized strictures of industrial capitalism.
Colonial conquests and violence were sexualized and spatially displaced or repressed
by white Oedipal families into the cultural unconscious. During the post-
Reconstruction period in the US, black men were lynched and castrated whenever
a “mythological black man was seen as potentially touching, approaching, or raping
a white woman” (Nast 1999: 217). To compound their subordination to white het-
eropaternal Oedipal ‘law,” enslaved black men were infantilized. Through the denial
of a last name and interpellations of “son” and “boy,” black slaves were controlled
yet feared members of a white cultural family.

Nast’s argument is powerful and instructive. First, we read how the dynamic
unconscious is materialized in cultural practices and meanings. Second, her psy-
choanalytic approach differs from Marxian analyses of “capitalist logics” in ideol-
ogy by examining the “illogical rages and actions” to provide a potentially “greater
explanatory force to ‘race’” (2000: 217). Third, Nast’s paper challenges the belief
that simply modifying the causal relation between cultural landscapes and psyches
can easily solve heterosexism and racism. Finally, Nast argues that potentially racist
and colonial forces implicit in Freud’s theorizations of Oedipal drama must be
acknowledged to avoid further compliance with racism.

Uncanny landscapes and sexed cities
Robert Wilton’s “The Constitution of Difference: Space and Psyche in Landscapes of
Exclusion” examines how cultural relations may be “troubled by the proximity of
difference” (1998: 176). Wilton uses Freud’s notion of the “uncanny” that
designates feelings and things that are unsettling but involve the reappearance of
unusually familiar elements from unconscious concealment. Wilton chooses a
psychoanalytic approach because “existing [urban] studies fail to adequately con-
ceptualize the origins of people’s behavior” (1998: 180). He provides a case study of
a 25-bed AIDS hospice in a Los Angeles neighborhood where illness and death deeply
disturbs local residents. The effects on the community are uncanny because the
hospice symbolized vulnerability and mortality, “supposedly the very antithesis of the
living body and yet something which people find disturbingly familiar” (1998: 181).
In “Sexing the City” (1998), Liz Bondi argues that feminist interpretations of
urban landscapes relying on the nonpsychoanalytic distinction between gender and
sex generally close off questions of sex, sexuality, and sexual practice (see also Nast
1998). Bondi contrasts this “sex-free” tendency, where heterosexuality appears as
an integral part of considerations of gender identity, with gay and lesbian studies
of the city that critique hegemonic forms of heterosexuality. Arguing that gender is
“far more complex than implied by the categories ‘women’ and ‘men’” (1998: 178),
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Bondi’s feminist approach utilizes a Freudian perspective of feminine and masculine
identities that “are more like masks or fictions we create in order to sustain myths
about our subjective integrity, which we need to operate within our rule-governed
social milieus” (1998: 183). Bondi analyzes the cultural politics of gentrification and
prostitution in neighborhoods of Edinburgh, Scotland.

Object-relations Theory

The main proponents of object-relations theory were Michael Balint, Donald W.
Winnicott, and W. R. D. Fairbairn. The theory was established in England during
the interwar years and became one of the most prominent post-Freudian psycho-
analytic approaches. Object-relations theory includes a number of theoretical points
of view, but generally deemphasizes the role of the drive by focusing on the embod-
ied intersubjective formation of the psyche in relation to ‘objects.” These objects of
mediation include mothers, fathers, fantasies, toys, and parts of the body (typically
breasts, fingers, and mouths) oscillating between the external environment of the
“not me” and the child’s internalized mental representations. Psychical boundaries
are installed to separate good (sources of comfort) and bad (anxiety-provoking)
objects to prevent the dissolution of the self. Objects, however, sometimes embody
good and bad qualities, as is exemplified by the primary caretaker, usually codified
as the mother who provides and withdraws love. Furthermore, introjection, the
evaluation of the self or ego by living through and taking in objects, may be con-
tinuous and excessive so that the child ‘disappears’ into a dependent relation with
objects. Projection is the attribution of feelings, typically love and hate, to other
objects, and can be excessively hostile and impair the child’s capacity for empathy
(Sibley 1995: 6).

Geographies of exclusion
The construction of community and the bounding of social groups are part of the same
problem as the separation of self and other. Collective expressions of fears of others, for

example, call on images which constitute bad objects for the self and thus contribute to the
definition of the self. (Sibley 1995: 15)

In Geographies of Exclusion: Society and Difference in the West (1995), David
Sibley endorses an object-relations approach to cultural analyses and notes that
Melanie Klein views the “emerging sense of the border, of separateness and self, as
a social and cultural process” (1995: 6). Sibley maps cultural geographies of the
discrepant — composed of exclusion, rejection, purification, transgression, and
distancing — “between the inner (pure) self and the outer (defiled) self” (1995: 7).
According to Sibley, these geographies collapse public and private spheres, and
amplify binaries between cultural ‘selves’ and ‘others.” In this way, dominant cul-
tural groups attempt to consolidate power by marginalizing the threats of ‘others’
exemplified by the elderly, disabled, women, criminals, blacks, gays, and children.

“Geographies of exclusion” mobilize cultural stereotypes of ‘good selves’ and
‘bad others.” Sibley uses examples of photographs of gypsies labeled as “criminal
types” and the European regulation of colonial and racial spaces through the moral
use of the color black to codify disease and shame, and white to codify innocence
and safety. Similarly, Sibley’s chapter “Mapping the Pure and Defiled” demonstrates
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how modern media represents cultures of vulnerability and threat. Examples include
television advertisements that portray the vulnerability of a child in the “defiled
environment of New York City” (1995: 63) and the wild behavior of children
requiring the civilizing effects of detergent, mothers, and the home. Sibley uses the
same arguments in his Part I, “The Exclusion of Geographies,” to analyze the exclu-
sion of “academics as subjects” who were considered to possess dangerous knowl-
edge. Focusing on the urban sociological studies of W. E. B. Dubois, Sibley shows
how “processes of social segregation observable in the modern city, for example,
are mirrored in the segregation of producers” (1995: xvi).

Transitional spaces and potential places

Characterizing children as other is a particularly thorny problem. (Aitken & Herman 1997:
63)

Stuart Aitken and Thomas Herman’s “Gender, Power, and Crib Geography:
Transitional Spaces and Potential Places” (1997) attempts to contribute to post-
Enlightenment thought by offsetting the tendency to privilege “reason, logic, orderly
development” over “frivolity, intuition, emotion, discursive practice, holistic accep-
tance and collective experience” (1997: 64). Aitken and Herman argue that
Winnicott’s (1971) concept of “transitional space” — the nonlinear, playful, intu-
itive, and experimental space that blurs distinctions between self and object and the
space from which culture emerges — can illuminate understandings of children’s iden-
tity formation without serving adults and patriarchy. They argue that Winnicott’s
ideas parallel Lefebvre’s and diverge from the objective distancing and compart-
mentalizing tendencies of Freud, Lacan, and Jean Piaget, which “[fails] to place the
emotional, feeling and playing child within an irreducible web of cultural meaning”
(1997: 67). For Aitken and Herman, “what may be missing in geography and child
development studies is attention to the ways that play, culture, racial identities
and gender formations are conflated within transitional spaces” (1997: 75). “Crib
Geography” poses the following questions:

How can we, as adults, imagine the place of children? It is possible to see ourselves in our
children and we can relive some of our own childhood pains and joys through them, but can
we fully appreciate the nuances that comprise a child’s world? (1997: 64)

These questions are examined in various Western cultural contexts that include
adult controlled spaces and designed built environments that belie a dogma of super-
vision, protection, and behavioral training of children (see also Aitken 2001). They
note that the “seemingly neutral space” (1997: 80) of crib, bedroom spaces, and
institutions of childcare centers, homeless shelters, residential psychiatric wards, are
cultures underpinned by unquestioned adult authority and white, middle-class
values. Aitken and Herman caution against using a psychoanalytic approach to
reconceptualize play and culture. They assert that Freud’s “instinct theory” [sic|
means “psychoanalytical theory is inherently depoliticizing” (1997: 71), while
“Winnicott may be complicit with a patriarchal idealization of child development”
(1997: 82).> We may now consider how geographers use a Lacanian approach to
negotiate another thorny issue — gender and psychoanalysis.
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Lacanian Approaches

Lacan has emerged as one of the most influential and original psychoanalytic the-
orists since Freud and is immensely popular in film, gender, and cultural studies.
Lacan’s work, however, is often debunked for its dense elliptical style or provoca-
tive statements such as “the unconscious is structured like a language,” and “there
is no such thing as a sexual relationship.” The clinical dimension and conceptual
variations in Lacan’s 50 years of work (most of which has not been translated into
English), however, have been overlooked by most Anglo-American scholars.
Lacan’s complex concepts, such as the “phallus,” “mirror stage,” “objet petit a,”
and “jouissance” revolutionized psychoanalytic debates over theory and practice.
Lacan challenges other psychoanalytic approaches (most notably object-relations
theory and Ego psychology) through his “return to the meaning of Freud” and recast-
ing of concepts such as displacement and condensation into linguistic equivalents
(metaphor and metonymy). Lacan’s theory of the registers is arguably the most con-
stant reference throughout his entire work. Lacan argues that psychic life is coordi-
nated by dynamic interconnections between the “Imaginary” (image, illusion,
deception, seduction, meaning, alienation, luring, and rivalry), the “Symbolic” (lan-
guage, universality, absence, death, and lack), and the “Real” (trauma, indetermi-
nate, unknowable, anxiety, impossibility). One reason for Lacan’s popularity is how
his theoretical insights prefigure the predominant psychodynamics of fantasy, nar-
cissism, and the visual in modern Western culture (see Blum & Nast 2000: 183, 200).

Shopping with Lacan

The subfield “geographies of consumption” echoes Lacanian psychoanalysis with
its interest in cultures of self-actualization, images, fetishism, spectacle, and plea-
sure. In “Once-upon-a-Time in the Commodity World: An Unofficial Guide to Mall
of America” (1999), Jon Goss argues that Mall of America’s spaces of nature, col-
lective myth, individual fantasy, and memory fulfill vital cultural and psychological
functions. Goss critically aligns the Lacanian Real with the Mall’s “specks of dirt,”
that betray its illusion of semiotic perfection and exploitative relations of produc-
tion (1999: 72), and the Lacanian Symbolic to facilitate understandings of com-
modity fetishism that do not

misperceive objects as reifications of social relations, or that relations between things displace
relations between people, although this is true, but rather that complex relations between people
and things, or better, people-things, are constitutive parts of the symbolic order. (1999: 71)

Following the psychoanalytically inflected writings of Benjamin and Lefebvre,
and Slavoj Zizek’s Lacanian rendering of ideology (1997), Goss approaches com-
modity fetishism by neither conceiving the consumer as dupe nor asking “what The
Mall really is, to seek ‘the real’ beneath the ‘plague of fantasies.”” Instead, Goss
wants to “take pleasure [jouissance]| [sic| in the play of reality and fantasy, while
critically examining how we actually believe in this distinction” (1999: 49).

Lacan ‘for’ feminism

What if this real, this claim that there is a real space, itself depends on desire, is itself an
imagined fantasy? . .. Whose desire, whose space would this be?z Who would it constitute?
Who would dwell in it, and how? (Rose 1996: 62, emphasis in original)
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Three French feminists, Hélene Cixous, Julia Kristeva, and Luce Irigaray, appropri-
ated psychoanalytic theoretical premises to expose the systematic repression of femi-
nine and maternal experiences and the undue bias toward masculinity in Western
thought. Lacan was openly hostile to feminism and ridiculed its political aspirations.
Yet some feminists (including geographers) have found Lacan’s theories useful to
subvert binary conceptions of innate and fixed gender differences by emphasizing
their precarious psychical-linguistic dimensions constituted by patriarchal culture.

In “As if the Mirrors had Bled: Masculine Dwelling, Masculinist Theory and
Feminist Masquerade” (1996), Gillian Rose situates her writing in “‘a between’
between us, an around, a space, in order to initiate a dialogue” (1996: 61) with
Irigaray — a practicing analyst and former student of Lacan. Irigaray’s notion of the
“imaginary” that conflates the symbolic, bodily, and cultural, enables Rose to ques-
tion the masculinist insistence by geographers “to distinguish between real and non-
real space” (1996: 62). Rose (1995) also draws on Lacan’s notions of “the gaze”
and “symbolic castration” to theorize the fragility inherent to masculine cultural
understandings of visualized spaces of self/knowledge and the politics of represen-
tation therein.

Jenny Robinson’s article “Feminism and the Spaces of Transformation” (2000)
draws on the work of Kristeva, who “encourages us to read psychoanalytic narra-
tives within a sociohistorical frame, and to question their gendered assumptions”
(2000: 297). Robinson illustrates Kristeva’s insistence that the Symbolic (cultural
relations and practices) can be “shattered” and that “the semiotic” and “abjection”
can provide a conceptual basis to show “the persistent failure of borders, distinc-
tions and separations” (2000: 296).

Bondi (1997) asserts, in “In Whose Words? On Gender Identities, Knowledge
and Writing Practices,” that despite Lacan’s antifeminism, androcentricism, and
chauvinism, he offers “a strategy of unsettling patriarchal practices from a position
self-consciously within that heritage” (1997: 251) that “undercuts men’s as well as
women’s claims to authoritative speaking positions” (1997: 253-4). In “Jacques
Lacan’s Two-dimensional Subjectivity” (2000), Blum and Nast have deftly argued
that “Lacan’s analysis of human subjectivity is flawed” (2000: 200) because it priv-
ileges the visual, suppresses the material-maternal body, relies on “normative het-
erosexuality,” restricts the world to “a closed system of mirror and phallus” (2000:
201), and reduces infantile sexual alterity “through renouncing the mother’s body”
(2000: 185). Nonetheless, they conclude that Lacan still presents geographers with
important theoretical orientations to renegotiate heteropatriarchy and spatial
oppressions (see also Blum 1998; Blum & Nast 1996). Moreover, psychoanalysis
still presents geographers with important opportunities to interrogate what is meant
by “culture.”

Conclusion: More Psychoanalytic Approaches?

Hopefully, the epigraph where Lacan compares the unconscious with Baltimore
appears less peculiar now. Psychoanalysis does not so much blur boundaries
between inner and outer as it explicates how supposed intimate inner spaces are
inhabited by supposed alien outer and vice versa. The unconscious, for example, is
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thus externally materialized in everyday cultural contexts, “or to quote The X Files
motto: ‘The truth is out there’” (Zizek 1999: 89). Geographers choose psychoana-
lytic approaches because they show how the restrictive binaries (self versus other,
material versus ideal, and subjective versus objective) that are operationalized in
culture are always out of sync. Psychoanalysis enables powerful critical explana-
tions at various geographic scales of seemingly irrational or normative cultures of
sexism, racism, and economic exploitation configured in ‘human, all too-human’
geographies of fear, violence, and fantasy.

Nonetheless, more intensive psychoanalytic approaches are possible. To be sure,
“It]he size and complexity of the field make any engagement with psychoanalysis
appear somewhat daunting” (Pile, quoted in Wilton 1998: 183), and sometimes “[i]t
still feels like musing, all this talk of dreams” (Pile 2000: 85). The complexity of
psychoanalysis and the potential radicalism of psychoanalytic approaches have for
the most part been compromised. Many cultural geographers have relied heavily on
secondary literatures that often assimilate versions of psychoanalysis conforming to
understandings of culture gua the deconstructive effects of deferred (con)textual
signification or constructive discursive practices, rather than the psychospatial vicis-
situdes of the unconscious, fantasy, and desire (see Callard 2003; Kingsbury 2003).
Little wonder, then, that for most cultural geographers the writings of Jacques
Derrida and Michel Foucault have appeared more palatable and easier to under-
stand than the writings of Freud or Lacan.

NOTES

1. Readers are also advised to read the Journal of Social & Cultural Geography, vol. 4
(2003), a theme issue on ‘Psychoanalytic Geographies’ published just before this book
went to press.

2. Cf. Lacan 1998.

3. Aitken and Herman repeat the standard mistake of failing to distinguish between Freud’s
words Trieb (drive) and Instinkt (instinct). Psychoanalysis can be ‘inherently’ politiciz-
ing (see Nast 2000; Kingsbury 2003; Zizek 1997, 1999).
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Chapter 9

Performance and
Performativity: A Geography
of Unknown Lands

Nigel Thrift

This my hand will rather
The multitudinous seas incarnadine
Making the green one red.

Thomas De Quincy

Bow, stubborn knees and heart with strings of steel
Be soft as sinews of the new-born babe
Hamlet 3.3.70-1

Crying is a puzzler.
Charles Darwin 1838

Introduction: An Awkward Perspective

I take it as axiomatic that cultural geography has lost its way. A particular picture
of the world has held it captive, a picture based on just a few brushstrokes: a stub-
bornly humanist metaphysics, the repeated application of methodologies that just
confirm that world’s existence, and a politics which still attempts to take the moral
high ground. The result, at least, is clear. Cultural geography has become intellec-
tual work as usual, cutting itself off from its radical origins.

But there is another way. In this chapter, I will sketch out some of the elements
of what a revivified cultural geography might look like, one not based just on the
academic grind of text and countertext but on an ethos of constant experimenta-
tion across many registers of experience in a world “saturated with phenomena,”
to use Helen Vendler’s (1995) pregnant phrase. I will argue that this reformulation
requires three main elements, each of which forms a key part of the chapter. One
is to recognize the richness of the world. Another is to take an expressively formed
embodiment into our thinking. And the last is to produce a different ethos of engage-
ment with the world.

In each case, what is being attempted is to produce a new kind of political weave
to the world, one which attempts to meet despoliation with an ethos of creation
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rather than just resistance. It is engaged, above all, with forcing new kinds of sur-
facings, born out of the burn of raw energy released by making implicit and pow-
erful connections (Taussig 1999; Thrift 2002). What is being aimed for, in other
words, is a definition of the political which avoids a model of a hallowed ground
of politics surrounded by a desert of quietism, in favor of “continuously” political
activity woven into the fabric of life.

Such a change of horizon can be located as part of a broader project, which is
to finally slough off the perpetually futile but seemingly ever-renewed legacy of
thinking of history and geography through totalizing systems, with an utter dis-
proportionality between the types of questions posed (most of them by the great
systems of Christian theology) and the vaulting types of answers provided as
thinkers felt compelled to “‘reoccupy’ the ‘position’ of the medieval Christian
schema of creation and eschatology — rather than leave it empty, as a rationality
that was aware of its own limits might have done” (Wallace 1983: xx—xxi). In other
words, as Hans Blumenberg (1983: 48-9) puts it in his magisterial The Legitimacy
of Modern Reason, the attempt to “answer a medieval question with the means
available to a postmedieval age” is a case of “the wrong tools for the wrong job”
(Rabinow 2002: 14). But now we are finally facing up to the fact that we need new
forms of more modest theoretical curiosity which are minded to overcome prob-
lems in quite different ways. Not coincidentally, such a move requires a reworking
of space — as we shall see.

But let me start with a prayer, Jorie Graham’s (2000: 36), to be precise.

What of the quicksand.
My desperate eye looking too hard.
Or the eye of the world

looking too hard
for me. Or, if you prefer, cause,

looking to take in
what could be sufficient—

Then the sun goes down and the sentence

goes out. Recklessly towards the end. Beyond
the ridge. Wearing us as if lost in

thought with no way
out, no eye at all to slip through,

none of the hurry or the between-
hurry thinkings to liquefy,

until it can be laid on a tongue

oh quickness — like a drop. Swallow.
Rouse says the dark.

The act of prayer. For 40 years or so, that act has been at the center of debate in
the social sciences and humanities, ever since Louis Althusser revived Pascal’s dictum
“kneel down, move your lips in prayer and you will believe” as a means of berat-
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ing humanism and moving beyond reading techniques based on the standard rhetori-
cal and semiotic models. As Graham’s reworking of fragments from Holderlin
makes clear, we can now see that numinous historical moment returning in full force
as a series of belated recognitions — of the urgency of thinking materiality anew, of
the importance of technologies of carnality to what we call thinking, and of the
consequent need to instigate another way of proceeding. These three reformulations
will make up the main part of this chapter. Having touched on these reformula-
tions, I will then at least begin the task of showing how they show up in the many
acts of performance and so provide a capacity to know the world from “an awkward
perspective” (Holderlin, cited in Fenves 2001: 1; my emphasis) which cannot, or so
I believe, be easily kept in play in other ways. By way of a conclusion, I will then
touch on what all this might mean for how geography is once it no longer expects
to get its bearings.

The World is Rich

I want to start this process of re-cognition by revisiting the vexed question of mate-
riality. For one of the most striking developments of the last few years has been the
series of struggles to make a new compact with this term, partly the result of the
renaissance of a certain kind of vitalism (see May & Thrift 2001), partly the result
of new technological developments which seem to presage a new kind of lightness
to being, and partly the result of a desire to inject a sense of wonder' and aston-
ishment back into a world which sometimes seems to have become tarnished by
spectacle.” This new sense of materiality challenges a whole series of traditional divi-
sions — between organic and inorganic, science and art, and space and time, for
example — in its hunger to redefine how the world is/could/should be.> What are the
chief aspects of this new sense of materiality? I think there are three. The first is
what we might call, following Tiffany (2000), a lyric materiality. It is becoming
commonplace to identify the point at which materialism both breaks free and simul-
taneously stultifies with Marx’s doctoral thesis on Democritus and Epicurus (e.g.
Bennett 2001; Tiffany 2000). In that thesis, Marx half-animates the world. He uses
Epicurean philosophy to show that the “sensuous appearance” of the world is built
into its very character and is not just a subjective impression but then, falling back
on Democritus, he only allows that sensuousness limited play, and so ends up with
a standard philosophical anthropology in which exaltation, enchantment, and
derangement are marked human (some might say all too human). “By the time Marx
gets done with it, the fighting spirit of matter has settled down into the bodies of
men” (Bennett 2001: 120). Marx therefore loses touch with the appreciation of
agency within nature that Epicurus’s fundamental atomic property of swerve affirms.

But now there are attempts to reinstate exaltation, enchantment, and derange-
ment back into materialism in a way already prefigured by writers like Walter Ben-
jamin. How does this kind of “aesthetically disposed” materialism differ from the
old materialism? First, it extends the imagination into matter, rather than seeing the
two as separate and distinct, by exploring the poetic dimension. We cannot escape
the fact that our means of depicting the world is bound up with what we take the
world to be. It is not the case that this is just a simple depiction of the real by the
imagination, however. For material substance is:
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A medium that is inescapably informed by the pictures that we compose of it. We are con-
fronted with the idea that a material body, insofar as its substance can be defined, is com-
posed of pictures, and that the conventional equation of materialism and realism depends on
the viability of the pictures we use to represent an invisible material world. (Tiffany 2000: 9)

And the lyric nature of substance is, if anything, being underlined. Why? Because,
at this point in history,

Science becomes rich in visualizing skills and art gains many entries into the object. Fiction
is no longer free under the pretext that it would be subjective or impotent, and science is no
longer merely “accurate,” because to be so it would also need to be unmediated, unsituated
and unhistorical. (Latour 1999: 428)

And this tendency can only expand as more and more of the practices of science,
spurred on by powerful technical media, rely on imagining the invisible (Ede 2000).

A second aspect of the new materiality that is inherent in the lyric is what we
might call a sense of wonder. Fisher (1998) argues that wonder disrupts ordinary
narrative expectations by producing sudden experiences in an instant of time in
which all details are present at once in a kind of spatial crowding. The everyday is
shuffled and displaced by a rare or even singular and utterly compelling event. It is
therefore something more than surprise, because “wonder does not depend on awak-
ening and then surprising expectation, but on the complete absence of expectation”
(p. 21). Again, wonder is something more than the by now overly familiar notion of
shock; “shock is a rejuvenation within fatigued systems of representation and
thought. That is why the classical and religious mind of Baudelaire gave us our great-
est poet of the aesthetics of shock. With shock we face the all or nothing, the Russian
roulette of a mind or a system at the end of its rope” (p. 5). Rather, wonder is a kind
of local intelligibility, as Fisher (1998: 9), in a wonderful passage, makes clear.

Socrates insisted that to know what it is that we do not know is the humbling first step of
true knowledge. We need to add that the impossibility of knowing any such thing is one of
the things that strikes us when we look closely at the reasoning and science of the past, even
in the moments of its greatest accomplishments . . . When we look at the history of success-
ful explanation and ask how it could be that it remained undamaged by the unreliable tools,
unavailable technology, hidden errors carried on through the entire project of thought, inad-
equate basic terminology, sectors of ignorance built in like blank spots on a map and some-
times taking up 90 per cent of the map itself, then we can see just how fruitful the idea of
local intelligibility is as the necessary alternative to certain knowledge. Defective but still
manageable rationality is what we actually have to use to make sense of the objects of our
curiosity.

Wonder drives and sustains the defective rationality that gives us intelligibility under con-
ditions where we will not even know that we have reached certain knowledge when and if
we have.

A third aspect of the new materiality I will call involution, calling to mind the
great and interlinked dream metaphors that De Quincy called “involutes” that
reveal new connections, making the green one red. Nowadays, this aspect of mate-
riality is often tagged as neobaroque, bringing to mind a tradition of conceiving of
complexity that reaches back to Whitehead and finds its current keenest exponent
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in the works of Benjamin (1985) and Deleuze (1993). In this tradition, the world
appears as a heap of highly significant fragments (somewhat akin to Leibnizian
monads), rather than a seamless web which adds up to a superorganic whole. This
is a constantly fluctuating world of the side-by-side existence of mutually exclusive
realities, realities in turbulent motion forming short-lived patterns with each other
— when patterns exist at all. The “emancipation of dissonance” (Kwa 2002) that
results from such a vision emphasizes the creative aspect of the world in its atten-
tion to the swerve. In the neobaroque tradition, then, the world is contingent and
complex, a space for opportunities and events. This is the opposite of the view that
sees general laws in every single local instance and event for “when we cannot
predict the future course of a complex system, it is not because we don’t know
enough. The world is uncertain. Uncertainty in the baroque case is ontological rather
than epistemological” (Kwa 2002: 47).

This new sense of materiality takes the world into new territories. To begin with,
it takes the poetics of metaphor seriously, where metaphor is not taken to be some-
thing cozy and familiar but what Husserl once called a “resistance to harmony”
which is also simultaneously an act of restitution. It strains against both disciplined
experience and the objective univocity of certain kinds of abstraction in that it con-
tains more than it is selected for. As Blumenberg (1997: 84-35) so brilliantly puts it,

This is the model of what is claimed for hermeneutics, but in this case it runs in the oppo-
site direction: interpretation does not enrich the text beyond what the author consciously
puts into it; rather, the alien relationship flows unpredictably into the production of texts.
Metaphor’s imprecision, now scorned in the rigorous self-sharpening of theoretical language,
corresponds in a different way to the maximal abstraction of such concepts as “Being,”
“History,” “World,” which have not ceased to impress us. However metaphor retains the
wealth of its heritage, which abstraction must deny.

Then, the new sense of materiality takes investments of affective energy in objects
seriously. So, for example, the investment of such energy in commodities is no longer
peremptorily dismissed as fetishism. It does not only entail a kind of mindless
amusement but all kinds of pleasurable affirmations. More importantly, objects
become elements of ethologies which can go wild, making new paths and clusters,
distributing themselves as key parts of various passions (Attfield 2000).

And, to finish up, the new sense of materiality necessarily involves itself in trying
to trace out the political unconscious of the material world as a kind of performa-
tive agency in the shape of those physical automatisms, based on the mimetic dimen-
sion, which provide most of our grounding in the world. These “lyrics” — a host of
historically contingent expressions, with their attendant traumas, joys, and conver-
sions — are “songlines” which are now drawn on not just media like the body and
the movement of air but also the screen and the mundane para-ethnographic appa-
ratus of such incessant and insistent objects as networks of pipes, families of for-
mulae and clearing systems (Marcus 2002; Riles 2002).

Thinking Embodiment

Again, what we can take from the example of Graham’s prayer is the need to be
careful not to assume that the message is the be-all and end-all of life. In a certain
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sense, the medium really is the message in that if the body conforms then the
doctrine follows on, as Bourdieu, in Pascalian vein, so often demonstrated (e.g.
Bourdieu 1999). Belief is about sedimenting the body.

But, more than that, her careful mixing of metaphors also shows the importance
of questioning what is meant by the body. Thus, recent work has tended to radi-
cally undermine the idea that the body is a finished organic whole beginning or
ending at the wall of skin. Rather, the body is seen as a set of interdependent asso-
ciations or interactions or populations, stressing commonality over isolation, which
are born out of the force, even vehemence (Fisher 2002), of expression as embodi-
ment. And this really does mean commonality out of force. So, to begin with,
embodiment is a set of spatially and temporally distributed series: body a-where-
ness rather than body awareness. It consists of the differential flow of a particular
kind of constantly moving carnality which has its reasons and its modes of reason-
ing, but these are not necessarily cognitively framed. Modern dance has often tried
to make this point by arranging moving bodies in such a way that “disconnected
movements can take off and develop at the same time in the same body” (Gil 2002:
118-19), inducing the simultaneous superposition of multiple positions in time and
space, proliferating articulations which demonstrate that movement can become its
own motivation. Take the case of Merce Cunningham. He

decomposes gestures in the balancing act of the body-in-movement, so that the nexus of posi-
tions of bodily parts is no longer that of an organic body. One could even say that to each
of the simultaneously held positions there corresponds a different body. (Organic, yes, but
out of the multiplicity of organic virtual bodies that constitute one same body there emerges
an impossible body, a sort of monstrous body: this is the virtual body.) This body prolongs
gesture into virtuality since what follows from gesture can no longer be perceived by and in
an empirical, actual body.

It follows that there is no single body, like the “proper” body of phenomenology, but
rather multiple bodies. (Gil 2002: 123)

Then, embodiment does not just consist of the particular consistencies of flesh. It is
radically extended by tools of various kinds which are an integral part of what we
call humanity, rather than being something set to one side of individual human
bodies as means through which these bodies attain various goals and meanings
(Leroi-Gourhan 1983). Gradually, the human has come to consist of more and more
“body parts” — and more and more wordly “counterparts” — each learning to affect
the other. As Latour (1999: 147) puts it, “the pair human-nonhuman does not
involve a tug-of-war between two opposite forces. On the contrary, the more activ-
ity there is from one, the more activity there is from the other.” Because of this
active intermediation, intersubjectivity must be seen as much as an outcome of
capture by various kinds of tool (texts, devices, and body disciplines) as a driving
force.

In turn, this leads us to a last point. The nonhuman counts. Not as a back-up or
an interface or a possession but as a more or less extensive architecture of action
whose concerns do not just impinge on “us” but make “us” what “we” are.
Massumi (2002a: xxix—xxx) puts it well:

There are any number of non-human strata in the world, with their own “perceptual” mech-
anisms: means for picking up a charge of potential aflow in the world and capturing it in a
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stratum-forming self-production or reproduction. Many of these non-human formations are
in fact integrated in the human body. A ray of light passing into the human eye strikes on
the level of physics. Its impulse passes through many an interlocking level, from the physi-
cal to the chemical to the biological. On each level, it produces a dedicated effect that is cap-
tured as a content, and around which certain functions alimenting the self-regulating system
will come to revolve. The cascading generation of alimentary effects and functional capture
continues across the gaps between bodily strata. When it reaches the brain, the whole series
repotentializes. Brain functioning serves as a hinge between the internal stratifications con-
tained by the skin and the wider systems of capture into which the human organism as a
whole is in turn integrated.

So, to summarize, embodiment may best be thought of as a set of circulating etholo-
gies, architectures of unlike things which come together and are aligned as partic-
ular functionings (that is bodies of sensation that do not refer to the perception of
an object or the affections of a subject) with particular capacities to produce effects
and affects. These ethologies are moving “thought-ways,” ways of doing/thinking
world, what Deleuze calls “refrains,” orderings that drive across and produce
regions by constantly making and remaking alliances and relationships: the work
of doing relation.

Engaging the World

In turn, this kind of depiction of a rich and sensuous materiality suggests a very dif-
ferent kind of ethos of engagement with the world, what I have called elsewhere
“summoning life” (Thrift 2002). This is an attempt to carve out a different kind of
ethos from that which currently takes up and deadens so much of our energies, one
which adds to the world by framing the energetics of encounters in creative and
caring ways which add to the potential for what may become, one which — in the
teeth of all the evidence — is always moving towards possible celebration. It tries to
produce more artful responses to the questions encounters continuously ask of us,
expanding just a little the spaces of joy and generosity that so often show up but
are mutilated by the assumptions of what the circumstances must be. This is not a
romantic conception of a political ethic, I hasten to add, since it assumes that what
is being striven for at most times is agonistic respect (what is often called deep plu-
ralism) born out of an expanded sense of what constitutes sensibility and thought-
fulness. But it is a hopeful conception — or so I hope — which attempts to undo some
of the damage inflicted by numerous orderings on our capacity for thoughtfulness
and to amplify responsiveness.

Producing such an ethos therefore depends upon making assumptions about how
the world will be disclosed.

One of those assumptions is that the world will zot turn up as a secularized
modernity. I have no truck with an account of the world as a realm of disenchant-
ment (Thrift 1996; Bennett 2001). Instead, I see our current conjuncture as no less
full of gods and spirits than the medieval period, though they may take on radical
forms. I simply do not believe that capitalism or bureaucracy or science has the
power to iron out the imagination, though they certainly condition and channel it.*
I see these kinds of secular orderings (and since they are themselves shot through
with manifestations of superstition, leaps of the imagination and affective energy,
I might question the use of the description “secular”) as attempts to produce
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efficacious organizations of public space which will crowd out precisely these kinds
of manifestations. Of course, the repressed then returns, but powered up by these
secular conditions orders enormous organizational resources into counterproduc-
tive conflicts, schisms, and wars.

Another assumption is that politics operates at all manner of levels, of which one
of the most important, as Connolly (1999) has pointed out, is the “visceral” regis-
ter of the amygdala, stomach, and numerous other body parts (not all of which, as
we have seen, are in what has conventionally been regarded as the body) which gen-
erate intensities, images, and feelings. Connolly concentrates on this visceral regis-
ter for a number of reasons — in part to show just what is lost if a Kantian and
Habermasian notion of public discourse is asserted, in part to allow him to listen
receptively to politics at points of inception other than those at which its practices
are conventionally understood to kick in, and in part as a political ambition in itself;
to be able to modify the “infrasensible” aspects of this register of feeling in order
to allow new energies and surprising experiments to emerge.

One more assumption is that we need to inhabit and take responsibility for the
world differently. That is we need to be more open to attentive openness and less
concerned about control. But how to express this? One analogy that comes to mind
is with the display quality of the sentient world. As Arendt (1978: 29) puts it, using
— significantly for this context — a theatrical metaphor, “whatever can see wants to
be seen, whatever can hear calls out to be heard, whatever can touch presents itself
to be touched.” In other words, “sentient creatures . .. possess an active response
to being perceived — in the form of an impulse to distinguish themselves. Thus ‘what
is’ is constantly contributing to and bringing forth the wild spectacular quality of
the world” (Curtis 1999: 31). In a remarkable paper, Read (2000) has demonstrated
how this performance imperative produces a recognition of alterity and a certain
vulnerability which can in turn produce a kind of ethical stance.

What such an ethic of engagement is trying to work on above all might be sum-
marized as affective capacity, a capacity which constitutes something more than the
personal quality of emotion but which retains the emphasis on feeling (Brown &
Stenner 2001). Affect is understood here in a classical Spinozan fashion as “the
modifications of the body by which the power of action of the body is increased or
diminished, aided or restrained, and at the same time the idea of these modifica-
tions” (Spinoza, Ethics, part III, def. 3). Of course, the Spinozan body means here
something different from the individual organic body, something more like dispo-
sitions for movement or transition within a particular diagram of encounters which
are both affecting and affected.” As Massumi (2002b: 15) so clearly puts it:

For Spinoza, the body was one with its transitions. Each transition is accompanied by a vari-
ation in its capacity: a change in which powers to affect and be affected are addressable by
a next event and how readily addressable they are — or to what degree they are present as
futurities. That degree is a bodily intensity, and its present futurity a tendency. The Spinozist
problematic of affect offers a way of weaving together concepts of movement, tendency, and
intensity in a way that takes us right back to the beginning: in what sense the body coincides
with its own transitions and its transitioning with its potential.

And it is important to note that the variation in intensity is felt: it is the felt reality
of the work of relation. Out of such an understanding of affect and body, Spinoza
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forged an ethics of expression which has now come back to haunt us. Massumi
(2002a: xxii, author emphasis) puts that ethics into words so:

What expression is most emphatically not dependent upon in the first instance is any pur-
portedly generally applicable moral rule of assigning responsibility for it or toward it. There
is indeed an ethics of expression, which Deleuze and Guattari acknowledge and accept as a
central problem. They insist on the term “ethics,” as opposed to morality, because the
problem in their eyes is not in any primary fashion that of personal responsibility. It is a basi-
cally pragmatic question of how one performatively contributes to the stretch of expression
in the world — or conversely prolongs its capture. This is fundamentally a creative problem.
Where expression stretches, potential determinately emerges into something new. Expression’s
tensing is by nature creative. Its passing brings into definite being. It is ontogenetic. To tend
the stretch of expression, to foster and inflect it rather than trying to own it, is to enter the
stream, contributing to its probings: this is co-creative, an aesthetic endeavour. It is also an
ethical endeavour, since it is to ally oneself with change: for an ethics of emergence.

And So To Performance

I hope it now becomes clearer why I and others have become so interested in the
topos of performance in recent years (Thrift 2000; Thrift & Dewsbury 2000). For
performance asks the right questions in the right way, born out of an intense desire
to work on the imagination in order to add something into the world, in a world
in which constantly altering demands to perform have become commonplace
(McKenzie 2001). I tend to see performance as the modern equivalent of prayer in
its focus, intensity and ethical commitment whilst remaining different in its desire
to use repetition to do something different each time. It is not, of course, a panacea
but it starts to provide a body for the thoughts I have worked between on a screen.
Performance has built up a knowledge about technologies of carnality, space and
time which is aware of itself and its effects. It can do the grand and the epic but it
is also aware that the “smallest” things — from the flicker of an eyebrow to the posi-
tioning of a chair, from the track of a tear to the staging of an entrance — matter.

Performance does many things — that is its point — but here I will concentrate on
just its ability to perturb. We need to be careful here. Much performance simply
cements established orders: it is not an orgy of guerilla tactics and incursionary resis-
tances but a part of dominant cultural orders (McKenzie 2001; see also Genosko
2002). But enough of it is different to provide a base for thinking other.

Perhaps the best way of thinking about performance is as a cultural store of
expressive longings, sometimes explicitly articulated, sometimes, like a lover’s glance
across a room, left unsaid. And these longings are not by any means always in the
cognitive domain. Many of them are only expressed as prereflexive signs, little
mo(ve)ments of affect pointing towards something without being able to say what
it is.

In what follows, I will just — very briefly indeed — note how these performative
moments can sometimes (and sometimes not, which often proves just as interest-
ing) produce a certain kind of ascension by pointing to cases from musical perfor-
mance, specifically opera and country music. (In doing so, I have tried to select for
different aspects of the contemporary performative agenda which point up differ-
ent ways of doing different, in the sure knowledge that all I am doing is scratching
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the surface.) These choices may not, at first sight, seem very promising. After all, in
most incarnations, neither of them exactly conjure up the avant-garde. Then, both
opera and country music work to well-worn performative scripts which pass “into
performers’ bodies, performers who are in a chimerical state between aliveness and
deadness, singers [and musicians] who produce sound that has violent force”
(Abbate 2001: 18, my addition). And both opera and country music are not only
routinely recorded but that recording may indeed be the main motive force.® Given
these glosses, how can we understand performance in genres like opera and country
music without falling back on the usual stereotypes of performance as either a form
of puppetry only brought to life by a master script or score or an illicit improvisa-
tion which functions as the equivalent of radical political action. What is playing
the instrument-performer—audience? The answer, in large part, is to try to better
understand performance networks’ affective dimensions and especially their ability
to “possess” both performers and audience. Abbate (2001: xv—xvi) gives some sense
of the process in opera as it gives expression to powerful affective forces when she
writes about the virtuoso performances that she still remembers as if they were
yesterday:

They conveyed the impression that the work was being created at the moment, “before one’s
eyes,” never seeming to invite comparison between what was being heard and some lurking
double, some transcendent work to which they had to measure up. In other words, they never
produced the sinking feeling that one was in the presence of werktreue, that “this is a good
performance of that.” Though they were performances of pieces that I knew well, the tem-
plate had been forgotten. Suggesting that what one heard was simultaneously being invented
and fading away, they produced a strange undertone, inviting held breath as if they could
arrest all loss. At the same time they were distinctly, exaggeratedly material, directing atten-
tion to the physical reality of the musicians and the sounds they create, and one’s place as a
listener or performer within that sound. There were acoustic irregularities or odd visual
angles, all sorts of surplus allied to unique circumstances. Revisited in memory, they have
often directed what I write about music. They raise an interesting question: how mortal is
performance, if it can resonate this powerfully this long?

That same question is raised in a different way by country music. Country is often
seen as the anthems of a reactionary pathos and therefore dismissed by many intel-
lectuals; but, as Shusterman (2000) has argued so effectively, part of the reason for
this dismissal is precisely its recognition and use of affect in performance: “extreme
emotion or sentimentality is a trademark of country music and a prime reason why
intellectuals dismiss it as vulgar kitsch” (Shusterman 2000: 85). According to Shus-
terman country music demands the construction of sincerity which requires the
deployment of emotional styles which can signal authenticity and which themselves,
through continuous use, trigger the expectation of emotional response in the audi-
ence. Relying on this emotional style archive, a relatively limited musical repertoire,
and a strong narrative push, country music is often able to use the common fail-
ures of life to construct a kind of affirmation.

However, what is particularly interesting about musical performance is when
things get awkward so that the process of emergence is exposed in all its workings.
Most performances are not perfect reproductions; there are dropped notes, missed
cues, and fluffed entrances.
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Error and breakdown are byproducts, exposing the dead-object problem, an aspect of the
performance network that few wish to see. This is one reason why performances that go
wrong — where someone forgets, or when the music making threatens to fumble or stop —
do not simply create frustration or disapproval in the audience. The emotions are more com-
plicated. There is a sense of fear, of anxiety or even panic. And not only from sympathetic
identification with those on stage: the spectacle has shown its other face, as a moribund col-
lective that has somehow gotten derailed from the commands that have supplied it with tem-
porary, harmonious life. (Abbate 2001: 45)

I want to illustrate some of these thoughts more fully by considering one of the
most neglected of embodied affective states, namely crying. Part of the reason for
this neglect is that crying has proved a genuine conundrum, both because of its
extreme obviousness and, simultaneously, its extreme opaqueness. Thus the cultural
history of crying is at one and the same time a history of attempts to practice crying
appropriately and to categorize and explain what crying is. From the early catego-
rization of Saint Augustine to the latest thoughts of psychotherapists (e.g. Kottler
1996) to the almost constant struggles by scientists from Darwin (1998/1872)
onwards to put any kind of functional meaning on crying, tears have proved a
primary way of thinking a usually highly gendered expectation of how embodiment
shows up.” And we can be quite sure, as a result of this history, that crying varies
widely in its frequency, uses and effects in cultures now and through the historical
record (Vincent-Buffault 1991; Hvidberg 1992; Lange 1996; Lutz 1999; McEntire
1990; Reddy 2001).

What interests me about crying in current Western cultures is both crying’s gen-
erality — as Frey (1985: 21) puts it, “adult tears can appear in response to almost
any imaginable situation” — and its often extreme awkwardness: though there are
sad or joyful situations where crying is accepted as appropriate and even, in some
senses, pleasurable (at funerals and goodbyes, as an element of reconciliation or
solace, as a public declaration of sincerity, as an expression of wonder, as a release
when watching certain kinds of performance like “tear-jerker” movies or listening
to certain kinds of music — such as country music), quite often crying can prove
highly inappropriate and difficult to deal with, both for those who are crying and
those who are also involved (Cavell 1996). I would argue that crying is often there-
fore best understood as an act of theatre, a practical means of becoming awkward
announcing a change of affective state, a means which, in particular, circumvents
some of the expressive limitations of language; “crying emerges when culture forces
people to embody a response that they cannot say” (Katz 1999: 198). There is a
dramatics to the crying body: as Katz (1999: 179) again puts it, crying is “a panoply
of distinctive, aesthetically guided ways of mobilizing the expressive body.” In turn
such crying is often highly experimental; it has no exact goal in mind but is rather
simply a means of changing the situation in order to see what will turn up, which
may well simply be another form of awareness/appreciation of that situation. An
artful and sensual bridge to something else. The need to bridge can take many forms
— between small and large social worlds, between absence and presence, between
hubbub and silence — but what cannot be denied is a high aesthetic competency
which allows events to be molded: “crying exhibits a poetic logic by which people
bring to the surface and mark things that are routinely effaced in ordinary non-
emotional conduct. They hit upon, transform, and present dimensions of the
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routinely invisible, natural three-dimensionality of their conduct” (Katz 1999: 213).
In other words, they move into another register of embodiment which precisely
underlines and indeed searches out the degree to which they are embodied: “the
flow that intertwines person and world metamorphoses as it moves from the back-
ground to the foreground of experience” (Katz 1999: 220) Various parts of the body
search out new counterparts, transforming the metaphoric structuring of experience.
Breathing is a good example. The catch of breath in crying brings to the fore an
action that is normally considered to be automatic (at least in the West) and can be
used to artful material effect in numerous forms of event. As Irigaray (2002) makes
clear, air too can be cultivated and shared, and crying does exactly this as it breathes
out of tune.

Conclusions: Jangling Space and Time

What I want to conclude this chapter with — at last, some will say — is the kinds of
geographies that turning in the direction I have pointed to will allow to come to the
fore. I hope that by now the political goal is clear: to show up the work of relation
in new ways which concentrate on boosting powers of emergence. It follows that
the kind of approaches to timespace that will be preferred are those forms of radical
empiricism and pragmatics that show up the ways in which circulations emerge and
are maintained, of the kind to be found in the work of, for example, Whitehead,
Deleuze, and Latour. Such approaches are unlikely to have much truck with
“natural” boundaries and relationships, will refuse to deal in fixed warrants such as
“nature” or “reason,” and are wary of predetermined lines of knowing. They paint,
instead, a picture “of a social order constantly threatened by immediate decompo-
sition because no component is ever fully part of it (Latour 2002: 124).*

The point, of course, is that we are only just beginning to explore these time-
spaces and their different potentials, so I cannot bring back from the front dispatches
full of tales of great disaster and even greater triumphs. But, I should also add that
it is in the nature of these kinds of approaches to shy away from precisely these
kinds of narratives, and to concentrate on something altogether more modest. No
single spatio-temporal logic can encompass all the ins and outs of the world. So I
find much more political sustenance in the few recent “geopathic” (Chaudhuri 1995)
attempts to dwell on performance by writing about music (e.g. Smith 2000), walking
(e.g. Wylie 2003), and other preternaturally expressive practices. What all these
attempts have in common is their tentative character as they try to track their own
process of emergence as part of a more general lesson about drawing out.” And each
of them draws on methodological knowledges that can provide sustenance for
expressive points of view, most especially those knowledges: that do not forswear
the lyric; that privilege movement; that realize that bodies speak in all kinds of
different ways; that value indeterminacy and; that believe that there is a politics of
the ordinary which can be and sometimes is extraordinary. These knowledges are
necessarily eclectic, drawn from all aspects of the variable mappings provided by
“performance,” whose “phenomenology” is both conceptual and physical from the
start (Chaudhuri 1997; Rehm 2002).

And what spaces do they discover? Spaces that have to come to life because they
are in play and so can track and intervene in the play of space. As I have noted else-
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where (e.g. Thrift 2000), play is often considered to be a lightweight activity. But
it is equally possible to argue that play is one of the most serious activities that it
is possible to participate in, not least because its sense of space depends upon the
inversion of the relation of position to movement. In play space “movement is no
longer indexed to position. Rather, position emerges from movement, from a rela-
tion of movement to itself” (Massumi 2002b: 180).

Thinking space through movement is, of course, exactly what performance does
but the insight can be generalized up (e.g. Amin & Thrift 2002). And, in turn, we
can see this kind of thinking starting to have impacts upon how the spaces around
us function, in various new forms of topological architecture, in experiments with
the mobile technologies and new forms of mobile address that are beginning to sur-
round us (Thrift 2002), in the continual performances made possible by the inter-
net (from music to prayer), in certain new forms of radical economic activity, and
so on. This is akin to Massumi’s (2002b: 207) “translogic”:

A translogic is different from a metalogic. It doesn’t stand back and describe the way multi-
ple logics and the operative levels they model hold together. It enters the relations and tweaks
as many strands as it can to get a sense of what may come. It imaginatively enters the fabric
of transition and pulls as many strands as it can to see what emerges. It is effective. Rather
than metalogical, it is supermodulatory.

Use imagination. Unfold, experiment, modulate, become. Formation not form. Life
as more life."

In closing, I want to suggest that such a stance provides the most wonderful oppor-
tunities — if only we have the nerve to take them. It will not be easy. The discipline’s
body image of itself, so to speak, will require changing and that will be deeply threat-
ening to more than a few, and most especially those who believe that they and only
they have true knowledge of how the world is and ought to be. As I have argued,
following Holderlin’s interpretation of Sophocles, what is needed instead is an
awkward perspective, a “perspective that cannot get its bearings, achieve a stable
stance and set itself on the right course” (Fenves 2001: 1), a perspective that does
not just detach itself from the privileged vantage points sanctioned by the order of
law but actively tends perspectives that are likely to go awry, not out of some ado-
lescent need to simply favor the contrary but out of a deep-seated conviction that
securing a point of view that never goes wrong cannot add to the world and detracts
precisely from those lyric qualities that it is important to tend. “Awkwardness, to
paraphrase Spinoza, is the index of itself” (Fenves 2001: 12).

The sentence goes out, it ends — but it does not finish.

NOTES

1. Complicating the idea that any intellectual history is straightforward, it is worth recall-
ing that one of the first cogent discussions of wonder was by Descartes (see Fisher 1998).
2. Though it is worth remembering the enormous efforts, many of them involving sophis-
ticated performative techniques full of “special effects,” made by the medieval church.
3. To prefigure my argument, I think that this conjures up a wonderful picture of the world
as a set of continually instantiated longings, prayers, and curses (I did not say the picture
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was necessarily a beautiful one) which have built up effective repetitions that resonate
in our lives and lead us on. But [ mean to go farther than this in trying to show why
this picture of continually circulating prayers and curses itself provides a platform for
rethinking materialism.

4. For me, such attitudes betray the lack of a convincing historical imagination.

5. At times, Spinoza does indeed refer to individual human bodies, and this needs to be
kept in mind in reading his work.

6. There is a lively debate over whether in such a media-saturated world a notion of live-
ness still makes sense (see Auslander 2000).

7. Though as Lutz and others make clear, not always as expected. For example, as he
points out, it is becoming acceptable for male politicians to be seen to cry in the media,
but this would cause problems for female politicians.

8. As Tarde, writing in 1898, (cited in Latour 2002: 124) puts it:

It is always the same mistake that is put forward: to believe that in order to see the
regular, orderly, logical pattern of social facts, you have to extract yourself from their
details, basically irregular, and go upwards until you embrace vast landscapes panoram-
ically: that the principal source of any social coordination resides in a very few general
facts, from which it diverges by degree until it reaches the particulars, but in a weak-
ened form; to believe in short that while man agitates himself, a law of evolution leads
him. T believe exactly the opposite.

It has taken us nigh on a hundred years for the ramifications of such a statement to be
fully understood.
9. This was of course the original meaning of the verb, to educate (Roach 2002).
10. T have abused Simmel’s famous usage here for my own ends.
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Chapter 10

Cultures of Science

David N. Livingstone

In 1863 the New Zealand Southern Monthly Magazine expressed its enthusiasm
for Darwin’s theory of evolution. Darwinism, so the magazine’s readers were told,
had cast new light on the process of colonization by showing how a “weak and ill-
furnished race” necessarily had “to give way before one which is strong and highly
endowed” (quoted in Stenhouse 1999: 83). Darwinism, evidently, suited to perfec-
tion the needs of New Zealand imperialists. It enabled the Maori to be represented
in the language of savagery and thus to provide scientific legitimacy for the land-
hungry settlers who welcomed the prospect of Maori extinction. As John Stenhouse
(1999: 81) has observed “New Zealanders embraced Darwinism for racist pur-
poses.” In the American South, things were different. Here Darwinian evolution
was routinely resisted by proponents of racial ideology. For it could destabilize long-
held views about the separate creation of the different human races and undermine
the belief that they had been endowed with different levels of cultural and intel-
lectual excellence by the Creator. In this environment, the Darwinian idea that
all humans were descended from a common stock could be politically disturbing
(Stephens 2000). For racial reasons, it seems, Darwin’s theory enjoyed different for-
tunes in Wellington and Charleston. Thus we find the New Zealand materialist and
physician Alfred Kingcome Newman using Darwinian language in 1882 to callously
condone the extinction of the Maori by a ‘superior race’ in the struggle for exis-
tence between nations. By comparison, in the southern states of America, the anti-
Darwinian John McCrady devised his own ‘law of development’ to sustain his belief
that the South was a higher form of civilization superseding the rest of the United
States and that each race was a distinct species limited to its own geographical
province.

Of course we should not generalize too readily from these particular cases. In
both New Zealand and the American South different evaluations of Darwin’s theory
were to be heard during the second half of the nineteenth century. But these two
episodes do nevertheless expose something of how scientific theories are encoun-
tered differently in different cultures and can be used as resources to justify various
— sometimes contradictory — causes. In the light of these circumstances, it is clear
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that the meaning of any scientific theory is not stable; rather it is mobile and changes
from one place to another. In one location Darwinism could be read as underwrit-
ing long-standing racial politics; in another it was seen to imperil traditional race
relations. In each situation the meaning of Darwinism, and its implications, were
locally constructed.

Other examples could readily be enumerated. Nineteenth-century Russians, for
example, resisted Darwin’s competitive metaphor of a struggle for existence but
embraced versions of the theory that played up cooperation between species — a
stance that mirrored the Russian political economy which was devoid of a market-
driven middle class (Todes 1989). Besides, the climatic extremes of the Siberian
north just did not seem like the kind of environment Darwinians had in mind when
they spoke of teeming life-forms, lush vegetation, and tight ecological niches. Both
the political and physical geography of Russia conditioned how evolutionary theory
was construed. In Canada, it was only when romantics began to depict the harsh
northern reaches as the wellspring of the race and the source of vigor and vital-
ity that the language of Darwinism began to blossom. Not surprisingly, when
Canadian scientists did turn to the application of Darwinian theory they tended to
focus on the geographical distribution and morphological adaptations of Arctic
plants (Zeller 1999).

All of this confirms that, just like covered bridges or private wealth, scientific
knowledge is not uniformly distributed across the face of the earth. Its complexion
differs from place to place, and across the spectrum of scales. Because scientific
knowledge is produced differently in different spaces, because it is confronted dif-
ferently in different arenas, and because it migrates from one location to another,
it makes sense to think of scientific enterprises as geographically constituted. This
is beginning to be recognized both by geographers and sociologists who have, in
recent years, begun to explore more systematically the role of space in the making
and circulation of scientific knowledge (for example Ophir & Shapin 1991;
Livingstone 1995, 2003; Demeritt 1996; Shapin 1998; Smith & Agar 1998; Withers
1999). The range of ways in which scientific culture may be geographically inter-
rogated, of course, is vast. Here I want to tackle the issue on just three fronts. First
I want to dwell at the regional scale in order to uncover something of the ways in
which scientific endeavor has been shaped by regional culture. Second, the focus
sharpens and attention falls on specific sites of scientific inquiry. Here the signifi-
cance of spaces of knowledge — laboratories, libraries, stock farms, museums, tents,
field stations — in cognitive enterprises can begin to be glimpsed. Finally, because
people, ideas, and instruments move from place to place, scientific undertakings
disclose distinctive geographies of reception and consumption. Just what bearing
these have on the local construction and meaning of scientific theories warrants
scrutiny.

Regional Cultures of Science

Something of the scientific significance of regional dynamics surfaces when we turn
to the making of scientific Europe several centuries ago. It is important to recall at
the outset, of course, that Europe has never been a self-contained or uncontested
space, and that the scientific developments that took place here were fashioned in
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profound ways by extramural influences. Chinese alchemy, for example, exercised
an immense influence on European medicine; Islamic geodetic methods of deter-
mining the ‘sacred direction” of Mecca for daily prayer informed European astron-
omy and cartography (see Goodman & Russell 1991). At the same time a variety
of Greek medical and scientific works, such as Archimedes’ mathematics and
Ptolemy’s geography, were translated in Baghdad and from there spread west
through Europe. In numerous ways, Europe owed much to cultural transmissions
from ‘the East’ (Montgomery 2000).

Inside Europe too, regionalism was crucially important in the shaping of scien-
tific knowledge. When Voltaire crossed the English Channel, he entered a different
world. “A Frenchman arriving in London,” he wrote in 1734, “finds things very
different, in natural science as in everything else. He has left the world full, he finds
it empty. In Paris they see the universe as composed of vortices of subtle matter, in
London they see nothing of the kind. For us it is the pressure of the moon that
causes the tides of the sea; for the English it is the sea that gravitates towards the
moon . .. In Paris you see the earth shaped like a melon, in London it is flattened
on two sides. . . . The very essence of things has totally changed.” Voltaire’s rhetor-
ical gibe at the supposed universalism of European natural philosophy advertises
something of the regional geography of scientific knowledge at the height of the
Scientific Revolution. This had long been the case as a brief consideration of con-
ditions in two European regions during the sixteenth century — the Italian and the
Iberian peninsulas — will disclose.

Cultural circumstances in sixteenth-century Italy made it, at once, one of the most
precarious yet productive regions in Europe for engagement in what would now be
considered scientific pursuits. On the one hand, the Italian peninsula was already
one of the most highly urbanized areas of the world with the flourishing of such
centers as Palermo, Milan and Venice, a culture of book gathering, and a history
of banking. The home of such venerable universities as Bologna and Padua, it stood
at the center of the Renaissance revival of ancient learning. On the other hand, the
impulse towards theological surveillance, manifest in the emergence of the Society of
Jesus (1540), the Council of Trent (1543), and the Index of Prohibited Books (1543),
made Italy a precarious enough environment for certain kinds of scientific endeavor.

For scientific inquiry to flourish in this environment, princely patronage was of
critical importance, not least because technological innovations could bring finan-
cial rewards. Commercial potential, but, just as often, a lust for prestige and dis-
tinction, prompted dynastic families, like the Medici, to invest in natural philosophy
as cultural capital. In such circumstances, it was much to the advantage of anyone
with a taste for empirical inquiry to seek out ways of presenting to baroque rulers
some scientific boon that would bring renown to them. Name a newly observed star
after one of them and a hitherto precarious future could be guaranteed. In turn,
good standing with the princely powers conferred on practitioners of scientific arts
legitimacy in matters of natural knowledge. It worked both ways: rulers got glory,
philosophers got credibility. In such a knowledge economy, neither observational
nor computational skills were enough to deliver to a scientific practitioner the right
to be heard. What counted was courtly status and esteem. And this casts an impor-
tant light (though by no means the only light) on the infamous case of Galileo whose
advocacy of heliocentrism led to his being condemned as a heretic in 1633.
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That story really begins when Galileo secured the patronage of the Medici family
when he shrewdly named the satellites of Jupiter ‘the Medicean stars.” Soon he found
himself at the court of the Grand Duke of Tuscany, a move that dramatically
improved his status yet brought him closer to watchful pontifical eyes where any
departures from Aristotelian orthodoxy were likely to attract attention. At the same
time the shape of Galileo’s developing science bore the stamp of seventeenth-century
Italy’s courtly culture (Biagioli 1992). Established conventions of debate at the court
encouraged Galileo to develop a theatrical style of rhetoric and a combative tone
that would have been regarded as inappropriate in, say, the gentlemanly culture of
seventeenth-century England’s Royal Society. There, by contrast, sensationalism in
natural philosophy was regarded as vainglorious conceit. In Italy scientific bravado
earned courtly esteem; but it cost Galileo the very papal legitimacy he sought
and led to his eventual denunciation. Here the particularities of regional culture
had much to do with the struggle between the new astronomy and ecclesiastical
authority.

Along Europe’s western margins, on the Iberian peninsula, regional culture con-
ditioned empirical inquiries in a rather different way (Goodman 1988). Proximity
to North Africa, for example, meant that the diffusion of Arabic astronomical and
medical works made their influence felt. But the peninsula’s maritime impulses were
no less significant and fostered a tradition of scientific endeavor markedly different
from that of the Italian court. Here navigational matters were to the fore even if
there is little solid evidence for the existence of the nautical academy that Prince
Henry ‘the Navigator’ was supposed to have established at Sagres. For imperial and
commercial purposes, Iberian monarchs actively promoted what has been called the
haven-finding arts by retaining the services of a range of remarkable Jewish practi-
tioners of practical mathematics, astronomy and cartography — particularly the
Cresques family. The Iberian scientific tradition thus bore the stamp of imperial
utility. Advances in the study of terrestrial magnetism, medicinal botany and mer-
cantile mathematics, for example, were all marked by what might be called the expe-
ditionary ‘far side.” On his voyage to India in the late 1530s, Joao da Castro engaged
in investigations of terrestrial magnetism to challenge current orthodoxy on the issue
of magnetic declination, the pharmaceutical value of tropical plants like the mango
and camphor was investigated by the physician Garcia d’Orta, and computational
methods of working between different weights and measures were developed by
Gaspar Nicolas.

These two cases can be seen as emblematic of how, in one way or another,
regional particularity may impose itself on scientific enterprises. Iberian science,
fashioned on an imperial template was a rather different activity from the perfor-
mances that entertained the Italian court and landed advocates of the new astron-
omy in deep theological water. In one situation, credibility was a function of courtly
status; in another, it was proficiency in the practicalities of reading land and sea
that delivered cognitive authority. This means that scientific endeavor in different
regional arenas meant very different things — in what was investigated, who had the
power to make knowledge, and why certain lines of inquiry were pursued. Of course
this does not mean that there were no common threads knitting together scientific
Europe, nor that regions were hermetically sealed off from one another. There is
nothing fixed about regions; they are contingent, mobile, unstable. Yet they are
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sufficiently robust to confirm that it makes sense to append them as geographical
adjectives to particular kinds of scientific endeavor and to speak coherently of, say,
French physics in the eighteenth century, English geology in the Victorian period,
or German medicine under the Nazis.

Local Sites of Science

Scientific endeavor carries the imprint of the regional culture in which it is prac-
ticed. But it is also conditioned by the specific sites in which inquiry is conducted.
The range, of course, is enormous. Laboratories, hospitals, observatories, libraries,
museums and field sites are all recognizable as spaces of scientific endeavor. But sci-
entific knowledge has also been made on ships’ decks, stock farms and exhibition
stages, in tents, coffee shops, and cathedrals. The list could go on and on. Take the
Victorian public house, for example, a place not usually associated with scientific
endeavor. Here, during the early decades of the nineteenth century, artisan botanists
would congregate on Sunday mornings to engage in discussion about plants, to
share expertise, to exchange specimens, and to consult botanical texts (Secord
1994). In the cozy atmosphere of the village inn, florists, gardeners and herbalists
— many of whom had an enviable command of Linnaean taxonomy - pushed
forward the frontiers of botanical science and, from time to time, attracted the atten-
tion of gentlemen botanists like those at Kew Gardens who resorted to them for
quality samples. The pub provided them with a distinct social space that enabled
them to challenge traditional distinctions between philosophers and practitioners,
between head work and hand work. It was a cultural location that contested the
dominant scientific arenas of the time.

Sites of scientific pursuits influence practice in various ways. Often the site is con-
structed so as to foster or constrain communication; often it is regulated by formal
and informal mechanisms of boundary policing to control access to the space and
to mark an invisible line between ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders.” At the same time, it is
in these sites that scientific practitioners acquire and reproduce the core values,
customs and conceptions of their tradition of inquiry. In these, and numerous other
ways, the microgeography of knowledge-production sites fashions scientific prac-
tice. So whether it is Robert Boyle carrying out experiments on the physical prop-
erties of air in the basement of his sister’s London residence, Charles Darwin doing
his barnacles at home in Down House, Bronislav Malinowski inquiring into social
institutions in the Trobriand Islands, or Josef Mengele carrying out investiga-
tions into what was euphemistically called ‘racial hygiene’ at Auschwitz, the site-
specific conditions of knowledge-making were hugely different, as were the ways
in which the knowledge acquired migrated from its source out into the public
sphere.

Something of the geographical dynamic at work in sites of scientific production
can be glimpsed by considering a range of different forms of spatiality that are in
play in a range of scientific engagements. The rudimentary taxonomy that I am
advancing here, of course, is intended to be suggestive rather than comprehensive.
Though at best a first approximation towards a more thoroughgoing spatial inter-
rogation of science, the classification I am developing nonetheless serves to high-
light dominant cognitive forces that are embedded in different sites of inquiry.
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The laboratory is often taken as a space, par excellence, of scientific performance
because here the aim is to manipulate the natural order through experimental inter-
rogation in such a way that investigators can make sense of how the physical world
operates. Laboratories, then, can be thought of as sites of manipulation. In such
locations, geography matters in various ways. Take the early laboratories that devel-
oped in seventeenth-century England. Here we can profitably distinguish between
two zones. First, there is the ‘back space’ where what was called the ‘trying’ of an
experiment was carried out. Here various servants, mechanics, and laborants strug-
gled to make the experiment work, to make nature behave in certain ways. Often
things did not go according to plan, and the experiment would be tried over and
over again. Only when the processes were thoroughly mastered — when nature was
made to properly perform — did the experiment move out into the ‘front’ region of
‘showing.” This was when the natural philosopher would demonstrate the fruits of
his endeavors to peers in order to secure their warrant and to confirm his results.
Only when this circuit was successfully completed could a claim achieve the status
of knowledge. The justification of a scientific claim required that it move from the
private space of delving into the public space of demonstrating. The production of
laboratory knowledge was thus a fundamentally geographical activity. And it was
geographical in another way too. Only when the showing had been approved by
accredited observers did it pass as genuine knowledge. But not just anyone could
be a witness. Only those with the right social standing and appropriate credentials
counted. To be included in the knowledge-making community, then, one had to
simultaneously occupy a spatial triad: physical space (the laboratory site itself),
social space (be a member of the gentlemanly class), and epistemic space (be an
accredited natural philosopher). No wonder that Steven Shapin (1988) observes that
only ‘geographically privileged persons’ had the right to make scientific knowledge.

Spatial occupancy is crucial to the making of knowledge in other sites too, notably
in sites of expedition. Here, raw experience of unmanipulated nature is typically
portrayed as fundamental to the acquisition of real knowledge. Sneering at the spec-
ulations of the armchair philosopher, the heroic explorer typically despises stay-at-
home theoreticians for their lack of field experience. Hence the Victorian glacial
geologist James David Forbes repudiated the claims about glacial motion that the
Cambridge mathematical physicist William Hopkins had put forward, precisely
because Hopkins had never experienced what Forbes referred to as “protracted
residence among the Icy Solitudes” (quoted in Hevly 1996: 70). To Forbes, experi-
mentation on liquids and forces in the lab just could not deliver reliable scientific
knowledge about glacial motion. Plainly for him where knowledge was acquired
counted as a critical component in its reliability. Of course, the sites of expedition
in which field work is carried out routinely present epistemological predicaments of
various stripes. Replication cannot easily be effected in the field, the environment
cannot be rigorously controlled, and — perhaps most significant of all — the very
presence of field scientists constitutes what passes as ‘the field’ through the acade-
mic projects they pursue. The geographies of field sites thus shape both epistemo-
logically and practically the knowledges that are produced there. Besides this, there
are occasions when the objects under scrutiny in the field are actively constructed
by the performances of field workers. In one celebrated case, anthropologists
studying native Amazonians cast them as sociobiological entities and stood by
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watching while they were devastated through the use of a defective vaccine. Real
people were translated in anthropological vision into Darwinian life forms and scru-
tinized for their adaptive responses to a dramatically new aggressive environment.

Sites of presentation differ from both the laboratory and the field in significant
ways. In sites like museums, botanical gardens, and zoos, it is the arrangement and
display of specimens and artifacts that predominates. As storehouses for collected
articles, these seem unproblematic spaces of accumulation. But, historically, the
amassing of objects of one kind or another constituted a radically new form of
knowledge. It was the seventeenth-century natural philosopher Francis Bacon who
gave legitimacy to this style of inquiry by insisting on the importance of collecting
particular items in opposition to the syllogistic reasoning of his day (Daston & Park
1998). The opening up of sites of accumulation was thus a critical new epistemic
move. But spatiality is engaged in these sites in another way too. In addition to
acquisition, museums and botanical gardens are implicated in presentation — spatial
arrangement of one sort or another. Early botanical gardens, for instance, sought
to recover the glories of the garden of Eden by laying out plants according to what
was thought to be divine patterns. Later, during the era of the voyages of recon-
naissance, gardens were arranged into four quarters, one each for plants from
Europe, Asia, Africa, and America. By what was called ‘geographical planting’ the
symmetry of global botany could be re-presented (Prest 1991). Practices of this sort,
of course, could have directly political implications. The Victorian anthropologist
Henry Pitt-Rivers was convinced that the proper placing of the specimens in his
ethnological museum itself constituted a political text. Disclosing the slow, gradual,
progressive pattern of anthropological history, he believed, could counter radical
inclinations. “Anything which tends to impress the mind with the slow growth and
stability of human institutions,” he wrote, “ . . . must, I think, contribute to check
revolutionary ideas” (quoted in Asma 2001: 260). The proper placing of exhibits
was thus an inherently political exercise. Sites of presentation are essentially about
spatial formations of knowledge.

Sites of manipulation, expedition and presentation are not static spaces. Fre-
quently they are also nodes in systems of interchange through which ideas, objects,
practitioners and instruments pass. This recalls to our attention the importance of
mobility in scientific ventures and underscores the role played by sites of circula-
tion. Consider botanical and zoological gardens. These are centers in the circuitry
of scientific commodities. Kew Gardens, for example, became one of the great
exchange houses of the British empire by harvesting the world’s botanical bounty,
redistributing specimens to satellite gardens, and serving the needs of British agron-
omy (Drayton 2000). Such practices were emblematic of the more general prin-
ciple that metropolitan science depended for its life-blood on a global capillary
network through which species, specimens, and samples all coursed.

At the same time, sites of circulation are often centers of calculation. When items
of scientific interest are transported from their point of collection to an assemblage
space, they can be compared with samples from the other side of the world, mod-
ified by instrumental devices of various kinds, reorganized into a host of new
taxonomic associations, subjected to a suite of statistical manipulations, and so on.
The sites where such transformations take place wield immense power for they have
the capacity to break the world apart, put it together in new combinations, and
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reduce it to the scale of a map, chart, table, or catalog. Out of the miscellaneous
materials they acquire — physical objects, photographic representations, mathemat-
ical symbols, sketch maps, satellite images — sites of circulation forge global panora-
mas. As Bruno Latour (1999: 39), fastening on the way in which plant specimens
brought back from the Amazon forest to the laboratory circulate and recombine in
new conceptual formulations, puts it “The plants find themselves detached, sepa-
rated, preserved, classified, and tagged. They are then reassembled, reunited, redis-
tributed according to entirely new principles that depend on the researcher, on the
discipline of botany.”

Geographies of Scientific Reception

So far our attention has been directed, by and large, to the production end of the
scientific knowledge circuit. Where scientific knowledge originates and how differ-
ent spatial settings shape scientific inquiry have been at the forefront of our con-
cerns. The consumption sector of the knowledge economy now demands scrutiny.
For scientific texts and theories are received in different ways in different geo-
graphical locations. What James Secord (2000) has judiciously referred to as ‘geo-
graphies of reading’ is relevant at this point, as is Edward Said’s (1991) insistence
that as theory travels from place to place it is transformed. In matters of intellec-
tual transmission, migration is never mere replication. Just as scientific claims are
always the product of time and place, so they are always appropriated in time and
place.

Two cases of how scientific works were differently read in different settings will
illustrate something of what attention to the geography of reading can deliver. Then
a few reflections on how Darwin’s theory was encountered in two Victorian cities
will demonstrate something of how the meaning of a scientific theory and its wider
implications are the products of local circumstances. Taken together these exhibit
what I have in mind by the ‘geographies of scientific reception’.

How Alexander von Humboldt’s writings were received in a variety of national
settings during the first half of the nineteenth century usefully introduces the theme
(Rupke 1999). His major work, Kosmos, for example, for which he is now most
remembered by geographers, enjoyed much less attention in his own day than his
researches on Mexico, no doubt on account of the latter’s geopolitical and com-
mercial implications. Moreover, Humboldt’s contribution to scientific endeavor was
rather differently evaluated in different contexts. English reviewers of his Mexican
writings, for instance, were far more critical than French and German reviewers.
They were also far more inclined to judge the work by how it handled questions
that British natural scientists routinely brought within the scope of natural theol-
ogy. And while their continental counterparts tended to dwell on Humboldt’s
improved determinations of latitude and longitude, it was the work’s strategic
significance for global traffic — not least Humboldt’s proposals for excavating a
navigable canal route between the Pacific and the Atlantic — that most attracted
British interest.

As the geography of Humboldt’s reviews makes clear, textual meaning differs
from place to place. It is not stable. Whatever Humboldt may have intended by
his various pronouncements, his readers heard him say different things. If this
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realization prompts us to query the unitary simplicity of notions of ‘the author’ and
‘authorial intention,” it renders no less problematic the idea of ‘the audience.’
Humboldt had many audiences, and the meaning of the Humboldt phenomenon
was differently construed by each. All this implies that distinctive cultures of reading
exist within regions and between them, within cities and between them, within
neighborhoods and between them. We can thus appropriately speak of ‘geographies
of reading.” This is the phrase that the historian of science, James Secord, calls upon
in his elucidation of how, in different spaces, the sensational Victorian evolution-
ary work by Robert Chambers, Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (which
was first published in 1844) was encountered (Secord 2000). A controversial pre-
Darwinian portrayal of cosmic evolution, it caused a furor at the time in its pre-
sentation of a speculative developmental account of everything from the solar system
to the human species. And its meaning was variously made in various locations.
Amongst London’s aristocratic readers, it was regarded as poisonous, and refuta-
tions from the pens of scientific critics were warmly embraced. To progressive
Whigs, by contrast, it was boldly visionary and gloriously free of bigotry or preju-
dice. In Unitarian conversation, the book’s emphasis on change from below was
seen as a telling blow against a smug ecclesiastical establishment. Outside London,
the book also fared differently. In Oxford it was read as supportive of new scien-
tific insights. In Cambridge it was vilified by writers like the clergyman-geologist
Adam Sedgwick, who thought it an example of the most degrading species of mate-
rialism. In Liverpool, where it stirred up more sustained print controversy than any-
where else in Britain, the way it was read mirrored the social microgeography of
the city. It sold briskly among those pressing for urban reform, for example, because
it could be taken as scientific justification for social improvement.

One further factor in this particular case highlights, I think, the significance
of the cultural geography of textual encounter. Originally Vestiges was published
anonymously. The reasons why need not detain us here. What is noticeable is that
what might be called a geography of authorial suspects rapidly surfaced. As Secord
(2000: 24) puts it: “Names that seemed likely in Liverpool or Edinburgh were barely
canvassed in Cambridge or Oxford; those that were common in London’s fashion-
able West End were barely known in the Saint Giles rookeries only a few blocks
away.” Speculation was intense. All sorts of candidates were put forward. Why?
Because aligning an author was required for fixing a reading.

From even these cursory remarks, it is clear that textual encounter is not to be
thought of as a passive ‘consumption’ of knowledge. To the contrary. Textual recep-
tion is an active hermeneutic engagement. For the meaning of a text is made and
remade through the diverse ways in which it is read. And the ways in which mean-
ings are created through how a text, not least a ‘classic’ text, is edited, introduced,
staged, reprinted, and so on, further complicate the story. If we are to discern some-
thing of how texts are confronted, interpreted and mobilized for particular causes,
I think we will need to attend in a more sustained way to the geographies of reading,
that is, to the spaces in which textual encounter literally takes place.

In the light of these textual cartographics, it is clear that scientific theories display
distinctive regional geographies of reception. Darwin’s theory of evolution, for
example, enjoyed different fortunes in different cities because he was heard to say
different things and because different rhetorical strategies were deployed in these
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theaters of operation to meet the challenges he was taken to be provoking
(Livingstone 1999). Let me briefly illustrate.

In late nineteenth-century Belfast and Edinburgh, radically different assessments
of Darwin’s evolutionary theory were to be heard. Generally speaking, angry oppo-
sition to the theory was to be heard from leading churchmen in Belfast while it was
warmly embraced by their counterparts in Edinburgh. Why? Two public spectacles,
each of which made headline news at the time, profoundly conditioned just how
evolutionary theory in general, and Darwinism in particular, were read by the reli-
gious elites in the two cities. In the Belfast case, the coming of the British Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science to the city during the summer of 1874 was
crucial. For on that occasion, the Darwinian materialist, John Tyndall — himself an
Irishman — in his infamous ‘Belfast Address’ took the opportunity of attacking con-
ventional religion’s dabbling in scientific affairs and pushed forward his campaign
to divert cultural authority away from the old clerical brigade and into the hands
of the newly professionalized scientific fraternity. His challenge so traumatized reli-
gious leaders in the city that they hastily put together a set of winter lectures for
the general public in which they systematically sought to defend the faith from sci-
entific assault. In this environment it was extraordinarily difficult to read Darwin
or his allies sympathetically. Tyndall just made conciliatory readings of evolution
well nigh impossible. In Edinburgh, a few years later, the ecclesiastical trial of one
of Scotland’s leading scholars, William Robertson Smith, made headline news. Smith
had become acquainted with German critical scholarship and had applied it to
the Bible arguing that it embodied various mythological elements. He developed too
anthropological theories of early sacrifice, ritual cannibalism, female infanticide, and
polyandry which, while profoundly impressive to figures like Durkheim and Freud,
did little to endear him to members of his own religious community. In this envi-
ronment, and given Scotland’s long-standing enthusiasm for solid empirical science,
Darwin seemed tame and The Origin of Species was perceived to pose few threats
of epic proportions. Evidently, the meaning of Darwin and Darwinism was con-
structed very differently on each side of the Irish Sea. How evolutionary theory was
read in each space was shaped by contingent public events that challenged, to the
core of their being, the cultural identity of elite groups in both cities.

Conclusion

Science has many geographies. Both the production and consumption of scientific
knowledge are stamped by geographical factors. Here I have focused on the impor-
tance of regional culture in the emergence of European science, on the significance
of very specific sites in the generation of scientific knowledge, and on how works
of scientific scholarship are differently read and mobilized in different cultural
settings. The episodic examples I have drawn upon are only intended to be sugges-
tive of the range of subjects that come under the rubric of ‘cultural geographies of
science.” Numerous other issues merit scrutiny, of which the geographies of scien-
tific finance, the role of buildings in the building of science, the impact of techno-
logical change on scientific culture and geographies of scientific popularization are
only a few examples. The study of the geographies of scientific culture, I believe,
has only just begun.
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Chapter 11

Nature and Culture: On the
Career of a False Problem

Bruce Braun

This essay tracks the career of a problem that has long occupied cultural geogra-
phy: the relation between culture and nature. To speak of a problem in terms of its
career is to call attention to its historicity. However, I am less interested in pro-
viding a progressive disciplinary history concerning attempts to understand the
‘relation’ between nature and culture, than in exploring how this problem has come
to be defined, taken up, and debated within a shifting configuration of ideas, insti-
tutions and practices. Thus, while this chapter explores the changing fortunes of the
‘nature—culture’ problem within cultural geography (and the currency of various
theoretical and empirical approaches that cultural geographers have used to under-
stand it), it also suggests a way of reading disciplinary knowledges, not as the pro-
gressive unfolding of truth, but as truth-claims that carry within them multiple and
diffuse genealogies. Such an approach may enable us to see the problem of the rela-
tion between nature and culture as itself historical — perhaps even what Deleuze
(1991) defined as a “false’ problem — and thus to imagine — much as Foucault (1970)
imagined for the figure of ‘man’ — the moment when it passes from the stage of
history."

To simplify this task I will divide the career of the nature—culture problematic in
post-1950s Anglo-American geography into four ‘moments’: cultural ecology, polit-
ical ecology, cultural studies of the environment, and actor-network theory (or
‘nonmodern’ ontologies).” These are somewhat arbitrary distinctions: there are,
after all, many points of continuity between them, and many scholars would imagine
their work fitting well within several designations. Also, although I present these
‘moments’ in succession, it would be a mistake to assume that one follows the next
like links in a chain. That is not how knowledges change. We will see, for instance,
that work informed by actor-network theory in the late 1990s has a certain
(uncanny) resemblance to the work of cultural ecologists from the 1960s, even as
it rejects much of what traveled under the banner of political ecology or cultural
studies of the environment in the intervening years. We will also see that each
‘moment’ is conjunctural — emerging at the intersections of many different intellec-
tual and political projects. To take only one example, although cultural studies of
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the environment can be read in terms of its departures from political ecology, very
few of its practitioners have taken political ecology as their reference point, looking
instead to fields as diverse as literature, philosophy, and cultural studies, in order
to develop novel approaches to the study of nature and society. The temporality of
this ‘problem,’ then, is neither linear nor singular. The distinctions I draw are meant
to function heuristically, with the objective of calling attention to varied ways that
the relation between culture and nature has been understood in the discipline since
the 1950s, and with the goal of identifying what is at stake in the differences.

This chapter is more than a summary, however. I deploy the notion of ‘moments’
deliberately. This allows me not only to posit a changing career for this problem,
but to posit its future passing. I will develop this argument later, although its outline
can be briefly sketched here. The first three moments, I will suggest, did far more
than investigate a problem located ‘in’ the world; they worked, each in their own
way, to constitute ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ as separate domains, and to imagine the
relation between them as a problem. In this sense, each of these moments is per-
formative — they bring into being the very problem they seek to resolve. The fourth
moment, I argue, is different from the others, since it produces a crisis within the
problem itself. Its difference is not that it lies outside history, culture and politics
(and thus in a different relation to the real); rather, unlike the other moments, it
does not seek to find an answer to the question — “what is the relation between
nature and culture?” — but instead sets out to displace this question and its found-
ing categories altogether.

Read from the perspective of this last moment, the first three moments can be
seen to follow — and reinforce — the terms of what Bruno Latour (1993) has called
the “modern Constitution,” which, among its various clauses includes the separa-
tion of nature and culture into distinct ontological domains. Viewed in this way it
also becomes possible to see that in respect to its concern over the relation between
nature and culture, the discipline of geography is symptomatic of a ‘modern’ epis-
teme in which certain problematics presented themselves as self-evident, and in
urgent need of investigation. To say this in somewhat different terms, as the
discipline most concerned with the ‘nature—culture’ problem, geography filled a slot
provided for it by the very terms of the modern Constitution. Indeed, we might
press this further to suggest that in this respect geography is, paradigmatically, the
most modern of disciplines, for unlike other disciplines, like sociology and political
science, which have sought to explain the dynamics of the ‘cultural’ side of this
dualism (through the analysis of ‘culture,” ‘society,” ‘politics,” ‘economy’), or, like
physics and ecology, which have sought to explain the ‘natural’ side of this dualism
(through the analysis of ‘force,” ‘energy,” and ‘matter’), geography has made both
sides of this dualism its object of investigation, not by placing them within the same
analytical field, but by continuously worrying over their relation! In this sense geog-
raphy must be read not only as an effect or symptom of this Constitution, but also
a key source for its continued institutional and imaginative hold.

As we will see, the fourth moment that I track in this essay — nonmodern
ontologies — does much more than displace the problem of culture and nature by
attacking the terms of the modern Constitution, it also produces a crisis within the
very notion of disciplinarity, and raises serious questions for how we understand
‘cultural’ geography or, indeed, the discipline of geography itself.
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Culture and Nature: Tracking the Career of a Problematic

How are ‘culture’ and ‘nature’ related? What governs this relation? These questions
have concerned geographers since the inception of the discipline in the nineteenth
century. My goal here will not be to develop an exhaustive account of the different
ways that these questions have been answered, reaching back to the time of figures
such as Humboldt, Marsh, and Ratzel, but instead to map a distribution of com-
peting contemporary approaches. For the sake of brevity, my descriptions will be
necessarily coarse; a more careful examination of each position would locate many
nuances that are not addressed here, as well as ways in which the positions bleed
into each other. All three approaches that I initially examine — cultural ecology, polit-
ical ecology, cultural studies of the environment — have developed highly influential
accounts of the relation between culture and nature (or ‘society—environment
relations’), and have provided analytical tools that have been of great importance
to geographers and scholars working in related disciplines.

Dreams of unity: cultural ecology and the seductions of systems theory
Cultural ecology — sometimes called human ecology — represents one of the most
fascinating efforts in the history of geography to systematically investigate the
relation between nature and culture. It gained prominence in geography in the late
1960s and early 1970s, leaning heavily on the work of ecological anthropologists
for its intellectual resources and methods. Although its influence has waned, it con-
tinues to cast a long shadow over the discipline, and still claims many adherents
(see Turner 1989, Butzer 1989).

Stated in broad terms, cultural ecology sought to develop a wunified theory of
culture and nature, one which would dissolve the culture-nature dualism and
replace it with a single totality. To achieve this it drew extensively on the science of
ecology, the field of cybernetics, and systems theory more generally. At the very
outset, this tells us something about the traffic in ideas between disciplines — how
ideas developed in certain contexts come to be #ranslated into other contexts and
with what effects. At the time, ecology, systems theory and cybernetics were
immensely popular resources not only for geographers, but for scholars across the
social sciences, much as political economy, poststructuralism, and cultural studies
would be in the 1980s and 1990s.’ From these resources cultural ecology developed
one of its central and most controversial claims: that human activities, much like
the activities of other organisms, played functional roles within ecological systems,
roles which contributed to the integrity and continuity of these systems. This central
concept provided the basis for a research agenda that saw scholars fan out across
the globe to investigate the ecological function of specific cultural practices (such as
methods of cultivation, property ownership, or rituals), and to attempt to under-
stand these practices in terms of adaptation to and regulation of specific environ-
mental conditions. The resulting studies provided a wealth of fine-grained empirical
studies that enumerated the cultural practices of various ‘traditional’ societies, gath-
ered data on climate and ecology, evaluated cultural practices in terms of flows of
energy and matter (measured in units such as calories), and mapped the complex
feedback loops that connected cultural practices and local ecologies.
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These efforts were fraught with both logical and logistical difficulties, but before
turning to these I wish to suggest that the objectives of cultural ecology were more
interesting than many of its critics have allowed. In important respects cultural
ecology was a reaction to developments in anthropology (and elsewhere in the social
sciences) which had resulted in ‘culture’ (or ‘society’) being understood to develop
according to its own internal dynamics, entirely autonomous from its physical envi-
ronments. As Marvin Harris (1974) complained, anthropology had increasingly
accepted the position that culture begot culture, and thus had lost its ability to
understand the material conditions within which cultural practices emerged and
to which they adapted (in anthropology Harris’s position came to be known as
‘cultural materialism’). The culturalism of mid-century anthropology, of course, was
quite understandable, having developed in reaction to the earlier influence of envi-
ronmental determinism (or anthropogeography — the belief that the environment
determined the traits of individuals and societies) and in response to possibilism (the
belief that nature set certain parameters within which humans exercised choice or
will). Geographers and anthropologists had rightly identified both as harboring
dubious, even racist, conclusions. Indeed, it should be noted that many cultural ecol-
ogists were as wary of these positions as their so-called culturalist colleagues. Or,
more precisely, while they accepted the interrelationship of culture and nature
posited by environmental determinism and possibilism, they rejected what Clifford
Geertz (1963) called their ‘holism’ (see also Vayda & Rappaport 1968). This was
essentially an argument about scale and level of abstraction. As Geertz explained,
these earlier approaches had understood both culture and ecology in such broad
terms as to be virtually meaningless: ‘Eskimos’ and ‘Aborigines,” understood in
terms of ‘polar regions’ and ‘deserts.” The conclusions drawn at this level of abstrac-
tion, he argued, could not possibly be substantiated. Yet, for ecological anthropol-
ogists, the rejection of environmental determinism and possibilism was seen as
equally problematic, since it had led scholars to privilege historical or cultural influ-
ences as the sole determinants of cultural phenomena, thereby severing any con-
nection with the environment (Vayda & Rappaport 1968) or material conditions
(Harris 1974).%

As we will see later, these arguments anticipate many of the criticisms put forward
by actor-network theorists, who some three decades later would argue that Western
societies had lost their ability to recognize the ways that people and things were
intimately connected. Bruno Latour (1993), for instance, has argued that our failure
to locate people and things on the same ontological and analytical plane is the reason
we ‘shuttle’ between two opposed positions — that people are all-powerful and can
transform their culture in whatever way they pleased (culture begets culture), or
that people are impotent and can do nothing, since culture is determined by nature
(environmental determinism). In a sense cultural ecologists sought to resolve this
contradiction by seeking a middle ground that avoided the excesses of environ-
mental determinism, but that also rejected the idea of the autonomy of ‘culture.’
This would be accomplished, some of its practitioners thought, by developing more
thorough, fine-grained understandings of the specific relations that existed between
local communities and their surrounding environments.

This put great emphasis on fieldwork, as individuals and research teams enu-
merated, measured, and diagrammed the “complex, systemic interrelationships”
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(Butzer 1989) that bound peoples and ecologies in particular places. These efforts
were initially led by a number of ecological anthropologists, including prominent
figures such as Julian Steward, Andrew Vayda, Roy Rappaport, Marvin Harris, and
Clifford Geertz. Steward (1955) outlined some of cultural ecology’s first method-
ological principles, including that the researcher must first isolate those aspects of
cultural practice whose functional ties to the environment were most explicit, or
where the interdependencies of cultural practices and organism-environment rela-
tionships were seen to be most crucial. Not insignificantly, Steward called these prac-
tices the ‘cultural core,” in contrast to other cultural practices which he considered
contingent or secondary. In turn, the cultural ecologist would isolate the ecological
relations and processes that appeared most important for the human ‘adaptations’
that had been identified. Geertz (1963: 8) considered this a relatively straightfor-
ward task:

If one empirically determines the constellation of cultural features which are most unequiv-
ocally related to the processes of energy interchange between man and his surroundings in
any given instance, one necessarily also determines which environmental features have
primary relevance for those same processes.

Beginning with a cultural practice, researchers would carefully detail its ecological
consequences — modifications of soils, vegetation and animal life, number of calo-
ries produced as food — and outline the various relations and feedback loops in the
system, thereby revealing how existing practices had ‘adapted’ to environmental
conditions. Significantly, neither Steward nor Geertz sought to collapse all cultural
practices and all ecological processes into a single system. Geertz, in particular,
argued that some practices were completely unrelated to environmental conditions,
and rejected Steward’s designation of ‘core’ and ‘contingent.’

These limited qualifications would appear to go some way to rescuing cultural
ecology from accusations that it merely packaged an updated environmental deter-
minism. But others were far less cautious and sought to extend the emerging disci-
pline further in the direction of finding ‘adaptation’ as the key to culture. Andrew
Vayda and Roy Rappaport (1968), for instance, argued that Steward had a far too
limited view of which cultural practices had ecological significance, and thus which
practices could properly be seen as adaptive responses to environmental conditions.
In particular, they chastised Steward for disregarding religious practices, especially
rituals. Within anthropology at the time it was common to explain (or dismiss) these
as functioning merely to mediate the fear and powerlessness of primitive peoples in
the face of natural forces — a cultural response to the terror of sublime nature. Of
those studies that sought to understand such ‘secondary’ practices in terms of eco-
logical functions, Roy Rappaport’s (1967) infamous study of the ritual of pig killing
in New Guinea is perhaps most widely cited. In his study Rappaport argued that
pig-killing rituals had important ecological functions. His conclusions are worth
quoting at length:

The Tsembaga ritual cycle has been regarded as a complex homeostatic mechanism, operat-
ing to maintain the values of a number of variables within ‘goal ranges’ (ranges of values
that permit the perpetuation of a system, as constituted, through indefinite periods of time).
It has been argued that the regulatory functions of ritual among the Tsembaga and Maring
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help to maintain an undegraded environment, limits fighting to frequences that do not endan-
ger the existence of the regional population, adjusts man-land ratios, facilitates trade, dis-
tributes local surpluses of pig in the form of pork throughout the regional population, and
assures people of high-quality protein when they most need it. . . . The Tsembaga, designated
a ‘local population,” have been regarded as a population in the animal ecologist’s sense: a
unit composed of an aggregate or organisms having in common certain distinctive means
whereby they maintain a set of trophic relations with other living and nonliving components
of the biotic community [with?] which they exist together. (p. 224)

Similar conclusions about ‘ritual’ were reached by other researchers, from shoulder-
blade divination among North American caribou hunters (Moore 1957), to sexual
license during the ceremonial season among the Indians of the Central Desert of
Baja California (Aschmann 1959). Such studies came perilously close to reproduc-
ing the environmental determinism of anthropogeography, and the possibilism of
the French geographer Vidal de la Blache.

In geography, cultural ecology would gain importance in the 1970s, led by figures
such as Bernard Nietschmann, Karl Butzer, William Denevan, Alfred Siemens, and
Philip Porter. These studies would for the most part follow the theoretical and
methodological innovations of ecological anthropology. Nietschmann’s research on
the Miskito Indians on the Caribbean coast of Central America is in many ways
typical. Following the lead of Steward and others, Nietschmann (1973: x, 1) sought
to determine “how a particular population had adapted to local ecosystems and
modified them,” beginning with the assumption that “many indigenous cultures
which interact with these [Latin American] ecosystems have adapted their food
resource strategies so that ecological integrity is protected.” To be sure, this was not
a unidirectional imprinting of nature on culture; rather, through recourse to systems
theory, the environment and human populations were understood as “parts of an
interacting system which, through its circular relationships and systems of negative
and positive feedback, influences and modifies each one and changes them together”
(p. 4). Similar to the ecological anthropologists, for Nietschmann ‘ecosystem’
became the master term, borrowed directly from Eugene Odum’s 1959 classic,
Fundamentals of Ecology.

These studies would later come under harsh criticism, but it is not hard to see
why it should have been viewed with such promise, or why the work of cultural
ecologists has received renewed, albeit critical, attention in recent years. The pay-
off, Geertz (1963: 8) argued, was that

the sharpness of the division between analysis from the side of ‘man’ and analyses from the
side of ‘nature’ . .. disappears, for the two approaches are essentially alternative and inter-
changeable conceptualizations of the same systemic process.

Cultural ecologists, Geertz explained, could achieve an “exact specification” of the
“relation between selected human activities, biological transactions, and physical
processes” (p. 2), and could do so by “including them within a single analytical
system, an ecosystem.” In short, Geertz imagined that it was possible to understand
cultures and their environments as single entities, anticipating in a somewhat
uncanny manner similar calls made across the social and ecological sciences several
decades later. Indeed, read from the perspective of the nonmodern ontologies that
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I will discuss below, Geertz’s critique of existing approaches to the ‘culture and
nature problematic’ is worth quoting at length. Speaking of anthropogeography and
possibilism, he wrote:

Both initially separate the works of man and the processes of nature into different spheres —
‘culture’ and ‘environment’ — and then attempt subsequently to see how as independent
wholes these externally related spheres affect one another. With such a formulation, one can
ask only the grossest of questions: “how far is culture influenced by environment?” “How
far is the environment modified by the activities of men?” And can give only the grossest of
answers: “To a degree, but not completely.” (p. 2)

Andrew Vayda put it similarly:

Although there have been numerous pleas for treating cultural, environmental, and human
biological variables as parts of one system, these pleas have been but little heeded by most
social scientists. Even among the relatively few contemporary social scientists who are espe-
cially concerned with the relation between cultural and noncultural phenomena, the pre-
vailing tendency has been to define the cultural variables and the other ones as belonging
to separate systems and then to ask about the influence of the systems upon one another.
(1967: xii—xiii)

Taking an ‘ecological’ approach, Geertz explained, would not separate the works
of man from the processes of nature, but instead understand them as an integrated
whole, since “material interdependencies” would “form a [single] community.”

I will revisit these claims later. For my present purposes, what is of interest is less
cultural ecology’s call for a unified theory, than how this unity was conceived. As
already noted, cultural ecology emerged during the heyday of ecosystem ecology,
systems theory, and cybernetics. From ecology, cultural ecologists borrowed more
than an increased awareness of biological processes and ecological relations, but
also the notion of interrelated wholes, captured most fully in the notion of ‘ecosys-
tem.” From systems theory they took on board the notion of complex feedback
loops, often appealing to the elegant diagrams of the ecologist Eugene Odum. And
from cybernetics they found a new basis for an age-old belief in homeostatic systems
and the balance of nature (see Demeritt 1994).

This potent combination may have promised to bridge the poles of nature and
culture (Zimmerer 1996: 172), but it also provided the conceptual scaffolding for
cultural ecology’s most significant — and problematic — claim: that cultural practices
had functions within larger ecological systems, and could be understood and ana-
lyzed in these terms (a claim that aligned cultural ecology with forms of Darwin-
ism). Under the sway of systems theory, cultural practices were often taken to exist
solely as adaptive mechanisms whose purpose was to retain equilibrium in the
system as a whole. In his study of pig-killing rituals, for instance, Rappaport (1967:
4) made much of the ‘self-regulating’ nature of systemic relationships, drawing an
analogy between cultural practices and thermostats. Each was seen to regulate the
environment in a way that kept conditions relatively constant. Even Geertz, known
later for his ‘thick description’ of cultural practices, drew inspiration from Odum
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in order to argue that the “maintenance of system equilibrium or homeostasis is the
central organizing force” of specific cultures and cultural practices.

Although far from uniformly applied, this reliance on general systems theory and
its associated notions of balance and self-regulation would eventually come under
withering attack. Foremost among the charges leveled at cultural ecologists was that
of functionalism — that theories of ‘cultural adaptation’ falsely imputed the effects
of cultural practices as their cause. As Zimmerer (1996) notes, this problem was
exacerbated by the tendency of such studies to be synchronic and ahistorical. Few
researchers made any effort to develop historical accounts of how specific cultural
practices emerged, or how they came to be extended across space and time. As
complex as were cultural ecology’s charts of energy flows, and as finely grained as
were its descriptions of the ecological role of cultural practices, it was never quite
able to adequately answer the ‘why’ question of cultural practices. Neither the
genesis of cultural practices nor their #ransformation could be explained, except
through vague appeals to ‘adaptation.’

Equally as problematic, while writers like Geertz imagined that these studies
finally transcended the culture-nature dualism, showing culture and nature to exist
as a single unit, they in large part did so through a sleight-of-hand - by collapsing
culture #nto nature. To be sure, human actors did things — they plowed, told stories,
performed rituals — but nature largely predetermined what these actions would be.
Nature and culture were brought together, critics asserted, but at the price of losing
half of the actors!

During the 1980s, challenges to cultural ecology’s central concepts — adaptation,
trophic systems, feedback loops, homeostasis — intensified. To charges of function-
alism would be added the charge of historicism, since the field’s assumption of home-
ostasis — again borrowed from systems theory and ecosystem ecology — conspired
to make its accounts remarkably teleological. All cultural practices were seen to lead
to the same inevitable end (ecosystem integrity). To be sure, not all cultural ecolo-
gists fell into these traps. Its more astute adherents carefully distinguished between
approaches which claimed to explain cultural practices, and those which merely
noted the ecological function that cultural practices appeared to have, without
imputing cause (Vayda & Rappaport 1968). As Vayda (1967: x) put it in a spirited
defense of cultural ecology, the object of analysis was “a demonstration of how
things work rather than an explanation of why they exist or how they have come
to be.” Yet the line between description and explanation was often blurred and the
notion of adaptation frequently smuggled in the very assumptions that Vayda fought
to excise. Other cultural ecologists noted that not all cultural practices led to home-
ostasis: some produced catastrophic change. But more often than not these were
seen as a result of the introduction or diffusion of new or foreign practices that
upset the fine-tuned balance that had been achieved between local communities and
their environments. That cultural ecologists almost universally studied ‘traditional’
societies no doubt contributed further to this sense of socio-ecological balance,
tapping into widespread understandings of modernity as rupture and premodern
societies as inherently ecological.

Other critics focused on how cultural ecologists conceived of ‘culture,” faulting
practitioners for presenting culture as monolithic, static and bounded, and for
erasing history and politics (see Duncan 1980; Cosgrove & Jackson 1987; Gupta
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& Ferguson 1997). Indeed, for many critics, the language of ecology was partly
to blame. In the texts of some cultural ecologists culture had itself come to be
understood like an organism — and as an organism, a functional part of an eco-
system — rather than as an outcome of political contestation, as cultural anthro-
pologists and the ‘new’ cultural geographers claimed it to be, or as bound up with
social and economic forces, as political economists increasingly argued it was. As a
result, critics suggested, relations of power were ignored entirely, except in the broad
historical frame of culture groups being ‘displaced’ by others (cf. Peet & Watts
1996).

Beginning in the late 1970s, competing approaches emerged in geography that
contrasted with, and often directly contested, the functionalism and teleology of cul-
tural ecology, and which sought to understand the decisions of individual actors —
what Blaikie and Brookfield (1987) would famously call ‘land managers’ — in terms
of the social relations within which they lived. This marked a significant departure,
for it immediately called into question cultural ecology’s depoliticizing language of
‘adaptation’ (which reduced culture to nature), and its tendency to locate agency in
abstract entities like ‘cultures’ and ‘ecosystems.” Instead, the turn to social relations
focused attention on the social, ecological, and political contexts — at local, regional,
and global scales — within which individual actors lived, and sought to investigate
how these relations shaped environmental practices.

Political ecology and the turn to the social

We have now moved some distance toward our second ‘moment,” political ecology.
How did political ecology reconfigure how geographers approached the problem of
the relation between culture and nature? In brief: by turning to the social. We will
see shortly that this turn remained fully within the terms of Latour’s ‘modern Con-
stitution,” despite its promise to do otherwise and despite its recourse to dialectics
as a way of overcoming modern dualisms.

In geography, political ecology took root in the 1980s, but its sources are far too
diffuse to allow it to be read solely as a reaction to the pitfalls of cultural ecology.
Indeed the notion that political ecology merely ‘advanced’ or ‘transcended’ cultural
ecology is belied by two observations: first, although its popularity has diminished,
cultural ecology is far from dead, and continues to have influence in the discipline
(see Butzer 1989; Turner 1989; Sluyter 1996, 1999), and, second, even during the
heyday of cultural ecology in the 1970s, other scholars were approaching questions
of culture and nature through terms that were similar to what would travel under
the banner of political ecology in the 1980s and 1990s. The earliest uses of the
phrase political ecology, for instance, date to the early 1970s and the work of the
anthropologist Eric Wolf (1972), writer Hans Magnus Enzensberger (1974) and
journalist Alexander Cockburn (Cockburn & Ridgeway 1979),whose writings made
explicit a set of political questions around natural resources and the environment,
including rights of access and control (see Watts 2001, Zimmerer 1996).

A complete genealogy of political ecology is beyond the scope of this essay, but
a number of important threads can be identified. The 1970s were a decade of
increased concern over environmental conditions, both in the developed economies
of the West and in less developed regions in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. One
influential response was neo-Malthusian, which placed the blame for environmental
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degradation on population growth, and thus firmly at the feet of those most affected
by environmental change in the Third World (see Ehrlich 1968). Critics of neo-
Malthusian ideas argued that it was not population growth, but poverty and its
structural causes that were to blame. With this came far greater emphasis on struc-
tural relations, and increased attention to the affects of political and econo-
mic change (especially the transition from subsistence to market economies) as well
as the role of economic and political actors such as the state, corporations and
nongovernmental organizations. The 1980s also saw the resurgence of political
economy — and social theory more generally — across the social sciences and human-
ities. This provided geographers with a very different toolkit through which to inter-
rogate questions of ‘culture’ and ‘nature’ (now frequently discussed as ‘society’ and
‘environment’). In place of cybernetics and general systems theory, researchers
turned to Marxist political economy, structuration theory, Weberian sociology, and
world systems theory, in order to understand the economic logics and social rela-
tions that shaped the decisions of environmental actors. Political ecology found an
additional source in studies of ‘natural hazards,” a field which was going through a
similar transition, moving from seeing such hazards as floods, drought, and famine
as caused entirely by nonhuman forces, to investigating their social, political, and
economic causes and their radically uneven social effects (Sen 1981; Watts 1983;
Smith & O’Keefe 1980; Hewitt 1983; Susman, O’Keefe, & Wisner 1983). As atten-
tion shifted to the social causes of environmental change, skepticism increased over
the organic analogies, Darwinian terminologies, and systems theories that prevailed
in cultural ecology. Increasingly, cultural ecology came to be viewed as apolitical
and asocial, even if, like Bernard Neitschmann, its practitioners were deeply con-
cerned with the peoples and environments they studied.

Today, what travels under the name ‘political ecology’ is remarkably diverse. This
is in part because there is no single theoretical ‘core’ that anchors it, in contrast to
the more unified project of cultural ecology. Nevertheless, for my purposes ‘politi-
cal ecology’ usefully designates a number of key shifts that occurred in how the
relation between culture and nature was conceptualized during the 1980s. Perhaps
the most important was the transition — already noted — from a focus on culture
and adaptation, to a focus on the actions of individual actors and their enabling
and constraining social conditions. This approach demanded attention to scale, a
point raised early by Eric Wolf (1972), and taken up more extensively by political
ecologists in the years following. Exemplary in this regard was the work of Piers
Blaikie (1985), whose study of soil degradation in South Asia focused on the
resource manager (usually a peasant) and sought to understand the wider economic
and political forces shaping their land-management decisions. A later edited collec-
tion with Harold Brookfield (Blaikie & Brookfield 1987) extended these insights in
order to tackle the Malthusian assumptions prevalent during the period head-on,
with its editors and contributors arguing that there was a causal — and cumulative
— relation between poverty and environmental degradation. Conditions of poverty,
they argued, led to poor environmental management strategies, often out of neces-
sity. This in turn led to environmental degradation, which could exacerbate the
poverty of the land manager. For Blaikie and Brookfield, the poverty of the land
manager could not simply be blamed on overpopulation, but instead had to be
understood through ‘chains of explanation’ which linked local decisions with wider
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social, economic and political structures (property rights, state power, market rela-
tions, ideas and ideologies).’

While the work of Blaikie and Brookfield was exemplary, it was far from unique.
Increasingly, others working at diverse “Third World’ sites — Michael Watts, Suzanna
Hecht, and Alex Cockburn, for instance — brought political economy to bear on
environmental problems. Over time what constituted the ‘social’ factors linked to
environmental change (through their impact on access and control over resources)
would expand to include not only market capitalism, the state and property, but
also international or multilateral organizations such as the World Bank and the IMF,
the actions and strategies of transnational corporations, the practices of myriad non-
governmental organizations (both local and international), and the tactics of local
communities and individuals (for a survey, see Bryant & Bailey 1997). Likewise,
analysis in terms of class difference was increasingly widened to include the con-
nections between political struggles over resources and environment and questions
of ethnicity (Watts 1998), gender (Rocheleau et al. 1996; Schroeder 1999) and
nation. Richard Schroeder’s Shady Practices (1999), a study of gender, nature, and
politics in Gambia, exemplified this broadened political ecology. In this work he
tracked the relation between gender politics and struggles over land tenure, while
at the same time linking these struggles to the intersection of economic change,
drought and famine, and placing these struggles — and their outcomes — in the
context of shifting funding agendas and development paradigms of NGOs, large
donor agencies, and organizations such as the World Bank. In one of the book’s
most innovative elements, Schroeder analyzed the changing terms of a discourse that
linked ‘women’ and ‘development,” and explored how this discourse was taken up
within development programs and influenced the types of projects funded by inter-
national agencies during the 1980s and 1990s. By so doing Schroeder not only made
important connections with the work of feminist critics of development (see Shiva
1988, Agarwal 1992, Jackson 1993), he also drew attention to the significance and
politics of language and the role of struggles over meaning, for how ‘development’
and ‘environmental change’ proceeded in particular sites. This was evident within
development agencies and state institutions, but also within the local communities
affected by development and environmental change, in which individual actors
struggled with and over ‘words’ at the same time as they struggled over land and
access to resources. As we will see shortly, this attention to language and meaning
would become increasingly important not only in political ecology, but more
broadly in the study of the ‘culture of nature’ as the 1990s progressed.

Taken together, these diverse strands of political ecology represented a significant
change in the terms that were now seen to govern the ‘relation’ between culture and
nature. Where cultural ecology had imagined individual bounded culture groups
adapting to environmental conditions, political ecologists sought to understand the
environmental and resource-use practices of peasants in much wider political-
economic, institutional, and discursive contexts. Where the scale of analysis of the
former was decidedly — and usually unquestionedly - ‘local,” questions of scale them-
selves became key for political ecologists, who insisted that ‘local’ events and prac-
tices be understood in terms of actors and institutions that operated at regional,
national and international scales. This was not simply a matter of locating the
correct scale of analysis, but of recognizing that scale was relational — that the ‘local’
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was constituted in relation to events and actors at other scales, and vice versa.
Further, whereas in cultural ecology, culture was seen as singular and monolithic —
“a culture” — political ecologists placed increasing emphasis on politics and power,
and moved the ‘environment’ from a neutral object that provided a template for
culture, to a ‘politicized” domain that was the object of intense political struggle.
Finally, whereas for cultural ecologists nature and culture were understood to exist
in a unity as a result of complex interactions and feedback loops that led to home-
ostasis (the thermostat metaphor), in political ecology, nature and culture were
understood in a unity that was decidedly dialectical rather than homeostatic. Here
the concerns of political ecologists intersected with those of historical materialists
who understood human actions as part of nature’s ‘metabolism’: people were under-
stood as one of nature’s constituent parts, but also as a productive force that con-
tinuously transformed nature and was transformed in the process (see Schmidt 1971,
Smith 1984, Castree 1995). In this sense, nature was not something external to
which people had to adapt — it was thoroughly ‘social,” its future form to be deter-
mined by history and politics (Smith 1984, Braun & Castree 1998).

This final distinction is important. If cultural ecology resolved the culture/
nature dualism through collapsing culture into nature (accomplished through the
generalization of the metaphor of ‘ecosystem’), political ecology sought to resolve
the dualism through a double move. Like cultural ecology it asserted a unity, but
unlike cultural ecology, the arrow of determination was reversed: people were still
considered a constituent part of nature, but the agency of nature was now replaced
with an emphasis on humans as productive and transformative agents. Further, in
contrast to cultural ecology, political ecology made no attempt to provide a single
epistemology. Karl Zimmerer (1996) astutely notes that while cultural ecology imag-
ined that it could study nature and culture as a single entity and through a single
method (measuring flows of energy and matter), political ecology divided the study
of ecology (and the ecological impacts of human actions) from the study of society
and its structures, each of which was assumed to have its own ‘autonomous’ exis-
tence and laws or imperatives. To the physical sciences it gave nature and natural
processes; to the social sciences it gave politics and social relations. This was encap-
sulated in the turn to dialectics, which understood ‘nature’ and ‘society’ in terms of
a progressive interaction between different elements — a “constantly shifting dialec-
tic between society and land-based resources, and also within classes and groups
within society itself” (Blaikie & Brookfield 1987).

While political ecology’s turn to the social appeared to resolve the problem of
history and politics — that which cultural ecology lacked - it brought back history
and politics at a price. On the one hand, it accepted without question the terms of
the modern Constitution. It began by dividing the world into two separate domains
— nature and society — and then sought to understand their relation. Dialectics pro-
vided a way of imagining this process, but while dialectics allowed for the ‘interac-
tion’ of the two domains, it merely made the divide more permeable (Castree 2002).
Worse, as critics quickly noted, political ecology granted agency, history, and poli-
tics to only one side of this dualism — ‘society’ — which was now conceptualized as
a realm of struggle and contestation, the outcomes of which would be imprinted on
the environment. To be sure, the old notion of ‘feedbacks’ was occasionally retained,
such that human transformations of nature were seen to have subsequent effects,
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but for the most part the second domain — ‘nature’ — was merely imagined as a static
entity — the ‘ground’ over which politics occurred, but most certainly not a dynamic
actor in its own right. Ironically, and perhaps unwittingly, in its reaction to the
depoliticizing language of cultural ecology, political ecology merely reversed its
position, and thus reinstalled the very same dichotomy. Whereas cultural ecology
collapsed culture into nature, political ecology did the opposite, turning the arrow
of causation around but keeping the dualism in place.

This apparent erasure of nature’s ‘agency’ would become an issue of consider-
able anxiety in the late 1990s (see below). But, significantly, this was not the source
of the first criticisms of political ecology. Far from expressing concern that politi-
cal ecology had lost sight of ecology, critics of political ecology focused on a dif-
ferent matter: that in their scramble to locate the wider structures that shaped
human practices, political ecologists had managed to get the ‘social’ side of the
equation wrong.

The cultural studies of the environment: challenging essentialisms,
deepening dichotomies?

What had been political ecology’s error? In the minds of its critics, it had fallen into
two traps. On the one hand, its turn to social structures left it open to the accusa-
tion of replacing environmental determinism with social determinism. If, for cul-
tural ecologists, individuals and communities were merely bearers of ‘culture,” and
culture was itself an adaptation to environmental conditions, then under political
ecology, individuals and communities fared no better, for their actions were now
determined by economic logics, state rationalities, and ideologies both beyond their
control and beyond everyday consciousness. Indeed, it is notable that despite its
claim to study a ‘politicized environment,’ political ecology often had as little to say
about politics as had cultural ecology, for while cultural ecology had overempha-
sized the role of ‘culture’ as an overarching and unified set of beliefs and practices,
political ecologists often did the same for the ‘economy,’ the ‘state,” ‘modernity,” and
‘ideology,” such that the way that local communities and individuals negotiated,
resisted, or helped constitute specific economic and political processes was vastly
under theorized. Political ecology had a great deal to say about ‘large’ structures,
but far less to say about how local actors came to passively accept the roles that
these larger forces apparently had in store for them. In response to these problems,
questions of resistance, and the ways that local communities and individuals appro-
priated or contested state projects, market relations, or even the plans of NGOs,
increasingly found their way into the work of a second generation of political ecol-
ogists who were much more attuned to ‘micropolitics’ and to the performative
aspects of cultural, political and spatial practices (Moore 1998, Moore 2000,
Escobar 1996, Schroeder 1999).

A second charge — economism — was related to the first, but was directed specif-
ically at the privileging of political economy in accounts of struggles over resources
and environment. Here the concern was that too much emphasis was placed on eco-
nomic forces, with many early accounts relying on a base-superstructure model that
tended to see all other dimensions of social life as secondary, or as determined by
the economic. Second-generation political ecologists would respond to this too,
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integrating into their analysis much greater attention to the cultural practices, sci-
entific knowledges, and discursive relations that were equally important constitutive
elements in political struggles over the environment and development. To concep-
tualize this, many turned to the work of the Italian Marxist, Antonio Gramsci, and
the French historian and philosopher, Michel Foucault (see Moore 1998, Escobar
1996). From Gramsci was borrowed the notion that the rule of governing classes
was enabled not only through force, but through the consent of the subaltern classes,
brought about through the church, schools, and cultural institutions. This chal-
lenged the narrow economism of Marxist political economy, and rejected deter-
ministic arguments about social structures. In a move that echoed Vayda and
Rappaport’s call to cultural ecologists to widen their scope beyond those cultural
practices most obviously linked to the environment, political ecologists that fol-
lowed Gramsci’s lead took a much wider view of the sites at which struggles over
access and control over resources occurred, no longer content to study state insti-
tutions and market reforms, but also schools, religion, historical narratives, and
science.

Others turned to Foucault, whose reworking of conceptions of power, investiga-
tion of the relation between power and knowledge, and careful attention to
processes of subjectification, proved immensely productive for rethinking how polit-
ical ecologists conceived of ‘social relations’ and ‘politics.” For Foucault, power was
not something possessed by sovereign entities (institutions, individuals, dominant
classes or the state) as if it were a thing, but rather was immanent to the world,
present in, and working through, orders of knowledge, the organization of space,
and the training of bodies. It was at once relational and capillary, diffused and every-
where, best understood as a ‘field’ or ‘grid’ of knowledges, practices, and spaces
within which people and things were made visible and available to administrative
or disciplinary mechanisms. In this sense power was positive or productive rather
than repressive: it constituted subjects and enabled actions, including actions that
undermined particular social orders. Often combined with Gramscian critiques
of ‘hegemony,” the influence of Foucault could be found in notions such as
‘countermapping’ (Peluso 1995), or in the ‘micropractices’ studied by Donald
Moore (1998), who understood cultural practices around conservation in
Zimbabwe as key sites of struggle over the fate of landscapes and communities.

Foucault’s influence was also evident in the turn to the study of environmental
discourses — those bodies of ideas, concepts and knowledges through which actors
understand and engage with their ecological surrounds (see Darier 1999; Luke
1997). Studies of environmental discourse relied heavily on an interpretation of
Foucault that took understandings of the world to be effects of power, and which
simultaneously understood power to operate in and through forms of knowledge
that infused everyday life. Often this was combined with other strains of post-
structuralist thought (semiotics, deconstruction) which emphasized the arbitrary and
unstable nature of ‘reference,” and which understood the legibility of the world to
be an effect of signification rather than something discovered and reflected in nature
(see below). In short, poststructuralisms of various sorts were taken to have dis-
placed the image of language (or thought) as the ‘mirror of nature’ (Rorty 1980)
and replaced it with a notion of language as constitutive of what counts as nature.
Over the past decade these arguments have been taken up by a number of scholars
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working on questions of nature, politics, and environment. Within political ecology,
for instance, Arturo Escobar (1996), argued that representations were social facts
— that language did not ‘reflect’ nature, it ‘constituted’” what counted as nature —
and deployed this insight to interrogate the discourse of ‘sustainable development’
as it was employed in Columbia. This discourse, in which “nature is resignified as
environment,” Escobar argued, was thoroughly infused with relations of power. It
was at once consistent with the emergence of a scientific gaze which Foucault had
previously claimed “enabl[ed] one 70 see and to say” (quoted in Escobar 1996), and
also crucial for the sustainability of capital today through intensive forms of envi-
ronmental management, what Escobar called a new ‘postmodern’ form of capital-
izing nature. For Escobar, the significance of interrogating discourses such as
“sustainable development” lay in making visible the power relations that operated
in its terms, attending to the relation between knowledge and administration (or
governmentality — see Darier 1999; Luke 1997; Braun 2000), and calling attention
to the increased significance of ‘expert’ knowledges at the expense of other knowl-
edges, which came to be displaced or subjugated.

While poststructuralist theory had considerable influence on political ecology in
the 1990s, its impact extended far beyond political ecology, and increasingly gave
rise to novel approaches to the study of culture and nature. I will refer to this third
‘moment’ as the cultural studies of the environment. Again, a sharp distinction
between more poststructuralist approaches to political ecology and cultural studies
of the environment is somewhat arbitrary. Some, like the anthropologists Donald
Moore and Arturo Escobar, fit well in both. However, to the extent that certain
common themes can be identified, such a distinction may be warranted. These
themes included the following: the study of ‘nature’ as a cultural construction; close
attention to the relation between power and knowledge in struggles over resources
and environment; greater emphasis on representational practices — science, art, lit-
erature — as sites where nature was called forth as an object of knowledge and con-
templation; and an awareness that constructions of nature were never innocent, but
instead intricately entangled with, and enabling of, governmental rationalities, racial
and colonial discourses, and the construction of gendered, racial and ethnic/national
identities.

If, like political ecology, cultural studies of the environment can be said to have
a theoretical ‘toolkit,” the tools of the latter are considerably different than those of
the former, to such an extent that many scholars working in this area do not claim
any direct affiliation with, or descent from, cultural or political ecology (see Sluyter
1997; Braun 1997b). Indeed, most have come to investigate the cultural politics of
nature from other research agendas and very different theoretical and political con-
cerns — studies of race and ethnicity, feminist and queer theory, explorations of colo-
nialism and its technologies of rule, eco-politics and governmentality, critical race
theory and post-Marxism. A complete genealogy would be daunting, but would
most certainly take in semiotics (Barthes), the study of power/knowledge (Foucault),
deconstruction (Derrida), poststructuralist feminisms (Haraway, Butler), and even,
on occasion, psychoanalytic theory (Lacan), along with the cultural Marxisms of
Gramsci and the English literary critic Raymond Williams.

This work is not limited to geography, and in many ways established itself else-
where first. Alexander Wilson’s (1992) immensely popular book, The Culture of
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Nature, was one of the first to demonstrate the analytical power and political
urgency of arguments that nature was ‘culturally mediated” — known and under-
stood through a vast array of images and ideas that circulated in film, literature,
popular culture, advertisements and popular scientific narratives — and that this had
consequences for the use and conservation of the environment. In a sense this
updated and popularized the arguments of Raymond Williams (1980), who had
earlier traced the changing fortunes of ‘nature’ within English literature and culture,
drawing on Gramsci’s notion of hegemony to link ideologies of nature with the
power of ruling classes.® William Cronon’s (1995) eloquent study of the concept of
‘wilderness’ also extended Williams’ insight, revealing nature in the United States
to be full of human history, both conceptually and materially. Like Wilson, Cronon’s
intervention was closely tied to an environmental politics, albeit one that conflicted
with those American environmentalisms indebted to concepts and ‘structures of
feeling’ bequeathed by Romanticism. His conclusion — that ‘wilderness’ took us to
the wrong nature, since it presupposed a nature—culture dualism whereby that
which was ‘truly’ natural was that which most fully excluded the human - vexed
many. But it sought to raise awareness of how our tendency to dichotomize the
world into these ‘pure’ domains made it tremendously difficult to develop an
ethical and political relation to the world, since ‘saving’ nature — defined as the
absence of the human - required eliminating people altogether, while spaces that
could not easily be assigned to the category ‘pristine’ were inherently devalued
(as ‘modified” or ‘degraded’ landscapes) and not seen as worthy of ecological
interest.

As noted above, others brought a decidedly semiotic approach, treating ‘nature’
as a signifier whose meaning was given by a system of signs. For the semiotician,
‘nature’ attained its meanings through the differential logic of a chain of signifiers
rather than from the world itself. For structuralists like Ferdinand de Saussure, this
differential logic of signification was both arbitrary, and in many respects, fixed. For
poststructuralists, on the other hand, there was both nothing ‘outside’ language which
could finally fix meaning once and for all and no necessary structure o language that
governed meaning. Thus, it followed that the meaning(s) of ‘nature’ were always
subject to the play of signification (Derrida 1976) and that how nature’s meanings
came to be provisionally established could be understood as a matter of both urgent
scholarly investigation and ongoing political struggle (see Braun & Wainwright
2001).

Perhaps the most influential figure in this realm was the science studies scholar
Donna Haraway (1992), who drew not only on semiotics, but was also influenced
by Michel Foucault and his insistence that the world could be known only through
the terms of specific (contested) discursive formations. Haraway drew a simple, but
controversial, conclusion from her readings of poststructuralists: that what counts
as nature could not exist separately from the practices through which it was ren-
dered as a legible or knowable domain. Haraway’s actual phrase — “nature cannot
preexist its construction” — has been widely debated and often misunderstood. Some
have suggested that this was an idealism of the worst sort, akin to claiming that the
materiality of the world was merely ‘in our heads.” Others claimed that arguments
of this sort seriously damaged environmentalism, since it undermined the status of
the very ‘object’ that environmentalists sought to save (see Soulé & Lease 1995).
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The more common reading, and the one taken up by many cultural geographers,
was actually far more consistent with the materialism that some thought Haraway
was denying: that what counts as nature is necessarily the outcome of specific prac-
tices through which nature is given meaning. To say that nature was a ‘trope,’ not
a thing, was therefore not a denial of materiality, it was an affirmation that lan-
guage — and knowledge more generally — did not have an existence independent
from the material practices by which statements about the world were produced.
Here we might follow the geographer David Demeritt (1998), who has persuasively
argued that Haraway should be read as advocating an ‘artifactual constructivism’
rather than a ‘radical constructivism,’ the difference being that while the latter takes
the world to be our ‘invention,’ the former takes knowledge about the world to be
a ‘product’ or ‘artifact’ (see also Latour 1987).

But it has been the connection between knowledge and power that has perhaps
most defined the cultural studies of the environment. The phrase ‘cultural’ in this
sense has largely referred to questions of representation (science, media, film), and
struggles over, and debates concerning, the consequences of how ‘nature,” ‘organ-
isms,” and the ‘environment,” have been constituted as objects of knowledge and
made visible to power. Often work in this vein has had explicit political intentions.
Wolch and Emel (1998), for instance, have interrogated the way that ‘animals’ are set
apart from ‘humans,’ a distinction which Kay Anderson (2001) has recently argued
provides a basis for various racisms. Anderson (1998) has argued elsewhere that
racialized knowledges have been produced not solely by the sciences of ‘man,’ but
also, and perhaps more insidiously, by those sciences — like Linnaean botany — which
take ‘nature’ as their primary object and field of investigation. Likewise, Jake Kosek
(2002) has traced constructions of ‘whiteness’ and national identity in one of the
most beloved icons in the United States: Smokey Bear. Indeed, the relation between
constructions of nature and nationalism has become an important theme, from the
Japanese context (Nakashima 1999) to German and Italian fascisms (Binde 1999)
and English cultural nationalism (Bartram 1999). Likewise, the relation between
nature and colonialism has recently seen considerable attention. In her work on
ecopolitics and indigenous peoples in Australia, for instance, Jane Jacobs (1996) has
explored the boundary stories that positioned aborigines in the domain of nature,
and how these stories were produced, reinforced and contested in various Australian
sites, including a proposed ecology center in Brisbane. Focusing on Western Canada,
Bruce Braun (1997a, 2002) has traced the persistence of colonial relations in con-
structions of the ‘temperate rainforest” by ecologists, foresters and environmental-
ists, and explored the significance of these images for recent political struggles over
forestry and decolonization by First Nations. Derek Gregory (2001) in turn, has
traced not only the workings of colonial power in how physical environments were
described and known, but also how these representations invariably failed, with no
little anxiety for colonial officials and agents for whom non-European natures were
often sites of disorientation and terror (see also Taussig 1986). The argument in
many of these texts — following on the work of postcolonial scholars such as Edward
Said and Gayatri Spivak — is that constructions of nature (as pristine, primeval,
exotic, degraded, or unruly) often provided justification for colonial projects which
could then present themselves in the guise of civilizing missions, or as ordering a
previously unmanageable landscape.
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While many have applauded this cultural turn in studies of society and envi-
ronment, it has also had its critics. Some have accused this work of trading in a
‘discursive determinism,’ merely replacing the structuralism of early political ecology
with a new kind of determinism that views subjects, and their constitutive desires
and knowledges, as effects of discourse rather than structures. Indeed, questions
of agency have long been posed by critics of poststructuralisms, who have responded
by pointing out that while they may have discarded the fixity of social, linguistic
and economic structures, they have decidedly not done so in order to recuperate the
sovereign subject of liberalism, with its sense of individual consciousness and agency.
Other critics argue that the cultural studies of the environment has been little more
than a diversion — that it gives its attention to ‘texts’ rather than ‘material relations,’
and to ‘symbolic’ rather than ‘real’ politics (see Harvey 1996). Such criticisms have
been routinely dismissed as either misreadings of what is meant by ‘textuality’
(which is not just about ‘texts,” but rather about how there is no transcendental
location, no ‘other’ level, outside language and practice, from which to finally ‘fix’
meaning), or as complicit in a largely-discredited economism that dismisses cultural
practices as merely ‘superstructural.’

Far more serious objections have come from elsewhere, for if the ‘cultural poli-
tics’ of nature has become a prevalent theme in cultural geography in the past
decade, so also has a countercurrent that has begun to question the ontological
presuppositions that underwrite its claims, as well as those of cultural and poli-
tical ecology. Informed by the philosophical writings of Gilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari, the work of sociologists of science Bruno Latour and Michel Calon, and
the various interventions of Michel Serres, Isabelle Stengers and Manuel deLanda,
among others, these critics have seized on the apparent asymmetry of many con-
structivist positions, in order to argue that by locating agency solely in the ‘social’
or ‘cultural” domains, cultural studies is no longer able to say anything about what
nonhumans contribute to the world, including to the social worlds of humans. To
resolve this, some have suggested, it is necessary to abandon the ‘nature—culture’
problematic altogether, and substitute in its place a series of different concepts:
hybrid networks, assemblages, abstract machines.

Beyond ‘Culture’ and ‘Nature’? Nonmodern Ontologies

I will call this fourth moment ‘nonmodern ontologies’ for reasons that will soon
become apparent. From this perspective the problem with political ecology and cul-
tural studies of the environment is not that they propose nature as a social or cul-
tural construction, and thus deny its autonomy, or that they reject language as a
transparent medium for nature’s representation. Rather, it is that their accounts pre-
suppose a world divided into distinct ontological domains, and thus their accounts
leave us with an impoverished understanding of the ‘integrated networks’ in which
humans and nonhumans are entangled, in which entities (people, machines, words)
continuously swap properties, and in which ‘agency’ is diffuse and relational, extend-
ing beyond humans to include all manner of other things. Each was guilty of accept-
ing the terms of what Bruno Latour (1993) has called the ‘modern Constitution.’
Latour coined the phrase ‘modern Constitution’ in order to call attention to the
ontological presuppositions that underwrite modern society’s self-understanding.
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The word ‘constitution’ here has a double meaning. Much like a political constitu-
tion (i.e. the American Constitution), it refers to a set of governing principles and
separations of power. It also functions as a foundational statement; that is, it calls
a political order into being (or, in this case, a political ontology). This constitution
is, quite literally, constitutive of our world, in the sense that it shapes how we under-
stand the world, underwrites our actions, and informs the responsibilities we accept
or deny.

Latour argues that modern societies constitute themselves as modern through
enacting a series of dichotomies: the separation of humans from nonhumans; the
separation of science from politics, and the retreat of God from the world. This
allows us ‘moderns’ to accept three related assumptions: that society (or culture) is
made by humans alone; that science (knowledge, and thus nature) is free of politics
and power; and that God (morality) is either distant or something that dwells in our
souls. Latour suggests that these modern mythologies — which separate people from
things, divide knowledge from their constitutive practices, and relegate morality to
the ‘internal’ space of our hearts — are immensely effective (‘positive’ in Foucault’s
terms, since they are constitutive), while at the same time they sanction an immense
ignorance. Effective, because we go about our lives imagining that we make society
ourselves (without the mediation of things), that science provides unambiguous
truths (without being ‘biased’ by politics), and that morality is something we bring
to the world (rather than something immanent in its organization). Each exists in its
own domain. Precisely for this reason, we are unable to consider the way that people
and things, science and politics, the world and morality, are all the while mixed
together. On the one hand the modern Constitution gives us a belief in a world of
distinct domains, while at the same time it leaves us blind to all the hybrid networks
of people, things and politics that are being created, extended or ruptured.

Latour argues that ‘we have never been modern.” Despite our belief in a world
of distinct domains, these have always been tangled together. It is only we moderns
who imagine that it is possible to assign things unambiguously to ‘culture,” ‘nature,’
‘science,” and ‘politics.” It is only we moderns who engage in these acts of ‘purifi-
cation’ even as we continuously mix things together into hybrid networks through
countless acts of ‘translation’ that go unacknowledged. It is only we moderns who
imagine that ethics and politics is something that occurs solely in the realm of delib-
eration, rather than in the organization of the world. The recent professionalization
of ‘ethics’ is merely a symptom of this, since questions of ethics are usually raised
at the ‘downstream’ end of these acts of translation (Haraway 1997; Demeritt
2001). If there is anything that makes us truly ‘modern,” Latour suggests, it is our
proclivity, first, to simultaneously purify the world into essences all the while
furiously producing ever new heterogeneous associations, and, second, to only
subsequently become anxious about the results. The proliferation of networks of
‘quasi-objects/quasi-subjects’ that result, Latour (1993) argues, have no place in the
modern Constitution, and thus cannot be represented. At one level, Latour’s argu-
ment represents a simple call to ‘bring networks out of hiding,” and thus to begin
to attend to how nature, culture, machines and politics are always already tangled
together.

Our fourth ‘moment’ is in many respects a response to this call. Before explor-
ing it further, however, let me pause to consider how this moment throws the claims
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of the previous three into crisis, since each can now be seen to accept the terms of
this Constitution. Of the three, cultural ecology presents the most intriguing case,
for its practitioners assumed that they had indeed managed to overcome the modern
dualism that assigned ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ to separate domains. Recall, for
instance, Clifford Geertz’s (1963) assertion that cultural ecology did not separate
the works of man from the processes of nature, but instead understood them as an
integrated whole, since “material interdependencies . . . form a [single] community.”
Understood in this manner, “the sharpness of the division between analyses from
the side of ‘man’ and analyses from the side of ‘nature’. .. disappears” (p. 8). Is
this not a statement that thoroughly rejects the modern Constitution? On the surface
it would appear so. But we need to remember how this apparent unity was achieved.
Again, drawing from Geertz, we learn that cultural ecology subsumes all processes
“within a single analytical system, an ecosystem” (p. 2). And, moreover, we learn
that cultural practices are ‘adaptations’ to ecological conditions, and thus essentially
‘natural’ in their own right. Far from providing us with a nonmodern ontology, cul-
tural ecology fully accepts the terms of the modern Constitution. It divides the world
into domains — ‘culture’ and ‘nature’ — and then collapses the former into the latter.
Nothing could be more modern.

What then of political ecology? It too claims to locate a unity. Recall Blaikie and
Brookfield’s assertion that the world was constituted through a “constantly shifting
dialectic between society and land-based resources, and also within classes and
groups within society itself.” Certainly this must avoid the trap that the moderns
had set for themselves. Yet dialectics can be seen to simply deepen the error, imag-
ining the world in terms of two separate domains — nature and culture — that con-
tinuously ‘interact.” Worse, in practice it was only the second half of Blaikie and
Brookfield’s statement — the dialectical movement of “classes and groups within
society itself” — that would be taken up at any length by political ecologists. Society
and politics to the sociologist; ecology to the ecologist. What could be a more clear
statement of the modern Constitution? On the one hand society making itself, and
on the other, society ‘interacting’ with a nature posited as a separate, opposed,
domain.

What might we say of cultural studies of the environment? For adherents of
‘nonmodern ontologies’ these studies would merely intensify the error, placing all
the action on the side of the cultural, and leaving ‘things’ entirely mute and passive.
For all its insights into how the world is ‘made legible,” people — or language and
discourse — are the only actors in these poststructuralist worlds and postcolonial
dramas. As noted by Sarah Whatmore (1999, 2002), the so-called ‘cultural turn’ in
geography resulted in the question of nature being reformulated as an exclusively
epistemological one.

Against the terms of the modern Constitution and its great divides, Latour pro-
poses a nonfoundational, or ‘nonmodern,” ontology. This merits some discussion,
since it speaks directly to the problematic of the relation between culture and nature
with which we began, and since it also contrasts significantly with recent calls to
‘bring nature back in’ to cultural geography. In Western philosophy, ontology is con-
ventionally taken to refer to the realm of Being, or the ‘what is’ of the world. It is
commonly understood to name the immutable (which is why the turn to ‘ontology’
is often considered a turn away from politics). Epistemology, on the other hand, is
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the question of how we come to know the world. Politics is commonly taken to be
located in the realm of the epistemological — how to provide an adequate account
of the world that can guide human action. Where Latour departs from this is that
for him ontology is not the realm of the given, but the realm of experimentation or
practice — a realm of becoming in which the final result is not known in advance,
but is instead the outcome of innumerable acts of mediation, communication and
translation, or, to use Latour’s phrase, the “exchange of properties” (Serres uses the
sports metaphor of ‘passing’). Nonmodern ontologies allow for the production of
ever new and novel forms, the continuous deterritorialization and reterritorializa-
tion of the world through the proliferation of connections or sudden bifurcations
(see also Deleuze & Guattari 1987; Thrift 1996; Doel 1999). Here Latour is drawing
on an ‘orphaned’ philosophical tradition that includes such figures as Henri Bergson,
Baruch Spinoza, Gilles Deleuze, Michel Serres, and a common source for many, the
Greek physicist Lucretius. For these philosophers the world does not consist of dis-
crete ‘things’ that are brought into relation through some sort of external determi-
nation (such as found in versions of dialectics), resulting in hybrids that are mixtures
of pre-given pure forms, but instead consists of flows and connections within which
things are continuously (re)constituted. The difference between an ontology of form
and essence (modern ontology) and an ontology of flows and connections (non-
modern ontology), is striking. Whereas the former brings us to the problem of
understanding how distinct things ‘interact,” the latter asks how it is that things
come to attain provisional form and a certain durability. In other words, while the
former takes divisions as a starting point, the latter tradition politicizes these divi-
sions, asking how they came to be in the first place.

There are a number of significant implications that follow from this. First, to
accept the nonfoundational ontology outlined by Latour is to reject the terms of the
modern Constitution: rather than the relation between nature and culture present-
ing a puzzle to be solved, it is the division of the world into these ontological
domains that needs explanation (see Whatmore 1999). Viewed from the position of
nonmodern ontologies, the world does not consist of ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ and their
combination, but only of heterogeneous associations that bring together diverse
objects, effects and aims (Thrift 1996). Second, this presents a significant challenge
for the entire field of study that has historically taken as its problematic the
‘relation’ between nature and culture, since its founding terms are now thrown into
question. Indeed, the challenge extends beyond cultural geography, or geography as
a whole, to include the very divisions of knowledge that are institutionalized in the
intellectual cultures of the Western academy, which can now be seen as the one insti-
tution above all others that maintains — and is deeply invested in maintaining —
modernity’s ‘great divides.” In passing, it is worth noting that to the extent that calls
to ‘bring nature back in’ retain the notion of nature as a distinct domain they remain
firmly implicated in these divides. And third, it suggests new avenues for ‘interdis-
ciplinary’ research, not in terms of dividing the world into disciplinary domains and
then struggling to bring them into relation, but oriented towards ‘bringing networks
out of hiding,’ to the tracing of associations and translations.

Studies of this sort have recently appeared in the discipline of geography, and
have begun to transform the study of culture and nature. Indeed, so thoroughly
has this work displaced these terms that we might suggest that the nature—culture
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problematic — much like the figure of ‘man’ — is on the verge of being erased by the
incoming tide of ‘nonmodern ontology.” This work has taken several forms. A
number of geographers influenced by science studies have begun to explore the
exchange of properties that occurs within technoscientific practices. To the extent
that this research is directed toward understanding how knowledge about the world
is produced, it retains similarities with the cultural studies of the environment. Yet,
it departs in crucial ways. By diffusing agency throughout technoscientific networks
so as to include ‘things’ such as machines and organisms, it refuses to imagine
humans as the only actors (see Latour 1999, Haraway 1997). And, by assuming
that we know reality through our connections with it, rather than by our distance
from it, it throws into question the assumption that knowledge can be understood
solely in terms of signification, and insists instead on the materiality of knowledge
practices (Ingold 1995, Hayles 1995).

More recent work has begun to produce ‘nonmodern’ accounts of the heteroge-
neous associations that constitute our physical, political and cultural environments.
Prominent in this area has been the work of Sarah Whatmore (2002) on topologies
and political orderings of wildlife, Sally Eden et al. (2000) on river restoration, Neil
Bingham (1996) on technological objects, Steve Hinchliffe (2001) on BSE, Nigel
Thrift (1996, 2000) on the performativity of embodied knowledge (or ‘nonrepre-
sentational theory’), Katharyne Hayles (1999) and Neil Badmington (2003) on the
‘posthuman,” and Jonathan Murdoch (1997a, 1997b) on geographical theory. As
Whatmore (2002: 3) explains, work in this vein has produced

an upheaval in the binary terms in which the question of nature has been posed and a recog-
nition of the intimate, sensible and hectic bonds through which people and plants; devices
and creatures; documents and elements take and hold their shape in relation to each other
in the fabrications of everyday life.

This has profound consequences, not only for how geographers imagine research
(for instance, beginning ‘in the middle of things,” rather than presupposing a world
of separate domains), but also for ethical-political considerations. Not only does it
become difficult to imagine an ethics exclusively in terms of humans, since the
‘human’ is immediately displaced into its constitutive relations, it also undermines
the notion of ‘rights,” since these are assumed to belong — like physical qualities —
to discrete and static entities. Attempts to rethink the basis for ethics and politics
have focused on notions such as relationality (Whatmore 1997), drawn on Spinoza’s
understanding of the body in terms of affect, or sought to situate ethical thinking
in terms of experimentation (Deleuze & Guattari 1990), ‘eco-art’ (Guattari 2000),
or in terms of the ‘explosive corporeal productivity’ of the earth (Casarino 2002).

Like the other moments I've explored, nonmodern ontologies (and especially
actor-network theory, or ANT) has its critics. A favorite target has been Latour’s
argument that one could not adequately explain networks through appeal to ‘macro’
structures whose nature is determined in advance (capitalism, reason, modernity),
since these kinds of structures do not exist apart from, or prior to, the networks that
constitute them. Latour argues that one must begin ‘in the middle,” which is where,
in the words of Deleuze and Guattari (1988) things ‘pick up speed.” Many have found
this inadequate, since it appears to provide no way of understanding how certain
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structures or relations become generalized (such as an ‘expansionary logic’ inherent
in capitalism). While generally convinced by Latour ontological arguments, these
critics argue that ANT provides few tools for analyzing the world (see Castree 2002).
Advocates have responded that the appeal to such explanatory categories such as
the State, Capitalism or Science are more problematic, since they “render messy
fragile net-workings as slick consolidated totalities” (Whatmore 2002: 168).

Others argue that ANT flattens the world in such a manner that all actors are
seen as equivalent, and that this does not allow for the massive differences between
people, animals, and machines (Laurier & Philo 1999). While this objection initially
appears significant, it may be less so once one places in question the usual way that
people are distinguished from animals and machines (i.e. through the capacity to
reason). Latour and others have argued that we reason through things. Hence, that
quality to which we appeal as humanity’s most unique quality — reason — is shot
through with the agency of nonhuman others. For adherents to a nonmodern ontol-
ogy there is no separating people from things, subjects from objects, technologies
from words. As Latour explains, even our most distinctively human propensities
such as “knowledge, morality, craft, force, sociability are not properties of humans
but of humans accompanied by their retinue of delegated characters” (1988: 310,
emphasis added). In contrast to the claims of critics, what distinguishes modern
human subjects is neither their mastery of, nor their alienation from, ‘things,” but
their extraordinary success in mobilizing them and their stunning inability to see
that they are doing so! This is a significant distinction, but not the one that ANT’s
critics had expected to find.

Yet other critics have worried over the lack of normative foundations in non-
modern ontologies, since it appears that there is no basis on which to distinguish
networks, assemblages, or events, whose effects are ‘good,’ from those whose effects
are ‘bad.” What kinds of associations and translations should be permitted, and
which should not? No doubt Latour would respond that this is a matter of politics,
since in the terms of the nonfoundational ontology that he outlines, there is no tran-
scendental basis from which to evaluate. The world consists only of assemblages of
different size, extent, and duration, and networks that ‘fold’ and ‘refold’ time and
space in new and novel ways (see Serres & Latour 1995). What might it mean to
live ethically in such a world?

Conclusion: Toward an Ontological Politics

Are we witnessing the passing of a problematic? If so, what consequences and pos-
sibilities might this open for thought and politics? At the very least the dichotomy
between thought and politics would have to be discarded, since another consequence
of nonmodern ontologies is to throw into question the assumption that thought is
the realm of contemplation and politics the realm of action. Like the distinction
between ‘nature’ and ‘culture,’ this distinction takes recourse to a notion of sepa-
rate domains, and fails to understand the performative rather than reflective nature
of representation. To draw again upon Deleuze and Guattari (1988), theories of rep-
resentation worry over the relation between texts and meaning (or the text and the
world), whereas nonrepresentational theories inquire about the way a text comes
to be connected to other things (see also Thrift 1996). Once representation is placed
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on the same plane as practice, problems of representation resolve into questions of
pragmatics — a matter of practice, of making connection, of creative involvement in
the world.

This is not to say that the turn to ‘nonmodern ontologies’ should be uncritically
embraced. Serious reservations have been raised about the basis for such ontologi-
cal claims, which are often justified through recourse to mathematics, geometry, and
the physical sciences (cf. DeLanda 2002). For critics, this move evades responsibil-
ity for the initial act of positing involved in any ontological speculation (Derrida
1994). Its adherents, however, suggest that in this turn we find a hint of what comes
after the ‘end’ of the old problematic of the ‘relation’ between nature and culture.
Once these purified domains have been abandoned and replaced by a nonmodern
ontology of heterogeneous associations, they argue, we find ourselves facing a new
analytical task: no longer that of determining which direction the arrow of causa-
tion points — nature to culture, culture to nature, or some ‘middle ground’ that
combines the two — but instead something more modest and more pragmatic:
the interrogation of networks and their consequences, the careful reckoning of our
intimate connections to and with other things, human and nonhuman, in what
Whatmore (1999: 30) calls “the everyday business of living in the world.” Likewise,
once politics is no longer preoccupied with policing the boundaries between nature
and culture, its focus shifts to the art and practice of making connections and taking
responsibility for how they are made. It becomes performative rather than theoret-
ical, pragmatic rather than contemplative. The categories of ‘culture’ and ‘nature’
provided little of any guidance for such a project, since by definition they were con-
servative categories — categories that retained their value only through the constant
work of conserving their integrity and autonomy. That the preservation of their
autonomy required a great deal of work is increasingly evident. That critical project
is now, perhaps, finally exhausted. In its place we see the faint outlines of some-
thing different: not a politics of representation that seeks to ‘get it right” and assumes
a world of ‘fixed forms,” but instead an ontological politics (Mol 1999) or a cos-
mopolitics (Stengers 1996-7) that takes as its task the active shaping of the world,
rather than its proper representation.

What this means for cultural geography is less clear. Certainly the very possibil-
ity of positing a ‘cultural’ geography that has its own distinct ‘object’ is increasingly
open to debate. Already we are told that distinctions between ‘cultural,” ‘political,’
and ‘economic’ have been thoroughly blurred. But if we accept nonmodern ontolo-
gies, the language of ‘blurred’ boundaries no longer makes sense, since these cate-
gories were simply the outcome of our practices of dividing the world into domains
in the first place. As much as did the original categories, the language of ‘blurred
boundaries’ gets in the way of understanding the world as it is. A nonmodern ontol-
ogy refuses these realms as distinct, either today or in the past. It is not postmod-
ernism that ‘mixes together’ culture and nature, for it is only we moderns who
thought they were separate in the first place! We are at a juncture when discipli-
narity must again be rethought. Neither creating new disciplinary divisions nor
seeking interdisciplinarity will suffice. As Sarah Whatmore (1999) notes, it no longer
makes sense to ‘bracket off’ environmental geography as a subfield, nor does it make
sense to attempt the ‘reintegration’ of physical and human geography. These
common responses to the modern predicament merely reproduce the original errors,
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as does an interdisciplinarity that seeks to ‘combine’ social, ecological, and eco-
nomic facts. Perhaps what is needed are new ways of imagining and creatively
engaging in the world, a new postdisciplinary pragmatics that accepts our partici-
pation in the worlding of our world and our connection to the many other ‘actants’
who constitute our worlds and our humanity. What we face, then, is the task of
thinking in terms of a ‘geophilosophy’ (Deleuze & Guattari 1990) that attends to,
and places us within, the creative becoming of the earth.

NOTES

1. Such ‘passings’ are, of course, continuously deferred, as Derrida (1982: 135) explains in
the context of Heidegger’s ‘destruction’ of humanism: “one risks ceaselessly confirming,
consolidating, relifting [relever], at an always more certain depth, that which one
allegedly deconstructs.”

2. Clarence Glacken (1967) provides the most comprehensive historical account of the
career of the nature—culture problematic in earlier periods of Western thought.

3. In a curious twist that challenges our usual temporal notions of intellectual progress,
Christopher Johnson (1993) argues that cybernetics was highly influential to some French
poststructuralisms in the 1960s, in part through the reception of the work of Gregory
Bateson. Traces of this influence can be found in the early work of Jacques Derrida (see
the opening sections in Of Grammatology) and more consistently in the writings of Gilles
Deleuze and Félix Guattari. The poststructural turn in Anglo-American geography in the
late 1980s and 1990s, then, contains certain unacknowledged repetitions.

4. Arguably ‘material culture’ returned in the late 1980s (see Appadurai 1986), and with a
vengeance in the 1990s (see Michael 2000).

5. This was similar to the argument in favor of ‘progressive contextualization’ made by the
cultural ecologist Andrew Vayda in 1983. Vayda and Harold Brookfield were both cul-
tural ecologists who increasingly integrated the insights of political economy during the
1980s.

6. Williams was not the first to examine ‘ideas of nature.” R. G. Collingwood’s The Idea of
Nature (1945) prefigured Williams by three decades.
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Chapter 12

Cultural Ecology

Paul Robbins

A well-dressed extension agent, trained in a US land grant university somewhere in
the Midwest, enters a dusty Indian village as part of a state service to introduce
high-yielding varieties of wheat and maize, which together with industrial fertiliz-
ers and pesticides might increase local crop yields by more than 50 percent. After
many group meetings with community members and groups, he becomes frustrated.
While a handful of local farmers are interested in fertilizers, they are less enthusi-
astic about the seeds. Others are interested in maize but not in wheat. Many are
reticent to implement any of the proposed changes, and they shake their heads at
the fellow and return to their millets and legumes, thinking only of the back-
breaking work of the day still ahead of them. The agent, employed by the state only
to improve the lot of the local poor, is dumbfounded. He departs the village con-
vinced that it is the culture of peasants like these, inherently conservative, frightened
of change, and distrustful of progress, that keeps India poor, underdeveloped, and
primitive in the face of rapid modernization throughout the developed world.

Had the man greater inclination or time to stop and listen to these farmers, he
might have learned a great many things about the logic of local culture. The stalks
of the high yielding wheat plants, designed to be short and therefore less wasteful
of inputs into biotic production, provide far too little field stubble after harvesting
to feed livestock, thus eliminating a key part of local subsistence. The water demands
of the crop would require capital expenditures for well digging that would put most
households in a precarious position of debt. The chemical fertilizer inputs that such
crops require would create annual cash demands that are out of synchronization
with household cash availability, which follows harvest. Moreover, the traditional
fertilizer, goat and sheep dung, is known throughout the area to sustain yields over
multiple cropping seasons far better than industrial urea. These stories of local pro-
duction, however, go unattended by the agent.

Yet there is a long history of listening to such stories and asking the questions
that inevitably follow. It is the project of Cultural Ecology — a field of Geographic
and Anthropological research — to interpret and understand the logics, choices, and
imperatives of daily environmental practice in a way that is sensible, practical, and
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universal. Cultural Ecology begins from the assumption that human ecological
choices and practices are comprehensible and often optimal under the social and
environmental conditions that prevail in place. As such, work in the field for the
last century has consistently crossed the globe for explanations to the basic puzzles
of life. Why would people choose lower risk over higher yields? Why do nomads
move? Why do forest people cut forests? Why raise large families?

The answers to questions like these are more imperative than ever in a world
searching for sustainable human systems and Cultural Ecology, despite shortcom-
ings, thrives in many forms, quietly informing the work of local development orga-
nizations and even vast bureaucracies like the World Bank. Overshadowed in recent
years by some other forms of cultural inquiry, Cultural Ecology can arguably said
to have triumphed in many practical spheres, making the dismissive behaviors of
the hypothetical extension agent described above increasingly unlikely in real life.
For this reason alone, Cultural Ecology is worth exploring. So too, its highly empir-
ical and synthetic efforts to analytically link environmental systems with the logics
of the human world can inform geographical studies as few other approaches have
yet proven to do (Netting 1986; Turner 1989). Finally, the field might yet provide
a remedy for a range of pernicious, if persistent, ways of thinking about people and
nature, including geographical determinism and apocalyptic Malthusianism, a pair
of untenable arguments that seem never to go away.

Some Arguments Never Die

In the past, many crude arguments concerning the relationship between people and
the landscapes in which they live often dominated accounts of human—environment
interaction. Many of these arguments sought to explain cultural, political, and social
systems by way of environmental limits. Others pointed to the ultimate limits the
environment places on human society, especially constraints on growing popula-
tions. In the former case, the rise and success of European culture has been spuri-
ously attributed to climate (Landes 1998), soils (Jones 1981), and a combination of
landforms and rainfall (Hall 1985) (see Blaut 2000 for a full discussion). In the
latter case, the limits of the earth’s carrying capacity have consistently been used to
predict demographic disaster and to justify the lifeboat ethics of denying aid to the
poor and disenfranchised (Malthus 1992; Robbins 1998).

Curiously, these arguments have never fully disappeared, and reemerge from time
to time. Despite the remarkable absence of any evidence in support of either geo-
graphical determinism or Malthusian apocalypse, the arguments endure. Parleying
his training in evolutionary physiology to the study of global history in the recent
book Guns, Germs, and Steel (Diamond 1997), Jared Diamond has argued for
example that the rise of the “West” in world history resulted from the East—West
orientation of the Eurasian continental axis, which allowed domestication, innova-
tion, and diffusion. Echoing determinists of past eras, Diamond invokes “ultimate
factors” in his explanation of history, insisting on the simple geographical determi-
nation of society by environment.

So too, authors like Paul Ehrlich (1968), who endlessly warn of overpopulation
continue to sell copies of their prophecies in the millions. These arguments also
survive constant revision as predicted disasters fail to arise (Ehrlich & Ehrlich 1991).
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In light of these uncritically accepted views, rigorous investigation of
human-environment interaction has never been more urgent. To truly evaluate and
understand nature—society relations, however, requires exacting work on daily pro-
duction, human adaptation, and the complex interworkings of resource use and pro-
duction. Such work is too rarely performed because it is difficult, time consuming,
and filled with complexity that makes simple reductionist arguments difficult to
defend. Yet that is the very work of Cultural Ecology, the investigation into human
production of, and adaptation to, environment.

In the following chapter, I will define the field of Cultural Ecology and trace some
of the historic threads in its diverse research trajectory. In the process, I hope to
introduce some of the dramatis personae that have inhabited this eclectic field over
the last century with no pretense to the comprehensiveness of the account; the
players, thinkers, and fieldworkers are too many and diverse. Even so, I intend to
describe the field’s diversity and highlight its most captivating areas of research,
finally arguing that despite its flaws, Cultural Ecology is a crucial tool for explor-
ing the combined questions of contemporary development, global poverty, and
worldwide environmental change, issues as pertinent now as they were more than
a century ago.

Auspicious Beginnings — In the Field with a Russian Anarchist

In 1865, in preparing for an expedition to a largely unmapped region of northern
Siberia, Geographer Peter Kropotkin utilized for navigation a map prepared by
a Tungus hunter, drawn with knifepoint on tree bark. The map, he said “so
struck me by its seeming truth to nature that I fully trusted to it” (Woodcock &
Avakumovic 1990: 72). That expedition, like several before it, demonstrated to the
young Russian noble — who would later come to espouse a progressive policy of
social anarchism — “the constructive work of the unknown masses, which so seldom
finds any mention in books, and the importance of that constructive work in the
growth of forms of society” (Woodcock & Avakumovic 1990: 59-60). Performed
on horseback and foot, ongoing expeditions brought Kropotkin into contact with
farmers, herders, plants, animals, and landscapes, that were to form the empirical
basis for his best known argument, that evolution rests upon collective intraspecies
mutual aid, cooperation, and collective organization (Kropotkin 1888).

More fundamentally, Kropotkin’s fieldwork, his respect for local knowledge, his
interest in the relationship between production and society, all reflect the auspicious
beginnings of human/environment research and the hallmark traits of Cultural
Ecology (Turner 1989). First, Kropotkin’s work focused on production as a key site
of social-environmental process. By investigating how people make a living from
the land, he reasoned, we might better understand nature/society interactions. “The
means of production being the collective work of humanity” (Kropotkin 1990: 14),
he insisted, they provide the most direct window into the mechanisms of evolution.

Second, Kropotkin’s work was marked by rigorous archival and field-based
empirical research. His book Mutual Aid is filled with detailed observations of plant
and animal life in Siberia and Manchuria, but also with careful accounts of the orga-
nization of society in places ranging from Rome to early Russia, all reconstructed
from historical and archaeological accounts (Kropotkin 1888).
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Third, Kropotkin held an explicit concern for marginalized and disenfranchised
communities. In these communities, he saw the survival and innovation of “insti-
tutions, habits, and customs” that despite persistent exploitation by landlords and
the state, locals preferred to maintain rather than adopt problematic solutions
“offered to them under the title of science, but [that] are no science at all”
(Kropotkin 1888: 260-1).

Fourth, Kropotkin had a strong interest in the position and power of traditional
environmental knowledges. Though a strong supporter of innovation and modern-
ization, he believed the elements of progress lay in the existing knowledge and inge-
nuity of local communities (Kropotkin 1985).

Finally, like many Cultural Ecologists to follow, Kropotkin held a keen interest
in landscape as a central focus of explanation. Indeed, his earliest and most
comprehensive contributions to theoretical Geography involved exploring for evi-
dence of long-term desiccation and topographic change (Woodcock & Avakumovic
1990).

Though this picture of research comes from across a gulf of more than a century,
it provides a sketch of the fundamental questions that remain on the minds of
Cultural Ecologists. Why do people do things the way they do? What accounts for
the vast diversity of economies and human ecologies around the globe? How does
development work? Why does it fail? What are the links and feedbacks between
vast civilizations and the soils, plants, and nutrient systems to which they are con-
nected? Turning vast questions into an empirical project, Kropotkin was among the
earliest geographers to explore the nature/society relationship in a grounded way.
These efforts would soon be followed by others.

Theories of Culture and Change - Steward and Sauer

In 1958, the anthropologist Julian Steward offered a similarly comprehensive theory
to account for the development and change of cultures, one that took seriously the
environmental systems in which people are embedded without deterministic models
of cause and effect. Coining the term “cultural ecology,” he explained that the
culture core — that “constellation of features which are most closely related to the
subsistence activities and economic arrangements” — marked the starting point for
investigations into human behavior and group practice (Steward 1972: 37). Why
are certain hunting community groups arranged into bands? Is it related to the
demands of subsistence? Where this is not the case, what other ecological and cul-
tural factors impinge? Cultural Ecological research was therefore centered on human
adaptation #o the environment.

In a parallel but somewhat inverse fashion, Carl O. Sauer wrote in 1925, that
“this contact of man with his changeful home, as expressed through the cultural
landscape, is our field of work” (Sauer 1965: 349). Eschewing the various forms of
environmental determinism that had swept through Geography in previous decades,
he sought to create a field-based method to understand the way humans carve their
histories into the land. How do the landscapes of cultivation function ecologically
and how have they been formed to suit the demands of producers? How might that
change with the advent of new cultivars or a change in markets? In complementary
distinction to Steward, Sauer’s Cultural Ecology was centered on adaptation of the



184 PAUL ROBBINS

environment. These two concerns and approaches would continue to define the field,
both in philosophy as well as in terms of the mundane objects of study.

As later observers noted, this kind of work concerned culture at its most mundane
and basic, and so perhaps its most universal (Murphy 1981). Explaining landscapes
from human practice and human practice in an environmental context, it set the
tone for much of what would follow. Cultural Ecologists would be interested in
how people make a living in nature, how they adapt the landscape, and how their
technology, labor, and knowledges link to complex environmental systems around
them.

Adaptation — Exploring Human Capacity

The natural extension of this sort of thinking is to perform rigorous research into
how people adapt to the environment, to spend time in communities undergoing
change, and to explore the historical and archaeological records of past cultures
searching for emerging adaptations. The resulting work on adaptation in Cultural
Ecology seeks to explain how complex traditions and practices function ecologi-
cally. By explaining the ecological logic of a cultural event, like a festival, food
system, or house type, adaptation research shows the endless variability and
creativity of human life in nature.

In this way, otherwise mysterious or difficult to understand ways of doing things
can be explained by virtue of their complex ecosystem functions, especially in
cases where people are forced to make a living using simple tools in difficult envi-
ronments. Agriculture on raised mounds can be shown to be an adaptation to soil
moisture and temperature regimes in the tropics (Waddell 1972). Nomadic adapta-
tions can be viewed as a highly functional way to spread risk and lower ecological
impact, contrary to colonial and government efforts that sought to settle nomads
(Johnson 1969; Sanford 1983). Large herd sizes and the culture of the “cattle
complex,” rather than being seen as irrational, can be viewed as effective adapta-
tion to variability and herd mortality patters in semi-arid lands (Dahl & Hijort
1976).

The classic study in this area was Roy Rappaport’s (1968) analysis of the liveli-
hoods of the Maring people of New Guinea. Specifically, Rappaport sought to
explain the complex, intermittently repeated, ritual behaviors of subsistence pro-
ducers. He concluded that both periodic ritual warfare and pig sacrifice were the
product of population cycles of both pigs and people, and that they interacted in
complex metabolism to achieve equilibrium.

Another model study, Bennett’s Northern Plainsmen (1969) is instructive both for
its insights and its application to areas outside the traditional realm of underdevel-
oped contexts. Focusing his attention on farmers, ranchers, and indigenous people
in Alberta, Canada, Bennett shows that each livelihood is an adaptation to a sepa-
rate sphere or niche in a complex ecosystem — where ranchers adopt individuated
practices, Hutterite farmers and land-poor Native Americans adapt cooperatively.

Moreover, such research suggests that adaptation is not simply a response to a
single and isolated environment, since the spread and diffusion of adaptations is a
hallmark of human practices. Diffusion research and variations in adaptation over
space as well as time, became important strands of research showing the remark-
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able adaptively not only of people, but of the species they used, transported, and
established far from the sites of their original domestication (Sauer 1952).

Excesses in Functionalist Thinking and the Teleology of Adaptation

For all of its strengths, this adaptation approach overextended itself seriously, and
suffered from a fundamental teleological flaw: if people do it, it must be adaptive.
Indeed, the logic of adaptation is arguably that those cultural features evident in
populations, including and especially those “unusual” ones, that differ from more
generic practices must be environmentally functional. This line of thinking was
exhausted most thoroughly by anthropologist Marvin Harris, whose global exam-
ples and catchy titles (Cows, Pigs, Wars, and Witches in 1974 and Cannibals and
Kings in 1977 most notably) made him an influential thinker in the area of envi-
ronmental anthropology (Harris 1974). He argued, for example, that the cow
became sacred in India since it made sense for the provision of milk proteins and
traction power for agricultural production (Harris 1966). With little of the hall-
mark methodological practices of Cultural Ecology, especially long-term fieldwork
and archival investigation, this field of “cultural materialism,” as it became known,
promulgated dozens of similar hypotheses, explaining the vast complexities of diet,
conflict, and marriage with reference to simple adaptive principles.

Such functional adaptation usually did not survive empirical evaluation. Exact-
ing fieldwork on India’s sacred cattle, for example, revealed a far more complex
picture of the adaptive and maladaptive features of animal keeping. Questions of
cause and effect in cattle protection became prominent in careful investigation
(Simoons 1979; Freed & Freed 1981): do adaptive uses lead to taboos creating sur-
pluses or does the surplus of animals lead to adaptive uses?

Even where rich exploration of adaptation was the rule, however, fundamental
and troubling problems remained. As Roy Ellen simply explained, “showing how
things work is explaining neither why they came about nor why they persist. It
does not provide a causal explanation” (Ellen 1982: 193). Adaptation researcher
Alexander Alland (1975: 69) similarly warned that the role of adaptation “should
not be exaggerated or we run the risk of substituting ‘just so stories’ for scientific
explanations.”

And the reductionism of this form of functional explanation did indeed lead to
bizarre and untenable conclusions. Vastly complex Aztec human sacrifice traditions,
for example, were explained to have resulted from protein deficiencies for which
human flesh was a crucial supplement. Even ignoring the fact that the maize-legume
combinations of domesticates in the region during this period could easily have met
protein demands of people, the dismissive reduction of such a complex political,
economic, and cultural system to a matter of protein needs, was concluded to be
unsatisfying by even the most ardent supporters of the approach (Winkelman 1998).

More fundamentally, exploring adaptation of varying communities does little to
illuminate why certain forms of human ecology prevail, especially when the broader
forces acting within and between communities is ignored. In the obvious case of
Bennett’s Northern Plainsmen, a troubling silence prevails as to why native peoples
in the region are land-poor and low on capital in the first place. Are they simply
seeking out an “ecological niche” of poverty? Or are more profound historical
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power imbalances, land thefts, and conflicts part of the explanation? The obvious
answer to these questions (yes), is made difficult in an approach centered on adap-
tation since even where people obviously respond to environmental signals, complex
interactions at other scales (international, state, and community) condition and drive
those responses (Trimbur & Watts 1976).

Even so, echoes of adaptation can be heard in strands of effective and illumi-
nating research emerging in recent years. With increased concern on how people
manage to thrive under ecologically and economically marginal and variable con-
ditions in Africa (Mortimore 1989; Batterbury 2001), Latin America (Bebbington
2001; Rocheleau et al. 2001), and Asia (Robbins 1998), adaptation as a general
line of inquiry continues to make sense (Batterbury & Forsyth 1999). While it
remains short on explanatory power, by crediting the efficacy of environmental prac-
tices of local people, adaptation research helps to makes sense of the world.

Energetics and Systems Research — Putting a Number on Making
a Living

Simultaneous to the emergence of interest in adaptive dynamics, more formalized
and quantitative techniques of ecological assessment also began to thrive, and
systems research in Cultural Ecology entered the computer age. Mirroring research
in the science of Ecology, Cultural Ecologists sought a common metric through
which they could track the metabolism of complex systems, which might include
many species: humans, animals, and plants. A universal unit, they concluded, might
include energy and nutrients. Using such common metrics, human social systems
could therefore be compared in terms of productivity and efficiency.

In one prominent example, Bayliss-Smith compared the flow of energy between
historical and contemporary farms in New Guinea, Polynesia, South India, England,
and Soviet Russia in painstaking detail. He concluded that the highest output
systems, the Soviet collective farm and contemporary English intensive practice, are
far from the most efficient, a conclusion linked to the ecological price of fossil-fuel
dependence.

The implications for this kind of work are especially evident for research into
swidden (slash and burn) agricultural systems, where producers clear forest patches,
burn the fallen biomass, and plant garden plots until the forest regrows into pro-
hibitively thick secondary growth. Historically, colonial and development authori-
ties described such systems as ineffective, destructive, and unsustainable.

Cultural Ecologists would reach rather different conclusions. As early as the
1950s, there was increasing recognition of the ecological similarities between
swidden fields and the natural ecology of tropical forests (Conklin 1954). This work
was followed by detailed and comparative case studies that showed that the biodi-
verse structure and physical canopy architecture of swidden cultivation sites made
them miniaturized tropical forests (Geertz 1963). More formally, and working again
among the Tsembaga of New Guinea, Rappaport documented the flow of solar and
human energy in swidden cultivation. Measuring inputs in clearing, weeding, plant-
ing, and harvesting crops, as well as the biomass of crop yields, he concluded that
swidden is far more efficient and ecologically stable than systems that depend upon
high yielding varieties of cultivars and higher inputs (Rappaport 1975). Later
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research amended many of the misunderstandings found in this early work — the
structure and sustainability of swidden systems is by no means identical to that of
the standing forest it replaces — but continued to explore the practice in ecosystemic
terms (Dove 1983). Research further demonstrated that swidden systems, though
frequently maligned as practices of isolated peoples, are often well-integrated into
market economies (Pelzer 1978).

Again, however, despite the power of systems approaches and quantitative ener-
getics, questions arise about explanation. To have described the flow of energy in a
system is by no means the same as explaining why the system looks the way it does
or why it might change. As a result, much of the enthusiasm for this approach has
waned in the last 20 years.

But even as Cultural Ecologists have abandoned energetics, engineers have begun
to champion the approach, with specific attention to the thermodynamic cost effi-
ciencies of many practices (Bakshi 2002). In so doing, they seek to perhaps allow
a final answer to compelling practical mysteries like: “paper or plastic?” Systems
approaches in Cultural Ecology have poor explanatory power (“why do people do
things the way they do?”) but continue to represent a powerful tool for exploring
processes (“how do varying ways of doing things differ ecologically?”).

Agrarian Landscapes — The Geography of Practical Reason

Beyond the internal characteristics of such human ecosystems, a central concern for
Cultural Ecologists, and one that is truly geographic in emphasis and execution, is
the study of agrarian landscapes. This interest has led to sustained research on the
way internal logics and practical constraints of making a living on the land give rise
to recognizable signatures and patterns. Whether exploring the distribution of agrar-
ian systems across the hills and plains of New Guinea (Brookfield 1962), following
Swiss peasants on the tasks of their daily work through their carefully produced
patchwork landscapes of field, pasture, and garden (Netting 1981, 1986), or exam-
ining the vastly complex human-made ecosystems of sugarcane, silkworm, and
mulberry in China (Zhong 1982), all this work emphasizes the remaking of the
landscape to solve the practical problems of production. Landscapes are shown to
be fitted to meeting household goals and making possible complex livelihoods that
balance demands of both the environment and the market.

Because few variables for explaining such landscape change can easily be tracked
or measured, however, especially over long histories, Cultural Ecologists tend to rely
on population to explain much of this change. The theory and methods of this
approach to landscape research, therefore, reflect “demand driven” concerns. When
population rises, Cultural Ecologists suggest that there is pressure for innovation
and increased yields resulting in landscape modification and land clearing. When
populations fall, the reverse occurs and land is left for fallow and regrowth into
native vegetation. This focus on population follows directly from revelations drawn
from Esther Boserup’s Conditions of Agricultural Growth (1965), a universally read
and discussed volume in the field. This thesis, and its carefully assembled reason-
ing, shows the capacity of humans to expand the production of food by modifying
the conditions under which it is produced, thus drawing into question long-held
assumptions about absolute limits for populations.
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However attractive and well-worn as such models may be, there are many forces
and variables acting on farm households that remain unconsidered. Beyond popu-
lation, commodity prices, political institutions, and a wide range of ideologies and
traditions impinge on the way people make a living, few of which figure promi-
nently in Cultural Ecological research. The reduction of explanation to demogra-
phy therefore bedevils much otherwise excellent research into the production of
landscape. But this approach nevertheless allows the formulation of many key ques-
tions and hypotheses for the study of agrarian change. Research has followed to
explore the conditions under which intensification occurs, and the logic behind the
acceptance and rejection of green revolutionary technologies including high yield-
ing varieties of cultivars and important inputs like fertilizer and other agricultural
chemicals (Turner & Brush 1987).

Exploration in this vein also continues to thrive in research on past environments,
breaking new and important ground in both Geography and Archaeology. In par-
ticular, research shows the vast and complex alterations of the landscape made by
pre-Columbian peoples (Butzer 1992; Doolittle 2000; Denevan 2001). Such research
not only demonstrates the profound influence of Native American peoples on the
landscape, underlining the adaptivity and creativity of these traditions, it further
serves to dispel the myth of a “pristine” and Edenic pre-Columbian landscape, a
misconception with no small ongoing influence in the popular, scientific, and polit-
ical imagination of the Americas (Sluyter 1999).

Beyond Land and Water — The Limits of Cultural Ecology

But these many branches of research began to reach their limit in the last few decades
of the century, as the landscapes of both research and subsistence began to change
dramatically. In 1971, Barney Nietschmann set off for the Miskito coast of
Nicaragua, a place where he had worked for several years prior, living with the
Miskito Indians of Tasbapauni village to unlock the mysteries of adaptation using
the techniques of energetics and ecosystem analysis. Paddling a dugout canoe back
to his field base, however, he found a culture in flux, with scarcities of crucial foods,
especially sea turtle, accompanied by an increasing pattern of commodification of
land, labor, and crops.

Wishing to explain the changes he witnessed, Nietschmann was forced to tran-
scend the traditional mode of explanation in Cultural Ecology. The explanation for
change lay outside the Miskito village, and it was tied closely not only to increas-
ing articulation with global markets, but also to the relative lack of power the
Miskito held in regional and national Nicaraguan politics. Convincing explanation,
as summarized in his classic account Between Land and Water (1973), would
require a political as well as a cultural ecology. Moreover, the urgency of the prob-
lems facing the Miskito would lead Nietschmann in the following years to join the
people of Tasbapauni in the struggle for rights to the land, water, plants, and animals
that they had husbanded for centuries by establishing protected areas for produc-
tive use by the community.

Throughout Cultural Ecology, similar questions are being raised concerning
the limits of the approach, and the larger questions that demand interrogation.
Why, for example, should the household be the “natural” unit for analysis, when
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within the household, significant differences in knowledge and power between
men and women directly cause and respond to social and environmental change
(Rocheleau 1991)? Why should explanations of intensification remain fixed in local
and regional patterns of demography when falling commodity prices and contrac-
tualization of peasant labor have driven intensification in agriculture for decades
(Pred & Watts 1992)? Why should all cultural meanings and systems of knowledge
serve ecological functions when disparate knowledges drive political schism both
between and within subsistence groups (Robbins 2000)? Where the goals of local
people exceed the opportunities of their locality, might explanations for ecolog-
ical change lie in transnational processes of migration and remittance (Jokisch
1997)?

Perhaps more profoundly, however, Cultural Ecology faces the more general
problems posed by postcolonial politics. What does it mean to have wealthy North
Americans, Europeans, and Australians dwelling in villages of the Global South,
seeking essential truths amongst “simple” people? Much has been said about this
last problem, with accusations that the Cultural Ecological project is an extension
of the grim, colonial, and racist projects of the previous century, which though
usually benevolent in intent, were essential in the domination of what is now the
underdeveloped world (Grove 1990; Bonneuil 2000). This charge has some reso-
nance, especially in examining the most essentialist and reductionist work and its
service to more global economic and political forces (Hyndman 2001).

Even so, few defenders of the rights, knowledge, and dignity of local peoples are
more outspoken or knowledgeable than Cultural Ecologists. Indeed, many like
Nietschmann, were so thoroughly transformed in their political consciousness by
their time and work with local producers, that they apprenticed themselves to local
political organizations, seeking to aid in the protection of local resources against
the aggressive advances of “first world” economies and political forces.

As a result, a new and growing field of interrogation — Political Ecology — has
emerged alongside Cultural Ecology, to more carefully examine the institutional,
economic and power-laden contexts within which people make environmental deci-
sions. The acorn, however, does not fall too far from the tree; political ecologists
continue to be trained in Cultural Ecological theory and methodology and the efforts
of researchers in both fields continue to shine light into shadowed questions that
have been long neglected.

Forgetting the Lessons of Cultural Ecology: Diamond’s Determinism
and Ehrlich’s Fatalism

The field of Cultural Ecology, despite its limits, therefore provides an empirical
tapestry from which to evaluate a boundless range of important questions. By
casting culture and nature together in an integrated way, Cultural Ecologists con-
tinue to direct attention both towards human adaptation #o the environment and
human adaptation of the environment.

First among the important sets of questions such an approach informs, are those
raised by broad-brush ecohistorians and demographers like Jared Diamond and Paul
Ehrlich, who have captured the public imagination by postulating that development
is determined by the axis of continents and delimited by the growth of populations.
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However compelling the simple logics of claims like these, rigorous work in
Cultural Ecology demands their rejection.

Claims by Diamond, which rest on the limits produced by topography and
climate, insisting for example that latitude and semi-aridity in the New World pro-
vided a barrier to the diffusion of agriculture northwards and therefore retarded
Amerindian development, evaporate in the face of research. The diversity of pre-
Columbian cropping systems across the Americas shows the staggering number of
environments in which agriculture can emerge and thrive and across which it has
diffused (Whitmore & Turner 1992).

So too, the dependency of “dominant” economies on the environmental knowl-
edges and practices of other “failed cultures” undermines any such determinist argu-
ment. As evidence from research on rice cultivation by slaves in colonial America
by Judith Carney (2001) shows, West African production knowledges and cultivars
were brought to the New World by enslaved people. It is their ecological under-
standings of flooded and dryland rice production systems that was fundamental to
the establishment of the rice economy, the major export crop of the antebellum Civil
War period upon which future “cultural dominance” was leveraged. By showing
the global scale of interactions prerequisite to domination, this kind of work under-
mines any hope of identifying a “western” agrarian history isolated from the incor-
poration of other knowledge systems around the world. Adaptation to the
environment is a universal fact of global history, and the dominance of the west, to
the degree that such a thing is true, is a product of global adaptations and coer-
cions, not regional limits.

Claims of Ehrlich and others, on the other hand, that the natural limits of eco-
logical systems fix and limit global populations, are rendered equally problematic
by Cultural Ecological investigation. The vast boom and bust cycles of population
expansion and contraction from prehistory to the present (Butzer 1990; Turner
1990), when investigated in careful detail, show complex relationships with the
resource base, but continue to demonstrate the incredible capacity of humans to
exist and thrive through adaptation of their environments. This is not to argue that
Cultural Ecologists do not acknowledge varying carrying capacities under certain
circumstances (Bernard et al. 1989), but the limits to growth are seen as the product
of complex mutual adaptations between social and ecological systems, not simple
— and easily known - limits. Again, determinism and fatalism are subverted by
careful examination of adaptation, environmental knowledge, strategic behavior,
and the inextricable linkages between social and ecological systems.

As a result, Cultural Ecology is poised to address the most far-reaching and
important questions facing people today. How does articulation with globalizing
markets influence environmental decision making and production of natural envi-
ronments (Barham & Coomes 1996; Godoy et al. 2000; Godoy et al. 2000)? How
are individual production decisions influenced and how do they, in turn, effect global
land cover transformations (Klepis & Turner 2001; Turner et al. 2001)? These ques-
tions drive the next generation of Cultural Ecological research.

In the broadest sense then, Cultural Ecology teaches critical conceptual lessons
that determinists and neo-Malthusians alike have failed to learn: Geography is a
process not a preexisting, a priori, “natural” condition. Geography is created
through the interaction of human and non-human agents, each mutually adapting
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and interacting over varying spatial and temporal scales. Geographies are produced,
and are neither destinies nor prisons. In an era of underdevelopment and uneven
distribution of basic needs, where many people face the daily prospect of misery
even while resources are abundant and food is plentiful, such a lesson is all the more
pressing. Thus Cultural Ecology is as timely as ever, providing a research platform
for examining the myriad ways people produce and are produced by non-human
actors in a complex world.
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Chapter 13
Environmental History

Gerry Kearns

There was a time when almost all Western geography could be termed environ-
mental history. In the late nineteenth century, physical geographers explained land-
scapes by describing how they had evolved. Likewise, human geographers saw
society as shaped by the directing hands of the environment. By the 1960s this had
very much changed. Process studies shortened the temporal framework in geo-
graphical explanation and cut the cord between nature and society. Now, physical
and human landscapes were seen as responding to short-term fluctuations around
a long-term steady state. Between the homeostatic systems of the geomorphologist
and the isotropic surfaces of the economic geographer, there seemed to be no con-
gress. For a number of reasons, environmental history now enjoys a renewed sig-
nificance within human geography. I want to explore four sets of reasons why this
is so. First, I will look at the continuing importance of an ecological tradition in
geography that was always more than mere environmental determinism. In the
second place, I will explore how geographical reasoning has continued to be of inter-
est in what we might term big-picture histories. Thirdly, I want to consider how
environmental history was treated within Marxist geography. Finally, I intend to
consider how the New Cultural Geography has treated the subject. I will conclude
by examining some studies that draw upon the best from these four approaches.

Ecological Reasoning in Geography

Environmental determinism was always a contested project within geography. There
were those, such as Herbert John Fleure (1877-1969), who were worried by the
biological determinism, even racism, of much contemporary geography. In Fleure’s
(1962) geography, social organization was a vital variable as was the interaction
between peoples as they moved through and shared or contested the use of differ-
ent regions. Population mixing, resource appraisals, and attention to the ways
people got access to environmental resources complicate any simple determinism.
The history of how societies change is, then, in part the history of how they have
changed their ecological context. Ecological reasoning focuses on how the flows of



ENVIRONMENTAL HISTORY 195

natural matter and energy are garnered by different groups. Human life and eco-
nomic development are impossible without this material basis. Without shelter,
food, and tools, there is no society; and without nature there was no shelter, food,
or tools. There are two aspects of Fleure’s work that are still important: first, the
emphasis upon racial impurity and, secondly, the emphasis upon the organization
of work as a culturally variable and crucial factor in explaining how the environ-
ment is evaluated and used at various times and in particular places.

Impurity is significant because it makes it more difficult to use history for xeno-
phobic purposes. Conservative thinkers such as Halford Mackinder (1861-1947)
saw clear correlations between environment, race, and language and insisted that
this explained and justified the division of the earth’s surface into nations and
empires. For Fleure any “simple linkage of race and language with the social group
can, at most, have belonged only to very early times. Admixture came soon enough”
(Peake & Fleure 1927: 121). It is striking to consider how far national histories see
the past in terms of invasion, displacement and conquest. What if we see the past,
instead, as characterized by miscegenation and by ongoing cultural and technolog-
ical conversations between groups? Intermarriage has proved more fruitful for
economies than has isolation: “[c]ulture contacts, except when involving complete
destruction on one side or the other, have not only provided mutual enrichment by
exchange, but have also stimulated fresh developments” (Peake & Fleure 1936: iii).
Diffusion is about interaction not contamination. Fleure could never have agreed
with Mackinder (1931: 326) that the English people were the inheritors of:

The English blood, one fluid, the same down through the centuries, on loan for the moment
in the forty million bodies of the present generation. John Bull in his insularity is the exem-
plar of the myriad separate bloods and saps, each the fluid essence of a local variety or species
of animal or plant.

Fleure (1951: 1), instead, maintained that: “[a]n outstanding feature of the story of
man in Britain is that, in the course of the historic centuries, a considerable measure
of unity has been achieved without a great deal of forcible repression of diversity.
Unity in diversity . . . is a feature of Britain.” The same was true of Europe and this
made the pretensions of the sovereign nation-state dangerous. Writing to caution
against the linguistic nationalism taken as the natural basis for political organiza-
tion by the peacemakers planning Europe after the First World War, Fleure insisted
that economic relations under industrialism must establish connections that tran-
scend the localism of the agricultural societies that sustained earlier coherent
nations. People were implicated in solidarities at multiple scales but Europe did not
seem ready to think about this: “[t]he disastrous muddles made by the British Gov-
ernments in Ireland have shown how little the idea of unity-in-diversity has been
thought out by politicians, and we have to realise that in Europe we can have only
unity-in-diversity” (Fleure 1921: 13).

Work is significant because it turns our attention to the way social groups set
goals in seeking to secure a decent living from their environment. A common crit-
icism of environmental determinism was that it treated society like a mobile plant.
Once set in a particular place, it was the character of the local resources that
determined if it would flourish. Work, however, is not like that. Work involves
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communication and is a cultural achievement. There are no Robinson Crusoes in
human history. Furthermore, collective effort is almost always required for people
to keep body and soul together. Land allocation is a social question, private prop-
erty a cooperative achievement. The peasant agriculture of China, thought Fleure,
required ways of sustaining families in their attempts to pass their enhancement of
the soil down to their children. Things were very different for the commercial society
of ancient Greece:

Whereas the Chinese agricultural system contrived to maintain the organization of society
with the family emphasized as the most important unit around which almost everything was
gathered, in the Greek lands with their specialization of crafts and their trade there was a
tendency to make neighbourhood take the place of kinship to some extent in social organi-
zation. Thence there grew systems of law regulating intercourse between unrelated people
... (Fleure 1921: 179)

Out of ways of making a living, then, a society develops its legal, philosophical and
cosmological systems. The nomad, the peasant, and the merchant not only repre-
sent different ways that people can use their environment, where they dominate
particular societies, they produce different systems of social organization and only
through such institutions can society appropriate natural resources.

Another prominent critic of environmental determinism was Carl Ortwin Sauer
(1889-1975). He rejected the notion that nature was the active, society the passive
partner in ecology. Rather he emphasized the extent to which landscapes expressed
the personality of a culture. He also paid close attention to people as geomorphic
and biotic agents. In one of his last seminars, he told students that: “there are the
simple and sturdy souls who identify vegetation with climate. And there are the
people like myself who wonder every time there is something peculiar about a veg-
etation whether somebody didn’t set fire to it” (Parsons 1987: 157). Landscapes,
then, were cultural artifacts of very long gestation. This meant that Sauer was crit-
ical also of the process studies that narrowed geography’s historical sweep. He saw
this as produced by the euphoria of economic triumphalism when the United States
stood lord of all the nature it surveyed, a “brief moment of fulfilment and ease”
(Sauer 1941: 2). At that moment it seemed that nature was bent immediately and
irrevocably to the short-term dictates of the economy. In a letter of 1948, Sauer
expressed the belief that this hubris would soon receive its environmental check:
“[i]t is quite possible that our whole western civilization in its modern form, based
on ever increasing production and consumption, is a violation of natural order
which will bring about its collapse. It is possible that the unparalleled malignancy
of nationalism in our time is a sickness based on a pathologic industrialization, on
increasing unbalance between population and resource with increasing failure of
resource” (Martin 1987: xv).

Sauer provides further support for Fleure’s emphasis on diffusion and upon work.
However, I want to stress two further aspects of Sauer’s work that distance his eco-
logical reasoning from environmental determinism. The first is the idea that almost
all environments are already what Hegel termed “second nature.” In other words,
the environment is a historical product of cycles of past human occupancy and use.
The second, and related, lesson of his work is that the carrying capacity of a region
depends upon how it is exploited and it is quite possible that current landscapes are
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degraded when viewed from the perspective of carrying capacity. For example, in his
work on the transformation of the Caribbean under European colonialism, Sauer
(1966) used archaeological as well as Spanish literary evidence to describe a form of
farming that served local food needs rather than producing primary products for
export. Sauer followed early Spanish observers in describing Hispaniola (now the
Dominican Republic and Haiti) as a largely open landscape, cleared of its “natural”
trees and mainly cultivated by mixed cropping on mounds of earth. Combined with
fish and shellfish, this could support a very dense population. For the area under
Spanish control, Bartholomew Columbus counted 1.1 million from the returns of
the tax collectors he appointed in 1496. Sauer’s estimate of about 3 million
Indians on the whole island in 1491 was ten times higher than that accepted by
Alfred Kroeber and Angel Rosenblat. This was the forerunner of a debate that
soon produced similarly divergent population figures for many other parts of the
Caribbean as well as both North and South America (Denevan 1992). Within a
decade, the population of Hispaniola had been decimated and slaves were soon intro-
duced from Africa. Without Indian labor, the arable areas retreated in some places
before an expansion of pastoralism with its low intensity of labor and in others before
scrub and then woodland. By 1518 the population decline had been exacerbated by
the rounding up of Indians for slavery in the placer gold deposits and there their diet
was under ignorant Spanish control. The fate of the Indians was sealed: “[a] well-
structured and adjusted native society had become a formless proletariat in alien
servitude, its customary habits and enjoyments lost. The will to live and to repro-
duce was thus weakened” (Sauer 1966: 204). Disease completed what malnutrition
and despair had begun. By the 1530s there were hardly any Indians left. By the time
anthropologists arrived to examine the few groups who survived beyond the activ-
ity space of the Europeans, their earlier way of life was not even a memory and it
was all too easy to dismiss the earliest Spanish observers as romantics or even vain-
glorious conquerors exaggerating the military challenges they faced. By paying atten-
tion to the range of plants available and to the other food sources mentioned, Sauer
was able to give ecological credibility to these earliest accounts of something akin
to the “original affluent society” later described by Sahlins (1972).

Geographical Histories

Instead of building upon the ecological reasoning of such as Fleure and Sauer,
human geographers, in the main, turned away from historical studies towards con-
temporary studies of economic space. Sauer himself saw American geography taken
over by those he dismissed, in a letter of 1967, as “piddlers with forumulas of imag-
inary universals” (Martin 1987: xv). Nevertheless, the ecological perspective was
repeatedly taken up by economic historians, many of whom offered explanations
of Western development in which the environment played a key role. Environmen-
tal history was also taken up by scholars influenced by green politics and seeking
to chart and explain the environmental degradation they saw advancing across the
landscapes of both rich and poor countries. I want to show that the insights of
Fleure and Sauer remain relevant to these modern studies.

Jared Diamond’s (1997) explanation of why some peoples are rich and others
poor paints a broadly Darwinian picture in which inter-continental contact
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produces conflicts which are ultimately settled by might backed up by technology
and disease immunity. The argument rests upon an account of how agriculture
develops in different environments. Eurasia had a great concentration of land in the
mid-latitudes most conducive to the growing of the most nutritionally efficient
grains. It also had a majority of the animals that have proved domesticable. Beyond
that, western Europe has a varied topography producing small states rather than
large empires and is thus prone to competition and innovation rather than to the
technological conservatism of the autocratic empires of Asia. The Eurasian part of
the argument is original to Diamond while the western European part derives from
the work of Eric Jones (1981). I think Jim Blaut (2000) was broadly right in his
criticisms of the antitropical bias in both Diamond and Jones. However, I think too
that Diamond has an important argument to make about the relationship between
populations and diseases. Many more people lived on the Eurasian than on the
American land mass. Given the simplicity of the linguistic map of Eurasia, its peoples
were probably in more intimate and frequent contact with each other than was the
case in America. It is certainly the case that a greater number of large animals had
been domesticated in Eurasia. Together these factors meant that the peoples of
Eurasia were subject to epidemics of contagious diseases, such as smallpox, which
had crossed over from animal reservoirs such as pigs, and which spread widely.
What Diamond offers, then, is a way of relating agricultural development to pat-
terns of disease and it is quite clear that the lack of any immunity to smallpox in
particular was an important part of the decimation of Amerindian peoples upon
contact. However, this cannot be the whole story, for at various points in its history
Europe was subject to truly devastating plagues from which it took scores of years
to recover. The crucial demographic feature in America is that virgin epidemics hap-
pened under the impress of colonialism and aboriginal populations got no oppor-
tunity to bounce back before their resources were simply taken away for use by
Europeans. It is the social disorganization and the appropriation of their land by
others that explains why Amerindian populations took so very long to achieve even
modest recovery after epidemic or war. I think Sauer understood this better than
does Diamond.

Jones’s arguments have been heavily criticized by Blaut (1993) for their ethno-
centrism. The environmental element of Jones’s account of the rise of Europe is cer-
tainly deterministic. Jones says that Europe is tectonically stable and is subject
to none of the uncertainties of the monsoon climates of Asia. The topography of
Europe is varied, creating at the regional scale, a congeries of ecological niches with
products that complement one another, and at a larger scale a series of drainage
basins, separated by mountains, that cohere easily into states but are difficult to
combine into empires. Europe and not Asia has been capable of sustained, long-
term economic growth. Growth spurts in Asia are absorbed by population increases.
Jones’s argument is that the hostile climate and exploitative political system meant
that Asian peasants simply faced greater insecurity than did Europeans. As such,
they provided security in the form of children rather than running the risk of having
fixed capital assets destroyed in war or taxed away by rapacious emperors. Given
the different risk environments, Europeans and Asians made different but equally
rational choices, the first to put goods before children, and the latter to value off-
spring over material wealth. It should be clear that this is not, although Blaut wants
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to suggest that it is, an argument about European rationality versus Asian super-
stition. It is, however, an argument about how environments affect society and many
of Blaut’s criticisms of antitropical prejudice hold good here, as does his demon-
stration of the tremendous diversity within Asia. I want to draw attention to a
different problem. Jones’s argument is not constructed on the basis of a properly
comparative study of Asian and European societies before 1492. If you look at the
evidence he relies upon, almost all the demographic material for places such as India
come from a period after European interference with those economies and societies.
To compare the famines in nineteenth-century India with the lack of extensive
famines in Europe since the seventeenth century is not to bear witness to the fail-
ures of climate but to the failings of colonial administration. As Sauer shows us, we
cannot read back postcontact social, demographic, and agricultural systems into
precontact times. Lack of evidence may drive us in that direction but the road to
historical error is paved with such good intentions.

Big-picture histories often operate with spatial units that are chaotic rather than
coherent (Lewis & Wigen 1997). They often make such units the bearers of a per-
sonality in ways that emphasize the radical separation between societies and their
deadly hostility towards each other. Culture replaces biology is the modern version
of Mackinder’s worldview and I feel that such as Samuel Huntington (1996) are
susceptible to the very criticisms Fleure made of the environmental determinists;
they pay too little attention to social organization and to the realities of economic
and cultural interaction across borders. The lessons of Sauer and Fleure are also
worth considering when looking at the second set of popular environmental histo-
ries that I want to consider. Some historians have taken up the concerns of the green
movement and tried to put them into a historical context by showing the unparal-
leled damage done to the environment by capitalism or industrialism, as they vari-
ously identify their enemy. Some of the most striking of these studies make up what
has been called the New Western History (Kearns 1997).

In many ways, Donald Worster (1993) makes very much the case against indus-
trialism that Sauer made. With industrialism, the homeostatic systems of Indian agri-
culture are displaced and aquifers are squandered, soils reduced to dust and nature
sacrificed to profits. In each case, I think their blanket dismissal of industrialism is
unfeasible but in Worster’s case I believe there is a further romantic denial of eco-
logical realities. Worster, unlike Sauer, sees Indians as ecological primitives, barely
marking the land. This, as Willems-Braun (1997) argued so well, is somewhat
patronizing and leaves Indians no place in the modern world. There are only ver-
sions of second nature available to us and purity cannot be an ecological virtue.
There are only ever valuations placed on their environments by people. We may
choose to celebrate color, or diversity, or biomass, or rare species, or unique eco-
logical niches. Environmental history can remind us how certain of these valuations
have come to be taken more seriously than others at various times. This, I think, is
the great strength of Bill Cronon’s (1991) work on Chicago and its hinterland. He
describes the nineteenth-century conversion of pigs, and cows, and trees, and grasses
into commodified pork, beef, pulp and grain. Production-line abattoirs change the
social conception of life. There is a brutality and lack of respect in the meat packing
plants and yet in the tins of corned beef a new vision of domestic life was also being
projected. Environmental history can return us to a sense of responsibility for the
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ecological realities upon which our labor-saving cooking and cheap food rests. Com-
modities reside in ecological as well as economic chains and their forward and back-
ward links equally bear consideration.

In engaging with the works of global economic historians and with “green” his-
tories, human geographers have found ways to pick up again themes from scholars
such as Fleure and Sauer, themes that had received but limited attention during the
so-called quantitative revolution. These themes were also raised by developments
within geography that explicitly confronted the ahistorical approaches swept into
geography with that revolution.

Marxism

Marxists were vital in linking geography to a broad range of social and economic
sciences. Marxism is inherently interdisciplinary. In some ways, it ignores academic
disciplines altogether. For geography, the radical attacks on quantification for its
political conservatism began a reengagement between geography and social theory
that still continues. The philosophical and the political were inextricably linked.
Marxism also aims at comprehensive explanation and thus a wide range of issues
can be taken up and mapped back onto its core arguments. There are clearly dangers
of reductionism in this but against that we have to recognize that before that point
is reached the basic materialism of the Marxist approach sensitizes geographical
inquiry to the exploration of a rich suite of interconnections, some of them envi-
ronmental, many of them historical. Environmental history was never dominant in
Marxist geography, which was focused in the main upon urban and economic geog-
raphy. However, there were two ways that Marxism did engage with environmen-
tal history. The first is in its basic philosophical anthropology and the second is in
its approach to natural hazards.

Neil Smith (1984), for example, engaged with the philosophical works of Alfred
Schmidt (1962) and Sebastiano Timpanaro (1970), among others, to provide a
reconsideration of the nature-society dialectic at the heart of geography. Smith
explained that instead of seeing nature as an external force constraining social
choices, we might consider how nature is transformed in the pursuit of social goals
but also how the transformation of nature both socialized and empowered humans.
Through work we make ourselves both human and social. Under capitalism,
however, nature is privatized and people commit themselves to work, in the main,
as to an external discipline necessary to get wages and thus to survive. Now, nature
does appear before many as an alien power. It is a mistake, however, not to realize
the historically contingent basis of this state of affairs. It is far from simply natural.
Smith argues that the term “natural” serves to hide the way societies, economies
and, yes, natures are the end points and not the starting points of production. There
is very little historical detail in this philosophical work (there is, for example, greater
historical detail in Harvey 1996) and there is even a dangerous tendency to treat
capitalism alone as truly productive of nature due to its great technological capac-
ity and to treat precapitalist societies as doing little more than scratching nature’s
surface. Smith (1984: 104) writes of “the natural economies of feudalism and other
precapitalist modes of production” and tells us that “capitalism inherits a territor-
ial division of labour rooted in natural differentiations.” Second nature, the product
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of fire and of forest-clearing, has been general in almost all areas of human occu-
pance for centuries before capitalism. The patchwork that Jones finds in Europe is
the product of such selective transformations. Indeed, the grain of ecological dif-
ferentiation has probably been made finer by human activity that it ever would be
without. In medieval England, for example, the complementarity of pastoral and
mixed-farming ecotones was established at the village level throughout lowland
regions and many upland regions too. As Sauer and Fleure might remind us, the
onset of capitalism is not the only historical transformation worthy of serious con-
sideration in the study of the relations between society and nature.

Natural hazards research had remained an area within geography where human
and physical approaches were at least neighbors as best exemplified in the work of
Gilbert White (1973, 1974; Burton et al. 1978). The historical dimension was some-
what weakly developed within this research tradition for it amounted to little more
than the investigation of the return-time of physical events of varying magnitudes.
Marxist thought inspired two significant revisions of this work. Both underline the
social nature of hazards. In the first place, geographers explored the significance of
the fact that people now relate to nature as a form of property. Property relations
structure access. These relations are historical products. They were different in the
past and will no doubt be different in the future.

The pioneering work in this area was Michael Watts’ (1983) study of food short-
ages in northern Nigeria. The famine of 1972-3 throughout much of sub-Saharan
Africa fixed images of starving Black babies as a synecdoche for Africa. This imagery
presented Africa as a place where nature was just too strong for a rather weak
culture and technology, the dilemma of underdevelopment (Jarosz 1992). Watts
(1983: xxiii) argued instead that “[a]ll climatic phenomena have social referents
which are historically specific forms of society.” When, during the nineteenth
century, the area was the Muslim Caliphate of Sokoto, the climate was just as vari-
able as under British colonial rule in the first half of the twentieth century. In the
nineteenth century food shortages did not create mass starvation because the state
mitigated its tax demands in times of difficulty for farmers. There were also forms
of communal solidarity built into forms of labor tribute and gift reciprocity. In broad
terms, this precapitalist economy, well used to the threat of food shortage, aimed
at “the social provision of minimum income in the face of high risk” (Watts 1983:
89). In the first decade of the twentieth century, Britain took the area under colo-
nial rule. It decided that no individual property rights had previously existed and
thus it should nationalize all land and charge direct producers a tax for the annual
use of their plots. Now the goal of property management was to maintain a con-
stant tax-stream to sustain the colonial administration. This meant that producers
were under great stress in times of shortage. Petty commodity production broke up
collective solidarities. During the Second World War, for example, the consequences
of a drought were magnified for the farmers by the state’s demand for taxes and its
control of food prices so that inflation would not affect the production costs of the
tin produced for export. The result was that farmers fled to the towns or stayed put
and ate their seed corn. The property relations were overlain by a political system
that did not put rural living standards very high up its agenda. Food shortages are
always refracted through such political and institutional prisms. They are never truly
natural, and they never were.
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There have been many further studies on the political economy of environmen-
tal change including Piers Blaikie’s (1985) influential study of soil erosion and Judith
Carney’s (2001) study of technology transfer from Africa to Carolina in rice pro-
duction. I want, however, to draw attention to a second way Marxist writings influ-
enced the revision of the natural hazards tradition in geography. Property relations
certainly affect how “natural” resources are transformed by work. They are also
part of the power relations shaping how disasters reverberate through society. The
Sahel drought of 1972-3 created widespread suffering, the English drought of 1976
prevented people legally watering their lawns for a while. There is no correlation
between the scale of an environmental perturbation and the human consequences
that follow upon it. Some people are more at risk than others and some people have
a better chance of recovering their livelihoods than do others. Location, poverty,
communal resources and insurance all go to form a social distribution of vulnera-
bility that directs disasters towards their victims. This framework has been devel-
oped in a fantastic book, A# Risk (Blaikie et al. 1994), and it has been applied to
AIDS in Uganda (Barnett & Blaikie 1992). Barnett and Blaikie show that the
upstream causes of vulnerability to HIV infection and the downstream impact of
AIDS sickness and mortality follows social faultlines that can best be understood in
terms of the political and economic history of Uganda. The transformation of the
economy under the vicious rule of Idi Amin imposed price controls that simultane-
ously weakened the rural sector and placed a high premium upon the smuggling
of products such as coffee out of the country. This had gendered consequences with
men leaving villages to follow the contraband flows and women left behind with
little access to markets in their own right. Under these circumstances, sex work at
the truck stops along the smuggling routes became an all too understandable and
dangerous survival strategy for many women. The transformation of the rural
society under the impress of AIDS mortality also placed under great stress the coping
mechanisms by which villagers had characteristically dealt with the occasional
tragedy of the death of parents. Barnett and Blaikie show how under a new regime
of labour, patterns of farming are transformed undermining the prospects of capital
investment or food security. The perspectives of At Risk could usefully be applied
to a wide range of hazards to produce a new kind of environmental history in geog-
raphy (Kearns 2000).

The Cultural Turn

Marxism, then, has directed geographers’ attention to the historical contingencies
of property relations, which form the terms on which society achieves its material
grounding. The historical relativity of this dialectic between nature and society had
been occluded in much of the process-based studies that dominated geography in
the 1960s and 1970s. The historical naivety of the way terms like nature were used
in geography did not render them innocent of unexamined political and philo-
sophical content. The normative content of the term “natural” has rarely been as
carefully examined as it was in Clarence Glacken’s (1967) great survey of the notion
that nature might have a design benevolent to human purposes. Perhaps because
his survey ended in the eighteenth century, it did not have the impact on contem-
porary geographical studies that it deserved to have. It was treated as a work on
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the history rather than the practice of geography yet its exploration of some of
the central and contestable terms of the discipline anticipate much of what has
since been taken up under the impress of the so-called “cultural turn.” The cultural
turn in the social sciences is a turn towards the explication of meaning as a sort
of hermeneutics of suspicion. Social scientists have been directed towards a con-
sideration of the untenable assumptions that hide behind the “big concepts” they
use. Central to this interrogation has been a recognition that a model of the evo-
lution of an “enlightened” West has been taken as normative in their theories.
In asserting a single rationality, social scientists have more or less unwittingly
elevated the world view of the heroic, bourgeois, white male to a position of
unquestioned universality. Under the pressure of anticolonial, feminist, lesbian and
gay criticisms, this universality has been revealed as partiality; its privileges repro-
duced where they are unexamined. Within geography these arguments have
produced a new sort of environmental history, a history of the construction of
environmental meanings. I want to examine two moments in this new history, the
first contextualizes environmental knowings and the second questions their hidden
violence.

The works of Raymond Williams (1973) and John Barrell (1980) have served as
paradigms for geographical studies of the development of environmental ideas.
Williams showed how a romantic view of a bucolic rural past served in nineteenth-
century Britain as a way to point out the evils of unnatural industry. He also showed
that the designing of some rural landscapes to replicate this imagined, Edenic vision
was a way to hide the realities of production and exploitation upon which rural
wealth was built. Landscapes screened work. Barrell showed that similar strategies
lay behind contemporary landscape painting but that the pain of the derangement
of village society under the modernizing and effacing drive of enclosure could yet
be recovered from the works of such poets as John Clare. Art historians such as
Timothy Clark (1985) and planning historians such as Donald Olsen (1986) took
these arguments to town. We can see these approaches to landscape very clearly in
the collection of geographical essays edited by Denis Cosgrove and Steve Daniels
(1988). This is a thoroughly interdisciplinary field but I want to silence briefly that
conversation and highlight a few of the contributions by geographers.

Daniels (1993), for example, has described the ways that representations of land-
scapes attempt to define the nation as a community with a certain set of values.
Certain national realities were always evoked by English woodlands, which might,
for example, be under royal ownership or earmarked for naval ships. Across the
water in France, trees might recall quite different values, might recall indeed the
trees of liberty planted throughout France after the Revolution. Cosgrove (1993)
describes the way that the landscapes of Venice were redesigned in the sixteenth
century so that they might serve as a setting for the inculcation of certain values in
an attempt to consolidate and render natural a new political reality based on landed
rather than purely maritime wealth. John Andrews (1975) has given an account of
how the English effectively estranged the Irish from their own past by remapping
and renaming the Irish landscape in the nineteenth century, replacing Irish names
with English ones. In studies such as these, either landscapes are viewed as repre-
sentations and their, often implicit, meanings decoded, or representations of land-
scapes are taken as expressive of certain sets of power relations.
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Let me turn, now, to the second cultural strand that I want to draw out. I am
concerned here with a more radical set of questionings. These scholars are not con-
cerned to read landscapes or their representations as expressing social relations so
much as questioning the positions from which landscapes were and are read. Instead
of seeing the map as expressing a certain ideology, we might see it as suppressing
other ideologies in the act of claiming any single authoritative viewpoint. By con-
sidering the direct othering of standpoints, we can explore the implicit constitution
of an authoritative self who would feel comfortable looking in this way from this
position. The topographical metaphor of surveying captures much of what is at
stake here for it implies a single locus from which all meaning may be adequately
gathered. But how might things appear to the sideways look? Brian Harley, for
example, looked at maps as efforts to censor subaltern views of the world (Laxton
2001). Drawing upon Edward Said’s (1978) use of the works of Michel Foucault,
Harley went in search of the margins of maps. He tried to ask what interests were
served by the silences imposed by the authoritative map.

Gillian Rose (1993) explicated the gendered dimensions of geographical knowl-
edge in her wide-ranging Feminism and Geography. Environmental history is not
only the story of the dispossession and separation of certain classes from the land
through the assertion of property, it is also about the reproduction of patriarchy
through gendered access to resources and the representation of gender through his-
torically specific constructions of “nature.” The two are related, of course. The allo-
cation to women of tasks such as child rearing and the attendant devaluation of
this work, sits alongside the exclusion of women from a full public life be that
expressed in the market or the forum. Rose shows how these polarities run through
geography with its devaluation of subjectivity in favor of a spurious objectivity, with
the heroic explorer now seen in the hardy field scientist of physical geography, and
the domestic entertainments of the butterfly collector now seen in the soft studies
of the cultural geographer (Kearns 1997).

Rose also considers the pleasures of landscape and notes that the satisfaction of
the imperial gaze depended firstly upon ownership but reminds us that this owner-
ship was almost always male and, certainly in the nineteenth-century examples
discussed by the cultural geographers above, extended from land to wife. If we
examine, for example, the use of the pastoral aesthetic to embellish upper-middle-
class suburbs in the cities of late nineteenth-century North America, we find a whole
series of mappings of bodies onto places that inscribe contemporary patriarchy onto
the land. Urban environments are expressive of gender and not only class. The
curvaceous, lightly rolling aesthetic of places such as Riversdale (Chicago) was in
marked contrast to the rectilinear landscape of the downtown Loop (Bluestone
1991). The soft lines of the suburb evoked “nature,” in the comfort of whose bosom
the male might recline at the end of a day in the public grip of Mammon. It was
the place for families, for the safe reproduction of a social class. It was a domestic
space. It was a place for women. Why, women might even walk about in public in
the suburbs without inviting scandal. The aesthetic not only equated women with
nature, but it also placed women. It placed them away from the public sphere. It
left them where “their” men had put them while the men were free to disport them-
selves at will both home and away. These gendered activity spaces are clearly artic-
ulated in contemporary novels where women act through the disembodied emissary
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of the letter, whereas the men stroll around as they wish. The contrast between
mobile Leopold and static Molly Bloom in James Joyce’s Ulysses illustrates this
perfectly.

A critical and effective environmental history might take up these concerns of the
cultural geographers and explore how the making of environments, be they urban
or rural, is always also the making of certain sorts of people through both express-
ing ideologies and by inviting us to read certain bodies in certain ways depending
upon where we come across them (as in discourses of the “public” woman). This
will mean imposing upon representations all the things they forget, the exclusions
they find natural.

Conclusion

I have suggested that in various ways environmental history was devalued in geog-
raphy after the demise of environmental determinism. I have also suggested that
geographers in large part also turned their back upon the important lessons that
contemporary critics of environmental determinism had developed in their own
work. I have argued that environmental history has come to be of renewed impor-
tance in modern geography for three reasons. First, this form of geographical and
ecological reasoning has proved of great interest to both global economic histori-
ans and to historians influenced by green politics. I have suggested that in each case,
the lessons of earlier geographers might still have much to contribute to the devel-
opment of these studies in environmental history. In the second place, interest in
environmental history has been renewed in geography through human geographers’
critical engagement with Marxist thought. I have proposed that paying attention to
the property relations structuring the mutual constitution of societies and natures,
and to the social distribution of vulnerability in the face of environmental risk create
an agenda for a fruitful integration of geography and environmental history. Finally,
I described some of the ways that geographers have engaged with certain of the
issues raised by the so-called cultural turn in the social sciences and humanities. I
have looked at landscapes as attempts to express and reinforce certain sets of power
relations. I have also looked at them as attempts to silence various other readings
and other voices.

I want to conclude by suggesting that these two ways of reinvigorating environ-
mental history within human geography are inadequate without each other. This
is argued quite magnificently in Don Mitchell’s (1996) The Lie of the Land. Mitchell
argues that landscape meanings relate to landscape use. He recalls Williams’s (1973)
argument about landscape as an aesthetic effacing the work upon which it is raised.
To the victors, go the imperial gaze. They not only write the history, they also frame
the vista that presents one contingent result as natural. The dominant view of
California as a land of plenty, inhabited by sturdy yeomen, is one such vista.
Mitchell describes the bloody battles that were won before the victors could survey
the scene with such equanimity. By excavating the strikers, the Mexicans, the
women- and child-laborers, and the communists who are buried beneath that defeat,
he calls to our minds how it might have been, should have been, different. These
alternative histories should also be part of our geographies. The relationship
between aesthetics and property is often this violent.



206 GERRY KEARNS

This has more in common with Sauer on the dynamics of the Columbian
encounter than Mitchell allows in his discussion of Sauer’s organicism. It also
returns us to the global economic histories I discussed above. If geography is in part
about the study of how spatial differentiation is produced and reproduced, then,
the violence of property relations must be brought within the remit of economic
geography. Watts makes this clear. So, too, in a remarkable book, does Mike Davis
(2001). Late Victorian Holocausts is precisely the sort of integration of environ-
mental and historical-geographical perspectives that I am asking for. Like Sauer,
Davis explores how landscapes become degraded under colonial rule. Here,
however, we are dealing with the types of food shortages under the impress of com-
modification that Watts describes. Davis’s argument pays attention to the murder-
ous violence of the malignant neglect visited upon colonial subjects by their British
rulers. Famines were exploited as opportunities to teach native people the discipline
of the Malthusian realities they appeared to ignore. These realities were in fact
shaped by the sort of property and tax regime that Watts describes for early
twentieth-century Northern Nigeria. Davis proposes that the environmental per-
turbation of the failure of the rains was directed to do the work of breaking the
subsistence economies of India, Brazil, and China so that all their production might
pass through the market. So little came back from the market to the producers that
they starved in their millions and were left helpless and desperate fodder for future
rounds of capitalist exploitation, a docile because impoverished proletariat. This,
he suggests, is the origin of the Third World. This work places environmental history
at the heart of global economic history but it does so with a full recognition of the
importance of the changing, and tragic, social organization of production.
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Chapter 14

Ethics and the Human
Environment

Jonathan M. Smith

The scope of this chapter is potentially very large, for ethics is far from simple and
the human environment is made of many, many things. What is more, geographers
have seldom studied the environment from the viewpoint of ethics, or ethics from
the viewpoint of the environment, so there are few precedents for us to follow. The
work that has been done, most notably by Tuan (1993), Sack (1997), and D. Smith
(2000), identifies what we might call the spatiality of sympathy as a major prob-
lematic for those who would study moral geographies. They are, by my reading,
interested in three general questions. First, to ask which sociospatial settings foster
feelings of sympathy, affection, and responsibility for other humans, and what if
any variety there is in these settings and feelings. Second, to ask why these feelings
are very often partial, leading to ostracism and spatial exclusion of pariah groups
and deviant behaviors (Sibley 1995). Third, to ask if, and if so how, we might
enlarge feelings of sympathy and responsibility beyond the traditional spatial forms
of the local community or nation state, and thereby create a flexible but universal
ethic appropriate to the spatial form of the global economy.

Geographers interested in the spatiality of sympathy treat the physical environ-
ment as mere medium, a substance that social groups shape to inculcate ethical
ideas, segregate moral communities, and increase the mutual sympathy or suspicion
with which these communities view one another. This is only part of what we can
or should ask about ethics and the environment. Before asking whether it is most
ethical to shape the environment in this or that way, we surely must ask the more
basic questions of whether, and if so to what extent, it is ethical to shape the envi-
ronment in the first place. In this chapter I review general answers to this question,
since every landscape, ethical or unethical, originates in a positive answer to it.
Indeed, if geography is the study of earth-shaping processes and humans are moral
agents, answers to this question are the foundation of human geography.

What follows will be in four stages. First I will discuss what I understand to be
meant by the word ethical. This is not an exhaustive or deeply learned disquisition,
but rather an attempt to outline some basic ideas in terms that I find helpful. I
am most concerned to connect ethics with the concepts of ethical vision and moral
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community. Second, I will discuss premodern environmental ethics, connecting these
to belief in a personalized environment of reasonable beings. In this and subsequent
sections I will present something like Weberian ideal types to generalize about
diverse beliefs. Third I will discuss modern environmental ethics as a consequence
of disenchantment (Weber again) and the consequent belief that nature is dead
matter not deserving moral consideration. In the fourth section I will discuss some
postmodern environmental ethics, which is to say ethics proposed in conscious
reaction against perceived environmental degradation caused by the modern envi-
ronmental ethic of disenchanted nature.

Ethical Matters

The adjective ethical can be applied to a statement or an act. An ethical statement
is an imperative that describes a person’s duty, what he or she should or should not
do. Ethical acts are described or directed by such imperatives. These imperatives
and acts are further understood to be of a special sort, so that not all commands
or commanded behavior is ethical. They are categorical imperatives, which means
that they are absolute and unconditional duties incumbent on every person, or every
person of a particular class in a particular situation. Children, obey your parents,
is a categorical imperative.

Categorical imperatives are distinct from hypothetical imperatives, the former
being absolute and the later conditional (Flew 1995). A hypothetical imperative
normally takes the following form: if you desire or value X, then you should do
Y. If you desire a slender body, for instance, then you should eat less. In a
hypothetical imperative an individual human is the axiological ground or source
of value, since, to continue with the example just given, he or she must decide
whether a slender body is indeed valuable, as an end in itself or as a means to some
further end. In a categorical imperative the axiological ground is something outside
of or in addition to the self. This is evident if we state the general form of a
categorical imperative is as follows: regardless of what you desire or value, do Y.
Regardless of what you desire, for instance, you should telephone your mother once
a week.

For a categorical imperative to have any sway over a person, that person must
recognize the behavior denoted as Y as possessing a value other than or in addition
to the value it has (or lacks) for himself. In other words, something capable of
valuing, some other axiological ground, must value this act. Some examples are easy
to grasp. All but the most impulsive among us recognize our future self as an
axiological ground whenever we defer gratification and serve the interest of our
future self. Unless you are an egoist, you almost certainly recognize and respect
other humans as axiological grounds, and therefore recognize that their value as
persons is primarily the value they have for themselves. This is why you see it as a
moral obligation to treat other humans as ends and not means, to place the value
they have for themselves ahead of the value they have for you. Additional axiolog-
ical grounds can be posited. God, for instance. You may feel enjoined to do certain
things, and to refrain from others, because you believe they are valued or discoun-
tenanced by God. Society or the cultural tradition may be taken as an axiological
ground, so that the values of the group, including perhaps those of its deceased and
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future members, govern a person’s behavior. As we will see, environmental ethics
must always stipulate what sorts of beings are capable of having values that
we humans should respect, values that legitimately constrain or compel behavior
toward them or the things with which they are interested.

Ethics place more or less systematic limits on a person’s behavior because they
require him to recognize values other than his own, values that originate in an
axiological ground other than his own, present self and its desires. This is no doubt
why many think that ethics is a killjoy. But there is more to ethics than this. Any
set of ethical rules purports to bring behavior into line with a transcendental reality
that the authors and disciples of those rules believe lays beyond appearances (J.
Smith 2000). Ethical rules are therefore the practical manifestation of a larger system
of beliefs that, taken together, might be called the moral imagination or ethical
vision, “a constant and self-renewing motive to action” (Scruton 2000: 12). Only
in an ethical vision do humans perceive, or believe themselves to perceive, values
that originate outside their present selves and their immediate aversions and desires.
The ethical vision takes as its premise the assumption that the world apparent to
the unaided eye is false, distorted by selfishness, ignorance, and impulse, but that
this false appearance can be corrected by conscience, virtue, charity and piety. It
seems to me that, regardless of specific substance, every ethical vision purports to
be a sort of corrective lens. Indeed without an ethical vision, the world we experi-
ence would not be a human world, for it would be devoid of rights, duties, obliga-
tions, voluntary acts, and choices, as well as of virtues such as courage, temperance,
justice, and charity (Scruton 1996). Taking ethical vision as a corrective lens that
discloses the real nature of the world and our relations to it, we can understand
why the limits ethics imposes on behavior are supposed to liberate, not limit. An
ethical vision purports to free a person from the illusion of mere appearances, from
the tyranny of passions aroused by these appearances, and from the evil conse-
quences that follow upon taking these appearances for reality.

This is why ethical choices are often likened to a fork in the road, for the image
of a traveler deliberating at a fork gives intuitive understanding of the concepts of
freedom, duty, and moral choice. One can go either way, but only one of them is
the right way. And it is a commonplace of such metaphors that to those without
the proper ethical vision, the wrong path will appear most attractive. The most
familiar trope is in Matthew, where Christ states that “wide is the gate and broad
is the way that leadeth to destruction,” but “strait is the gate, and narrow is the
way which leadeth unto life” (Matthew 7:13-14). Virgil was also of the opinion
that “the way down to Hell is easy” (Aeneid). Shakespeare suggested that it was
also delightful, attractively bordered by the first — alas evanescent — flowers of spring,
and therefore called the “primrose path.”

An ethical choice at a metaphorical crossroads is therefore an affirmation of some
transcendental reality behind the deceptive primroses of immediate appearance and
egoistic desire, and as such it is an expression of identity. By choosing one path over
another, and especially by abjuring what many see as the more attractive way, a
person identifies himself as a member of a moral community. This social aspect of
ethical behavior must be added to the prudential aspect, for in addition to the prac-
tical benefits that may accompany adoption of the corrective lens of an ethical
vision, those who recognize a transcendental reality gain a feeling of membership
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and meaningfulness. The connection of morality and membership is evident in the
close relation of the words ethics, ethos, and ethnic.

Humans have generally believed that their actions toward the environment are
governed by categorical imperatives. Perhaps the most famous, and misunderstood,
of these is the command given by God to Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden.
“Be fruitful and increase, fill the earth and subdue it, have dominion over the fish
in the sea, the birds in the air, and every living thing that moves on the earth”
(Genesis 1:28; see Callicott 1994: 14-24). Such an imperative discloses a super-
natural reality beyond nature and natural impulse, for what primitive human could
have supposed, simply on the evidence of his senses, that it was his place to subdue
and have dominion over the natural world. This imperative served as a corrective
lens, inspiring audacity in men who were weak, and it also served as a ground for
meaning and membership in a moral community that was united in its ethical vision
of a reality beyond nature.

Premodern Ethics and the Haunted Environment

It is difficult to discuss premodern environmental ethics in a short space, since they
were always local products adapted to the contingencies of particular environments
and cultures. The matter is further complicated by the fact that much of what we
know about premodern environmental ethics is drawn from written documents, and
there is good reason to doubt whether these speculations by the cultural elite closely
resemble the beliefs and practices of ordinary folk. Nevertheless, some generaliza-
tions are possible.

We should begin by observing that humans with a premodern view of the envi-
ronment did not attempt to manipulate nature simply by causing it to behave in
one way or another. They also gave the natural entities that were pertinent to their
purposes reasons to behave in the desired fashion. To clarify this distinction, imagine
that you are a cold camper with a single match endeavoring to light a fire in a damp
forest. If you hold the lit match to dry tinder and ignite it, you cause it to burn. If
you coax the waxing flame with words of encouragement, or threaten it with curses,
you are giving the wood a reason to burn. To the extent that you think these words
addressed to the wood increase the likelihood of it catching fire, your thinking is
premodern.

This is because a premodern person assumed that objects had a nature in some
respects like his own, that they were much more like people than like what we in
the modern world call things (Barfield 1988: 42). Trees, springs, lakes, mountains,
and stones were assumed to be quasi-persons, with something like a mind and a
will of their own. They appeared as the mountain did to William Wordsworth, as
beings animated “with voluntary power instinct” (The Prelude). Getting what
one wanted from such an environment was, therefore, much like getting what one
wanted from other people: it was a matter of giving natural entities good reasons
to cooperate (MacCulloch 1961).

Because it took natural entities to be somewhat like humans, this view of the
natural world is often described as anthropomorphic. It is also described as anama-
tism or animism. Strictly speaking, animism describes a belief in spirits that are
bound to particular bodies, much as an individual human spirit is tied to a par-
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ticular human body, but it was often connected to belief in a more populous spirit-
world. In addition to the animating spirits of things, this might include ghosts of
dead humans, the dream-souls of metempsychosing witches and magicians, and
those peripatetic spirits that Teutonic folklore represented as elves, dwarves, and
giants. All such beings were presumed capable of affecting the material world to
the boon or bane of human designs. Perception of an anthropomorphic, personal
environment seems to have been universal among premodern peoples, and there is
reason to suppose the human mind is congenitally disposed to perceive a spirit-
haunted world.

In the West such thinking began to disappear in the sixteenth century. The per-
sonalities of the old folklore survive in children’s literature, but with characters now
so affable and benign that it is hard to remember that they were not always friendly
beings. Most were indifferent to human happiness, bent on their own mysterious
projects, unconcerned by human fortune and misfortune. Many were malevolent.
Few could be counted as friends. Belief in beings bearing such dispositions toward
humans served to make the ways of nature intelligible. It explained events in nature,
and why these events were so often contrary to human interests.

The personalized human environment was thought to consist of reasonable
beings, beings that act as they do because they believe they have reasons to act in
these ways. The cause of a reasonable act does not work directly, but only through
evaluation, judgment, and interpretation; its effect is not a necessary consequence,
but rather a deliberate response. If you shoved me and caused me to fall, my body
would not reflect on the impact and then determine that falling to the floor was the
proper response. It would fall necessarily, like an upset tower of building blocks.
Being a reasonable being, and assuming that you are analogous, I would, however,
instantly question why you shoved me. What did the shove mean? In asking this
question I change the shove, from an event that caused me to fall, to the act of a
reasonable being that communicates a meaning and is itself reason for some
response from me.

To be a reasonable being is, therefore, to engage in symbolic communication,
and to demand that actions be justified. This is why we have, after Ludwig
Wittgenstein, come increasingly to equate reason and personhood with language
and other forms of symbolic activity (Scruton 1996). This is why a premodern
person, living in what he took to be a personalized environment populated by rea-
sonable beings, believed that the actions of these beings had a meaning he could
understand, and that his own meaningful actions could be understood by these
beings. Hence his efforts to influence the environment through symbolic behavior
such as dances, charms, sacrifices, or disciplined conduct.

When entities in the natural environment are personalized, supposed to act for
reasons, and supposed capable of symbolic communication, it is possible to describe
the human environment in distinctly moral terms. This is, firstly, because natural
objects could be held morally accountable. One could feel indignant over an unde-
served catastrophe, call it an injustice, perhaps appeal to a higher authority. One
might also feel a sense of obligation and pious gratitude toward beings that have
been of use, or that have at least refrained from causing mischief. They might, after
all, have withheld the favor or wreaked the havoc. Secondly, reasonable beings must
be regarded as axiological centers, for reasons presuppose values and reasonable
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beings are necessarily intentional beings. In an environment so conceived, humans
are not the sole source of value. Anthropomorphism precludes anthropocentrism.
No particular environmental ethic follows from these assumptions, but it seems
almost certain that some environmental ethic must have.

Modern Ethics and the Disenchanted Environment

Belief in a personalized, spirit-haunted world started to fade in the sixteenth century,
when some educated Europeans began to view the environment as a collection of
inanimate objects mindlessly moved by mechanical processes, rather like the works
of a clock. This shift from an anthropomorphic to mechanistic ethical vision has
continued down to the present. Indeed, disbelief in supernatural agents and embrace
of materialism is a defining characteristic of the modern age. Anthropomorphism is
now regarded as a superstitious solecism of the fanciful, delusional, and ignorant.

The sociologist Max Weber (1864-1920) described this shift as “the disen-
chantment of the world” (Die Entzauberung der Welt), and regarded the exorcism
as an event of great and lasting importance. For Weber, disenchantment was a pre-
condition of modern control of nature because it opened up the possibility that
“one can in principle master all things by calculation” (Weber 1946: 139). It was
not a way of perceiving nature that arose as a result of technological mastery, as
Marxists would claim, but a transcendental reality that had to be fully imagined
before technological mastery could begin. As a commentator on Weber puts it, “de
facto mastery is not a precondition for disenchantment. Rather the world is disen-
chanted when it is perceived as a potential object of mastery” (Gilbert 1993: 28).
This is because disenchantment depersonalized the environment, thereby removing
the grounds on which premodern peoples had based their belief that there were
limits to human mastery.

Mastery by calculation has four basic aspects. First, before one can master some-
thing one must perceive that it has no other master. This was done by denying the
existence of nonhuman persons and the values they had been thought to bestow.
For instance, if there were such a thing as a wood nymph, it would presumably
value the tree it inhabited much as a person values her own body. And it would
have something like the same sort of moral claim on that tree. Therefore, to a person
who believed in wood nymphs, felling a tree would be an act that, if not forbidden,
would require some sort of compensation to the nymph, just as our justice requires
compensation to persons whose property or bodies we damage or destroy. Disen-
chantment removed from the environment all axiological grounds other than human
beings, thereby eliminating the possibility that things in the environment might be
valued by beings other than humans, might be in a moral sense their property. Thus
was the way to anthropocentrism cleared.

In denying anthropomorphism, disenchantment also removed the grounds for
attempting to give nature a reason to cooperate. Inanimate nature neither under-
stands nor engages in symbolic communication, and so cannot be influenced by
reasons. This put an end to the search for symbols with which to flatter, deprecate,
or propitiate nature, and directed the whole of modern enquiry into a search for
causes. This is the origin of modern technology. Abandonment of attempts to com-
municate with nature followed the decision to disbelieve in personalized nature, but
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in turn changed the way humans understood nature. This is because attempts to
influence nature with symbols seldom work, and frequent failure reinforced the idea
that nature cannot be mastered, that it has a will of its own. Once causal techniques
were discovered, however, attempts to influence nature with causes often did work,
and this reinforced the idea that nature can be mastered.

The third way in which disenchantment opened up the possibility of mastery
through calculation was by objectification. Beginning in the sixteenth century, intel-
lectuals separated experience into those aspects that are the way they are because
the object is what it is, and those aspects that are the way they are because the
viewer is who he or she is: the objective and the subjective. René Descartes
(1596-1650) proposed that qualities such as heat, sound, and color are not
properties of objects, but rather effects that properties of certain objects have on
the creature known as man. Terms like hot and cold, loud and muted, red and blue,
were thus changed to descriptors of psychological events that are related to, but dif-
ferent from, the objective and quantifiable facts of temperature, amplitude, and spec-
tral frequency. It is not objective to say that the coffee is hot, since it is decidedly
cool when compared with, say, the core of the Sun; but is objective to say that the
coffee is 110 degrees fahrenheit. Measurement and quantification thus became the
way in which one understood objects in the environment.

This is why C. S. Lewis (1898-1963) described the shift to a materialist world-
view as one in which “the object [was]| stripped of its qualitative properties and
reduced to mere quantity” (Lewis 1947: 82). Among the qualitative properties so
removed, Lewis would certainly include color, sound, and heat, but his primary
concern was with moral and aesthetic values that are visible only to those with an
ethical vision, and this carries us to the fourth aspect of disenchantment. Just as
humans are disposed to perceive some objects as hot, or big, or blue, so they are,
when equipped with an ethical vision, disposed to perceive some objects as good
and beautiful, and others as vile and foul. So long as such attributes are taken as
the property of these things, and not something supplied by the viewer, certain
ethical consequences will follow.

This point bears some elaboration. If T sit 12 inches from a roaring fire,
there will in a definite number of seconds be certain quantifiable changes in my
skin (known subjectively as damage) and certain quantifiable neurological impulses
(known subjectively as pain). One can view this objectively if one is prepared to
view me as an object. The heating of a human body is, after all, a physical event,
different in detail but not perhaps in kind from the heating of a stone, a log, or the
flesh of a butchered animal. Indeed this is just how it would appear to a cat. This
calculation, in the sense of cold calculation, is accomplished by suppressing the
ethical vision. Lewis described it as “repression of elements in what would other-
wise be our total reaction.” Such repression is “sometimes noticeable and even
painful” to the person doing it, but is nevertheless necessary to those who would
master their world because the ethical vision is “something that has to be overcome
before we can cut up a dead man or a live animal in a dissecting room” (Lewis
1947: 81).

The human body remains the one thing that most stubbornly “resists” the “move-
ment of mind” that “thrusts [things] into the mere world of [objectified] Nature”
(Lewis 1947: 82). This is why, I trust, most of us feel, and do not attempt to repress
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the feeling, that there are things that should not be done to and with the human
body. Torture and mutilation of the human body ought not to happen, and one
properly feels horror when it does. This is why the crime of rape is, in Scruton’s
words, “a dragging of the subject [person] into the world of things” (Scruton 1996:
133). Torturers, murderers, and rapists who have, through suppression, lost the
capacity for revulsion and horror, who have as we say hardened themselves, we
quite rightly regard as nonhuman monsters.

It should be noted, however, that objectification of the human body is a precon-
dition for mastery. In order to mend the body a surgeon must overcome squeamish
aversion to blood. Soldiers must objectify the enemy in order to kill him, and think
of civilian fatalities as collateral damage. It is instructive to think about the human
body because it is, perhaps, the only thing that we today commonly regard as
enchanted. We do this because our ethical vision discloses it as the embodiment of
a person, a being who has intentions and values, who offers and responds to reasons,
and who should not be objectified. It appears to us as something sacred, something
that can be desecrated. This is why reflection on obscenity, which is objectifica-
tion of the human body in pornography or violence, is perhaps the best way to
begin to grasp the meaning of disenchantment, for obscenity is the human body
disenchanted.

Disenchantment reduces nature to brute matter (quantification) that can be mas-
tered (technology), and that there is no reason not to master (desanctification) if
humans value this manipulation (anthropocentrism). At the very least, then, there
is no ethical significance to environmental modifications that do not positively
harm human values. Environmental manipulation by a person who views the world
through this ethical lens is constrained and obliged only by consideration of the
interests of other human beings.

Toward Postmodern Environmental Ethics

The modern environmental ethic of disenchanted nature places limits on the ways
in which humans ought to think about the natural world. It is an ethical vision that
discloses a transcendental reality, a vision of nature quite unlike that apparent to
the unaided human eye. Like all ethical limits, these purport to liberate, and in a
very real sense do liberate, for in adopting this ethical vision the modern person
threw off the scruples that had trammeled his ancestors and, through science
and technology, made himself veritable master of the natural world. The modern
ethical vision imposed limits on what one might think about the environment even
as it removed the moral limits on what one might do to the environment. Indeed,
there were for it no moral limits. Human manipulation of the environment was
constrained only by technical feasibility and the preferences of individual humans
as these were expressed in politics or the market. It recognized and refrained
from the impracticable, the unpopular, and the imprudent; everything else was fair
game. As William James (1842-1910) put it, once belief in enchanted nature is
discarded,

Visible nature is all plasticity and indifference, — a moral multiverse . ..and not a moral
universe. To such a harlot we owe no allegiance; with her as a whole we can establish no
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communion; and we are free in our dealings with her several parts . . . to follow no law but
prudence in coming to terms with such of her particular features as will help us to our private
ends. (James 1923: 43-4)

James likens disenchanted nature to a harlot because it is treated as if it possessed
only instrumental value; the prostitute, like the pornographic image, being a human
body reduced to mere means or perfect instrumentality. To one outside the modern
ethical vision however, this is obscene and desecrating, the mastery it permits is dia-
bolical. As Oswald Spengler (1880-1936) put it, “he who was not himself possessed
by this will to power over nature would necessarily feel all this as devilish”
(Spengler 1932: 85).

Nineteenth-century Romantics were among the first to suspect that modern
mastery was deviltry at heart, and through poetry, painting, fiction, and philosophy
they attempted to reenchant nature. They failed. Rather than create a new ethical
vision, Romantic art followed a course “of ever deeper mourning for the life of
‘natural piety’ which Enlightenment destroyed,” and the characteristic Romantic
attitude became languid longing for the world that was lost (Scruton 2000: 49).
Individuals may find solace in Romantic reenchantment (most recently in new-age
pantheism), but this does not arrest disenchantment.

In the twentieth century other skeptics began to suggest that the modern ethical
vision of nature was a true primrose path, a deceptively attractive course by
which the multitude might make their lazy way to hell. Some like Aldous Huxley
(1894-1963) foresaw the disenchantment of the human body; others were alarmed
by perceived environmental degradation. Much divided these skeptics, but they
agreed on the need to fetter humans with something more permanent than tempo-
rary technological impossibility and fickle popular taste. It was in response to the
fear that, in time, everything would be possible and every possibility would be
desired, that the search for a postmodern environmental ethic first arose. This search
generally consists of attempts to identify nonhuman axiological grounds within the
nature that is known to natural science. It attempts to go beyond anthropocentrism
without reverting, like Romanticism, to a spurious and untenable anthropomor-
phism. The argument has taken three general forms.

The first asks us to consider, more seriously than we presently do, our obligation
to future generations. Humanity at some distant future date is thus an axiological
ground outside present-day humanity, whose claims on resources deserves respect.
Because humans have generally recognized some duty to posterity, this ethic is not
odious to the general public, who rightly see in it little more than old-style conser-
vation. Posterity ethics is not without problems, though. Foremost among these is
that future generations do not yet exist and so cannot express preferences that we
today are obliged to honor. Without knowing these preferences it is very hard to
honor whatever rights future generations may have, since their right is not to any
particular resources, but only to resources sufficient to permit them to live as well
as we do. We might choose to conserve a resource that will in future have little or
no value, due to technological change. What is more, denying ourselves such a
resource must diminish output, and whatever we fail to make because the resource
was left in the ground might be the very thing that future generations will need.
The argument of duty to future generations is therefore tangled in paradox: for to
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save a resource may be in fact to waste it, and to use a resource by converting it
into something else may be in fact to save it.

The second form is biocentric ethics, which holds that we should extend moral
consideration to some set of nonhuman creatures, and regard these creatures as
axiological grounds. This is often described in terms of rights such as animal rights.
The various positions differ primarily in the suggested qualifications for admission
into the moral community. More restrictive views limit the franchise to creatures
that closely resemble humans, and thus may be thought to suffer in something like
the way humans suffer. More expansive views extend moral consideration to all
conscious, or even all living, beings.

Such ideas are already to some extent living in popular thought. It is, for instance,
commonly believed that animals should be made to suffer and die only for good
reasons. This is not anthropocentric because it recognizes that an animal may have
a value to itself that is higher than at least some of the values that a human might
assign to it (as a marksman’s target, say, or medium of sadistic pleasure). This weak
form of biocentric ethics maintains that human values do not always and every-
where trump other values, and therefore accepts the possibility that a human can
treat an animal in ways that are morally wrong. Biocentric ethics takes a stronger
form as it accepts fewer reasons why a human might justifiably impose his values
on an animal, and thereby cause it to suffer.

The most basic problem with biocentric ethics is that it is impossible to extend
the rights of the moral community without at the same time extending the ethical
vision and its motivations. Imagine that we were to enlarge the moral community
to include all mammals, and that we humans succeeded in treating all mammals
with the moral consideration we presently give to other humans. Those who killed
a mammal would, for instance, be charged with murder and forced to pay heavy
retribution before readmittance to the moral community. Yet the lions would still
kill and eat the gazelles, and there would be no way for a lion to repent and atone
for the damage he did to the moral community. This would present us with one of
three options: (1) redefine the community as one that tolerates killing within its
ranks; (2) concede that some members of the community do not recognize com-
munity rules, and that the community does not, therefore, exist; (3) hold humans
to a different standard, and thereby implicitly recognize the continued existence of
a distinctly human community. All of these options strike me as intolerable.

The third approach is ecocentric ethics, which compel humans to act for the good
of the ecosystem. It is thus a form of communitarianism, with the community here
combining natural systems and human institutions. As a communitarian ethic it
derives value from the whole, which it believes has intrinsic value. Individual parts
possess instrumental value only insofar as they add to the stability of the commu-
nity. The human individual is thus no longer an axiological ground, valuing and
disvaluing according to his more or less unconstrained pleasure, but rather the object
of an external source of value, valued or disvalued according to his more or less
beneficial function.

At first glance such efforts to maintain the viability of the total community, or
ecosystem, might appear no different than prudential maintenance of the environ-
ment on which human life depends, something that can be accomplished within the
instrumental reason of the modern ethical vision. The essential difference, as I under-
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stand it, is that ecocentric ethics is animated by gratitude, not prudence. Prudence
is a virtue, but it is a virtue of control, over one’s self and one’s affairs. Gratitude
on the other hand is a warm sense of benefits received coupled with a desire to do
something in return. To revert to language used earlier in this chapter, prudence
speaks only in hypothetical imperatives. Gratitude entails categorical imperatives,
for the grateful person recognizes and accepts that she lives under an indefeasible
obligation to the social and natural systems that sustain her.

Although today associated in the minds of many with liberal or leftist politics,
this manner of communitarian or ecocentric thinking is in spirit essentially con-
servative and antiliberal. It rejects as false the liberal view of the individual as
essentially free and self-determining, as sovereign over himself and the relations he
establishes with other persons and things. Instead it sees the individual as depen-
dent on human society and the natural world, and due to this dependence, which
begins in the womb, locked in obligations he has not chosen and cannot escape, but
can only honor through a lifetime of gratitude and piety.

Such an attitude does not stipulate actual behavior, and must be taken as a mere
foundation for a postmodern environmental ethic. Such an ethic will be post-
modern not simply because it follows the modern vision, but because it incorporates
and transcends that vision. Its sense of gratitude will be rooted in the knowledge
of natural systems and organic interdependence that disenchanting science has
revealed, but it will also understand that disenchantment is dangerous because it
ultimately leads to disenchantment of ourselves. This may be avoidable if we do not
again separate environmental from human ethics, but rather devise a fused ethic of
the human environment as a foundation for future human geographies.
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Chapter 15
Nationalism

John Agnew

The best definition of nationalism I have been able to find comes from the histo-
rian Robert H. Wiebe (2002: §), who wants to avoid demonizing nationalism (as
is typical among many contemporary intellectuals) but nevertheless take it seriously
as a powerful political sentiment and program in the modern world: “Nationalism
is the desire among people who believe that they share a common ancestry and a
common destiny to live under their own government on land sacred to their history.”
It is, therefore, the most territorial of political ideologies based on cultural beliefs
about a shared space occupied by a kin-like, ethnic, or affinity group who face
common dangers and bring to these a social bond forged through the trials and
tribulations of a common history brought about by a common geography. The very
space occupied by the group is seen as part and parcel of the group’s identity in a
way that is not the case with the major political ideologies with which nationalism
has competed over the past 200 years or so: liberalism and socialism. When eco-
nomic transactions are powerfully contained by state boundaries, nationalism gains
a material basis that the other ideologies lack and which makes them ever vulner-
able to collapsing into a nationalist form. It is no coincidence, therefore, that much
socialism has been of the “national” or “in-one-country” varieties and that liberal-
ism is usually hedged by claims about individual rights, property claims, and trade
relationships that are enforced and defended by national states. Nationalism has
benefited immeasurably from its alliance with states, but this has also led to its
greatest excesses.

Writing about nationalism is fraught with intellectual and political dangers. On
the one hand, there is a tendency to diminish nationalism because of the presumed
intemperance it has generated in modern politics or the seemingly irrational chal-
lenge it poses to preferred brands of liberalism or socialism. On the other hand,
there is a tendency to celebrate it as a means for groups subordinated by others to
“liberate” themselves or to see it as reflecting deep-seated or primordial attachments
to group and territory that provide “roots” in an otherwise chaotic and disturbing
world. The political theorist John Dunn (1979: 55) captures this duality to nation-
alism eloquently when he writes:
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Nationalism is the starkest political shame of the twentieth century, the deepest, most
intractable and yet most unanticipated blot on the political history of the world since the
year 1900. But it is also the very tissue of modern political sentiment, the most widespread,
the most unthinking and the most immediate political disposition of all at least among the
literate populations of the modern world.

Consequently, ignoring it is as dangerous as mindlessly celebrating it.

Defining it is one thing, but how is this explosive sentiment usually regarded? It
is often thought of as a political ideology lauding a preference for and the superi-
ority of one’s nation and nationality in comparison to those of foreigners. One influ-
ential strand of thinking, associated above all with the early nineteenth-century
philosopher Hegel and those following in his footsteps, views nationalism as an
autonomous force or causal power that brings about the end of history with the
emergence of the modern (national) state (Agnew 1989). Nationalism as the “spirit
of the people” is a form of consciousness that will come to dominate all others. In
fact, its history is intimately connected to the growth of popular sovereignty (the
people should rule) in relation to state power and the challenge to state power from
liberal and socialist ideologies (Yack 2001). But this history is also one in which
nationalism has had to be articulated and organized as a form of political expres-
sion and has had to be based on popular support gained from populations with
alternative political possibilities. In other words — and this is what a second strand
of thinking emphasizes — nationalism is a practical politics and not an autonomous
force. It is not just a popular sentiment but also a program of political action. In
this light, nationalism’s key claims are that (1) those who constitute a nation should
have their own state; (2) the nation and the state should map onto one another by
means of a common territory that is the historic “homeland” of the nation; and
(3) a national identity (or sense of belonging) should win out over other possible
political identities (Breuilly 1982; Conversi 1999; Yiftachel 2000).

The two strands of thinking — nationalism as an autonomous force in history and
nationalism as practical politics — persist, even if the second is today somewhat
ascendant. What is certain is that academic interest in nationalism has exploded
since the 1980s after a long period, dating from the 1940s, when interest faded
except among those focused on the independence movements in the colonies of
Europe’s declining empires. An undoubted revival of academic interest in national-
ism since the 1980s after a long hiatus can be read as symptomatic of the revival
of nationalism in the world at large following the end of the US-Soviet Cold War
and the stability it imposed on the world’s political map. But even this claim fails
to engender consensus. Much of what is today often put down to “nationalism” is
in fact either a revival of extreme religious beliefs (as in the usage of Islamic jibad
by many groups such as al-Qaeda and Hamas) or an upsurge of local warlordism
in the face of weak governments (as in Somalia and Afghanistan) rather than the
expression of true national groups in search of or reviving states on their collective
behalf (Wiebe 2002). Nevertheless, reports of nationalism’s death or decline have
proved premature before. Indeed, in contemporary Europe, Asia, and the United
States nationalism seems anything but a spent force (e.g. Comaroff & Stern 1995).
Perhaps seven specific aspects of nationalism define the main features of contem-
porary debate and dissent. In this chapter I take each of these in turn to illustrate
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the ways in which “nationalism” currently figures in cultural geography and closely
allied fields.

Taking Nationalism More Seriously

With nationalism, as opposed to socialism and liberalism, many of those who study
or make proclamations about it tend to see the people who subscribe to it as cul-
tural dopes. “They should know better” is the implicit subtext, but they have been
fooled or misled into it by self-serving state elites inventing traditions or by their
own atavistic attachments to place and linguistic/religious groups. The implication
is, obviously, that identifying by social class or pursuing individual interests are
rational approaches to self-identification. In this way frequently undeclared and nor-
mative commitments to class and individual self as better sources of identification
than nationality lead to a dismissal of nationalism as a legitimate type of political
ideology.

Three ways of seeming to engage with nationalism but essentially dismissing it
have achieved dominance in contemporary Western social and cultural studies.
These must be challenged in order to take nationalism seriously as a powerful type
of politics in the contemporary world. The first, associated most closely with the
widely cited book by Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on
the Origins and Spread of Nationalism (1983), is that nationalism appeals simply
to an “imagined community” that is created by and organized by the spread of
books and reading in national vernacular languages. In fact, of course, “print cap-
italism,” as Anderson terms it, is only one of a mass of technological and cultural
innovations that have materially ordered the world into national-state spaces — from
highways and railways radiating from capital cities, national currencies and
economic regulation, and systems of weights and measures to school systems and
educational credentials, national churches, government systems, and cultural
production of books, films, and music. The appeal of nationalism rests initially and
finally in the fact that in many parts of the world the political organization of ter-
ritory into national states has created real, not simply imagined, material commu-
nities of interest and identity in which large numbers of residents see their fate tied
to that of the national state or, if they do not have one of their own, obtaining one
for themselves. The crucial alliance of putative nation (imagined as it certainly is)
with state-organized territory, therefore, provides the breeding ground for nation-
alism (Mann 1992; Miller 1995; Smith 1999; Wiebe 2000).

Second, nationalism is often discussed independently of its ideological competi-
tors, as if its development were separate from that of socialism and liberalism. With
remarkably few exceptions, the study of nationalism has become separated from
the study of the other great “isms” that took root in late nineteenth-century Europe
and spread with it into the rest of the world with European colonialism. Yet, all
three grew in the context of the disruption of local peasant societies by industriali-
zation and urbanization, mass migration, and ideologies promising totalistic solu-
tions to contemporary problems of exploitation (socialism), limited citizenship
rights (liberalism), and increased economic and military competition (nationalism).
Although they were often competitors, after 1914 they also became collaborators,
with nationalism as the victor, as socialism and liberalism both came to define their
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goals in national-state terms. One important cause of nationalism’s success was its
ability to combine an appeal to fictive kinship with a clear identification of an
“enemy” against whom the nation was embattled for this or that reason (economic,
social, religious, etc.) Neither socialism nor liberalism had this mobilizing power:
they could appeal to specific interests but not to the lethal combination of identity
and interests fused with territory that nationalism encouraged (Dunn 1979; Brustein
1996; Hechter 2000).

Finally, nationalism undoubtedly developed in popular appeal alongside the
growth of industrial capitalism and “modernization” in Europe in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries (Gellner 1983). It received a further boost
during the process of decolonization in the years following the Second World War,
both in former colonies as they embarked on “nation-building” and in the “home
countries” as they adjusted to an unaccustomed smallness (Murray 1997). A good
case can be made that in fact European colonialism provided a necessary circum-
stance for the development of nationalism in Europe in the first place, both with
regard to competition between European states for overseas empires’ stimulating
national enmities and to empire-building’s encouraging a sense of national-
civilizational (and racial) superiority on the part of European nationalities over the
colonized natives within “their” empires (Said 1993; Agnew & Corbridge 1995).
But, the conventional wisdom suggests, following the view that nationalism is
“caused” by, not just correlated with, modernization or industrial capitalism, that
(1) nations are always the product of nationalism and (2) in the face of economic
globalization and massive international migration nationalism can be expected to
go into decline (e.g. Hobsbawm 1992).

With respect to the first of these points, it is not difficult to show, at least in many
European cases, that some kind of proto-nation preexisted the arrival of national-
ism (see, e.g., Smith 2002). Though nationalism is a modern phenomenon, there-
fore, there is no need to presume that nations or nationalities are likewise. This is
a fallacy present in much of the contemporary literature. The second point, if any-
thing, is made more insistently but is equally wrong-headed. To Nigel Harris (1990:
284), for example, “migration subverts the artificial cultural homogeneity which
states have instilled in their citizens. . . . The greater the movement of peoples, the
more that culture will come to be fashioned by people from many other sources.”
If anything, however, migration has often underwritten nationalism rather than
written its epitaph. For example, the rise of Irish nationalism in the mid-nineteenth
century is closely connected to emigration to the United States and the radical Irish
nationalism of Irish Americans. Likewise, Jewish nationalism or Zionism grew
out of large-scale international migration and the search for a Jewish homeland to
bring the diaspora together in a single territory. Increased movement, therefore, can
stimulate identity with a lost homeland rather than wipe it out. More generally,
actually-existing nationalism is complexly related to religious, linguistic, and
economic divisions all held in tension by a primary group commitment to occupa-
tion and domination of a common space or national territory. It is not and never
has been simply a “functional” response to modernization, the rise of the state, or
industrial capitalism. As a result, nationalism will not soon decline or disappear
(Chatterjee 1986; Mortimer 1999; Peckham 2001; Wiebe 2002).
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Nationalism and Territory

To geographers the most outstanding feature of nationalism is its unvarying claim
to a territorial homeland (Anderson 1988; Murphy 2002; Yiftachel, 2000, 2002).
This is the feature shared by all nationalisms regardless of how they came about or
where they are. Many students of nationalism are confused about the relationship
between nationalism and territory. Wiebe (2000: 54), for example, misses the point
when he states that “nationalist loyalties are . . . geographically indeterminate. They
move wherever people move; they do not bounce off boundary walls, as Anderson
would have it.” Here the fact that supporters of a nationalist movement may be
widely scattered is used to deny that nationalism always involves claiming a physi-
cal national homeland or, in other words, that nationalism is inherently territorial
in its central claim, as Wiebe (2002: 5) himself suggests elsewhere, to monopolize
for their nation “land sacred to their history.” The fusion of a piece of land with
the symbolic and mythified history of the nation is what gives nationalism such
symbolic power immediately related to the sites and circumstances of everyday life
when compared to the often more abstract claims of liberalism and socialism. The
Serb nationalist obsession with Kosovo as the “historic core” of Serbia and the
competing claims of Zionists and Palestinian nationalists to the same patches of
land are only two of the best known cases of this relentless focus by nationalists on
“our” territory.

Two questions as to the precise character of the relationship between national-
ism and territory have exercised considerable recent interest. One asks: when did
the nation-in-its-territory become a subject of veneration? The purpose here is to
ascertain how the map-image of the national territory and sense of “territorial
destiny” figure in the genesis of nationalism. The other asks: how did nationalism
reconfigure understandings of “home” such that the local (and familiar) became
part of a nationalist “homeland?” The focus here is on the local production of the
nation.

Responses to the first question tend to place the origins in either late
medieval/early modern Europe or in Europe in the eighteenth century. Writers in
the former camp tend to emphasize the experience of England and France as exem-
plary (see, e.g., Reynolds 1984; Hastings 1997; Schulze 1994). For example,
Scattergood (2001) emphasizes how England was increasingly imagined as a sepa-
rate space by poets and playwrights over the course of the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries in essentially modern terms — trade, merchants, money, networks of
exchange. In accounts accepting this sort of genealogy, state elites elsewhere are then
alleged to have later imitated the founding nations in pursuit of nationalist “moder-
nity” (Greenfeld 1992). Those in the second group look to the eighteenth century,
again largely also to England (now rewritten as “Britain”) and France, as the period
when popular political association with national territory crystallized (e.g. Colley
1992; Bell 2001). If in the British case wars served as the most important ingredi-
ent in promoting a popular British nationalism, in France it was the nationalist
project that developed through the Revolution of 1789, notwithstanding the uni-
versalistic elements often seen in that moment of political upheaval. Yet, until the
end of the century “the sense of a British nation was not geographically tied to
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Britain itself” according to Stephen Conway (2001: 893), since it had a strong
transatlantic element and was resisted by many in England who feared the rise of
a culturally mixed “Britishness” (e.g. Ragussis 2000), and the nation-building
project in France is probably better dated to the nineteenth rather than to the eigh-
teenth century (e.g. Weber 1976). Nonetheless, the eighteenth century has a strong
case as the founding period for what today would be the recognizably nationalist
conception of territorial space. From this point of view, nationalism as a popular
political project has its roots in the American and French Revolutions. They stim-
ulated other nationalist projects as new states “invented” (Hobsbawm & Ranger
1983) or promoted (Wallerstein 1991) the nation as the “natural” territorial basis
to statehood. With the decolonization of Europe’s empires in the second half of the
twentieth century nationalism became a worldwide phenomenon.

The second question has been more specifically addressed in contexts other than
England and France. Germany and Italy figure particularly prominently. These are
cases, perhaps not coincidentally, in which statehood dates only from the mid-
nineteenth century but which have had much longer cultural-territorial histories as
putative nations. The emphasis is on (1) what can be called the “local life of nation-
hood” (Applegate 1990; Confino & Skaria 2002); (2) the relation of local and
regional to national identities (Agnew 1995; Agnew & Brusa 1999; Kaplan 1999;
Nufnez 2001); and (3) the “fluid” and “contested” identities of state borderlands
(White 2000; Kulczycki 2001; Thaler 2001). The overall focus is on relating national
identities to the geographical scales and contexts in which they are embedded rather
than presupposing a nationalist “wave” that washes over a territory from either a
center or the margins wiping out all other identities in its path. In this view the
national is always forged in and through “the local.” In Germany, for example, the
idea of Heimat (homeland) has connected local and regional communities to
the nation. In particular, and following the Second World War, “by talking about
Heimat, Germans found a way to talk about that which was so problematic to talk
about, namely the nation” (Confino & Skaria 2002: 11). The nation’s territory is
not a simple block of space but a complex set of relationships between local,
regional, and national levels of social practice and geographical imagination.
Nationalism relates to territory, therefore, in more complex ways than most
students of nationalism have tended to believe.

Ethnic versus Civic Nationalism

According to the political theorist Bernard Yack (2001: 520), “A large part of the
story of the emergence and spread of nationalism lies in the way that these two
images of community, the nation and the people, have become entangled in our
minds.” Indeed, one of the major contemporary disputes about the nature of nation-
alism and whether there are “better” and “worse” kinds revolves around the inter-
pretations given to the intersections between the two terms. On one side are those
who distinguish between “ethnic” and “civic” nationalisms and on the other are
those who fail to see the distinction or who see it as a false and misleading one. To
the first group ethnic nationalism involves the exclusive identity of the people with
the nation whereas civic nationalism involves the inclusive identity of the nation
with the people. Thus, if ethnic nationalism is characterized by shared cultural
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loyalties, civic nationalism is all about shared political principles and institutions.
Some writers, such as Greenfeld (1992, 1996), use the civic/ethnic dichotomy to
distinguish more “democratic” (civic) from more “authoritarian” (ethnic) versions
of nationalism. In this usage there is little if any ethical commitment to an idealized
“civic nationalism.” It is merely a taxonomic device to classify varieties of nation-
alism. Others, however, have attempted to reconcile nationalism with liberalism by
arguing for a “civic” nationalism, like that said to exist in the United States, France,
or Britain (e.g. Ignatieff 1993; Tamir 1993; Viroli 1995; and Miller 1995). In this
understanding, the “main characteristic of the democratic national idea [is]: the
effort to transcend the level of concrete identities and ethnic solidarities through
citizenship” (Schnapper 1998: 234).

But, as the second group tends to maintain, both types of nationalism rest on
claims to popular sovereignty on the part of nations that are necessarily exclusive
and politicized. Even if they can be empirically distinguished, doubtful, they share
a common historical trajectory: that of popular sovereignty. As Yack (2001: 529)
makes the point:

You need to assume the existence of [territorial] boundaries between peoples before you can
exercise the principle of popular sovereignty. Therefore, you cannot use popular sovereignty
to determine where the boundaries between peoples should lie. Popular sovereignty can help
guide us in determining our political arrangements. It cannot help us decide how to deter-
mine the shape of our collective selves.

Nicholas Xenos (1996) makes a somewhat different point in challenging the mean-
ingfulness of the dichotomy. He contrasts the concrete “patriotism” of city-dwelling
with the abstract imposition of both civic and ethnic nationalism. The affection dis-
played for place in classical republican patriotism is that of the city not of the
modern nation-state. Thus, those who argue from classical and early-modern
authors to justify a modern civic nationalism are guilty of misidentifying the object
of patriotism (or belonging) articulated by such authors.

Long-distance Nationalism

Rather than simply a reflection of the association between a nation and its territory,
the history of nationalism is also closely related to the experience of large-scale
migration. With due regard to its peculiarities, Robert Wiebe (2002: 24) sugges-
tively points to the linkage between migration and Irish nationalism, when
following the Famine of the late 1840s:

While the Irish in Ireland buried the dead, nationalism survived by shifting its center of gravity
across the Atlantic. In the years of O’Connell’s ascendancy [over the Irish nationalist move-
ment in the years before the Famine], the Irish in America had played only a minor role,
cheering his cause and contributing money to it but otherwise simply watching from abroad.
Now, as they took the initiative, they gave Irish nationalism its distinctive stamp: secular,
public, and violent.

Typically, however, the influence of migration and more recent impacts of
“space—time compression” due to the technological “shrinking” of the world are
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left out of both nationalist narratives and scholarly accounts of them (Mulligan
2002). In the stories of nationalists such external ties would undermine the seem-
ingly natural connection between nation and territory; each begets the other. Schol-
arly accounts are similarly place-bound and often simply accept the claims of
nationalist stories at face value. To the extent that the “long-distance nationalism”
of “absent patriots” is taken seriously it is as a novel phenomenon tied to the nation-
alist proclivities of groups of recent immigrants from formerly colonial countries to
the countries of Western Europe and North America. This is undoubtedly an impor-
tant feature of contemporary world politics (see, e.g. Goulborne 1991 on Sikhs and
Guyanese in Britain, or Schiller & Fouron 2001 on Haitians in the United States)
but its novelty is exaggerated and the long-standing relationship between long-
distance migration, romanticism about the land and people “left behind,” and
nationalism, is obscured. Long-distance nationalism did not arrive with the fax.
The erstwhile American radical, Tom Hayden (2002), is neither alone nor the
first in adopting a romantic nativism in which his American “outside” disguises the
fact that he is “Irish on the inside.” All of the clichés of absent patriotism are present
in his account, from the Irish sages who say that Irish culture is very ancient, older,
of course, “than the English,” and that the Irish soul is “like an ancient forest” to
the “mystical courage” of the martyrs to the Irish cause. But this is not a joke.
Rather, it is the essential core of the romanticism that inspires long-distance nation-
alism, even many generations and much intermarriage beyond the original migrants,
many of whom often wanted to forget about where they came from. Of course, the
“search for roots” in distant places need not always end up with the essentialized
national identities that Hayden evokes. Catherine Nash (2002) shows nicely how
investigations into personal genealogies can produce unsettling and complicated
family pasts when the roots turn out to be less “purely” Irish than family lore might
have suggested. Similarly, heritage tourism not only reproduces convenient national
stories but also can offer local correctives that open to question dominant under-
standings of the national past particularly prevalent among absent patriots (Johnson
1999). If somewhat overstated, however, lan Buruma’s (2002: 14) commentary on
Hayden’s book captures what has often been at stake with the romantic national-
ism of absent patriots: “Hayden is haunted by blood-thirsty ghosts. He is not alone.
There are Sikhs in Toronto, Muslims in Britain and France, Jews in Brooklyn, and
many others in far-flung places who seek to sooth ancestral voices by encouraging
barbarism far from home. Some are prepared to die for their causes. Most are
content to let others do the dying, while they work on their identities at home.”

Religion and Nationalism

There are cases where religion and nationalism have been almost complete partners,
as with the Greek and other Orthodox Christian churches, Iranian Shi’ite Islam,
Orthodox Judaism, and the state churches of England and other northern European
countries, on the one hand, and powerful nationalist movements and sentiments,
on the other. In England, for example, the Protestant Reformation and the threat
to it from the Catholic states served to unify the English into a national enterprise
that was lacking in those states where church and state did not become mutually
supportive. But there are others, as in many Moslem and predominantly Roman
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Catholic countries where religious identities either compete with national ones or
have complex relations to them. In Italy, for example, from 1870 until 1929 the
Pope refused to recognize the Italian state because, in his view, it had usurped his
temporal powers when it had annexed the papal territories of central Italy. Under
threat of excommunication, active Catholics were required to abstain from active
involvement in national politics and in the life of the nation.

At one time nationalism was seen as largely reflective of religious, linguistic and
other cultural cleavages. Obviously this is problematic in an evident empirical sense.
It is also problematic, however, because religion is frequently a banner for a wide
range of differences and resentments that are only at most secondarily religious, in
the sense of commitment to doctrines and beliefs: access to political power, avail-
ability of public offices, etc. (Harris 1990: 11). Indeed, and today, religious identi-
ties, particularly in the Moslem world, often cut across nationalist lines, except in
the Iranian and Palestinian cases. The universalistic claims of Islam and Catholic
Christianity have frequently coexisted uneasily with the particularistic claims of
nationalist movements. Sometimes the character of religious belief, in the sense
of popular as opposed to officially sanctioned belief, can also undermine national
identities and nationalism in the interest of privileging local identities (see, e.g., on
popular Catholicism in Italy, Carroll 1996).

Yet, there are two ways in which religion has intersected powerfully with nation-
alism down the years. The first is emphasized by Benedict Anderson (1983: 12) when
he proposes that “nationalism has to be understood by aligning it, not with self-
consciously held political ideologies [although I have challenged this assertion
earlier], but with the large cultural systems that preceded it, out of which — as well
as against which — it came into being.” In this understanding, sacred languages such
as Latin, Arabic, and Mandarin Chinese provided the core element to the civiliza-
tions that increasingly decomposed into “national” parts as vernacular languages
replaced the sacred as the main media for popular literacy and public communica-
tion. Religion, by means of sacred languages, thus provided the common founda-
tion (along with dynastic politics) upon which nationalism’ “imagined
communities” came to be imagined. The second has been religion’s role in provid-
ing the material for the “tyranny of small differences” upon which most national-
ist movements have relied to distinguish their nation from others. As Daniele
Conversi (1994) has claimed, using even minor distinctions (in global terms) to
define boundaries with the Other against whom you are defining yourself (e.g., the
English for the Irish, the Germans for the French, the Pakistanis for Indians, etc.)
is as if not more important to nationalist movements than is defining what makes
you special without benefit of comparison and contrast. It is clear that religious
differences have often played this role, for example in Irish, Welsh, and Scottish
nationalism (Pope 2001).

Gender and Nationalism

Nationalism is frequently seen as the most masculinist or male-dominated type of
politics. Not only did women’s roles in politics seem to decline along with the rise
of nationalism (e.g. Radhakrishnan 1992), nationalist ideologies seem to rest on a
peculiarly gendered division of political labor with women allocated the role of



232 JOHN AGNEW

nurturing the Motherland (or standing in for it symbolically as with the French
national symbols of Joan of Arc [for the right] and Marianne [for the left]) by pro-
ducing future generations, while men are given the directing role and charged with
defending the homeland against or liberating it from its foreign enemies (Sharp
1996; Blom et al. 2000). In this understanding, and in the direst of circumstances,
such as the bloody nationalist wars in the Balkans in the 1990s, women’s bodies
come to represent the very territory to be conquered or claimed and thus subject to
rape and defilement (Skjelsbaek 2001). More mundanely, the metaphor of the nation
as a “family” has carried much weight, sometimes to obscure the degree to which
patriarchy is operative at multiple geographical scales but often, as in the late nine-
teenth century, to refocus the social life of the nation around an idealized house-
hold with men and women holding quite different social roles (Eley 2000).

In the light of recent research, however, this perspective on gender and national-
ism seems not so much incorrect as overstated. Matters seem much more compli-
cated than it suggests. First of all, women have not been simply passive bystanders
to and symbols for nationalist movements even when seemingly marginalized within
them. As Catherine Nash (1997) shows with respect to Ireland, it was not just excep-
tional and “famous” women, such as Maud Gonne and Countess Markievicz, but
also a multitude of “ordinary” women who played a key part in the political protests
of the nineteenth- and early twentieth-century nationalist movements. At the same
time, questions of gender, sexual, and national identity are never simply linear and
additive. Male—female and sexual identity differences do not line up on a single axis
of nationalist politics with men and women and gays and heterosexuals on opposite
sides and with competing roles (Dowler 2002; Marston 2002). As Nash (1997: 1234)
concludes: “The history of Ireland and women’s activism in contemporary Northern
Ireland both point to the limitations of neat oppositions and single visions.”

In the second place, sexual violence in the context of nationalist conflict, such as
that directed at women in particular in the Balkans and elsewhere, seems related to
the fear and advent of territorial partition rather than to nationalist politics per se.
Mass rape as a weapon of war seems to occur almost entirely in specific settings
in which partition of contested territory is under way, such as South Asia in 1947
and the Balkans in the 1990s. As the anthropologist Robert Hayden (2000: 33)
plausibly claims:

Partition . . . is not only a liminal state but a time when the state itself is liminal, and the
questions of whose state it is, and how the population will be defined are open. ... After
these issues are settled, mass rape will no longer be likely, because either coexistence will
have been reconstituted or the newly consolidated groups will have separated.

Finally, women who have organized themselves in political organizations have
sometimes been major independent proponents of nationalism. In the United States,
for example, in the years between the Civil War and the First World War, women’s
organizations played a central part in generating American nationalism. Groups
such as the Women’s Relief Corps emerged in the aftermath of the US Civil War to
insist adamantly that “patriotism knows no sex” (quoted in O’Leary 1999: 92; also
see Rowbotham 1992). As O’Leary (1999) shows in detail, most members endorsed
the idea of women’s moral superiority to men and were opposed to limiting their
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work to serving veterans or staying within the bounds of domesticity. But just as
they connected in the 1890s with the more partisan women’s movement they also
became major sponsors of patriotic events such as Memorial Day, the campaign to
fly the flag at every school, petitioned for flag-desecration laws, and lobbied to
include the pledge of allegiance in the public (state) schools (O’Leary 1999: 97).
In sum, it turns out that nationalism has not consistently discriminated on the basis
of sex after all.

Nationalism and Landscape

Tying the nation to territory has often involved identifying a prototypical landscape
as representative of the collective identity. In this way the natural environment can
be recruited for the national cause not only to naturalize the connection between
nation and territory but also visually to communicate and reinforce identity with
the nation. The physical images, buildings, monuments, and scenes encountered in
everyday life come to provide a mundane or “banal” element to nationalism itself
(Billig 19935; also see, e.g., Crameri 2000). The very familiarity of symbols seen on
a daily basis makes the nation the “daily plebiscite” that Ernest Renan famously
described it as being. Monumental spaces and other “places of memory” have been
of particular significance in potentially bonding current residents to a common past
(Till 2003). Through the landscape the memory of the nation is given concrete form
as a reminder of what “we” have been through and why “we” need to remember.

More generally, however, a national landscape “imagery” is a visual technique
that naturalizes particular images into a national narrative (Hayrynen 2000). Pub-
lished and disseminated over long periods of time these images make the national
territory concrete as a distinctive block of space and elicit shared values and mean-
ings. If in some countries identification of a “national landscape” seems to have met
with considerable success, in England, Finland, and Switzerland, for example, else-
where this proved more elusive. In Switzerland after the founding of the modern
federation in 1848, Alpine scenery not surprisingly provided both a geographical
icon for the new state and, when combined with the image of virtuous peasants
fruitfully tilling what soil there was, a “powerful symbol of republican will and cul-
tural mediation” peculiar to Switzerland (Zimmer 2001). In Italy, however, attempts
at using either Tuscan rural scenery or Roman ruins after unification to represent
an idealized national landscape for the new nation-state came largely to naught
(Agnew 2002: ch. 3). The combination of fragmented political identities in a phy-
sically divided peninsula, strong church-state tensions, the ambiguous legacy of
ancient Rome, and the political incoherence of both liberal and Fascist regimes made
crafting a national landscape ideal extremely difficult. Nationalism, therefore, is not
invariably naturalized successfully through the creation of a national landscape
imagery.

Conclusion

The self-sacrifice of the New York City firefighters who entered the twin towers
of the World Trade Center as they were collapsing in the aftermath of the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001 has come to symbolize the popular American
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reaction to the events of the day. The towers themselves have had somewhat less
resonance in the American popular imagination. The memory of the firefighters as
giving up their lives for others has gained a powerful hold, particularly in media re-
creations. At the end of the day, it is sacrifice such as this, or interpreted as such,
whatever any individual firefighter might have been thinking, that nationalism
has to offer. It is also this focus on the sacrificial that other political ideologies
find particularly offensive about nationalism. If its appeal still remains elusive, we
nevertheless understand that nationalism is far from a spent force. If anything,
nationalism has achieved even greater success recently than anyone would have pre-
dicted 10 or 20 years ago. From India to Ireland, Israel, and Indonesia nationalism
is a powerful element in everyday politics. Understanding the contemporary world,
therefore, requires understanding nationalism as best we can. And we should
remember that in many places it is still deeply rooted, wired into the routines and
ephemera of everyday life. The poet and writer Patricia Storace (1996: 10) tells the
story of Greek high school students who refused to read Virgil’s Aeneid. “These
particular students held it as dogma that the Aeneid was a cheap [Roman] imita-
tion of the [ancient Greek] Homer, responding with a popular Platonism, present
in both the ancient Greek preoccupation with sculpture and the modern Greek
preoccupation with icons, that insisted there was one ideal original, and the rest of
the genre was increasingly false and bloodless.” The ideal original, of course had
to be Greek. Whether that Greek would recognize himself in modern Greece is, for
the nationalist, entirely beside the point.

REFERENCES

Agnew, J. A. 1989: Nationalism: autonomous force or practical politics? Place and
nationalism in Scotland. In C. H. Williams and E. Kofman, eds., Community Conflict,
Partition and Nationalism, London: Routledge.

Agnew, J. A. 1995: The rhetoric of regionalism: the Northern League in Italian politics.
Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 20, 156-72.

Agnew, J. A. 2002: Place and Politics in Modern Italy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Agnew, J. A. and Brusa, C. 1999: New rules for national identity? The Northern League and
political identity in contemporary northern Italy, National Identities 1, 117-33.

Agnew, J. A. and Corbridge, S. 1995: Mastering Space: Hegemony, Territory and
International Political Economy. London: Routledge.

Anderson, B. 1983: Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread of
Nationalism. London: Verso; rev. ed., 1991.

Anderson, J. 1988: Nationalist ideology and territory. In R. J. Johnston, D. B. Knight, and
E. Kofman, eds., Nationalism, Self-Determination and Political Geography. London:
Croom Helm.

Applegate, C. 1990: A Nation of Provincials: The German Idea of Heimat. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Bell, D. 2001 The Cult of the Nation in France: Inventing Nationalism, 1680-1800.
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Billig, M. 1995: Banal Nationalism. London: Sage Publications.

Blom, I., K. Hagemann, and C. Hall, eds. 2000: Gendered Nations: Nationalisms and the
Gender Order in the Long Nineteenth Century. Oxford: Berg.



NATIONALISM 235

Breuilly, J. 1982 Nationalism and the State, New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Brustein, W. 1996 The Logic of Evil: The Social Origins of the Nazi Party, 1925-1933. New
Haven: Yale University Press.

Buruma, I. 2002: The blood lust of identity. New York Review of Books, April 11, 12-14.

Carroll, M. P. 1996: Veiled Threats: The Logic of Popular Catholicism in Italy. Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Chatterjee, P. 1986: Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative Discourse.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Colley, L. 1992: Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837. New Haven: Yale University
Press.

Comaroff, J. L. and Stern, P. C. 1995: New perspectives on nationalism and war. In Comaroff
and Stern, eds., Perspectives on Nationalism and War. London: Gordon and Breach.

Confino, A. and Skaria, A. 2002: The local life of nationhood. National Identities 4, 7-24.

Conversi, D. 1994: Reassessing current theories of nationalism: nationalism as boundary
maintenance and creation. Nationalism and Ethnic Politics 1, 73-85.

Conversi, D. 1999: Nationalism, boundaries, and violence. Millennium 28, 553-84.

Conway, S. 2001: War and national identity in the mid-eighteenth-century British Isles.
English Historical Review 116, 863-93.

Crameri, K. 2000: Banal Catalanism? National Identities 2, 145-57.

Dowler, L. 2002: Till death us do part: masculinity, friendship, and nationalism in Belfast,
Northern Ireland. Society and Space 20, 53-71.

Dunn, J. 1979: Western Political Theory in the Face of the Future. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Eley, G. 2000: Culture, nation and gender. In 1. Blom et al., eds., Gendered Nations:
Nationalisms and Gender Order in the Long Nineteenth Century. Oxford: Berg.

Gellner, E. 1983: Nations and Nationalism, Oxford: Blackwell.

Goulborne, H. 1991: Ethnicity and Nationalism in Post-Imperial Britain. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Greenfeld, L. 1992: Nationalism: Four Roads to Modernity. Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press.

Greenfield, L. 1996: The modern religion? Critical Review 10, 169-91.

Harris, N. 1990: National Liberation. Reno: University of Nevada Press.

Hastings, A. 1997: The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hayden, R. M. 2000: Rape and rape avoidance in ethno-national conflicts: sexual violence
in liminalized states. American Anthropologist 102, 27-41.

Hayden, T. 2002 Irish on the Inside: In Search of the Soul of Irish America. London: Verso.

Hiyrynen, M. 2000: The kaleidoscopic view: the Finnish national landscape imagery.
National Identities 2, 5-19.

Hechter, M. 2000: Containing Nationalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hobsbawm, E. 1992: Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hobsbawm, E. and Ranger, T., eds. 1983: The Invention of Tradition. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Ignatieff, M. 1993: Blood and Belonging: Journeys into the New Nationalism. New York:
Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

Johnson, N. C. 1999: Framing the past: time, space and the politics of heritage tourism in
Ireland. Political Geography 18, 187-207.

Kaplan, D. H. 1999: Territorial identities and geographic scale. In D. H. Kaplan and G. H.
Herb, eds., Nested Identities: Nationalism, Territory, and Scale. Lanham, MD: Rowman
and Littlefield.



236 JOHN AGNEW

Kulezycki, J. J. 2001 The national identity of the “natives” of Poland’s “Recovered Lands.”
National Identities 3, 205-19.

Mann, M. 1992: The emergence of modern European nationalism. In J. A. Hall and I. C.
Jarvie, eds., Transition to Modernity: Essays on Power, Wealth and Belief. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Marston, S. A. 2002: Making difference: conflict over Irish identity in the New York City St.
Patrick’s Day Parade. Political Geography 21, 373-92.

Miller, D. 1995: On Nationality. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Mortimer, E., ed. 1999: People, Nation and State: The Meaning of Ethnicity and Nationalism.
London: I. B. Tauris.

Mulligan, A. N. 2002: A forgotten “Greater Ireland” and the transatlantic development of
Irish Nationalism. Paper presented at AAG Annual Meeting, Los Angeles, March.

Murphy, A. B. 2002: National claims to territory in the modern state system: geographical
considerations. Geopolitics 7, 193-214.

Murray, S. 1997: Not on Any Map: Essays on Postcoloniality and Cultural Nationalism.
Exeter: University of Exeter Press.

Nash, C. 1997: Embodied Irishness: gender, sexuality and Irish identities. In B. Graham, ed.,
In Search of Ireland: A Cultural Geography. London: Routledge.

Nash, C. 2002: Genealogical identities. Society and Space 20, 27-52.

Nufiez, X.-M. 2001: The region as essence of the Fatherland: regionalist variants of Spanish
nationalism (1840-1936). European History Quarterly 31, 483-518.

O’Leary, C. E. 1999: To Die For: The Paradox of American Patriotism. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Peckham, R. S. 2001: National Histories, Natural States: Nationalism and the Politics of
Place in Greece. London: 1. B. Tauris.

Pope, R., ed. 2001: Religion and National Identity: Wales and Scotland, ¢.1700-2000.
Cardiff: University of Wales Press.

Radhakrishnan, R. 1992: Nationalism, gender, and the narrative of identity. In A. Parker et
al., eds., Nationalisms and Sexualities. London: Routledge.

Ragussis, M. 2000: Jews and other “outlandish Englishmen”: ethnic performance and the
invention of British identity under the Georges. Critical Inquiry 26, 773-97.

Reynolds, S. 1984: Kingdoms and Communities in Western Europe, 900-1300. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Rowbotham, S. 1992: Women in Movement: Feminism and Social Action. London:
Routledge.

Said, E. 1993: Culture and Imperialism. New York: Knopf.

Scattergood, J. 2001 “The Libelle of Englyshe Polyce”: the nation and its place. In H. Cooney,
ed., Nation, Court and Culture: New Essays on Fifteenth-Century English Poetry. Dublin:
Four Courts Press.

Schiller, N. G. and Fouron, G. E. 2001: Georges Woke Up Laughing: Long-Distance
Nationalism and the Search for Home. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Schnapper, D. 1998: Beyond the opposition: civic nation versus ethnic nation. In J. Couture,
K. Nielsen, and M. Seymour, eds., Rethinking Nationalism, Calgary: University of Calgary
Press.

Schulze, H. 1994: States, Nations and Nationalism: From the Middle Ages to the Present.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Sharp, J. 1996: Gendering nationhood: a feminist engagement with national identity. In N.
Duncan, ed., Bodyspace: Destabilizing Geographies of Gender and Sexuality. London:
Routledge.

Skjelsbaek, I. 2001: Sexual violence and war: mapping out a complex relationship. European
Journal of International Relations 7, 211-37.



NATIONALISM 237

Smith, A. D. 1999: Myths and Memories of the Nation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Smith, A. D. 2002: When is a nation? Geopolitics 7, 5-32.

Storace P. 1996: Marble girls of Athens. New York Review of Books, Oct. 3, 7-15.

Tamir, Y. 1993: Liberal Nationalism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Thaler, P. 2001: Fluid identities in central European borderlands. European History
Quarterly 31, 519-48.

Till, K. E. 2003: Places of memory. In J. Agnew, K. Mitchell, and G. O Tuathail, eds., A
Companion to Political Geography. Oxford: Blackwell.

Viroli, M. 1995: For Love of Country: An Essay on Patriotism and Nationalism. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Wallerstein, I. 1991: The construction of peoplehood: racism, nationalism, ethnicity. In E.
Balibar and I. Wallerstein, Race, Nation, Class: Ambiguous Identities. London: Verso.

Weber, E. 1976: Peasants into Frenchmen. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

White, G. W. 2000: Nationalism and Territory: Constructing Group Identity in South-
eastern Europe. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Wiebe, R. 2000: Imagined communities: nationalist experiences. Journal of the Historical
Society 1, 33-63.

Wiebe, R. 2002: Who We Are: A History of Popular Nationalism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Yack, B. 2001: Popular sovereignty and nationalism. Political Theory 29, 517-36.

Yiftachel, O. 2000: The homeland and nationalism, Encyclopedia of Nationalism. San Diego:
Academic.

Yiftachel, O. 2002: Territory as the kernel of the nation: space, time and nationalism in
Israel/Palestine. Geopolitics 7, 215-48.

Xenos, N. 1996: Civic nationalism: oxymoron? Critical Review 10, 213-31.

Zimmer, O. 2001: Forging the authentic nation: alpine landscape and Swiss national
identity. In A. Dieckhoff and N. Gutiérrez, eds., Modern Roots: Studies of National
Identity. Aldershot: Ashgate.



Chapter 16

Critical ‘Race’ Approaches to
Cultural Geography

Audrey Kobayashi

For most of its history, human geography has tended to address the more positive
aspects of human existence. Consider the founding legacy of the Berkeley School in
establishing cultural geography, with its emphasis on the creative transformation of
human landscapes, on the cohesive nature of human communities, and on the many
fascinating ways in which cultural practices and artifacts differentiate one part of
the world from another (see especially the collection by Wagner & Mikesell 1962).
Indeed, when I was a student (some decades ago now), one of the things I found
most exciting about my geography courses was the prospect of learning all the fas-
cinating things I could about people in different parts of the world — and, about
what made them different from one another.

More recently, although the tendency to study the world as an intriguing mosaic
of difference remains very strong, ‘critical’ cultural geographers have placed a new
emphasis on what makes human beings different from one another, replacing what
many would view as a naive fascination with the exotic with a critical recognition
that the exotic is a social production, both of the scholar and of the historical
context in which the scholar works. In his recent text, Don Mitchell (2000) refers
to “culture wars” as a more appropriate way of designating the struggles over iden-
tity, power, and territory that he — along with the majority of New Cultural Geo-
graphers — sees as inherent in the development of human culture. Arguably, the
most unpleasant, and deeply troubling, product of the struggle for culture is ‘race.’

I approach the concept of ‘race’ in two ways. First, it is a way of life, a funda-
mental product of Western cultures, deeply embedded in the European colonial past,
lived out in the present as a taken-for-granted reality. Secondly, it is an analytical
concept that has conditioned both academic and everyday ways of interpreting the
world around us. For cultural geographers, it is important that ‘race’ was part
of our earliest efforts, rooted in the geographical lore that accompanied the first
European voyages of exploration that brought knowledge, riches, and power to the
imperial/colonial dynasties. It was developed as a fully fledged theoretical system by
Enlightenment thinkers whose treatises on such far-fetched theories as environ-
mental determinism fit so neatly with the purposes of expanding European powers
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and with the by then highly developed sense of European cultural superiority and
civilization. It was modified but by no means forgotten in the cultural theories of
the twentieth century that eschewed environmental determinism in favor of culture
as means of differentiating human systems, yet maintained an implicit belief in the
fundamental differences that ‘race’ makes, and failed to apply a critical under-
standing to the human fallout of racialization: inequality; poverty; degradation;
denial of human rights and dignity; erasure or exotification of the very cultures that
we study with such enthusiasm. If cultural geographers are not directly culpable in
the creation of inequality, they have certainly been complicit in erasure and exoti-
fication. (In the present volume, see especially Braun’s chapter 11, as well as the
chapters contained in part VI, on colonial and postcolonial geographies.)

In this short chapter, I am concerned with the latter definition of ‘race.” I wish
to show that geographies have geography; that our ideas are produced in context,
and in turn contribute to the production of that context, as we express ourselves as
members of cultural systems, and as our intellectual ideas and our actions as schol-
ars influence the world around us. I wish both to chart some of the intellectual
history of geographical ideas about ‘race,” and to speculate on how the course of
our history might be altered by critical assessment of our role in the process of
racialization. The chapter begins with a review of the concept of ‘race’ as it is under-
stood in contemporary antiracist geography, then moves to a brief analysis of how
the production of antiracist geography has developed in three contemporary
Western and Northern contexts.

The Geographical Concept of ‘Race’

Recent cultural geography has seen a proliferation of studies of ‘race,” embedded in
a larger discourse on social construction. Although the concept of social construc-
tion is perhaps the intellectual hallmark of the paradigmatic shift that underlies all
poststructuralist thinking, nowhere has the concept more salience than in under-
standing the construction of ‘race,” or the process of racialization. Perhaps the most
significant contribution of antiracist scholarship to the discipline of geography, then,
is the development of this concept as part of its integration into virtually all areas
of human geography.

What does the term ‘social construction’ mean? It suggests that the attributes
that are historically associated with the human body - the qualities that are said to
constitute gender or ‘race’ in particular — are socially constructed, or invented, rather
than biologically determined. For example, traits associated with femininity, such
as passivity, dependence or emotionality, or traits associated with ‘race,” such as low
intelligence or ‘uncivilized’ behavior, result from the ascription of such qualities to
specific groups, not to some necessary or intrinsic aspect of their physical make-up.
Similarly, opposite traits that are usually viewed positively, such as strength, ratio-
nality or the capacity for ‘civilized’ behavior, are ascribed historically to white males,
again as socially constructed rather than physically necessary traits. It is through
the practice of racism or sexism, therefore, that people are given attributes based
on skin color or sex.

A theory of social construction also implies that all aspects of human being are
socially constructed. There are not some areas that are socially constructed and
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others that are not — or that the ‘invention’ of some traits is somehow invalid,
insignificant, arbitrary or ‘not real’ — but, rather, social construction constitutes the
entire human experience. This point runs counter to any interpretation — for
example, that of realism — that would suggest that some things are only socially
constructed, as though there is some realm of human existence that is more basic.
In other words, a social constructionist approach begins with social construction;
it does not add it on to a ‘natural’ base. Indeed, in a social constructionist inter-
pretation, the term ‘natural’ has no meaning, if that meaning concerns something
that is prior to, determinate of, or independent of human discourse. Moreover, there
is no need to resort to idealist interpretations that divide the world into that which
is material and nonmaterial, since the world may be interpreted as material exis-
tence with meaning. Again, no part of the material world is without meaning. A
social constructionist position is therefore simultaneously relativist, meaning that
it is subject to change according to social context, and materialist, meaning that
no social construction — including thought itself — occurs as anything except a
material act.

A socially constructed world - filled with socially constructed human bodies —
does not become less meaningful for having being invented. It is on the contrary
full of meaning, replete with the tremendous range of discursive actions that con-
stitute human life. There is no meaningless human life, no meaningless human act
or gesture; nor is there any meaning that is not social. The term ‘social’ in this sense
refers to all that is shared in being human, to common meaning based on shared
history, filled with power and ideology, and systematically produced within social,
cultural systems that are themselves socially constructed. Because social systems are
systematically produced, however, it is also possible for some social constructions
to be more meaningful, and more powerful, than others. Both concepts of ‘race’
and gender or sex are examples of extremely powerful constructions.

The socially constructed is also profoundly normative, as notions of good and
bad, beautiful and ugly, civilized and uncivilized, strong and weak, are built into
notions of the power, and the place, of human bodies within a social context. The
strength of a social construction to regulate, or structure, human life depends very
strongly upon its status as a normatizing concept, and therefore upon the ways in
which human beings have invested it with power. The social constructions that are
most powerful are those that display two main features: they are so deeply normatized
that they seem to those who invoke or practice them to be natural (“well, naturally,
black people have a tendency towards...”); and they are systematically embroiled
within a wide spectrum of social life, including the family, the workplace, educational
systems, expressions of national identity, and a range of cultural practices.

Recognition of the profound impossibility of accounting for any bodily trait as
purely ‘biological’ has occurred largely through the collision of theoretical perspec-
tives on the construction of sex, gender and ‘race.” Second wave feminist theory
underwent a series of disruptive shock waves when challenged to re-examine what
had become a somewhat complacent view that gender is built upon biological sex.
These waves became a major force when nonwhite feminists, arguing along the same
lines, claimed that biological assumptions of difference and sameness underlay a
pervasive whiteness within the feminist movement (for a review, see Lovell 1996).
This recognition strengthened the understanding that we need to speak of feminisms
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and antiracisms — and by corollary of sexisms and racisms — because all are socially
constructed and reflect specific historical circumstances. Nonetheless, the struggle
to overcome whiteness in the feminist movement continues, as it does among those
who would overcome racism. Theoretical understanding notwithstanding, both
movements, and the relationship between them, have shown how hard it is to over-
come our own normatized thinking, much less to marshal the social forces of
change, fraught as these are with the results of historical constructions.

Building upon the historicity of the social construction of ‘race,” it has become
customary to refer to the process of ‘racialization’ as what Miles (following upon
Fanon 1966; Banton 1977; and Guillaumin 1980) defines as:

a representational process whereby social significance is used to refer to certain biological
(usually phenotypical) human features, on the basis of which those people possessing those
characteristics are designated as a distinct collectivity. (Miles 1989: 74)

The concept of racialization implies that ‘races’ are constructed through historical
processes, that they emerge in specific historical contexts without which they would
have no meaning. By shifting from the idea of ‘race’ to its social production, we are
also able to analyze racism — the belief in the concept of ‘race’ as a marker of human
difference, as well as actions taken based on such a belief, whether implicit or
explicit — as dynamic, discursive, and complex.

For the geographer, it is axiomatic to claim that all human processes take place
in context. They occur within historically produced landscapes; they have spatial
extent and distribution. It makes as much sense, therefore, to speak of ‘spatializa-
tion” as it does racialization. Indeed, the two occur simultaneously. Racialization,
therefore, is always a historical geography. In the context of western society,
notwithstanding its considerable prehistory, most writers place the construction of
‘races’ within the so-called Enlightenment period of the latter half of the eighteenth
century, simultaneous with the age of Imperialism, the spread of systems of capi-
talism, and the burgeoning and spread of modern scientific discourse.! During that
period was established much of the geography of the world: the building of nation
states based on ideas of inherent superiority and inferiority; the mapping of the
world into ‘civilized’ and ‘uncivilized’ sections; the establishment of trade, produc-
tion, and other economic factors that would profoundly influence human outcomes
for centuries to come. During that period also the discipline of geography came into
its own, as both a product and a producer of imperial, colonial systems. While car-
tographers mapped the world as a grid of political power, early human geographers
speculated on whether climate was the dominant factor explaining the putative supe-
riority of the white European man over the black African. In so doing, they legit-
imized and fed the notion of ‘race’ that would by the end of the nineteenth century
become a thoroughly naturalized and normatized part of modern Western life. In
retrospect, although perhaps they may have denied it at the time, they were entirely
complicit in strengthening a racialized — and racist — society, while establishing the
map as a significant statement not simply of location, but of moral values. As
Livingstone’s detailed account of the development of geography in the nineteenth
century shows, the “interlacing of geographical knowledge and imperial drives”
(Livingstone 1992: 219) in the expansion of imperial power represented not only
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an economic and political bid for power, but also an attempt to establish moral
authority. The result was a racialized landscape that reflected the dominant values
of the time.

Racialization, then, has a historical geography, in which we can understand the
production of power, territory, and inequality in a systematic way, as systems
through which the thread of ‘race’ runs deeply, justifying the actions of the white
north against the black and brown south and east, as well as the production and
justification of racial inequality in the creation of modern multicultural societies.
The most important lesson of racialization, perhaps, is understanding not only that
these large-scale historical processes have produced specific results, but also that
such processes occur through the imposition of the human imagination upon spe-
cific landscapes. The human imagination is the collective — and usually also con-
tested — discourse through which the normative, the taken-for-granted and the
implicit is worked out, acted upon, coded and de-coded, as it is integrated into every
aspect of living. I turn now to a brief discussion of the ways in which cultural geo-
graphies of ‘race’ have been thus produced, through the geographical imaginations
of two social, cultural contexts.

Antiracist Geography in Context

It would be difficult, indeed hypocritical, to avoid the fact that the discipline of
geography is dominated by Northern, Western, white scholars whose lives and
careers have been constructed out of the very colonial systems that produced them.
If the most important precept of critical thinking is continually to cast back our
ideas upon themselves, examining not only their logical consistency but also the
motives through which they are produced, then our ideas about ‘race’ are supremely
susceptible to critical analysis. Part of that analysis, especially for the geographer,
consists of recognizing that if racialization has a geography, so too does our attempt
to understand it.

My purpose in this discussion, however, is not only to show that intellectual
endeavors have a context. It is also to say something about the discourse of ‘race’
itself. One of the most important features of contemporary antiracist theory is the
recognition that racisms are so highly variable and adaptable. This adaptability is
based in what Foucault (see especially 1985) defines as a series of historical (and
geographical) discourses mapping the “technologies of power” through which times
and places gain their specific characteristics. As Laura Stoler (1995: 72) suggests:

race is a discourse of vacillations. It operates at different levels and moves not only between
different political projects but seizes upon different elements of earlier discourses reworked
for new political ends.

This observation rests on the assumption not only that racism — and by extension
attempts to overcome racism — gain their power in specific contexts, but also that
they are not “independently derived” (Stoler 1995: 72) but implicated in a series of
overlapping and intersecting discourses that drive political and cultural goals. Is it
not reasonable to expect, therefore, that a critical antiracist geography should be
concerned with its own technologies of power and influence?
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The British roots of racialized discourse

It is perhaps not too provocative to say that the very idea, ‘British,” is historically
synonymous with racial superiority. I shall not even attempt to do what others have
done much more thoroughly in documenting the fundamental ways in which British
society is built upon a racialized discourse rooted in colonial expansion (see, for
example, Clayton 2003; Jacobs 1996; King 2003). We need only look to British
imperial, social, scientific, and broadly intellectual history to see the forms of racial-
ized discourse that have resulted both in the uneven development of colonialism,
and in the construction of the racialized ‘other’ as inferior, uncivilized, and even
inhuman. As Paul Gilroy (1987) put it, “There Ain’t No Black in the Union Jack.”

During the 1980s and 1990s, British academics produced a series of powerful
critiques of British colonialism. These works provided international leadership in
understanding the fundamental relationship between ‘race’ and class, colonialism,
and the downfall of Empire marked by racial tensions as Britons came to terms with
social change during the 1970s. The editors of The Empire Strikes Back (CCCS
1982) depicted a national crisis in which the contradictions established during years
of colonial domination were being worked out upon the postcolonial British land-
scape (Solomos et al. 1982).

The crisis to which they refer began in Britain as a result of post-Second World
War labor migration from former British colonies. This is not to say that British
racialization began in the postwar period, especially if we consider the relative lack
of nonwhite bodies in the British landscape prior to that time as itself a racialized
expression. And, the fact that Britain was so dominantly white prior to the Second
World War must also be seen as an expression of exclusion and of the notion of
‘British” as an exclusively white race. Nonetheless, it was during the early 1950s
that Britain underwent a transition from racialization at a distance, becoming the
multicultural society that it is today through the movement of thousands of former
colonial inhabitants to British cities, especially to London and the Midlands.
Geographers such as Ceri Peach responded to the transformation of the British
landscape with well-established methodologies to study changes in residential pat-
terns (Peach 1975; Peach et al. 1981) that drew much from the rich dialogue
between geographers and urban sociologists, in both Britain and the US, but
particularly those of the Chicago School. The students of the next generation writing
in the late 1980s, including such scholars as Anderson (1987, 1988), Jackson (1987,
1988), Keith (1987, 1988, 1989), and Smith (1989a, 1989b), built upon this per-
spective by applying the lessons of the new cultural studies approach, which Bonnett
and Nayak (2003) have recently described as “representations of race and place.”

Bonnett and Nayak describe more recent work, again occurring primarily but
not exclusively in a British context, as moving generally from the study of repre-
sentations to deeper critical cultural understanding of the symbolic meaning of such
representations, that encompass “new theories of cultural identity: beyond ‘race’”
(Bonnett & Nayak 2003: 306-7). Strongly influenced by postcolonial theorists, such
work begins with Jackson’s (1995) Maps of Meaning and extends to Ruth Franken-
berg’s (1993) account of the meaning of landscape racialization in childhood, Heidi
Nast’s (2000) psychoanalytical account of the construction of family in racialized
Chicago, Peter Jackson’s recent work on the racialization of shopping patterns
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(1998) or labor relations (Jackson 1992), Anderson’s (1992) call to examine the
nature of racialized discourse; and Kobayashi and Peake’s (2000) discussion of
whiteness as a basis for both local and national identity in the framing of the events
at Littleton, Colorado, all of which share an emphasis on both the geographical and
historical nature of racialized landscapes, and the very important perspective that
we cannot understand the construction of ‘race’ as nonwhite without at least as
much attention to the ways in which whiteness itself is constructed as a dominant
metaphorical map for modern life. Bonnett’s recent works (1993, 1997, 2000a,
2000b) draw out the theoretical implications of the turn to focus on whiteness as
a geographical and historicized social product.

What stands out about Bonnett’s and Nayak’s account, however, notwithstand-
ing its theoretical sophistication, is the fact that all of the works cited above (and
others that, for reasons of brevity, are not fully cited here) occur at a methodolo-
gical distance from the ‘sites of struggle’ in which racialized discourse occurs.
Although a few of the works cited involve the collection of interview material, and
all of them depend upon detailed archival research, none involves the immediate
engagement of members of racialized communities, nor a political — much less
activist — commitment to the places involved. The politics of difference and cultural
identity are, therefore, constituted as analytical categories that — notwithstanding
their obviously political roots — need to form the basis for scholarship:

We have argued in this chapter that it is only by understanding such normative terms as
‘white” and ‘western’ — the ones against which others are defined as exotic — that wider systems
of racial privilege can be brought into view. By making it clear that categories such as white-
ness are also the products of racialization, that they too have a history and a geography and,
hence, are changeable, we can help transform the critique of race and ethnicity from a
‘subfield’ into an essential theme running throughout a rigorous geographical education.
(Bonnett & Nayak 2003: 309)

The American context
If British culture can be defined historically as racism at a distance, American society
has by contrast been built upon the fundamental notion of a landscape shared, albeit
unevenly and unequally, by white and nonwhite. Both the institution of slavery, and
the practice of ridding the land of aboriginal cultures, are fundamental to what
defines ‘America,” and between the two account for most of the bloodshed that has
occurred on American soil. The refinements associated with whiteness that are a
trademark of British culture developed a much more blunted popular appeal as a
result. While I would not wish to become too deterministic in this analysis, it is
perhaps not insignificant that whereas British antiracist scholarship has been char-
acterized as somewhat aloof and theory-driven, American scholarship has been on
the whole more empirical, as well as more fraught and engaged with social struggle.
I have pointed out (Kobayashi 2003) that the roots of antiracist scholarship in
the American context arose not through the direct application of social theory, but
through a very raucous discourse over the moral obligations of geographers as
citizens that began with an Association of American Geographers meeting in Ann
Arbor Michigan in 1971, and led to the establishment of the journal Antipode.
American antiracist scholarship has emerged from not only the deep social division
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of the legacy of slavery, but the post-Second World War social responses that include
reactions to the Cold War, the civil rights movement in the context of the peace
movement of the 1960s, and geographer’s early attempts to combat racism on the
ground through such pedagogic experiments as Bunge’s ‘Detroit Expedition’ (Bunge
1971). For many American scholars, colonialism has meant not the construction of
the other from a distance that spans all the pink on the globe, but colonialism rep-
resented by “the ghetto as neo-colony” (Blaut 1974). Others, while eschewing the
rhetoric of radicalism as well as that of postcolonial theory, set their sights more
immediately upon the lived conditions of African Americans, and upon a policy- as
well as research-driven agenda for eradicating the results of a historical geography
based on slavery (Rose 1970, 1972), while more recent work drawing upon that
tradition but in addition applying an antiracist theoretical perspective calls for direct
political action to intervene with and on behalf of racialized people (Gilmore
1998-9, 2002; Kobayashi 1994, 2001; Peake & Kobayashi 2002; Pulido 1996,
2000, 2002; Schein 2002; Wilson 2000a, 2000b; Woods 2002). These works discuss
blood and guts, racialized killing, environmental degradation, the abuse of women
and children, the burning of neighborhoods, and cultural genocide. They ask for an
accounting not only of the cultural construction of whiteness, but of the power of
whiteness to exclude in ways that are often violent (Dwyer & Jones 2000) or that
invoke the potential violence of the state (Delaney 2002). The focus shifts in such
works from the actions of the dominant majority to define and represent racialized
subjects to the actual experiences of those subjects in everyday landscapes, with a
reflexive agenda for the role of the geographer in his or her subjects’ lives. In addi-
tion, the majority of the geographical scholars working in an American context are
themselves members of racialized minority groups.

Having presented these two broadly-based approaches to the study of racism in
geography, one dominated by British scholars and focused on postcolonial theories
of cultural representation, the other dominated by American scholars and focused
on on-the-ground struggles that often involve participant activism on the part of
the researcher, as well as coming-to-terms with the violence and human degrada-
tion that racism brings, I do not mean to present a clear-cut categorization of the
two contexts. Indeed, there has been over the years, whether in the pages of
Antipode, at both general and specialized academic conferences, as well as in joint
publications, a great deal of interaction between the two contexts. Indeed, there is
some overlap among the scholars whom I have named above, a number of them
work in both broadly described fields and in a number of empirical sites. Not all
can be categorized according to nationality.” Nor would I want to forget the con-
tributions that have come from other parts of the world, notably southern Africa
and the Caribbean. There are in addition a number of Canadians on the list — in
addition to myself — whose work represents its own context, including that of
recognizing the Aboriginal presence in Canada, but which often occurs in colla-
boration with both American and British colleagues. By all means, therefore, I wish
to avoid lapsing into a new form of naive cultural reductionism.

In both countries, of course, the complexities of racialization cross-cut the land-
scape of racism in various ways. The two contexts are not unique, both because
they have much cultural history in common, and because there is a wealth of col-
laboration among many countries. My distinction is therefore partly a heuristic one.
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It illustrates, however, the important fact that the discernibly different manifesta-
tions of ‘race’ in the two national contexts need to be linked to the distinctive ways
in which geographers have approached the study of racialization. The point is that
the two countries illustrate the profound historical effects of such forces as colo-
nialism, slavery and state policy, to the extent that these processes can become dom-
inant, if by no means monolithic, forces in the development of racialized cultural
conditions. The extent to which geographical scholarship reflects that dominance is
both an expression of our reaction to a distinctive cultural milieu, and an expres-
sion of the extent to which our own work is normatized and reflects common expe-
riences and conditioning discourses. I believe that the dominant historical fact in
Britain of racism at a distance through the process of global colonialism (brought
home most definitively in the postwar era), set against the historical fact of the legacy
of slavery in the United States, with its legacy of deeply racialized and divided
American cities and a particular history of social activism among American geog-
raphers, point to some significant contextual differences that, although I do not have
the time nor space to develop them here, deserve serious further consideration. At
least one major difference between the two contexts is that the British scene remains
dominated by white geographers (hence an understandable focus on the significance
of whiteness in geographical scholarship), while the American scene is much more
diverse, but owes much of its legacy to both the scholarship and the dedication to
social change of African American and other minority-group geographers. At the
very least, my analysis points to a need to understand studies of racialization as
themselves racialized.

Without also lapsing into yet another set of essentialized categories, therefore,
I would simply make the point that there is a cultural geography of antiracist
scholarship, that it matters not only where but who does the work (as well, no
doubt, as who speaks to whom), that there can be no disengagement of the political
and the academic without very serious consequences, and that in the end our dis-
cipline is thoroughly socially constructed, within a broader historico-intellectual
context. My purpose here is to engage that process of construction, not only by
pointing out discernible differences in intellectual contexts, but also by promoting
dialogue between/among geographical cultures. For that project, too, is part of the
political project of destabilizing the categories of ‘race.’

NOTES

1. For accounts of the history of racialization see Malik 1996 or West 2002. While many
writers see antecedents to racial thinking in certain Greek and Roman writings, the
modern concept arises in the writings of eighteenth-century thinkers, whose power to
normatize the concept was considerable (Kobayashi 2002; Livingstone 1992). I have con-
fined my discussion here to racism in the western context, recognizing both that similar
forms of creating difference exist in other contexts, and that there has been considerable
historical overlap in various parts of the world, especially through the agency of
colonialism. At the same time, however, I do not wish to reduce racialization to a single
universal process.

2. 1 could also point to work done in France during the same era, especially that of
Guillaumin (1980) or Fanon (1966), building upon the philosophies of Jean-Paul Sartre
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and Hannah Arendt. But, while these works are of tremendous importance in geo-
graphical theories today, they did not play such a significant role in the production of
geographical works in France at the time, and my purpose is to discuss the context of
antiracist geography.

3. Indeed, I include my own work in reference to the context in which it has been pub-
lished, not in reference to my own nationality, which is neither British nor American.
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Chapter 17
Social Class

Nancy Duncan and Stephen Legg

Introduction

In this chapter we review the question of the relation between class and culture,
first making brief reference to key texts in social and cultural theory. We then look
at some of the more general statements on class in the geographical literature, with
special attention to cultural geography. We end with some questions and remarks
about how the issues of class and culture might be further explored by cultural geo-
graphers. Despite (some argue because of) the recent explosion of interest in sub-
jectivity and identity formation in geography, class has remained the most neglected
and problematic of those “agonizing etceteras”: race, gender, sexuality, age, class,
etc. (Butler 1990: 143). In cultural geography class is often used uncritically in the
popular taxonomic and gradational sense of the term as a category with which
to describe the social status or distinction of individuals, or as a variable based on
education and income to be employed in statistical analyses. Class in various
Marxian and Weberian dynamic and relational senses is too rarely brought under
theoretical and empirical scrutiny or elaborated in specific cultural and historical
contexts.

When Marxist definitions are invoked they are sometimes based on an overly
simple, dichotomous, and essentialist model of capital and labor with little or no
reference to self-identification processes, instabilities, hybridities, or multiplicities
as these are seen to complicate the matter. When the model is refined, intermediate
class fractions or contradictory class locations such as the propertyless middle class
are often recognized (see Wright 1985, 2000). However, such complications as con-
sciousness, especially its ambiguity, ambivalence, apathy, contingency, or other cul-
tural, affective, experiential, or social-psychological aspects, are often thought to
reduce the analytic power of the economic model. The fear, presumably, is that the
analyst might come to see the world in all its baffling complexity rather than
“cutting to the heart of the matter.” We believe that it is possible to understand the
nature of classes by using a dynamic and relational approach to the understanding
of capitalist class processes which also acknowledges that popular understandings
of class (both existential and articulated) refer to very real social differences
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(however fragmented and unstable) that enable recognition and subjectivity. These
in turn are related in complex, if sometimes tangential, ways to class as political-
economic processes. However, there are many problems with combining these
different senses of class. Wright (1985: 79), for example, claims that status and
class are unrelated and that questions of status have no place in class analysis.
Crompton (1998: 118), however, points to the considerable empirical overlap
between status (as prestige or lifestyle) and class (as defined in relation to produc-
tion). Among the many problems is the fact that although class processes are being
restructured globally, many of the studies of the social psychology of classes' are
national or even regional in scope and usually based only on Western countries such
as the US, Britain, or France.

Although there is clearly a perceived need to rethink class, recent introductions
to cultural geography (Crang 19982 Shurmer-Smith & Hannam 1994, and Shurmer-
Smith 2002) still contain no significant consideration of the issue. As Norton (2000:
20) acknowledges, while political-economy remains important, “Class is not,
however, central to much of the work in contemporary cultural geography.” In fact
Sadler (2003) speaks of a “limited engagement with class as an explanatory concept
(even) within economic geography” (emphasis added). Various explanations have
been offered to explain what Cooke (1996: 18) refers to as this “eclipse of class”
in contemporary academic study and participatory politics. He states that economic
and technological developments associated with a ‘post-Fordist” or ‘late capitalist’
economy are thought to have fragmented traditional class formations while radical
politics has given way to market-oriented and identity-based disputes. In the realm
of theory, poststructuralist critiques of Marxist metanarratives and essentialism have
led to an emphasis on studies that stress the relative autonomy of the cultural realm
to the detriment of more materialist research. In this same vein Anderson and Gale
(1999) believe that the currency of the concept of culture in geography reflects a
“recent phase of economic and social restructuring in the West when old lines of
class division are being fractured around new sources of identity and political
mobilisation.”

Neil Smith (2000) and David Harvey (2001) have been among the most vocal
protestors against the decline of class as an object of geographical inquiry. As Smith
(2000: 1012-14) points out, there has been unprecedented industrial expansion
(especially in Asia) and new global class formations have arisen since the 1970s as
globalization dramatically restructures class relations and “recalibrates” class, race,
and gender divisions in society and the economy (2000: 1014). An ever-expanding
global migration of labor has resulted in an intensified racialization of labor seg-
mentation. Smith admits that while a renewed importance of class discourse is not,
in fact, incompatible with an evolving politics of race, gender, and sexuality, it is
difficult to “unpack the abstract theoretical categories of ‘difference’ in specific
political context.” He acknowledges that the “thuddingly inflexible” notions of class
inherited from the seventies and eighties period of Marxist dominance in geogra-
phy account, in part, for the turn to more nuanced understandings of identities as
experienced. He admits that most Marxist work in geography failed to explore class
subjectivity, class agency, and changing class structures. Nevertheless, he says, it
would be distressingly ironic if at the beginning of the twenty-first century when
there is a dramatic upsurge of class and class organizing globally (Sayer & Walker
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1992), the concept of class continues to remain relatively undeveloped (Smith 2000:
1028; also see Harvey 2001). Another Marxist geographer, Richard Peet (1997: 46),
calls for “a project linking economic with cultural analysis” which would be “sup-
ported by an embarrassingly rich array of intellectual resources, which only the
blinkers of conventional economic thinking prevent us from fully using.”

Thus, as cultural geography emerges from the limelight of the “cultural turn,”
there are growing calls for what Crang (1997: 9) describes as a renewed “political-
economic return.” Such a development should in theory turn the attention of
cultural geographers to the concept of class. Jackson (2000: 13) has urged the
“rematerialization of social and cultural geography,” by which he means (in part)
the need for culture to be “reconnected to a critical understanding of cultural mate-
rialism as practiced in the tradition of political economy, without simply ‘reading
off” symbolic meanings from the mode of production.” At the same time Barnes
and Hannah (2001) call for a more empirically grounded approach to geographi-
cal work through the use of quantitative methodologies. These, we agree, are appro-
priate (in conjunction with other methodologies) to the examination of class as a
complex, large-scale political-economic phenomenon stretching well beyond the
horizon of individuals’ identities or quests for recognition. Statistical analyses of
profound inequalities measured at various scales including the global also may be
necessary to counter popular rhetoric about the disappearance of class as a struc-
tured political-economic phenomenon.

Ray and Sayer (1999) bemoan the fact that the so-called “cultural turn” in geog-
raphy has not only neglected class as it relates to production, but that it has also
resulted in a more general turning away from political economy as an important
focus of research. They believe there “are many positive effects of the ‘cultural turn’
— both in taking culture, discourse, and subjectivity more seriously and in escaping
from reductionist treatments of culture as a mere reflection of material situation”
(Ray & Sayer 1999: 2). However, they see no good reason why the growing promi-
nence of cultural geography should have resulted in (what they see as) a neglect of
economic analyses rather than an enrichment of both. They make it clear, however,
that theirs is not a call for the collapsing of culture and the economy or subsuming
the economy under culture defined as a whole way of life. They see cultural and
economic processes as internally related, but distinguishable and based in different
logics. They argue further (1999: 13) that the emphasis in geography on cultural
identity politics as a politics of recognition “endorses neo-liberal values and is con-
vergent with the latter’s defence of markets, especially where identity depends on
consumption and images . ..” (On this see also Skeggs 2000; Brown 1995.)

Theorizing Class

Under the influence of various poststructural theories of subjectivity, cultural geog-
raphers have tended to reject the idea of a structurally defined, unified subject, let
alone an idea of classes that are sufficiently homogenous and self-conscious to be
politically effective. Gender, race, and sexuality are currently understood as frag-
mented, fluid, and ambiguous sets of relations, practices, and performances. But
what about class? Is it an analogous concept? Class affiliations may be multiple,
hybrid, or even contradictory; nevertheless people perform, embody, practice, and
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produce class as a project, albeit incomplete and never fully constituted. We have
sophisticated analyses of the performance of class as lifestyle or consumption pat-
terns that establish social distinction, but few that look at class structured through
production or property relations in ways that are comparably nuanced.” Marx’s
famous distinction between “class in itself” and “class for itself” remains relatively
undeveloped and unrefined compared to the sophisticated investigation and theo-
retical elaboration of similar relationships between structurings (albeit often frac-
tured structurings) and group performances and self-understandings with respect to
gender or sexuality, for example.

As we have suggested, in cultural geography and other cultural fields the term
‘class’ is most often used as a descriptive term referring to status, occupation group,
or lifestyle and consumption patterns without sufficient critical attention to ques-
tions of ontology or to questions of class as exploitative, structured relationships,
as lived and experienced, as an aspect of identity, or as regionally and historically
variable. Should class be seen as a taxonomic, gradational category as it is often
used in everyday speech? Or is it a (more or less) unified, reflexive social group that
acts (or could potentially act) collectively? The latter is an empirical question. It
depends, in part, on subjectivity or class consciousness.* It also depends on whether
the concept of “act” is seen to include loosely structured, but largely uncoordinated,
actions which have far-flung, unintended consequences and unacknowledged con-
ditions. By using class in an unexamined, “commonsense,” descriptive way geog-
raphers may be losing an opportunity to connect issues of class agency, subjectivity,
and consciousness to political-economic structures.

If one conceives of class in a relational, interactional sense as a cluster of prac-
tices, is it potentially a force that can act in its own interest? Might classes be best
understood as complex, heterogeneous networks of relations, institutions, and other
resources structured, but unintended and undirected — possibly even having emer-
gent and coherent properties? Must classes be classes for themselves in order to be
classes in themselves? Taking a broad, non-individualistic notion of agency as found
for example in Latour’s (1999a, 1999b) actor-network theory, in Clegg’s (1989)
theorization of circuits of power, or Law’s (1994) relational materialism, in which
the social is seen as heterogeneously material, agency is not restricted to humans
and need not be understood as intentional.

Resnick and Wolff (1987) see class as an adjective describing a set of processes.
Gibson-Graham, Resnick, and Wolff (2000: 11) say that their “task is to open up
new discursive spaces where a language of process rather than of social structure
suggests the possibility of energetic and unconfined class identities.” This perhaps
suggests more fluidity and less structure than in fact exists: a triumph of hope over
experience perhaps? But to oppose structure to process seems to undo some of the
important theoretical developments over the last twenty or so years in overcoming
such dualisms. We think that by acknowledging structured inequalities or struc-
turation processes, one need not necessarily lose sight of changing, open, and mul-
tiple class positions; rather such acknowledgment serves to remind one also of the
dangers of liberal individualism in assuming more choice, freedom, and mobility
than in fact exists. However, we do wholeheartedly agree with Gibson-Graham,
Resnick, and Wolff (2000: 9) when they say, “How class processes relate to indi-
vidual and collective identities, the formation of social groups, and to other
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complexities such as power and property becomes an open question, something to
be theorized rather than assumed.”

Embourgeoisement theories are largely out of favor, as they are seen (like culture
of poverty theories) to blame the victim (see Goldthorpe et al. 1969). But might
it not be possible through in-depth, multifaceted study, including both social-
psychological and political-economic approaches, to refine these types of explana-
tion of class consciousness and alienation? Many theorists today refuse a distinction
between objective and subjective bases of class, arguing that class includes practices,
consciousness, and structures which are all mutually constitutive. The notion of false
consciousness is widely thought to be too crude, unnuanced, and too wedded to a
simplistic dichotomy between subjective and objective states of being. However, one
might ask if there is a way to understand the complex and contingent structura-
tion of inequalities, systematic disadvantaging, differential access to resources, and
exploitation practices which exist (relatively) independently of class consciousness?
If so what can be said about the relation of these structures to the understanding
of class as experienced. Are there more accurate or subtle ways to understand the
relation between common interests and class consciousness however defined?

As Wright (2000) points out, there are two distinct uses of the term ‘class con-
sciousness.” One sees it as a characteristic of classes as collective entities while the
other sees it an attribute of individuals. He argues that imputing consciousness to
a class is an “elliptic and rather awkward way of theorizing this emergent tendency”
which runs the risk of teleology. Wright (2000: 193) argues that classes are not the
kind of entity that can have minds or preferences. This is undoubtedly true, but
what about class identification, class “feelings,”* romantic longings, or striving on
the part of individuals who identify with a particular class and their understand-
ings of its practices and cultural attributes? What is the relation between these
“structures of feeling” and processes of production, exploitation, distribution, or
domination? And does this relation not vary considerably cross-culturally? Aware-
ness of class varies widely across cultures and through time. There are geogra-
phies of class processes which show how space “hides the consequences” (Soja 1989).
For example, in the case of the most privileged and powerful, one might argue that
residential separation and an aestheticization of lifestyles often obscures the social
consequences of privilege, further reinforcing the status quo by naturalizing and
supporting the bases of such privilege (see Duncan & Duncan 2003). Awareness of
class clearly varies depending on how those in similar economic situations are frag-
mented ethnically and racially. Class processes are cross-cut by gender, ethnicity,
race, language, citizenship, and immigration status within countries. Furthermore
as class structures are increasingly globalized, then it is increasingly unlikely that
the structures of class feeling will coincide with the geographical reality of class
processes. If classes are in fact now global in scale, then do national boundaries and
other separations obscure globally restructured class-based inequalities?

The inability to understand the links between class structure (class-in-itself) and
consciousness (class-for-itself) have, in fact, stymied Marxist thought for well over
a century now. One of the major theorists who have addressed this problem is
Antonio Gramsci. Gramsci, and subsequent Gramscian cultural theorists, envisage
class relations as maintained through a double helix of force and consent. Coercion
and control are exerted through the institutions of ‘political society’ while consent
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is manufactured through cultural and moral norms in ‘civil society’ (Femia 1981;
Guha 1997). As such, the sociocultural consent of the working classes is seen to
explain the lack of a revolution in the face of exploitation in twentieth-century
Europe. Raymond Williams’s (1977) theory of cultural hegemony, similarly, sees
class cultures as lived forms and cultural hegemony as articulated through “struc-
tures of feeling” that induce particular ways of acting which conform to an ideal
of how society should operate. This hegemony then supports ruling class interests
(Williams 1977: 131). In the US the classic work of Sennett and Cobb (1973) on
the “hidden injuries of class” provides still useful insight into the workings of class
hegemony at the level of “structures of feeling.” They show through both intensive
and extensive empirical research how the ideologies of individualism and class
mobility supported class privilege and lead to the poor blaming themselves for their
poverty rather than recognizing larger class processes. In Britain a classic cultural
study of the development of class experience and consciousness and the “not so
hidden” injuries of class is Willis’s (1977) study of working-class boys. Both these
studies point to the failure of individuals to recognize their own interests and to the
ways their beliefs and actions reinforce the structures of inequality. They manage
to perceptively explore these structures of class feeling and the failure of class
militancy, without falling into the trap of cultural determinism. In fact, they manage
to effectively counter “cultures of poverty” and underclass® type arguments which
themselves blame the victim, failing to recognize the material force of the larger
class structures of exploitation and failures of distribution at the root of poverty.
The recent trend in social, cultural and geographical theory tends to emphasize
instead resistance, knowingness, fragmentation, and incoherence in social relations
and to downplay the coherence and power of dominant ideologies. This trend
may unfortunately be more theoretically sophisticated than it is empirically
substantiated.

The cultural work of Raymond Williams was also taken up by Stuart Hall and
his colleagues at the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies at Birmingham
University which throughout the 1980s developed its own brand of cultural studies
and identity politics simultaneously considering race, gender, sexuality, and class.
Although this work had its basis in Marxian critique (Hall 1996, 1997), it unfor-
tunately tended to give the least attention to class. More recently, however, cultural
studies has begun to recognize the need for a return to class as a decentered, rela-
tionally defined, aspect of identity. As Chen (1996a: 400) states, “[So] those terms
that were excluded from cultural studies, in what I would call the middle period,
when we were trying to get rid of the baggage of class reductionism, of class essen-
tialism, now need to be reintegrated; not as dominant explanatory forms, but as
very serious forms of social and cultural structural division, inequality, unevenness
in the production of culture.” Chen has further argued that revised forms of
Marxisms (or ‘post-Marxist’ theories) emerging within poststructuralism and class-
based analyses of cultural studies can be compatible. Both share, he claims, an
emphasis on strategic alliances based on similar political concerns, framed within
local studies of concrete struggles (Chen 1996b: 320).

Such theories maintain certain Marxist notions, such as “the perception that the
organization of systems of ideas and the mode of their social operation can be
satisfactorily understood only if primary consideration is given to their connections
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to the prevailing system of class relations” (Bennett 1990: 18). Other Marxian con-
cepts including the mode of production and the dialectic are qualified. For example,
any notion of ‘being’ prior to ‘consciousness,” the ‘real’ prior to the ‘ideology’ that
represents it, or ‘society’ prior to the ‘discursive relations’ which attribute meaning,
are all called into question and seen as constitutive rather than separate.

Pierre Bourdieu has attempted to theorize class within a Marxist frame. He
employs a notion of cultural “habitus” to articulate those spatially defined embod-
ied rituals of everydayness by which a culture “reproduces and sustains the belief
in its own ‘obviousness’” (Butler 1999: 113). Although noncausal, habitus (or
culture’) can inspire dispositions that incline people to act in certain ways. Habitus
is, ultimately, thought to be determined by the social ‘fields’ from which it emerges,
the most important of which is the market. Although Bourdieu devotes much of his
attention to how class as status is expressed through taste, knowledge, and lifestyle
and formed by cultural as well as economic capital, some sympathetic critics such
as Judith Butler remain uneasy with the lingering primacy of the market in his work.
Butler believes that where there should be opportunities for resistance within the
improvisation and ambivalence that result from the imbrications of field and
habitus, Bourdieu tends to see only conformity (Butler 1999: 118). On the other
hand, we would argue that the question of whether to place emphasis on stability
or instability, hegemony or strife should be resolved through empirical inquiry and
should not be decided by theoretical debate. In fact there is evidence that Bourdieu
shared this view and that he places more emphasis on contingency than many of
his detractors suggest.

Post-Marxist theorists Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 70) question the assumption
that the hegemony is necessarily based in class. Drawing upon Gramsci’s work, they
question the preexistence of fully constituted class identity, suggesting rather that
people enter into political struggles in an attempt to shape their identities as well
as their destinies. Just as biological sex does not preexist socially constructed gender,
so the economy should not be seen to predate and determine politics or culture
(Smith, 1998:151). Although class is identified as a subject position, it remains
fragile and unfinished. Political discourses must promise to overcome the ‘lack’
(Laclau 1994: 2) between one’s identity and one’s subjectivity while forming links
with residual, enduring and emerging institutions thus achieving a new, temporary,
and partial hegemony (Smith 1998: 170).

However, while Laclau and Mouffe argue for an increased emphasis on class,
what has occurred has been in fact is a radical devaluation. As Fraser (1995: 68)
characterized contemporary debates:

In these ‘post-socialist’ conflicts, group identity supplants class interest as the chief medium
of political mobilisation. Cultural domination supplants exploitation as the fundamental
injustice. And cultural recognition displaces socio-economic redistribution as the remedy for
injustice and the goal of political struggle.

While income inequality continues to rise (see Martin 2001), academics remain
stuck in what Fraser (1995: 70) terms the “redistribution-recognition dilemma.”
Research tends to focus on cultural domination, nonrecognition and disrespect
rather than exploitation, marginalization and deprivation. Important as the former
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cultural-symbolic issues are, they should not be considered without giving central
consideration to socio-economic injustices.

Following Nancy Fraser’s (1995, 1997, 1999) line of argument, Linda McDow-
ell (2000) argues for a politics of social justice whose goal is recognition of cultural
difference and economic redistribution. This as she explains raises many difficult
issues concerning the relation between culture and the economy and the various
competing definitions of class. McDowell (2000) argues that any combining of
the politics of recognition with a politics of redistribution in which relations of
production are radically restructured will necessarily “translate” binary distinctions
into “networks of multiple intersecting differences that are demassified and shift-
ing” (McDowell here quoting Fraser 1997: 31). Such translation (rearticulation,
recontextualization) she says would require changes in the cultural definitions of
various identities based on gender and ethnic as well as class. As economic inequal-
ities are resolved there will be consequences in the realm of cultural differences that
must be accommodated. Sayer (1999: 65) says cultural relations such as patriarchy
and racism structure social relations within the economy and the “inequalities they
generate are routinely taken advantage of by capitalist interests, whether in the
super-exploitation of oppressed groups or the conversion of symbolic capital into
economic capital.” The interrelations between the cultural and the economic are
highly complex; thus we can see that any truly significant change in economic rela-
tions will have cultural repercussions.

Class and Cultural Geography

As we have indicated above, within geography as a whole, analyses of class came
to prominence in the late 1970s with the rise of a radical, generally Marxist
approach. Yet, as with studies of class more generally, this prominence declined in
the 1980s. Smith attributes this to causes both external and internal to geography.
Externally, cultural studies focusing on feminism, racism, and sexuality tended to
downplay class. Internally, the class categories used by geographers were often inad-
equate and inflexible (Smith 2000: 1020). Class structures were theorized abstractly
and not always connected empirically to local class practices and formations.
However, there have been some attempts over the past 20 years to rectify some of
these problems and to revitalize the notion, as well as explore the distinctive con-
tributions geographers may be in a position to make.

Thrift and Williams, for example, attempt to focus the analysis of class on the
issue of space. They (Thrift & Williams 1987: xiii) state that “classes are organised
(or disorganised) over space at a variety of scales and the degree and form of this
spatial organisation will affect their integrity in myriad ways.” They adopt an explic-
itly relational approach suggesting that class structure refers to the way in which
people’s capacity for action is limited by the institutionally mediated social relations
of production. They supplement this politico-economic focus with attention to class
formation, the process by which people are recruited to class politics. This forma-
tion is understood in relation to the three concepts of conflict, capacity, and con-
sciousness. ‘Capacity’ refers to the ability of a class to reproduce itself and organize
its members into a social force, which could lead to ‘conflict’ between class alliances.
The result and source of these capacities and conflicts is ‘consciousness,” the
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awareness of class membership. However, they too have found that it is very diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to empirically determine when a class becomes “for-itself.”

Many geographical analyses of class structure have been theoretical and abstract
in focus, such as those of Wallerstein or Harvey; capitalist structures are less often
studied empirically or located within place differentiated relations of production
and reproduction (but see Massey 1984). Thrift and Williams (1987: 15, 35),
however, argued that the regional scale should be used to look at class conflict and
capacity, while class-consciousness is best studied at the community scale. Some
geographical work began at that time to explore class practices and processes in
particular localities, localities being seen as the result of historically contingent
clusterings of heterogeneous processes and institutions (see Cooke 1989).

More recently geographical studies of urban form and processes have come to
examine class relationally and localities as networked into other spatial scales.
Kearns and Withers (1991) offer a critique of the sterility of urban ecological
approaches to class as a mappable variable. They (1991: 9) propose that studies of
class and community should be animated by explorations of the cultural, experien-
tial aspects of the relations between classes. Relational studies of class should thus
emphasize the perceptions of class inequalities which they say are “invariably
framed by cultural factors” (1991: 10). They (p. 11) state that, “the study of how
society is structured by class relations leads us to explore a range of cultural phe-
nomena that express the way individuals signified to people of similar standing and
to others the meanings they attributed to economic, political or demographic
processes.”

The emergence of “new cultural geography” in the mid to late 1980s brought
mixed fortunes for studies of class. Earlier attacks on traditional cultural geogra-
phy had criticized the reification of culture as an autonomous force and the conse-
quent lack of attention to social process and social relations (Duncan 1980) as well
as the virtual non-existence of a “radical cultural geography” (Cosgrove 1983). It
promised an increased emphasis on social interaction especially power relations,
politics and contestation. However, a strong poststructural influence on much of the
later work, which was often based on an inherent critique of structural Marxism
as essentialist and totalizing, tended to lose the constitution of class as a primary
focus of research.

However, there is some work on landscape that does include significant contri-
butions to class studies in cultural geography. Cosgrove and Daniels (1988) and
Cosgrove (1984) linked the emergence of capitalist class structures with the refor-
mulation of the landscape “way of seeing” as both a mode of representation and a
practical means for appropriating space. The bourgeois class sponsored the emer-
gence of the linear perspective; it was used to represent their power and prestige
while erasing the laboring class whose exploitation created and maintained both
physical and representational landscapes (Cosgrove 1984: 27). Don Mitchell (2000:
99-100) shows how the landscape as a physical phenomena reproduces class rela-
tions. Like a commodity, the landscape embodies the labor and social struggle that
reproduces it. Likewise, Zukin (1991) views landscape as a product of social con-
testation. Duncan and Duncan (2003) analyze the aestheticization (mystification) of
the class and labor relations that are constitutive of suburban American landscapes
focusing attention on the tensions between Anglo elites whose identities are per-
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formed through their landscape tastes and Latino workers whose labor maintains
those landscapes. This and other cultural geographic work on consumption and cul-
tural expressions of class,® much of it influenced by Bourdieu’s (1984) in-depth study
of social distinction, sees styles of life and cultural production as reinforcing and
maintaining class structures.

Landscape is one of the principal themes in this recent work. Distinction and
cultural capital in the form of taste are enacted in places; again the landscape is a
principal medium along with housing and travel (Duncan & Duncan 2003; Philo
& Kearns 1993). Some of these studies look at the production of new spaces in
which capitalism operates and class identities and relations are formed as in studies
of shopping malls (Crawford 1992; Shields 1992).

In cultural geography as elsewhere in the academy, poststructural conceptions of
identity have had a significant impact. Identities are seen as fragmented, fluid, and
relationally constituted, rather than essential. In response, Pred and Watts (1992)
raise the question of how identities and identity politics that rest on internal frag-
mentation, difference and division can produce a common political ground with
respect to class. The answer, they believe, requires “not a retreat from class, but a
desperate need to re-theorize where class has gone and to rethink class in non-essen-
tialist terms” (1992: 198). Non-essentialist conceptions of identity, however, have
tended to focus on the performance of gender and sexuality, more than class. Among
the few geographical works that truly take up the challenge of producing a non-
essentialist definition of class as a heterogeneous social process is the highly innov-
ative work of J. K. Gibson-Graham (1996, 1997). They argue that “a full or complex
conception of class takes into account the ways in which groups are formed and
subjective bases of group identification.” Gibson-Graham quotes Massey (1984:
43), who states:

Production relations indicate the sites of class relations in the economic structure, but those
sites do not designate whole classes as integral, empirical groups of men and women. The
fact that people occupy similar places in the relations of production does not in itself imply
any other empirical level of coherence, still less any kind of necessary political unity about
pre-given common interests . . . All of which means that “whole classes” are rarely actual
subjects.

Gibson-Graham’s work on class addresses challenging questions concerning the
successes and, especially, the failures and partial failures, of the cultural constitu-
tion of capitalist hegemony. In their work the complexity, fragility, and disarray of
“actually existing” class processes and identities seems to have struck them more
urgently than the fixity of traditional class structurings. They have attempted to
re-generate a rich, historicized conception of class as fluid, fragmentary, and
articulated with other equally important aspects of social existence and subject
positions. As they put it elsewhere (Gibson-Graham et al. 2000: ix), “Its never just
the economy, stupid!” The economy is not a rarified realm separated from culture.
They call this mutual constitution of social positionings “overdetermination.” Class
according to Gibson-Graham is “overdetermined,” by which they mean that it is
constituted by every other aspect of social life. Cultural geography can potentially
contribute to the understanding of these intersecting processes that constitute class
relations.
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Gibson-Graham (1996: 52) defines classes not as social groupings, but as
processes and experiences of ‘exploitation’ — the producing, appropriating, and the
distributing of surplus labor. In this they endorse a dynamic and relational approach
defining classes in terms of ongoing, antagonistic, and mutually constitutive rela-
tions. They wish to simultaneously examine the large-scale political-economic struc-
tures of exploitation and intense feelings attached to the experience of exploitation.
The emotional life of classes is clearly more than psychological in nature; there is
a cultural dimension to be explored. There are cultural narratives of exploitation
and appropriation that organize and stabilize emotional responses to class exploita-
tion (Gibson-Graham et al. 2000: 1-22). Although they place perhaps undue empha-
sis on the power of these cultural discourses, they nevertheless present a beguiling
thesis on the necessity of imagining beyond the hegemony of capitalism. They refuse
to see capitalism as an all-powerful, all-encompassing totality; instead they seek out
not only the contradictions of capitalism, but noncapitalist processes (including
importantly unpaid domestic labor). They believe that such noncapitalist processes
are far more prevalent and varied than those on either the right or the left tend to
believe. They seek to examine various processes of exploitation through empirical
investigation, rather than presuming the relations among exploitation, property
ownership, domination and consciousness.

Analyses such as Gibson-Graham’s productively question and complicate ques-
tions of consciousness, intentionality and complicity. We see cultural geographers
as particularly well placed to continue the empirical research necessary to more fully
understand the cultural and place-based dimensions of the lived and emotional expe-
rience of class — not to consider the cultural and discursive dimension as primary —
but to see the investigation of these dimensions of class as important to the task of
doing cultural geography. Although we assume that they are unstable, contradic-
tory, fragmented, and porous, we nevertheless think that it makes sense to talk in
terms of classes and perhaps most importantly to investigate how they are restruc-
turing globally. A principal challenge then, is first to discover if we are correct in
assuming that there is sufficient coherence to the notion of class for it to be a useful
explanatory concept and second how the idea of culture may be of use in this
pursuit.

Once various conceptual problems of defining class in empirically based, non-
essentialist terms have been confronted and at least tentatively resolved, a revamped
cultural geographic perspective on class and related processes could prove useful in
the search for richer understandings of day-to-day practices and material conditions
of power, exploitation, and oppression as they work out in particular places and as
they participate in the production of particular places and relationships between
places. Such class processes would include loosely structured, but largely uncoordi-
nated actions which have unintended consequences and unacknowledged condi-
tions. This perspective would entail a non-individualistic, relational perspective.
Nevertheless it would have to connect to issues of agency, subjectivity, and con-
sciousness to political-economic structurings. Understanding of the contingent, fluid,
and complex, but nonetheless structured, relations among class, gender, nationality,
and race can be broadened through studies of their interdependent constitution in
(and through) particular places, types of spaces, and relations between places at a
variety of spatial scales, including the global.
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NOTES

1. An example of such studies is Argyle’s (1994) The Psychology of Social Class, based
on large-scale social surveys of attitudes such as attitudes toward work, lifestyles,
neighboring, and child-rearing patterns, and psychological variables such as self-esteem,
happiness, and mental health.

2. Crang 1998 includes an interesting chapter on “cultures of production,” but class as a
concept is barely addressed.

3. Exceptions include Charlesworth (2000), who attempts to convey “a phenomenology of
the working class experience” — an in-depth sociological study of alienation in a dein-
dustrializing town where unemployment is high and the sense of dignity and distinctive
class culture is rapidly being lost.

4. Some theorists such as Giddens (1981) distinguish between class consciousness as
antagonistic and class awareness as politically neutral. We use class consciousness here
in the more general sense of class awareness.

5. An example of class feelings was recently reported in a Mori Social Values Survey (AOL
Aug. 16, 2002). It showed that 68 percent of the British public claim to be “working
class and proud of it,” This is compared to 52 percent as recently as 1999. Furthermore
of those who identified themselves as middle class 55 percent said they had “working
class feelings”. Richard Scase, a sociologist from Kent University, believes that job inse-
curity and disillusionment among professionals as well as a fashion he calls “working
class chic” may explain these feelings. Whatever the reason it seems clear that people
have class feelings which are very real and meaningful to them.

6. The term “underclass” was popularized by Myrdal (1962) and “culture of poverty” by
Oscar Lewis (1969); these have been appropriated by the American right to blame the
victims of poverty for their perpetuation of poverty through the generations and their
dependence on welfare. These theoretical positions also tend to lay the blame on welfare
programs. (For a critique see Philo 1995.)

7. Bourdieu (1968: 706) says that he would prefer to use the term culture if he were not
afraid of being misunderstood because the term is “overdetermined.”

8. See Jackson and Crang (2001).
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Chapter 18
Sexuality

Richard Phillips

Introduction

By beginning to address questions of sexuality and sex, cultural and other geogra-
phers have not only drawn attention to some hitherto-uncharted human geogra-
phies, they have also thrown a new form of critical light upon some otherwise
familiar places. To explain how they have done this and what it has achieved, I want
to begin with a series of case studies, snapshots of real and imagined geographies:
a scene from Gayfest, a gay and lesbian festival in Manchester, England; an illus-
trative map that appeared in a British colonial adventure story set in southern Africa;
and a street scene in the United States suburb of Levittown (figures 18.1 to 18.3).
These diverse images are associated with a variety of geography’s overlapping sub-
fields — including urban, historical, political, postcolonial, and cultural geographies.
They do have something important in common, though, since each is shaped in
some way by sexual identities and relationships. By sexual, I refer to both sexual-
ity and gender. These are complex and interrelated. Put simply, a person’s sex is
defined by their anatomy as male or female, whereas their gender is defined with
reference to the social roles they learn and perform as men or women. Sexuality has
been defined differently in different historical and geographical contexts; today in
western countries considerable attention is paid to the gender of a person’s sexual
partners, which define him or her as heterosexual, homosexual, or bisexual (though
members of these groups sometimes use different terms to identify themselves).
Rather than elaborating abstract definitions of sexuality and gender, though, T will
suggest some of their tangible, geographical meanings and outcomes by introduc-
ing the images (which are examined in greater detail later on).

Gayfest presents an overtly compelling illustration of the way in which sexual-
ity and gender can shape human geographies. The festival functions not only as a
party but also, more seriously, a marginalized sexual group’s assertion of their exis-
tence — and right to exist — in society and in a particular area, known locally as the
‘gay village.” Gayfest reveals relationships between sexuality and space that are
present, if less overtly or tangibly, elsewhere. The second image, an illustration that
appeared in the opening pages of Rider Haggard’s bestselling colonial adventure
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Figure 18.1 Gayfest, Manchester, UK, 2001 (courtesy of Alexandra Hopps)

story, King Solomon’s Mines (1885), shows a map that led the book’s male heroes
to some treasure. It portrays the story’s African setting as the body of a woman.
The map raises questions about how, why, and with what effect textual and other
intangible geographies have been sexualized. The final image appears to depict an
‘innocently’ asexual place: an area of 1950s suburban housing in the United States.
Yet this, perhaps more than anywhere, was constructed around expectations about
sexual behavior. It would be impossible to understand Levittown without under-
standing that the people who lived there were expected to form heterosexual rela-
tionships, the women to have babies and raise children.

The three snapshots raise questions about how geographies are shaped by sexual
relationships and identities. The remainder of the chapter examines these themes:
by charting the evolution of cultural geographies of sexuality and gender, with
emphasis upon the former (see chapter 6 for a fuller discussion of gender); by iden-
tifying present trends in these closely related subfields; and by pointing towards
some of the most exciting developments and research directions within this subfield.
These themes — evolution, trends, and directions — are examined with reference to
the two main forms of cultural sexual geographies, which correspond to a division
within cultural geography more generally, between the analysis of concrete and
representational spaces.
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Figure 18.3 The US suburb of Levittown (Gans 1967, frontispiece)
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(Sub)cultural Spaces

The image with which I began — that of a celebration, but also a policiticized asser-
tion of identities, a territorial claim, and a critical transgression of dominantly het-
erosexual public space — invokes many of the issues that geographers began to
confront in the 1980s, when they first admitted questions of sexuality to the disci-
plinary agenda. These (mainly urban) geographers were interested in overtly sexu-
alized spaces and groups, and paid particular attention to gay men and female
prostitutes (on the latter, see Symanski 1974; Hubbard 1998).

Manuel Castells’ influential book, The City and the Grassroots (1983), mapped
the emergence and development of gay residential areas and “places where gays
gather” including bars and social clubs (Castells 1983: 148). Castells found that
maps of gay residential areas and gathering places correlated with those of gay
voting patterns. He argued that the emergence of San Francisco’s Castro district as
a gay neighborhood contributed to the development of the city’s gay community as
a politicized social movement. Researchers in geography, planning and related dis-
ciplines have further mapped and examined the significance of gay residential areas,
in works such as Queers in Space: Communities/Public Places/Sites of Resistance
(Ingram et al. 1997) and Mapping Desire: Geographies of Sexualities (Bell & Valen-
tine 1995). Julie Podmore (2001) has extended Castells’ project — originally limited
to gay men — to the analysis of lesbian spaces and community formations. Others
have begun to reflect more critically on the place of these communities within the
capitalist space economy. Quilley’s (1997) analysis of the emergence of the gay
village in Manchester addresses the ambivalent mixture of displacement and urban
renewal that gay-identified gentrification has brought, not only to this district but
also to the surrounding areas that have absorbed and traded on its new-found chic.
Larry Knopp (1992) has positioned this form of gentrification within the context,
not of abstract liberation, but of the wider capitalist space economy and land
market. Peter Jackson has noted that only a small proportion — “the most politi-
cized and vocal fraction” (Jackson 1989: 128) — of gay men and lesbians are rep-
resented in US gay- and/or lesbian-identified residential areas, and suggested that
some others have been economically excluded. A more critical geography of sexu-
ality would recognize the large numbers of gay and lesbian Americans living in
poverty and/or homelessness, and address the limitations of a geography of sexual-
ity dominated by patterns of consumption — of housing and services.

There are other reasons for the relative smallness of urban gay- and lesbian-
identified areas and communities. While many gays and lesbians continue to migrate
to large cities, others remain in or move back to smaller towns and rural areas,
where they tend to be less visible than their urban counterparts. In a study of rural
North Dakota, Jerry Lee Kramer (1995: 213) noted that while he used “the terms
homosexual, gay, lesbian and bisexual,” he was “aware that many of the men and
women who do have homoerotic feelings, experiences and behaviors would not
identify as any of these.” This finding has been interrogated in more detail by
Angelia Wilson (2000), with reference to the lives and identities of lesbians and gay
men in rural areas of the American South. She has suggested that lesbians and gay
men have found ways of coping and integrating socially and culturally in the wider
rural community. Their tendency not to identify with terms such as gay and lesbian
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was not wholly the product of ‘closeted’ or unformed identities, but, in part, alter-
native strategies for organizing social and sexual lives. In other places and among
other people, still other strategies have emerged. These range from identifying as
‘queer’ — a radical gesture that inverts a term of homophobic abuse — to eschewing
all of these terms and refusing to be labeled. This range of sexual identities presents
a partial explanation for the relative smallness of urban gay- and lesbian-identified
communities, and it also underlines the complexity of relationships between geo-
graphies and sexualities.

Evidence for the geographical variability of gay and lesbian identities in the
United States suggests that urban — and, in different ways, rural — spaces are sig-
nificant for the formation of sexual identities. Sociologist Dick Hebdige helps to
explain how and why, in Subculture, the Meaning of Style (1979), a book that has
been particularly influential in social and cultural geography. Hebdige argues that
the “expressive forms and rituals,” the material culture and cultural spaces of “sub-
ordinate groups,” enable members of these groups to recognize each other and also
to be recognized by others (Hebdige 1979: 2). Symbolic objects and behaviors,
which tend to be displayed and performed within identifiable subcultural spaces,
“warn the ‘straight’ world in advance of a sinister presence — the presence of dif-
ference” (Hebdige 1979: 3). Though sometimes products of repression and exclu-
sion, subcultural spaces may facilitate the formation of community and identity. For
example, San Francisco’s gay population was originally a product of the US Navy’s
discrimination against homosexuals. The city became a place of exile, but then of
empowerment, to men and women who had been dishonorably discharged from
their positions in the Pacific Fleet. Though not inevitably, concentrations of gay and
lesbian residents and/or consumers may facilitate related processes of community
and identity formation. Gill Valentine (1993) stresses that lesbian- and gay-identified
areas do not cause communities or identities to form, but they do play an impor-
tant part in the process, as individuals and groups pass through and draw upon
these spaces in the course of their daily lives. With David Bell, she presents a site-
specific and “performative” theory of sexuality and sexual identity:

To avoid a rupture of their ‘identity” many lesbians use time-space strategies to segregate their
audiences. These include establishing geographical boundaries between past and present iden-
tities, separating different activity spheres and hence identities in space, expressing a lesbian
identity only in formal ‘gay spaces,” confining their ‘gay’ socialising to homes or informal
‘gay spaces,’ expressing their lesbian identity only in public places at specific times, and alter-
ing the layout and decoration of private spaces to conceal clues about their sexual identity
from specific people. (Bell & Valentine 1995: 147)

Material spaces become ‘humanized’ as spaces of community and identity in the
course of individuals’ and communities’ encounters with and in them. More than
simply material geographies, these places acquire meaning as they are reflected in
the formation of personal and collective memories, bodily displays and perfor-
mances, desires and fantasies.

Gay and lesbian subcultural spaces may also function as spaces of resistance.
Defiant resistance to a homophobic police raid on the Stonewall Inn in New York
is widely identified as marking the beginning of the modern struggle for gay and
lesbian rights, in 1969. Gay Liberation flourished in the 1970s alongside other, more
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established civil rights movements including those of women and African Ameri-
cans. This history of political engagement has continued, in new forms and in
response to new challenges. Urban homosexuals have organized in response to
AIDS, as Michael Brown has shown in his Vancouver-based study, Replacing Citi-
zenship: AIDS Activism and Radical Democracy (Brown 1997). Gay and lesbian
activists have also organized to assert their existence and sometimes their political
objectives, notably in ‘pride’ marches and celebrations such as Gayfest and its more
spectacular counterparts such as Sydney’s Mardi Gras festival and parade.

The politicization of cultural processes by which sexualities are expressed and
constituted extends not only to urban material geographies, the subject of this
section and of the most important early works on sexual geographies, but also to
a series of less tangible spaces. This is illustrated in an essay by Tracy Skelton, which
examines resistance — and the spaces of resistance — to allegedly homophobic per-
formances of Jamaican ragga music. Skelton concentrates on resistance to British
and American gay organizations such as Outrage!, which led to certain tracks being
banned in a number of places, and to action on the part of the record company,
which then persuaded the performer to issue an apology. Skelton’s analysis of
“spaces of resistance” moves far from the concrete urban spaces examined above
to consider representations of space and spaces of representation. She suggests, for
example, that “in Britain the space of resistance has been predominantly the gay
media” (Skelton 1995: 281). This points towards the significance of imaginative
geographies of sexual identity and resistance.

Imaginative Geographies

Though traditional cultural geographers privileged material culture (see chapter 2),
new cultural geographers have turned increasingly to expressive or imaginative
forms including the textual geographies of film, literature, and art (see chapters 27
and 28). Indeed, it is in this area that cultural geographers have made some of
their most distinctive contributions to the emerging exploration of geographies of
sexualities.

Sexualized geographies have been portrayed in the media, for example, as cul-
tural historian Judith Walkowitz has shown in her analysis of the press coverage of
the ‘Jack the Ripper’ murders in London in 1888. Sensational media reports were
accompanied by detailed accounts of their settings: illustrations of the streets where
murders took place, maps of the murder sites including escape routes to the afflu-
ent and brightly-lit West End, and drawings of the victims. The stories moralized
the places in which they were set, presenting the reading public with “an immoral
landscape of light and darkness, a nether region of illicit sex and crime, both excit-
ing and dangerous” (Walkowitz 1994: 193). They also promoted certain interre-
lated ideas about how ‘respectable’ women should behave and where they should
be, particularly at night. The murder victims were portrayed as ‘public women’ — a
euphemism for prostitutes — who held some of the blame for their own fate because
of their presence on the streets at night, their defiance of the convention that unac-
companied women should remain within the home. The media-generated panic
encouraged and legitimated the emergence of ‘night patrols’ by male vigilantes, who
also called upon men to protect women and to repress brothels and street walkers



SEXUALITY 271

— and thereby sought greater control over the sexuality of women. In this manner,
imaginative geographies were instrumental in shaping ideas about gender and
sexuality, which in turn shaped peoples’ sexual identities and lives.

The gendered and sexualized nature of imaginative geographies may also shape
relationships between people and land or nature. In an early and influential con-
tribution to feminist cultural history, Annette Kolodny argued that the European
colonization and resettlement of North America revolved around gendered and
sexualized ideas of nature and land. She identified within American culture an ide-
alization of nature, which she termed pastoralism, and which constructed land as
a metaphorical woman:

Implicit in the metaphor of the land-as-woman was both the regressive pull of material con-
tainment and the seductive invitation to sexual assertion: if the Mother demands passivity,
and threatens regression, the Virgin apparently invites sexual assertion and awaits impreg-
nation. (Kolodny 1975: 67)

Kolodny argued that the relationship between ‘patriarchal’ (male-dominated)
European-American society and its metaphorically, sexually feminine environment
left tangible marks upon the landscape because it shaped the ways in which men
regarded and treated the land, in the course of settlement and colonization.

The gendered and sexualized imaginative geographies of American settlement are
echoed in other colonial contexts. An important colonial region — the vaguely
defined ‘East’ or ‘Orient’ — was widely represented by geographers, as well as by
painters and writers, as a “sexual lien” (Kabbani 1986: 19). Colonial Africa and its
inhabitants were portrayed in extremely sexual terms, as a footnote by Sir Richard
Burton, a prominent Fellow of the Royal Geographical Society, illustrates:

Debauched women prefer negroes on account of the size of their parts. I measured one man
in Somali-land who, when quiescent, numbered nearly six inches. This is a characteristic of
the negro race and of African animals; e.g. the horse. (Burton 1885: 6)

Europeans filled in the details of their colonial geographies largely according to their
own tastes: some populated colonial regions with women in harems or on beaches
(Kabbani 1986; Phillips 1999a), others with sexually available boys and men
(Aldrich 1993; Phillips 1999b). The form and significance of the sexualization of
colonial imaginative geography is illustrated in the map that appeared in the King
Solomon’s Mines (figure 18.2), which has been interpreted by Anne McClintock
(1995: 1-3):

On the one hand, it is a rough sketch of the ground the white men must cross in order to
secure the riches of the diamond mines. On the other hand, if the map is inverted, it reveals
at once the diagram of a female body. The body is spread-eagled and truncated — the only
parts drawn are those that denote female sexuality. . . . At the center of the map lie two moun-
tain peaks called Sheba’s Breasts — from which mountain ranges stretch to either side as
handless arms. The body’s length is inscribed by the right royal way of Solomon’s Road,
leading from the threshold of the frozen breasts over the navel koppie straight as a die to
the pubic mound. In the narrative, this mound is named the “Three Witches” and is figured
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by a triangle of three hills covered in “dark heather.” This dark triangle both points to and
conceals the entrances to two forbidden passages: the “mouth of treasure cave” — the vaginal
entrance into which the men are led by the black mother, Gagool — and, behind it, the anal
pit from which the men will eventually crawl with the diamonds . . .

By portraying protagonists as heroic and virile, and the land as a sexual woman,
Haggard was able to make the adventurous act of European conquest appear natural
and legitimate — as ‘natural’ as a man’s sexual conquest. Thus, in a general way,
sexualized imaginative geographies have naturalized and legitimated colonial acts
and power relations.

They have also naturalized certain ideas about sexuality and gender. It is now
widely agreed that sexualities are not naturally or biologically determined, but are
socially constructed. Michel Foucault’s influential History of Sexuality (1978) traces
the ‘invention’ of heterosexuality and homosexuality to sexologists in late-
nineteenth-century Europe. Previously, sexualities were defined less by the gender
of sexual partners than by the nature of sex acts, and the relevant laws reflected
this (a man could be convicted of sodomy, for example, regardless of the gender of
his sexual partner). New ideas about sexuality were expressed in a variety of con-
texts and by a variety of professional and amateur sexologists and professionals
with interests in sexuality, including lawyers, legislators, doctors, religious leaders
and academics - including geographers. For example, Burton, who signed many of
his books simply as a Fellow of the Royal Geographical Society, described sexual
customs and intervened in sexual politics. He mapped regions in which he claimed
certain sexual practices were common — such as a ‘Sotadic Zone’ in which sex
between men was commonly practiced and widely tolerated (Phillips 1999b). In his
sexual geographies, Burton charted forms of sexuality and morality, which demon-
strated the variety of sexual cultures and asserted the rights of individuals to live
their sexual lives without interference. In an age when the government was increas-
ingly regulating sexuality, his interventions were not entirely successful, but they do
illustrate the part that geographers can play in shaping understandings of sexuality
and sexual morality.

Sexualities are also represented and structured in a series of more abstract imag-
inative geographies, notably the ‘closet.” Eve Sedgwick has called this “the funda-
mental architecture of gay oppression this century,” which “evokes a sense of
concealment and erasure typical of lesbian and gay desire” (quoted by Brown 1999:
185). Michael Brown poses the following rhetorical question: “If the closet repre-
sents the place where gay and lesbian desire remains hidden, what sort of space is
it?” (Brown 1999: 185). His answer includes an analysis of the language of the
closet, illustrated for example in a reading of travel writing by Neil Miller — In
Search of Gay America (1989) and Out in the World (1992) — which concentrates
on “travels into two of the most closeted places on his tours” (Brown 1999: 185).
Figuratively moving between real and imaged closets, Miller’s travel books demon-
strate the interplay of these two spheres, which together act to structure sexual
identities and lives. As a mechanism for the concealment of homosexuality, the
closet may function as a vehicle of heterosexual power; this space is a marker and
a maker of relationships between homosexual and heterosexual people and places.
The next section critically examines heterosexual spaces.
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Heterosexual Spaces

Sexuality is not just an attribute of sexual ‘others’ and their geographies, but of all
people and all places — Levittowners and their suburban streets and homes, for
instance. David Sibley has shown that it is impossible to understand the social and
spatial margins without understanding the processes and imperatives that construct
the social center; it is impossible to understand ‘deviance’ without understanding
how certain powerful social groups invent their own ‘normality’ and use it to repro-
duce their social power (Sibley 1995: 25).

Overt expressions of sexuality may be particularly unwelcome in certain places,
particularly those associated with the family such as homes and suburbs. Yet
these places are sexualized in important ways — they are identified with normalized
heterosexuality. Heterosexual spaces may reproduce the hegemonic (dominant)
sexual order, both ideologically by making this construction of sexuality and the
power relations inherent in it appear natural; and materially by physically accom-
modating and therefore encouraging or enforcing certain heterosexual lifestyles,
which are historically constructed rather than ‘natural’ (Katz 1995). Thus, Julia
Cream argues that it is important to make visible and problematize everyday sexual
spaces:

We need to know how space is produced as uncontaminated, and shorn of its associations
with sexuality. Sexuality is so often hidden away in the upstairs of homes, behind closed
doors, or in the upper reaches of the disciplinary house. We need to expose the ways in which
it has been excluded, obscured and rendered irrelevant . .. (Cream 1994: 122)

From a critical geographical perspective, this problematization of heterosexualities
means seeking “to understand the straightness of our streets as an artifact; to inter-
rogate the presumed authentic heterosexual nature of everyday spaces” (Bell et al.
1994: 32). This entails developing sensitivity to the taken-for-granted sexualization
of everyday space, and an understanding of how this sexualization may be perfor-
matively constructed in places such as homes, streets, workplaces and (less tangi-
bly) national and other symbolic landscapes.

Home, both a place and an idea, is closely linked to normative constructions of
gender and sexuality. As a gendered space, it is fundamental to ideas about femi-
ninity and masculinity. These ideas were set out in unusually bold terms by the
British Victorian moralist, John Ruskin, who labeled man “the doer, the creator, the
discoverer” (Ruskin 1887: 135), woman the home-maker whose talents lay in
“sweet ordering, arrangement, and decision” (Ruskin 1887: 136). Ruskin idealized
the woman who stayed home and made it a “place of Peace; the shelter, not only
from all injury, but from all terror, doubt, and division” (Ruskin 1887: 136). These
ideas about the proper places of men and women, known as the ideology of the
separate spheres, have changed over time but consistently identified the home as the
sphere of women (see chapter 5). Society has continued to reward women who
‘choose’ to stay close to home and family, to spend their days in suburbs such as
Levittown, by praising their femininity (Kelly 1993). This was particularly true in
the United States in the postwar period, when the FHA (Federal Housing Author-
ity) financed suburban homes for heterosexual nuclear families — while at the same
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time refusing mortgages to female-headed and other households, as Hayden (1984:
8) explains:

Levit’s client was the returning veteran, the beribboned male war hero who wanted his wife
to stay home. Women in Levittown were expected to be too busy tending their children to
care about a paying job.

From the layout of its housing to the conditions of its mortgage provision, Levit-
town, like many other state-sponsored suburban housing projects, was a space of
closely prescribed sexuality. Contemporary anthropologist Margaret Mead observed
some of the sexual attitudes that fed into the design of postwar suburbs. She
observed a dominant “belief that every family should have a home of its own”
(Mead 1949: 325), and concluded that “all other forms of living are seen as having
great disadvantages” (Mead 1949: 326). While people were expected to marry and
have children, and while they were only considered worthy of housing if they did,
their housing was also designed to ensure that only they were sexually active and
reproductive. Their children were also to be segregated, partly in order to preserve
their chastity, with boys and girls in different sleeping rooms. This provision, facil-
itated by the construction of housing with three or more bedrooms, further distin-
guished FHA housing from some of its predecessors, particularly urban tenements,
in which crowded conditions meant multiple occupation of sleeping quarters (Kelly
1993; see Langford 2000).

Public spaces including streets and workplaces also function as heterosexual
spaces. Mitchell (2000: 172) notes, for example, that:

heterosexual sex and sexuality have always been quite public. Take the very public marriage
ceremony with its various ritual fertility rights, for example, or the simple acceptability of
heterosexual couples kissing in public.

The voyeurism and hostility that generally greets equivalent public displays of
affection by gays and lesbians underlines the dominance of public space by
heterosexuals.

Similarly, many workplaces privilege and reward heterosexuality. In a study of
merchant banks in the City of London, Linda McDowell found that the grooming
and presentation of workers’ bodies and the performance of heterosexuality,
whether in the form of homosocial relationships between men or flirtatious hetero-
sexual play between men and women, was central to their success in this potentially
lucrative employment.

Being in control of your own presentation and image was vital not only in competition with
fellow traders but also in managing relationships with clients — an importance reflected in
the body culture of gyms and fitness clubs in the City. Men might adopt a clubby bonhomie
with clients while women might deliberately play a mock game of ‘seduction.” What this
points to is the way that workers have to adopt a series of performances in the different
spaces of their work. Gay workers would adopt a heterosexual role during the day to enable
them to function in the dealing rooms; all men might have to adopt a stereotypical, thrust-
ing, macho culture. (McDowell 1995: 75)
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In this heterosexist environment, women and gay men were made to feel out of
place, and/or to conform outwardly to the dominant heterosexual culture. Mc-
Dowell concluded that “a hegemonic idealized notion of heterosexual masculinity
is the dominant image in the world of merchant banking” (McDowell 1995: 86).

In addition to the home, street and work place, national landscapes are often
heterosexual spaces. Sibley suggests that English symbolic landscapes — places
and images that represent Englishness and are invoked in English nationalism — are
particularly exclusionary, hostile to difference and deviance.

The countryside, as it is represented by those who have a privileged place within it, is the
essence of Englishness, so those who are excluded from this purified space are also, in a sense,
un-English. . . . I think we can recognize a number of building blocks or key sites of nation-
alist sentiment, including the family, the suburb and the countryside, all of which implicitly
exclude black people, gays and nomadic minorities from the nation. (Sibley 1995: 108)

Sibley argues that in these symbolically important spaces there is a heightened sen-
sitivity to the possibility of “pollution” by the presence of deviants or outsiders such
as those mentioned above, whose presence may be seen as a threat to the purity and
stability of the social order (Sibley 1995). Indeed, national landscape and national-
ism have often been closely allied to reproductive heterosexuality (Mosse 1985).
In national and nationalistic literature, for example, Lynne Pearce finds certain
“contemporary Scottish and Welsh writers advocating, however indirectly, sexual
endogamy — and preferably that which is heterosexual and reproductive” (Pearce
2000: 246). In Northern Ireland, Vincent Quinn notes a general adherence of both
Nationalists and Unionists to heterosexual norms. But the heterosexual domination
of nationalisms and national landscapes, like that of homes and streets, may be con-
tested (Parker et al. 1992). Quinn suggests that ‘coming out’ as gay or lesbian in
the province may destabilize sectarianism (the conflict between Irish Nationalism
and United Kingdom Unionism) by promoting nonsectarian primary identifications
(Quinn 2000). The heterosexuality of certain spaces may therefore be contested,
and this may have far-reaching implications for the homes, workplaces, and nations
that are affected.

Conclusions

Geographies of sexualities have drawn attention to the positions — often the plights
— of sexual minorities. In so doing, they have addressed a broader set of academic
questions and political issues, concerned with relationships between society and
space. These questions and issues are concerned with social and spatial diversity;
with spaces of inequality and exclusion; and with geographies and politics of iden-
tity. The mechanisms of exclusion and identity formation are complex. Most tan-
gibly, for example, the United States has subsidized housing for nuclear families and
excluded homosexuals from certain forms of employment (such as the military).
Alongside these formal processes and material geographies, the identification and
exclusion of certain groups has operated through a range of cultural representations
and politics. Certain imaginative geographies and geographical discourses have been
particularly significant for the construction of sexual identities and for resistance to
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exclusion and marginalization. It is here that cultural geographers have made some
of their most important contributions to understandings of relationships between
sexuality and space. Approaching this question at its broadest level, they have crit-
ically contextualized geographies of sexual minorities. Sibley in particular has shown
how the marginality of some can only be understood as a product of the privilege
and power of others, and how this has a spatial dimension. Thus, while geogra-
phies of sexuality may begin in urban enclaves, and with the important project of
giving voice to and otherwise empowering sexual minorities, these critical geogra-
phies must ultimately reach out to other, less overtly sexualized people and places.
By showing how these superficially ‘normal’ spaces actively normalize heterosexu-
ality and thereby naturalize the power of heterosexuals at the expense of others,
critical geographies of sexuality may help to disrupt compulsory heterosexuality and
the particular form of patriarchy upon which it rests. This contributes not only to
a gay and lesbian political agenda, but also to a much broader critical politics. Since
sexuality is not a discrete area of social life, but one with close and complex rela-
tionships to others including gender and race, and one which structures a wide range
of real and imagined geographies including homes, workplaces and nations, geo-
graphies of sexuality must leave no stones unturned. Geographies of sexuality may
therefore work on a variety of levels to address a variety of issues, some long-
standing, others more recent and urgent. At the local level, for example, they may
address the family homes and classrooms in which discrimination on the basis of
sexuality is often perpetuated. On the national and international level, geographies
of sexualities may address such problems such as the spread and impact of
HIV/AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases in the context of a globalizing
world (Altman 2001; Brown 19935). Critical geographies of sexuality may thereby
play some part not only in explaining the world, but also in changing it.
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Chapter 19
The Body

Michael Landzelius

The Body Reembraced

In concluding his The Production of Space, Lefebvre asserted that “Western phi-
losophy has betrayed the body; it has actively participated in the great process of
metaphorization that has abandoned the body; and it has denied the body” (1991:
407). Despite roughly 2,000 years of betrayal, Lefebvre, writing in 1974, displayed
optimism: “Today the body is establishing itself firmly, as base and foundation,
beyond philosophy, beyond discourse, and beyond the theory of discourse. Theo-
retical thought, carrying reflection on the subject and the object beyond the old con-
cepts, has reembraced the body along with space, in space, and as the generator (or
producer) of space” (1991: 407). Lefebvre’s account of the unfolding of the
body-space nexus is situated in Marxism, yet also critically builds upon authors
important in poststructuralism and deconstruction, such as Freud, Lacan, and
Kristeva (see Blum & Nast 1996; Gregory 1997; Pile 1996), as well as Nietzsche
and Heidegger (see Elden 2001; Merrifield 1995). Geographers such as Gregory
(1994, 1997), Merrifield (1993), Pile (1996), Shields (1989, 1991, 1999), and
Stewart (1995a), incorporate aspects of Lefebvre’s theorization of the body. Yet his
work continues to be controversial and has been variously characterized as romantic
(Thrift 1997a), melancholic (Gregory 1997), teleological (Keith & Pile 1993), and
masculinist (Blum & Nast 1996; Pile 1996).

The French edition of The Production of Space was published roughly 30 years
ago, and the three decades since have seen the emergence of second and third wave
feminism, poststructuralism, deconstruction, a renewed interest in psychoanalysis,
the development of cultural studies, postcolonialism, queer, nonrepresentational,
and actor-network theories — to name but a few important strands of thought which
have dismantled Western metaphysics. Differences apart, a shared critique in this
literature concerns the Cartesian subject’s view from nowhere: the masculinist and
simultaneously epistemological, moral, and political ‘god-trick’ (Haraway 1991:
189) through which “[t]he standpoint of the privileged, their particular experience
and standards, is constructed as normal and neutral” (Young 1990b: 116). In
emphasizing the production of knowledge, identity, ethics and politics as positioned
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practices embedded in particular social and cultural conditions, these strands of
thought have turned to the body as a key site for understanding the workings and
differentiation of society and thus also for the reworking of social theory as well as
politics (for brief accounts, see Shilling 2001; Turner 2000).

The response in geography to this growing discourse on the body was slow.
Through a number of theoretical avenues, geographers already engaged with issues
that invoked the body. Behavioral research based upon environmental psychology
as well as symbolic interactionism clearly implicated embodiment (see, for example,
Cox & Golledge 1981; Moore & Golledge 1976). Yet, the constraints of behav-
iorism and mind/body dualism disallowed the articulation of the body as a partic-
ular site of inquiry. In critique of then fashionable spatial science approaches,
humanistic geographers addressed the body-space nexus particularly from phe-
nomenological perspectives (Buttimer 1976; Ley & Samuels 1978; Pickles 1985;
Porteous 1990; Relph 1976; Seamon 1979; Tuan 1974, 1977). However, the influ-
ence of phenomenology decreased in a period when poststructuralist antihumanism
highlighted diversity and questioned commonality and universalism. In addition,
Higerstrand’s (1967, 1970) time-geography briefly surfaced among critical and
feminist geographers in arguments that challenged universalist assumptions and
anchored human behavior in the embodied time-spaces of everyday life (Dyck 1990;
Miller 1983; Palm & Pred 1978; Pred 1981, 1984; Thrift 1983). Yet, it was soon
claimed that “[t]he notation of the body in time-geography as a path which does
not merge depends on this particular masculine repression of the bodily” (Rose
1993: 33; for other criticisms, see Gregory 1994; Harvey 1989).

The 1990s witnessed a radical increase in geographical research sensitive to posi-
tionality, particularity, and specificity. In this research, the body loses its definite
article and becomes a plurality of differentiated bodies. Given this plurality, empir-
ical work covers diverse social categories such as gender, sexuality, race, ethnicity,
disability, illness, and age. Spatial contexts correspondingly vary from merchant
banks of the present to colonies of the past. In terms of theory, geographers build
upon approaches developed in other fields such as philosophy, psychoanalysis,
general social theory and cultural studies. Foucault’s theorizing of disciplined and
different bodies as emerging out of different constellations of power and knowledge
is immensely important. A vast number of citations in geographies of the body are
also from works by Judith Butler, Moira Gatens, and Elisabeth Grosz. Frequently
mentioned are also Susan Bordo, Rosi Braidotti, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari,
Donna Haraway, Sandra Harding, Julia Kristeva, and Iris Marion Young. In addi-
tion, many ‘second hand’ references to Jacques Lacan appear, whereas the psycho-
analyst Paul Schilder and body theorists such as Pierre Bourdieu, Norbert Elias, and
Maurice Merleau-Ponty are rarely cited. Without normative intent, one can make
the observation that a geographical text on the body has yet to appear that could
be called a ‘paradigm’ in terms of being not only cited but also applied by fellow
geographers.

Geographical work on the body can to a large extent be characterized as a
response and contribution to the discourse on identity politics, in which class pol-
itics as conventionally understood in terms of [male] labor versus [male] capital are
displaced by interrogations of the nature and construction of subjectivity and self-
hood. In this discourse, embodiment refers to how individuals literally incorporate
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social relations, psychological traits and cultural meanings, as well as to how bodily
engagement in practices not only reiterates but potentially also transforms the
world. This invocation of the body as a key site of personal experience, social dis-
tinction and political struggle results in a political edge different from class-based
politics, as is clear in the employment of terms such as ‘racism,” ‘sexism,” ‘hetero-
sexism,’ ‘ableism,” ‘ageism,’ and so forth. A key issue in recent geographies of the
body concerns how masculinist universalism in heteropatriarchal society produces
normative spaces based upon the desires and characteristics of able-bodied and het-
erosexual men — distinctions understood to dominate over differentiation within this
category in terms of, for example, class, education, race, and ethnicity. The result-
ing spaces are understood to exclude from recognition, in a both corporeal and dis-
cursive sense, ‘deviant’ groups and individuals and thus to both inhibit and devalue
their particular embodied identities. In this fashion, much recent literature on body
politics replaces analyses of class and structural economic conditions with analyses
of subjectivation, oppression, and domination. While skeptical towards conven-
tional modernist accounts of agency and intentionality, contemporary work explores
spatial gaps in the conjunctions of power and conceives of the body as a potential
force of political repositioning able to disrupt performative reiteration. In this
context, Harvey approvingly observes that “a wide range of bodily practices and
choices can be embedded in the circulation of capital” (1998: 412), yet further
argues that to neglect the particular social relations of capitalism amounts to a foun-
dational “body reductionism” that fails to identify “the direction as opposed to the
locus of political action” (1998: 415). Such criticisms alongside Knopp’s reasonable
claim that “we construct sexuality and gender along with class, not independently
of it” (1992: 652) show the importance of taking seriously the political as well as
epistemological differences between positions.

The Body-Space Nexus

Different approaches to the body are indeed represented in geography, yet the major-
ity of work is quite univocal in its reiterated references to the set of influential
authors mentioned above. There is thus no clear articulation of a specifically geo-
graphical take on the body. In sociology, Turner critiques a “decorative sociology,”
which is “merely a description of the cultural representation of the body (2000:
481). Williams and Bendelow similarly argue that “sociology should itself be
fundamentally embodied; theorising not so much about bodies . . . but from bodies
as lived entities” (1998: 209). In geography, Thrift critiques a view, “pervasive . . .
in current cultural geography” (1999: 318), “that human beings are engaged in
building discursive worlds by actively constructing webs of significance which are
laid out over a physical substrate” (1999: 300). Longhurst stresses that “[o]ne of
the downsides of social constructionism ... is that it can render the body incor-
poreal, fleshless, fluidless, little more than a linguistic territory” (2001: 23). In
geography, such approaches are exemplified by analyses in which bodies are present
only as particularized signifiers, and spaces are taken-for-granted as in themselves
neutral, and as gendered, racialized or in other ways particularized and politicized
only through the presence and discursive dominance of a certain individual or

group.
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Importantly, a number of themes in recent geographical research point towards
a more clearly articulated geographical take on the body-space nexus that high-
lights ways in which physical substrates and bodies are interdependently constituted
as well as constitutive of social relations and cultural meanings. Before turning to
these themes, it should be stressed that the body, as this companion clearly shows,
is implicated in much recent work in cultural geography. Hence, as already noted,
the body has been discussed in feminist, poststructuralist, and psychoanalytic
approaches as well as cast in terms of the gendered and sexed body, the racialized
body, the young body, and the performative body. These areas are all addressed in
separate chapters in this volume.

Epistemology and the body
Feminist geographers in particular have identified masculinist, heterosexist, and
universalist disciplinary foundations in geography. Grounded in asymmetrical
active/passive binaries, the model researcher has been a disembodied male research-
ing an object subjected to the male gaze and molded by incarnations of passive,
woman, body, and nature. Such binaries are implicated not only in a general dis-
avowal of the body and in the dominance of the conceptual over the corporeal, of
culture over nature, but also in notions of core versus peripheral areas of the disci-
pline, of active [male] exploration and mapping of a passive [female] landscape, and
so forth (see Bondi 1997; Callard 1998; Chouinard & Grant 1995; Johnson 1994;
Longhurst 1995, 1997, 2001; McDowell 1999; Nash 1996; Rose 1992, 1993, 1995;
Stewart 1995a). Issues of disability, impairment, and illness have also encouraged
reflection on established disciplinary assumptions. Chouinard (1997, 1999a) and
Chouinard and Grant (1995) articulate academic responsibilities in face of the hege-
mony of “ableist geographies,” and Dorn and Laws critique bio-medical models of
disease in arguing that geography needs a “politicized emancipatory phenomenol-
ogy” (1994: 106) that incorporates social theory’s rediscovery of the body. Simi-
larly, Parr challenges medicalized notions of ‘mental illness’ in geography and
suggests that the “mind/bodies of psychiatric patients are contested sites of control,”
and thereby part of “geographies of resistance” (1999: 197; see also Moss 1999).
Asymmetries between researcher and researched, and encounters with ‘others’ in
fieldwork turn the question of how embodiment and positionality affects knowl-
edge production into a particularly important issue. Thorny issues of relativism
versus essentialism and objectivism thus unavoidably emerge out of the epistemo-
logical incorporation of the body. Bondi identifies the risk that “geographical terms
of reference do the work done by essences in other formulations” (1993: 98), and
contends that “geographical metaphors of contemporary politics must be informed
by conceptions of space that recognize place, position, location and so on as created,
as produced” (1993: 99; see also Smith & Katz 1993). The body is indeed one such
geographical term of reference, and a key site in discussions of essentialism. Rose
explores how certain feminist alternatives to disembodied masculinism themselves
serve to reproduce visualism and notions of control through “tactics [that] work by
turning extraordinarily complex power relations into a visible and clearly ordered
space that can be surveyed by the researcher” (1997: 310). In contrast to such ‘trans-
parent reflexivity,” Rose refers to the anti-essentialist concept of performativity in
order to suggest that “research [is|] a process of constitutive negotiation” (1997:
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316) of positions, knowledges, and embodied identities. The quotations from Bondi
and Rose illustrate how feminist reflection on positionality deeply implicates the
embodiment of identities. Yet, opinions differ with regard to epistemological and
methodological responses to this researcher’s conundrum of being “captured and
enmeshed” (Nast 1998: 110; see also Kobayashi 1994; McDowell 1992; Nelson
1999; Sparke 1998).

Essential here is whether geographers make a specifically spatial argument on
embodiment and situatedness, and, accordingly, whether terms such as ‘location’
and ‘position’ mean something beyond discursive considerations of difference.
Important is also whether the critique of the disembodied mind only concerns the
limits of discursive knowledge and the biased constitution of the research object, or
if it also invokes another conception of what should be counted as knowledge.
Longhurst critiques binary thinking (1995, 1997) and builds an argument around
how the fleshy and fluid messiness of bodies challenges established social and spatial
boundaries concerning, for example, pregnancy, gender assumptions, workplace
behavior, privacy, and exposure (1999, 2000, 2001). Her objective is to make space
for politicized microlevel ‘corpogeographies’ that show how “specificity seeps into
generality . . . lived messy materiality seeps into cerebral knowledge” (2001: 135).
Yet, messiness in Longhurst’s argument suggests specificity of discourse more than
possibilities beyond discourse. Such possibilities, however, are suggested in
Lefebvre’s antihumanist claim that “long before the analysing, separating intellect,
long before formal knowledge, there was an intelligence of the body” (1991: 174),
as well as in present nonrepresentational theory and actor-network theory. Hence,
Thrift proposes nonrepresentational forms of knowledge beyond discourse and
stresses that “a practical or situated way of knowing is contextual, and rooted espe-
cially in embodiment” (1996: 33; see also Nash 2000). Similarly, Whatmore (1999)
explores agency as a hybridized collective network-capacity and then suggests a
form of “sensible and relational knowledge of these hybrid worlds” which is depen-
dent upon the human body as a corporeal organism and “the animal sensibilities
of our diverse human being” (1999: 35). In terms of disciplinary consequences, ques-
tions here concern institutional academic constraints as well as what an epistemol-
ogy of nondiscursive knowledge would entail in practice, with regard to methods,
descriptive protocols, criteria, sharing of results, and so forth.

The body politic and the body

Explorations into relations between the body politic and the body of the individual
from a geographical perspective have sought to move away from structural analy-
ses of power towards an understanding of power as embedded in concrete spaces
and bodily articulated. In this context, however, the body has been used “for con-
tradictory theoretical agenda” (Longhurst 2001: 19) supporting accounts of disci-
plinary inscriptions of power as well as theories of empowerment and resistance.
This state of affairs illustrates Lefebvre’s remark on the body as a contested site that
“cannot be destroyed without destroying the social body itself: the carnal, earthly
Body is there, every day” (1976: 89). Lefebvre understands the body to be “the
point of return, the redress — not the Logos, nor ‘the human’” (1976: 89). His anti-
humanism turns the body into a differential space of hope in the midst of a growing
diversity and dysfunctionality of abstract space: “Can the body in its quest for
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vindication use the resulting interstices as its way back?” (1991: 388). Similarly,
much recent geographical work revolves around the body as simultaneously political
battleground and site of resistance.

Cresswell (1997; 1999) as well as Sibley (1995; 1999) study how spatial processes
of normalization and exclusion in the body politic are interdependent with the iden-
tification of individual bodies in terms of deviance through which denigrating mean-
ings are mapped onto real or imagined embodied differences of, for example, female
tramps and hobos, travelers, or immigrant communities. Addressing the politico-
spatial effects of bodily metaphors of displacement, Cresswell suggests a focus on
“geographical interpretation of metaphors as they are thought and acted out in the
realms of politics and ideology” (1997: 343), while Sibley relies on object relations
theory in his argument for the creation of “progressive, weakly bounded and
heterogeneous places” (1999: 127) that are inclusive of difference. In an article on
nineteenth-century San Francisco, Craddock studies “ways in which medical theory
produced Chinese bodies” (1999: 352) and how this medical framing was under-
pinned by segregation, racialization, and pathologization of both spaces and bod