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throughout the two main phases of his working life. The first, archaeology,
might be seen as a description of his historical method, his desire to dig beneath
the surface of received “fact’ in order to divine the ‘deep structures’ of historical
behaviour. As mentioned above, these structures are characterized as ‘discursive
formations’. For the most part, the study of such formations is set within those
bodies of knowledge we usually refer to as ‘disciplines’ and the archaeological
approach aims to identify how specific discourses mark the limits of what can
be known at given moments in time. In his genealogical phase, Foucault is
more concerned with the practical consequences of disciplines and their asso-
ciated discursive frameworks. In particular, he comes to see discursive practices
as part and parcel of the exercise of power. Thus, genealogical analysis explic-
itly links together power and discourse (or knowledge), and aims to analyse the
inhibiting or constraining effects of discursive practice and the resulting impacts
on social and spatial arrangements. In so doing, it takes us further into the
materiality of space and the ways in which power relations shape the contours of
material formations.

For the purposes of convenience we can treat -the archaeological and
genealogical periods as distinct. In this section we will therefore consider the
main works emerging during the archaeological phase before turning to the
gencalogical phase in the next section. However, before putting this distinction
into operation it is worth noting Eldon’s caveat that archaeology and genealogy
should not be viewed as mutually exclusive terms, He says:

although genealogy is sometimes seen as a replacement for archaeology, it is better to
see the two as existing together, as two halves of a complementary approach. Archaeology
looks at truth as a system of ordered procedures for the production, regulation, distri-
bution, circulation, and operation of [discourses], whilst genealogy sees truth as linked
in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and sustain it, and to effects
of power which it induces and it extends. (2001: 104)

On this view, the studies of disconrse that emerge during Foucault’s archaeolog-
ical phase pave the way for the more materialistic studies of power/knowledge
in the genealogical phase.

Foucault’s first major work in the archaeological period concerns the history
of madness (in French this was published as the Histoite de la folie, and in English
as Madness and Civilisation).” Effectively Foucault’s history documents a series
of disruptions in the way insane people are treated by the rest of society. He
discerns a first disruption in the mid-seventeenth century. This separates the
Classical view of madness (prevalent during the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries) from the view dominating during the Middle Ages and the Renaissance.
Another break can be seen at the end of the eighteenth century, and this her-
alds the birth of the modern view of madness. In documenting the shift from
one recime of madness to another. Foucault pavs particular attention to the
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We can start here with the image of the ‘ship of fools’, a strange ‘drunken
boat’ which emerges onto the imaginary landscape of the Renaissance. This
imaginary ship, Foucault suggests, actually refers to the wanderings of the mad.
During this era those people regarded as insane were driven out of towns and
into the countryside where they lived an aimless and rootless existence; they
moved from place to place as medieval fears defined their itinerant status.
Eldon {2001: 123) summarizes it thus: ‘treatment of the mad is [...] shown to
be erratic — sometimes tolerant, sometimes exclusionary, sometimes hospitable.

There is no regimented model, no overall plan’.

If the symbolic image of Renaissance attitudes is the ship of fools, then the
symbolic image of the Classical period is the hospital. Foucault suggests that
from the middle of the seventeenth century onwards the mad were no longer
left to wander but were increasingly confined within dedicated ‘mad spaces’.

“This shift takes place as part of a more general trend towards ordered urban
“ spaces in which discrete social groups were positioned according to their func-
“fion and status. Confinement was thus a new mechanism of social control within
the city. Moreover, this mechanism was built around new forms of urban morality.

Iy Guiting’s view,

the conceptual and physical exclusion of the mad reflected a moral condemnation.
The moral fanlt, however, was not the ordinary sort, whereby a member of the human
community violates one of its basic norms. Rather, madness corresponded to a radical
choice that rejected humanity and the human community in tate in favour of a ife of
shieer (nonhuman) animality. (2001: 265)

'The insane wete therefore confined as a kind of moral punishment for their
; QCquisition of inhurnan characteristics and behaviours. And within these confined
places, they were treated in a variety of ways: ‘some had places in hospitals and
alimost had a medical status, whereas others were effectively in prison’ (Eldon,
2001: 126).

‘As we enter the modern era, however, another change in perceptions of the
inisane takes place. Now the mad return to the human fold but are seen as
sffénders against social norms. As such, they require correction and treatment.
Those lucky enough to be in hospital would be subject to medicalized
ocesses of observation and classification. This medicalization of madness
wotld lead to the condition of insanity progressively being seen not as a dis-
“ease of the soul but of the body. Importantly, the re-location of madness in the
_space of the body allowed for the development of various medical interven-
iens As Gutting (2001: 266) comments: ‘corresponding to this new concep-
tioni of madness is the characteristic modern mode of treating the mad: not
mérely isolating them but making them the objects of a moral therapy that
subjects them to social norms’.
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so that the apparent autonomy of the patients was greater than the actual — false
handles on certain doors, with some spaces forbidden; custodial features were
minimised, such as the muffling of bolts, and the use of case iron frames around
windows to remove the need for bars’ (2001: 131). In these new asylum spaces,
the mad were subjected to a moralizing judgement, 2 judgement that was itself
closely bound into the material fabric of the spatial structure.

It should be apparent that in this work on madness Foucault weaves together
morality, medicine and space to indicate how discursive formations (in this
case, the discourse of madness) construct and confine human subjects (in this
case, the mad). He shows a2 movement from a pure morality to a medicalized
morality. This movement entails the construction of places of confinement
where the mad are increasingly subject to the medical gaze; as this gaze is
brought to bear, so madness is progressively redefined as a modern form of ill-
ness. Yet, while the doctor now occupies a central place within the asylum, *his
intervention is not made by virtue of a medical skill but by the power of
morality’. Thus, the asylum ensures a new form of ‘moral imprisonment’ (Eldon,
2001: 133). The space of the asylum is a space of morality with the internal
structure somehow reflecting the (motalistic) character of the prevailing discursive
formation.

In general terms, a discursive geography of madness emerges from Foucaults
historical study. He shows how ‘spaces of unreason’ come to be successfully
demarcated from ‘spaces of reason’, and he illustrates how space is used in rela-
tion to the mad, ‘tracing patterns of exclusion, ordering, moralisation and con-
finement’(Eldon, 2001: 133). The focus on exclusions and confinements thus
effectively reveals the ‘spaces of dispersion’ identified by Philo:

Foucault’s text concerns the historical emergence in Western Europe of an impulse
both social and spatial towards segregating people labelled as mad (as hunatic’, ‘insane’,
‘mentally i’} from the ‘hormal’ round of work, rest, and play, often with the conse-
quence that these people ended up living out their days in houses of confinement both
non-specialist (workhouses, prisons) and specialist {asylums, mental hospitals, mental
health facilities). (2000: 223}

By pointing to this outcome, Foucault’s history challenges the broad thrust of
Enlightenment thought, which tends to see the adoption of medicalized treat-
ments as reflecting the emergence of a more humane attitude towards those
labelled ‘insane’. The shift from one episteme of madness to another is not ren-
dered in terms of progress; rather, it is seen in terms of the introduction of
a more totalizing form of confinement and moral judgement. The mad begin
as wanderers and end up as prisoners. This result is fairly typical of Foucault’s
assessment of modern knowledge systems. According to McNay (1994: 2),
Foucault generally seeks to question ‘the rationality of post-Enlightenment
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a0¥ 2.1

The foliowing issues emerge during Foucault’s "archaeological’ phase:

» Space is shaped by discourse so that discursive conventions become enshrined
within particular ‘micro’ spaces (such as the asylum).

o Actors within those spaces are ‘made’ by the discourses that surround them
(for example, the mad are ‘made’ by discourses of madness).

« There are sharp breaks in the structure of discursive formations as one inevitably
gives way to another.

o Breaks in discursive formations indicate that there is a residual structuralism at work
in Foucauit’s archaeologies as the formations take on almost structural qualities — once
one can ‘read’ the formation’ ane can read hehaviour in micro-settings.

A concern with the ‘dark underside’ of progress comes explicitly to the fore

in Foucault’s other major archacological work, The Order of Things. Here he

“examines how the human sciences changed during a series of shifts from the
_-__.m'edieval through to the modern age. Again, he emphasizes the contingency of
“knowledge and for each period he sketches the general epistemic structure under-

lying the human sciences or their equivalents. Gutting explains the approach as
follows:

Foucault’s characterisations of the epistemnes of the Renaissance, the Classical Age, and
the modern age are formulated in terms of, one, an episteme’s fundamental manner of
_.ordering the objects of thought and experience (its ‘order of things’); second, the con-
sequences of this ordering for the nature of signs {especially linguistic signs); and third,
the consequences of the episteme’s view of order and of signs for its conception of

““knowledge. (2001: 269)

. As with 'the history of madness, this study of the human sciences delineates
breakpoints, with one episteme inevitably giving way to another. For instance,
Foucault argues that, within the Renaissance episteme, the underlying struc-
ture of knowledge was given by the notion of ‘resemnblance’ in which the rela-
tion between one object and another derived from the perceived commonality
of forms (for example, between signs and the things they signify). With the
advent of the Classical age, this is replaced by an episteme based on the iden-
tities and differences that exist amongst objects. Thus, we witness the emer-

““gence of formal systems of signs (such as classification tables) that aim to
Crepresent the deerees of sameness and difference between thines. This Classical
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(2001: 271) puts it:“an entity is understood and related to other things in virtue
of the role it plays not in an ideal table of possibilities but in a real, historically
developing environment’.

Through all this, Foucault focuses on the status of ‘man’, Following his
history of madness, he aims to show how human subjects are ‘constructed’ by
disciplinary discourses — as Ian Hacking (1986) puts it, he is interested in how
differing knowledge domains ‘make up people’. The domains in question are
psychology, sociology and literary analysis, and the focus is on the status of
‘man’ as a representational being. Foucault claims that in the medieval and
Classical ages people were simply not capable of ‘representing’ the hurnan world,
because modes of representation were set within resemblances and classifications
of sameness and difference. However, in the modern age, ‘man’ as a representa-
tional being emerges and (disciplinary) questions are asked about the type of
being this ‘man’ might be. Again, Foucault points to the structure of discipli-
nary discourses in order to show how they succeed in imposing their formal
structures upon diverse modes of human representation and experience. Gutting
suggests that with The Order of Things we witness the full flowering of the
archaeological method:

Archaeology emerges as a method of analysis that reveals the intellectual structures that
underlie and make possible the entire range of diverse (and often conflicting) concepts,
methods, and theories characterising the thought of a given period. Concepts, meth-
ods and theories belong to the conscious life of individual subjects. By reading texts to
discover not the intention of the authors but the deep structure of the language itself
Foucault’s archaeology goes beneath conscious life to reveal the epistemic ‘uncon-
scious’ that defines and makes possible individuals’ knowledge. (2001: 26%)

It would seem from this comment that Foucault retains at this time a lingering
connection to structuralism — that is, he continues to pay a considerable amount
of attention to the underlying structures of differing discursive formations.
Although in his 1970 foreword to The Order of Things, he berates ‘half witted
commentators’ who persist in thinking of him as a structuralist, Eldon (2001:
101) believes Foucault is here ‘protesting too much’. There are, Eldon notes,
clear similarities between Foucault in his archaeclogical phase and the struc-
turalists, notably in the downplaying of human agency and in the significance
ascribed to formal discursive rules.* As Hacking (2004: 288) puts it: ‘Foucault
proposed his various ideas of a structure that determines discourse and action
from the top down’. And vet, Eldon believes, despite these affinities, even in this
period of his work, Foucault is beginning to move decisively towards post-
structuralisn. This is particularly evident in the attention he pays to spadality,
Eldon (2001: 102) says that Foucault’s histories ‘were not merely spatial in
the language they used, or in the metaphors of knowledge they developed,
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material places and spaces. We have seen some evidence of this in Foucaults
history of madness but it is taken much further in the studies that comprise his

'genealogical phase.

_Genealogy and discipline

: | The key text of this second period in Foucault’s working life is Discipline and
~ Punish, a history of penal reform and punishment, first published in 1975.The
~“study of the prison allows Foucault to take forward themes that were explic-
ey itly addressed in Madness and Civilisation, notably the confinement of subjects
- within specific discursive regimes. However, the focus now shifts to the con-
< nections between bodies of knowledge and non-discursive practices, In partic-
: ‘alar, Foucault becomes concerned with the power relations that underpin or
surround specific discourses and with the way such relations configure or con-
“strnct practices of various kinds. His genealogical pesspective highlights how
telations of power link together discursive and material resources. Thus, the
genealogical method pays particular attention to the relationship between
g@Wer, knowledge, practice and space. Not surprisingly, it is during this phase
at:the relational chatacter of space comes most fully into view.
As in his earlier work, Foucault contrasts the modern age of incarceration
with'a preceding Classical age. In the Classical period the most striking feature
of the regime of punishment was its public and flamboyant character. Punishment
Was here a visual display of the power of the sovereign: ‘pillories, gallows and
scaffolds were erected in public squares or by the roadside; sometimes the
wpses of the executed persons were displayed for several days near the scenes
of their crimes’ (Foucault, 1979: 58). Punishment thus worked as a visual medium
and its power resided in its impact on the body of the miscreant, as well as in
public perception of this impact. However, during the eighteenth century this
Chssical notion of ‘punishment as spectacle’ came to be questioned by penal
\ 'ijaigners who argued for a less physically harmful, more reformist mode of
retribution. The campaigners put forward a variety of suggestions for reform,
xricliiding a wider usage of exile and deportation. Yet, gradually another solution
emerges imprisonment. In Foucault’s account, confinement as a mode of punish-
ment becomes so ubiquitous that by the beginning of the nineteenth century
new regime of discipline based upon the prison has come in to being.
_ﬁst as the asylumn materializes the discourse of madness, the prison materi-
alizes the discourse of crime and punishment. As Driver (1994: 283) puts it,
in'the modern carceral regime, individuals are to be ‘trained into new habits,
éiv patterns of conduct; their bodies subject to a dressage of disciplinary rou-
tlnes their conduct monitored as closely as possible’. Activities are therefore
to-be strictlv recnlated in space and time: ‘orisons are divided by cells. land-
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of the modern regime of disciplinary correction. Foucault summarizes the
implications thus:

Disciplinary space tends to be divided into as many sections as there are bodies or
elements to be distributed [...] its aim was to establish presences and absences, to know
where and how to locate individuals, to set up useful communications, to interrupt
others, to be able at each moment to supervise the conduct of each individual, to assess
it, to judge it, to calculate its qualities or merits. It was a procedure, therefore, aimed at
knowing mastering and using. (197%: 143)

Knowing, mastering and using, however, are further refined into a set of
techniques of surveillance.

Hierarchical, continnous and functional surveillance [...] was organised as a multiple,
automatic and anonymous power [...] This enables the disciplinary power ro be both
absolutely indiscreet, since it is everywhere and always alert, since by its very principle
it leaves no zone of shade and constantly supervises the very individuals who are
entrusted with the task of supervision; and absolutely ‘discreet’, for it functions perma-
nently, and largely in silence. {1979: 176-7)

The material fabric of the prison must ensure, ‘hierarchical observation’— that
is, ‘careful monitoring by observers who are not themselves observed’ (Gutting,
2001: 280). Hierarchical observation lays the groundwork for ‘normalizing
judgement’ — that is, an assessinent of prisoners that culminates in pronounce-
ments of ‘normality’ or ‘abnormality’ (Foucault, 2004). The monitoring of
bodily conduct is aimed at establishing a rigid adherence to norms on the part
of prisoners so that deviant behaviour can be easity apprehended,

As Foucault explains, close monitoring requires observation by observers
who are not themselves ohserved. He provides, as the most striking illustration
of this hidden but intrusive process of observation, the example of Jeremy
Bentham’s Panopticon. Although it was never actually built, Foucault believes
Bentham’s design for the ‘ideal’ prison shows how ‘nomalizing judgement’ and
‘hierarchical observation’ routinely become enshrined in modern disciplinary
institutions. As envisioned by Bentham, the Panopticon was a multi-storied
building with a tower at the centre of a circular space (see Figure 2.1). The cells
in the outer ring faced the tower with a completely open but barred frontage.
The outer end of each cell was open to light from the outside so that, from the
central tower, each cell was backlit in an illuminatory fashion. All activities in
all cells were therefore rendered highly visible, However, the tower itself was
maintained in darkness so that the prisoners could never know whether or not
they were actually being watched. As a consequence, each prisoner was forced
to assume constant surveillance even though this surveillance might be inter-
mittent or even non-existent. In this building, then, prisoners were expected
to monitor and reotwlate their own conduct. albeit on the assumption that thev
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Ohservation
Tower

RE 2.4 A plan of Bentham's Panopticon (Source: Hannah, 1997)

elfédiscip]jne, as inmates were enlisted into controlling themselves, and as the
xternal eye in the inspection tower was replaced by the internal eye of con-
snce’. In a commentary on the Panopticon, Matthew Hannah draws out
imilar implications:

isoners as human objects are visible as individuals: each one is distinguishable from
all the others; each irregular activity is assignable to a specific person, All prisoners are
oteritially visible in all activities; they are completely limned by Hght. None can escape
stnishment as an automatic consequence of abnormal behaviour. The watchers in the
wer have direct control of the means of punishment through a hierarchical structure
of command unifying what I call three moments of control: observation, judgement
d énforcement of behavious [...] while watching is only sporadic, the threat of being
watched never ceases [...] Panoptic power, then, brings together a completely visible,
tinguishable and precisely punishable human object, and a unified, infallible, omni-

¢ient and anonymous authoritative subject. (1997: 347)

We: clearly see in the Panopticon how power links together subjects and
bjects within the context of a discursive regime, one aimed at establishing
:ci_ﬁc norms of behaviour. We also see the spatial implications of this inking
complex architectural spaces bring forth the relations of power developed
tially at the discursive level: ‘Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon relates power and
owledge, norm and surveillance, in an interplay of architecture and social
ence’ (Flynn, 1994: 41). By displaying these relations, the Panopticon usefully
Mitstrates hovw hower diseatiree nractice and pace come to he alioned in the
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BOX 2.2

Some core features of Foucauit's genealogical approach:

= Discourse becomes deeply embedded in the materiality of given spaces to the point
where it might be arqued “material arrangements’ generate the ‘discursive’ aspects
of these spaces.

e These material and discursive spaces act upon the bodies of human subjects. Thus
subjectivity is constituted spatially, in some real sense it is made by the spatial con-
figurations in which the subjects (that is, inmates) find themselves.

o Thus, ‘external’ discourses are ‘internalized’ to the extent that these discourses help
to produce subjectivity.

» In this regard Foucault has moved much more fully into post-structuralism as the
subiject is now ‘decentred’ into the relations that surround him/her.

+ [Moreover, these relations combine discursive and non-discursive elements so that
relationat configurations can be seen as ‘heterogeneous’.

Foucault focuses on the Panopticon because he believes it crystallizes key
features of 2 new discursive regime associated with discipline and punishment,
Within this regime, the penal system becomes a kind of “factory’ for producing
knowledge about individual prisoners. However, this knowledge factory” is
concerned ‘not with the crimes commitied but with the potential danger that
lay hidden in every individual’ (Barker, 1998: 56). It is therefore the suppression
of potential dangers that drives the development of Panoptic monitoring
and surveillance. Moreover, Foucault argues these mechanisms are increasingly
adopted beyond the prison gate in a host of institutional settings — schools,
factories and hospitals — where the same processes of observation and normaliza-
tion are valued. Poucault claims that these new Panoptic spaces come to com-
prise a a ‘carceral archipelago’, organized in line with the ubiquitous strategies
of hierarchical observation and normalizing judgement. Tt seems, then, that the
prison has spread, heralding the emergence of what might be called a ‘disciplinary
society”.’

However, Eldon (2001) suggests there is another way of reading Discipline
and Punish. He suggests that the Panopticon should be seen as ‘the culmination
of a variety of technologies of power rather than their beginning’ (2001: 147,

emphasis added). He believes that we should study not the Panopticon itself
but ‘panopticism’, In his view, “we can best understand the birth of the prison
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~_ being a diluted form of the prison, the prison is the general trend in its most
“extreme form’ (2001: 147). Thus, in Eldon’s account, Foucault details aspects of
“tha Panopticon not because this particular arrangement of power has gradually
“ipserted itself into every nook and cranny of modern society but because 1t
" usefully shows how power relations in general work in ‘microphysical’ envi-
vonments such as prisons, hospitals, schools and other institutional spaces.

dvernment and governmentality

The analysis that Foucault provides in Discipline and Punish is emblematic of
“his later work, especially in its focus upon strategies of ‘normalization’. These
trategies are of abiding interest to Foucault (see, for instance, Foucault, 2004},
1 fact, they are soon extended beyond micro-locales, such as prisons, to a
ider study of systems of ‘government’ — that is, the normalization of behav-
;.at the societal scale. This turn towards ‘societal government’ takes Foucault
eyond the juridical sphere into a host of other domains — such as edu-
ion, welfare services, urban planning, economic regulation and health —
nywhere that modes of ‘normalizing judgement’ are routinely brought to
ar (2004: 134).
In:order to develop his perspective on normalization ‘outside’ the prison
ticault adopts a very broad definition of ‘government’; it applies to ‘any more
iéss calculated and rational activity [...] that seeks to shape conduct’; that is,
t apphes to ‘any attempt to shape with some degree of deliberation aspects of
r behaviour according to particular sets of norms and for a variety of ends’
] éan 1999: 10—11). Increasingly, then, Foucault sees disciplinary and other
orms of power in terms of the ‘shaping of conduct’ in line with governmental
egies of ‘normalization’ (Foucault, 2004: 49). Yet, while this notion of the
rduct of condnct’ might be applied to almost any form of governmental
ivity,® Hindess (1996: 106) believes Foucault intends it to be applied in a
ower fashion to refer to ‘less spontaneous’ exercises of power over others,
those exercises that are more calculated and considered’. Indeed, Foucanlt
ngs government and calculation explicitly together in the notion of ‘govern-
tality’, a topic he discusses in a series of lectures in the late 1970s (eventually
'ubhshed in Foucault, 1991). According to Lemke {2001: 191), the development
is. concept ‘demonstrates Foucault’s working hypothesis on the reciprocal
nstitution of power techniques and forms of knowledge. The semantic link-
g()f governing {“gouverner”) and modes of thought (“mentalité”) indicates
hat it is not possible to study the technologies of power without an analysis
of the political rationality underpinning them’. Thus, there are two sides to
vernmentality. First, the term defines a discursive field in which the exercise
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capable of making some form of that activity thinkable and practicable both to -
its practitioners and to those upon whom it is practised’. However, as Lemke |

(2001: 191) notes, a political rationality is not ‘pure, neutral knowledge which
simply “re-presents” the governing reality; instead, it itself constitutes the intellec-

tual processing of the reality which political technologies can then tackle’. This
bring us, secondly, to technologies of government — that is, to those procedures |

that enable rationalities to act effectively upon diverse subjects and objects.
These consist of ‘mundane programmes, calculations, techniques, apparatuses,
through which authorities seek to embody and give effect to governmental

ambitions’ (Rose and Miller, 1992: 175). Rationalities and technologies are -
closely aligned within specific regimes of governmentality — that is, ‘thought as
it becomes linked to and is embedded in technical means for the shaping and :

reshaping of conduct and in practices and institutions’ (Dean, 1999: 18).

Foucault’s work on prisons and asylums clearly indicates that the practice of
government is widely dispersed throughout society. In fact, it seems that almost
all forms of disciplinary expertise are being brought to bear in a governing -

process that extends throughout modern institutions. As Dean {1999: 10) puts it:

‘there is a plurality of governing agencies and authorities, of aspects of behaviour

to be governed, of norms to be invoked, of purposes sought, and of effects, out-
comes and consequences’. Lemke (2001: 201) suggests that we might discern a

continuum of governmentality, one that extends from political government
right through to forms of individualized self-regulation. In the context of this

continuum, we can see that the bulk of Foucault’s work is located squarely

in the middle: he analyses a range of institutional forms that sit somewhere -

between the state and the individualized subject.

More recent analysts of governmentality have, however, shifted the focus
more firmly towards conventional notions of government. Miller and Rose
(1990), for instance, argue that the notion of governmentality is particularly
appropriate to understanding the conduct of political government in liberal
democracies. They note that, in distinction to *police’ states (not simply current
totalitarian regimes, but also the states of the pre-modern andlen régime), where
there is an urge to specify and scrutinize all forms of behaviour, liberal democ-
racies typically hold limits to state power. These limits have been evident since
the latter years of the eighteenth century, when the term ‘civil society’ came to
signify a realm of freedom, rights and activities outside the legitimate sphere o
the state. Thus, the delimitation of the powers of political authorities arose in
conjunction with a private, civil realm — consisting of markets, families, firms
and so on — which existed d beyend the boundaries of the state. Simultaneously,
however, government took on the role of fostering the self-organizing capac-
ities of this civil realm: ‘Political rule was given the task of shaping and nurtur-

ing that very civil society that was supposed to provide its counterweight and
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Foucault (1991) identifies a recurring concern around the need to establish

".:é viable boundary between state action and inaction in liberal society. In the early
perlod of what might be termed the classical liberal state, the overwhelming

assumption was that the totality of economic processes was ultimately unknow-

“able and, as 2 consequence, economic sovereignty on the part of the state was

mp0351b1e Thus, any intervention by the state in this sphere had to be amply
usnﬁed As in his earlier historical studies, Foucault discerns a ‘breakpoint’ in
he'middle years of the nineteenth century. Now a series of new roles for the
tate emerge which themselves begin to acquire something of the density and

: _Ecj'rﬁplexity‘ formerly attributed by liberal thinkers to commercial society and
: the imarket (Gordon, 1991: 34). The economic sphere comes to be seen not just
‘45 an extant, natural state of affairs but as one that can only exist under certain

'ohtical legal and institutional conditions, and these have to be guaranteed
_g_overnment. Rather than thinking of state action in terms of its necessary
'usﬁﬁcation, there thus emerges ‘an intimate symbiosis’ (Gordon, 1991: 35)
setween government and civil society. The economy and, crucially, society
6nie thought of more as a catalogue of problems for government than as a
elf-regulating sphere that can only be undermined by government.

As:the engagement between state and society becomes more complex, so it
wies increasingly apparent that if modern governments are to manage the

ultiiaie domains of civil life they must have some understanding of these
lormains. The conduct of government is, then, tied to expertise, for this allows
alculated administration of diverse aspects of conduct through countless,

¥ _Eompcting, focal tactics of education, persuasion, inducement, manage-
ment;"incitement, motivation and encouragement’ (Roose and Miller, 1992: 175},
ording to Miller and Rose (1990: 189), experts enter into a double alliance:
‘one hand, they ally themselves with political authorities, translating polit-
shicerns about such issues as economic productivity, law and order, and

athology into the vocabulary of management, social science, medicine and so
‘the other hand, they form alliances with ‘private’ actors, translating their
erns over such issues as investment, child rearing or illness into a range
chniques for improvement. These two-way alliances result in what Dean
22) calls ‘regimes of practices’, which serve to define subjects and objects

: dify appropriate ways of dealing with relations between them.

In short, the political governance of modern society requires a range of actors,
tices and discourses to be mobilized across diverse socio-spatial domains.
tical forces can only govern by influencing or co-opting domains in civil

ty that they do not directly control. Liberalism is thus marked out by the

_degree to which power is exercised, not so much by direct repression, but more

the invisible strategies of normalizing judgement that are brought to bear on
ently ‘free’ subjects (McNay, 1994). Such strategies emerge from a variety of
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" jnducement, management, incitement, motivation and encouragement’ (1992:
' _.'173) The analysis of discipline as presented in Discipline and Punish should thus
‘Beé seen as but one aspect of Foucault’s general analysis of government.
Subsequent studies within the governmentality field have amplified this
concern for the management of territory and therefore space. For instance,
“Murdoch and Ward (1997} investigate how statistical representations of territory
lowed the British state to bring conceptions of a national rural space into
emg in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This national space was super-
mﬁﬁdéed upon the many local raral formations that could previously be found
__scattered throughout the British countryside. As powerful modes of national
¢ presentatlon emerged so a national territory was consolidated in government
bhcy By the middle years of the twentieth century this national territory was
representcd as a ‘national farm’, a spatal zone that would be administered by
te agencies in line with the governmental priority of increased food produc-
The effect was a radically reconfigured spatial assemblage in the British
tryside (for example, larger farms, fewer farmers, more machinery and a
ged natural environment).
Perhiaps because they assess such spatially extensive entities as the countryside,
al and the agricultural, Murdoch and Ward can stress the statistical emer-
e of territory and its gradual solidification within governmental modes of
sentation, However, in using the same perspective to analyse the nineteenth-
v city, Osborne and Rose (1999: 740) emphasize a rather different set of
rnmental concerns. They believe the city at this time must be seen as‘a plane
mdetérmination — a dense, opaque, unknown, perhaps ultimately unknowable
4 domain where the criteria and techniques of good government were
longer self-evident’. Where Murdoch and Ward’s account of rural govern-
eritality stresses the effective and far-reaching nature of governmental inter-
o_rji_’s; Osborne and Rose see urban government as ‘having ambitions. that
ntirely negative’, linked to fears of the mob, problems of overcrowd-
: ‘the degenerating effects of urban squalor. In assessing governtmental

BOR 2.3

Foucault's interest in ‘governmentality’ gives rise to the following considerations:

o Discourses shape not just micro-spaces but much broader territories (i.e. societies)
also. These governmental discourses work in much the same way as disciplinary
discourses In that they configure subjectivity but now in a wider range of settings.

» Governmental discourses are made up of ‘rationalities’ - that is, broad justifications
for governing certain spatial domains in certain ways — and ‘technologies’ — that is,
the precise means by which rationalities can be implemented in practice..

« The combination of rationafities and technologies in the notion of ‘governmentality’
highlights the fact that government is a heterogeneous affair, it requires the mobi-
lization of many resources and many differing types of actors, both ‘inside’ and
‘outside’ the state.

« The mobilization of rationalities and technologies refies upon ‘expertise’ of various
kinds. Experts work to link governmental authorities to nominally ‘free’ subjects.
Foucault’s interest in expertise stems from his interest in disciplinary knowledges.

o Governmentalities thus work inside and outside the state and easily cross the state-

non-state frontier.

The processes of confinement and discipline that were the subject of the
earlier studies can now be seen as part of a broader concern for government in
all its forms. As Foucault himself says of the analysis presented in Discipline and
Punish: ‘discipline was never more important or more valorised than at the
moment when it became important to manage a population; the managing o
a population not only concerns the collective mass of phenomena, the level o
its aggregate effects, it also implies the management of a population in its depth
and its details’ (1991: 102). In other words, disciplinary techniques are to be
seen as instruments of government. As Hindess (1996: 118) summarizes: ‘the
suggestion is, then, that we live in a world of disciplinary projects, many o
which cut across other such projects, and all of which suffer from more or less
successful attemps at resistance and evasion. The result is a disciplinary bu
hardly disciplined society’.

In fact, as we have already seen, liberal society is governed by a multiplicity
of rationalities and techniques. As Rose and Miller (1992: 173) put it: ‘political -
power is exercised today through a profusion of shifting alliances between
diverse authorities in projects to govern a multitude of facets of economic

. . - L~

ouid appear, then, that Foucault’s conceptualization of government can
: 'Q understand the relationship between space {for instance, in the form
ituﬁon or territory) and discourse (for instance, in the form of differing
titalities and techniques of rule}. However. we should note at this iuncture
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given above might suggest. For instance, John Allen (2003:75) has expressed some
disquiet about the move from one scale of geographical analysis to another in
Foucault’s genealogical studies. He believes the ‘diffuse topography’ evident in -
the governmentality literature ‘sits rather awkwardly next to the meticulous and
rather dense configurations of the prison or the clinic’. Allen argues that once
Foucaultian analysis moves beyond particular sites and specific institutions, it
tends to become ‘impressionistic’ and ‘metaphorical’ — that is, it loses sight of the
precise spatial arrangements (detailed in Madness and Civilisation and Discipline
and Punish) that obviously work to regulate behaviour, He says:

.-Igovernment we lose the rich spatial vocabulary of the institutional diagrams:
orice outside the walls of the institution, so to speak, it was as if’ a concern for
thé detailed spacing and timing of activities, and how they induced and chan-
mielled particular patterns of behaviour, no longer had any real purchase on the
fmore expansive matters at hand’ {Allen, 2003: 90). This results, Allen argues,
‘in 4 ‘geographically skewed topology’ in which ‘the transformation of power
Jitions across space is of less fascination or interest than those transformed
1 space ' (2003: 89).

In contrast to the detailed survey of techniques in Foucault’s eadier institutional
analyses — documenting the distribution of individuals in penal spaces, for example, on
the basis of a series of grid-like expectations about how prisoners should conduct
themselves — we have scant detail of the spatial assernblages involved in the manage-
ment of dispersed papulations, (2003: 82)

ower and space

s reservations about the shif in the spatial focus of Foucault’s genealogical
s are expressed during a general consideration of Foucault’s work on
er"In Allen’s view, Foucault is the pre-eminent exponent (along with Gilles
eleuze, see Chapter 3) of the notion that power is an ‘immanent affair’ — that
'ei’ is a normalizing force, one that works through (rather than upon) the
rses, techniques, practices and arrangements which frame and compose
ryday life.” This perspective on power has proved highly influential and
sua]ly seen as a central aspect of Foucault’s contribution to post-structuralist
ght {McNay, 1994; Hindess, 1996}. Tn this section, I will briefly outline
1le’s account of power before returning to Allen’s reservations about its
on in spatial analysis.

Power became increasingly central to Foucault’s work in his later years,
specially in the studies of discipline and government. In Flynn’s (1994: 34)
w, ‘power relations underwrite all Foucault’s genealogies’. In the genea-
hase, Foucault ties together knowledge, discourse, space and power,
wer relations acting to somehow bind all these aspects together. For
e;in his studies of the asylum and the prison, Foucault shows how
works through discursive regimes, spatial arrangements and social prac-
¢ also shows how the patients and the prisoners are made the subjects
er ‘that is, he shows how they become subjected fo power relations of
s kinds.

Dzmplme and Punish, the mode of subjection is discipline: ‘Discipline
akes individuals; it is the specific technique of power that regards individuals
1 _dbj;_a_cts and as instruments of its exercise’ (Foucaule, 1979; 170). Power is
nently invoked within the range of detailed techniques — hierarchical
ion, normalizing judgement and examination — that comprise the dis-
phna;y regime. Foucault refers to these techniques as the ‘micro-physics of
33 (1979 26), and he discerns mticro-physical power relations in the instru-
nts; techniques and procedures that are brought to bear within the confines

In other words, as Foucault’s gaze shifts from enclosed micro-spaces to more
diffuse macro-spaces, the specifically spatial aspects of his approach fade into
the background.®

In Allen’s view, Foucault’s geography can be seen most clearly when the pre-
cise ‘diagrams of power’ encoded in institutions like the prison and the asylum
are shown to interact with broader discursive formations or modes of classifi-
cation: ‘the layout, disposition and orientation of the various clinical or prison
buildings [...] are all deemed to have played a part in inducing particular forms
of conduct, although not in isolation from the classificatory techmiques and
normative strategies designed to engage the minds of particular subjects’
(Allen, 2003: 71). Allen goes on to say:

[R]egular forms of conduct are indeed induced, but not because they are ‘read off” by
subjects from a particalar series of techniques or a particularly stark spatial arrange-
ment. Rather it is the interplay of forces within a particular setting which makes it
possible to extrapolate diagrams from the power relations inscribed within particular
institutional spaces: subjects are progressively constituted, symbolically and practically,
through specific points of purchase; mobilised and positioned through particular
embedded practices; and channelled and directed by a series of grid-like expectations
about how, when and where to conduct themselves and others. In simple terms, dif-
ferent kinds of diagrams make different kinds of government and control possible, even
though things rarely turn out quite as planned. (2003: 73)

In Foucault’s institutional studies the diagrams are easy to see and it is clear that”
spatial and discursive arrangements become intimately intertwined as behav-
iours are regulated and as practices are moulded by governing agencies (even
though, as Allen emphasizes, ‘things rarely turn out quite as planned’, a point
that we shall consider at some length in subsequent chapters). In the institu-
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“account of any ‘other’ knowledges — such as prison subculture or customs inherited
“from the past ~ which those in control may have encountered and come into conflict
BOX 2.4 ‘with means that Foucault significantly overestimates the effectiveness of disciplinary

" foins of control. (1994:101)

Some general features that characterize Foucault's perspective on power: ‘McNay'’s view, this partial perspective means that Foucault ‘slips too easily
'fmm describing power as a tendency within modern forms of social control to
siting disciplinary power as a fully installed monolithic force which saturates
Scial relations’ (1994: 104). We ultimately gain, then, a rather traditional
.w of power as the ability of a regime to exercise control over its subjects. In
Dtsaplme and Punish, to be a subject of power is quite clearly to be subjected to
ower of a prohibitive and repressive kind.

However upon completing Discipline and Punish, it is clear that Foucault
& to realize he had described power rather too negatively in that volume.
for instance, in lectures he gave in 1975 (eventually published in Foucault,
he explicitly argued a need to escape from ‘outdated historical models’
¢ power as always ‘prohibiting, preventing and isolating’ (2004: 51).%
stead: he asserted that ‘what the eighteenth century established through the
iscipline of normalisation™, or the system of “discipline-normalisation” [is] a
wér that is not in fact repressive but productive, repression figuring only as
a1 or secondary effect with regard to its central creative and productlve
echanisms’ (2004: 52). Thus, discipline repression is superimposed upon ‘pos-
techniques of intervention and transformation’ (2004: 50). These ‘positive’
ques are seen simply as ‘government’, meaning the ‘conduct of conduct’.
We éarl thus discern two main types of power relation: one (in the prison) that
yminant and coercive; another (in processes of liberal government) that is
ctive and affirmative, As Judith Butler explains,

o Power and knowledge are closely combined.

« Power relations are interwoven with social practices and material arrangements.

s Knowledge and practice construct a world that is both knowable and governable.

o Power/knowledge relations produce subjects whose behaviour is regulated and
modified in line with given rationalities.

o Power circulates through specific assemblages of materials and practices.

« Power produces a series of local effects within these assemblages.

In this broad characterization of power we can also see some general features of
Foucault's spatial sensihility:

« Power works through knowledge domains that specify how particular sites should
be organized.

» Modes of spatial organization simultaneously constitute power/knowledge relations.

o There is no clear distinction between power, knowledge, practice and space — all these
aspects are interwoven with one another.

» This interweaving shows space to be refational in nature.

We'are used to thinking of power as what presses on the subject from the outside, as
at: subordinates, sets underneath, and relegates to a lower order. But if, following
ucault, we understand power as forming the subject as well, as providing the very
on of its existence and the trajectory of its desire, then power is not simply what

These general observations are enough to show that Foucault sees powe
almost everywhere. And he sees power almost everywhere because he believe
it comes from almost everywhere — discourse, knowledge, practice, spaces of

dispersion and so forth. And yet, as Allen (2003} observes, despite the obviousl S _ :

; ; ) ) L onl i -oppose but also, in a strong sense, what we depend on for our existence and what
diffuse nature of power relations in Foucaultian theory, it is only with : arbour and preserve in the beings that we are. The customary model for under-
enclosed institutional sites such as asylums and prisons that Foucault seems able- andmg this process goes as follows: power Imposes itself on us, and weakened by its

to successfully reveal the spatial mechanisms at work. Moreover, it is also clear: . we come to internalise or accept its terms. What such an account fails to note,
wever, is that the ‘we’who accept such terms are fundamentally dependent on those

ms for ‘owr” existence. Are there not discursive conditions for the articulation of any

; . L . . ¢ Subjection comnsists precisely in this fundamental dependency on a discourse we
and surveillance). In fact, the degree of repression and prohibition evident in er chose but that, paradorically,initiates and sustains our very agency. (1997:2)
Bentham’s Panopticon suggests that, for the most part, Discipline and Punish: :

refers to a state of domination in which the prisoners are reduced to the status of ; his'second, positive, mode of power comes to the fore in Foucault’s last pub-
‘docile bodies’. As McNay notes: ions, notably the three volumes that comprise his History of Sexuality. Here,
ower is still thought of as ‘the total structure of actions’, but this structure
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that within such sites power is both dispersed (for instance, in materials, tech-
niques and practices) and concentrated (for instance, in processes of observation
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poss1b111ty of effective resistance has been removed does the power relation
setween two subjects become unilateral and one-sided’. Discipline and Punish
o fore describes not the routine imposition of power relations but a fairly
extreme version of power as repression. In more normal circumstances, power
Jations sit somewhere between domination and freeplay: they comprise mix-
‘of the negative and the positive. This is perhaps most noticeable in the
ofliberal government as it ‘hovers between forbidding subjects/objects on
¢ one hand and constituting objects/subjects on the other’ (Barker, 1998: 66).
¢ balance between direction and constitution entails that power relations be
Alexible and robust, amorphous and consolidated. It ensures also that the
tence of power relations through space and time ‘depends on a multiplicity
oints of resistance: these points play the role of adversary, target, support or

¢ in power relations. These points of resistance are present everywhere in
ver network” (Foucault, 1981: 95).

‘power is exercised over those who are in a position to choose and it aims to |
influence what their choices will be [...] where there is no possibility of resis-
tance there can be no relation of power’. Foucault (1982: 213) refers to this .
interaction between power and resistance as an ‘agonism’ — that is, “a relation- -
ship which is at the same time reciprocal incitation and struggle’. Thus, as Paul
Patton points out, the human material that systems of powet work upon is not’

docile but active:

it is composed of forces or endowed with certain capacities. AAs such it must be under-
stood in terms of power, where this term is understood in its primary sense of capacity
to do certain things [...} whatever else it may be, the human subject is 2 being endowed
with certain capacities. It is a subject of power, but this power is only realised in and
through the diversity of bodily capacities and forms of subjectivity. (1998: 65)

We here artive at a conception of a subject that is not just subjected to {negative
power relations but also actively constructs {positive) power relations. Moreover;:
this subject is also embodied; thus, power relations work upon and through bodies:

while resistance to power also takes an embodied form. This naturally leads on
to a concern for the spaces of embodiment including the prison, the asylum and
so forth. '

In seeking to understand more fully the productive subject of power,
Foucault begins to look more closely at ‘sources of selfhood’. In particular, he
discusses ‘technologies of the self” — that is, the ways in which individuals ‘effect:
by their own means or with the help of others a certain number of operations
on their own bodies and souls, thoughts, conduct and ways of being, so as to
transform themselves’ (1988: 18). Foucault also begins to investigate an ‘ethics
of the self’. This involves not only a relationship to oneself as an ethical or moral:
agent but also recognition of oneself as a subject of power relations of various
kinds. As Arnold Davidson {1994: 119) notes: ‘in his last writings Foucault
expressed concern that the ancient principle “know thyself” had obscured, at
least for us moderns, the similarly ancient requirement that we occupy ourselves
with ourselves, that we care for ourselves’. In these late works (for instance, The
History of Sexuality, volumes 2 and 3) Foucault sees the self as something to be
worked on by the self. In other words, the subject is no longer simply subjected

o’Wér, Foucault concludes that:

awer is dispersed across many heterogeneous domains with many of these

mains retaining their own specific powers (which can be realized in strategies of

ither resistance or accommodation to hegemonic forces).

‘construction and consolidation of power relations takes a considerable amount

] w_ork and the work increases as resistance increases.

' times the consolidation and impaosition of power relations can result in domina-

1 (as in the panoptic prison).

ut perhaps more routinely power leads to the production of new forms of subjec-

ty {as in processes of liberal government).

! 15, Foucault's work heips us 1o see the diversity of power refations and their
acts.

to constraining power relations but can operate within productive relations to

fashion new ways of being."!

We therefore arrive at the position where power is always exercised between
subjects that have (to varying degrees) their own powers. As Pottage (1998: 23)
puts it: ‘power presupposes freedom in the sense that the relation itself is
sculpted by a constant movement of reciprocal anticipations and interventions
stch that each actor is dependent on the autonomy of the other’. In the con- id:so forth, it cannot be seen as something imposed from above or

text of this ‘constant movement’ power relations are always potentially resistible e outside; rather, as John Allen (2003: 9) remarks, it is ‘coextensive with
B . O T o LIk PRSP . Y. i Haldaof anaraticn’ thic field af cmeratiom arrenoee mareriale  detmareadae

tual fact, Foucault shows power relations to be se diverse that our attention
gly drawn not to power per se but to the ‘materials’ that make power
e . . .

hateverit‘is’.'> And given that power is constituted through bodies, practices,




ferd POST-STRUCTURALIST GEOGRAPHY

these power-relations, which are simmultanecusly local, unstable and diffuse, do not
emanate from a central point or unique locus of sovereigney, but at each moment move
from one point to another in a field of forces, marking inflections, resistances, twists and
turns [...] There is a multiplicity of local and partial integrations, each one entertaining
an affinity with certain relations or particular points. (1988: 73—4))

Thus, 4 relational view of power brings us again to a relational view of space.’
Space is here composed by the variable construction and consolidation of power
relations, Discrete spaces emerge out of complex assemblages of discourses, prac-
tices and materials, all somehow bound together by relations of power. Moreover,
power is not only materialized in space, it is also ‘localized it works relationally
through situated and specific knowledges, practices and materials, all arranged at
precise points and bound together by heterogeneous actions of alignment. As
Foucault (1986: 252) says: ‘space s fundamental in any exercise of power’, '

Yet, if we return once again to the distinction between ‘micro-physical’ and;
‘macro-physical’ forms of power (loosely associated in Foucault’s work with, on
the one hand, the closed institution and, on the other, liberal government) then
we see that the ‘localized’ (and therefore spatialized) character of power rela
tions can all too easily get lost in the move from the smaller to the larger scale.
This point is cleatly expressed by Allen when he suggests that the ‘expansive
and diffuse topography’ of governmental modes of power compares unfavourably
with ‘the rather dense configurations of the prison or the clinic’ (2003: 75).
Where, in the institutional setting, we have clear descriptions of the spatial
arrangements that reflect precise configurations of power, at the level of gover :
ment we get ‘scant detail of the spatial assemblages involved in the management
of dispersed populations’ (2003: 82). Allen is concerned that the mechanisms
which allow power relations to be assembled inside institutional spaces are
much easier to see than the mechanisms that allow power relations to be assem:
bled across non-institutional spaces. In short, Foucault describes ‘spaces of domi-
pation’ much more convincingly than ‘spaces of production’. Allen believes this
problem is exacerbated by the fact that we cannot simply “aggregate up’ the
institutional mechanisms and techniques described in books such as Discipline
and Punish to the level of a society or a state. As he says: ‘Bridging the gap

unlikely on the basis of a scaled-up version of confined arrangements’ (2003; 84);

Allen therefore concludes that ‘the challenge for those who hold that power

has an immanent presence is to grasp how, in the context of a diffuse popul
tion composed of a multitude of wills, the subject and power remain mutually

constitutive of each other in space and time’ (2003: 85). In order to fully meet
this challenge, he explains, Foucaultian scholars must turn their attention to the
spatially mediated relationships that compose modern systems of governmen-
tal power in order to show how relations are stabilized across heterogeneous
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_eé'd, in short, to attend to the constitutive as well as the coercive powers of

vernmental space.

Conclusion

: reflection on Foucault’s work provided above shows that the notion of
rional space’ emerges strongly from within his studies of discourse, knowl-
dge nd power. However, Foucault also focuses our attention on the interrela-
onship between spatial relation and spatial formation: he shows that particular
"l_x_rses, networks of power, sets of material resources can all be stabilized in
ete spatial zones (the hospital, the prison and so forth). The spatial fabric
ven institations is, then, a key means of ‘materializing’ discursive relations.
space of the prison and the space of the asylum serve to ‘perform’ the relations
et specified at the discursive level.

Space and power mutually constitute one another in Foucaults work. Yet,
ré of this constitution gets harder to discern once we move out of the

osed institutions into the dispersed populations of nation-states and other
cale political units. Foucault clearly feels the spatial mechanisms at work
'(';h_:_the sarne: governmental processes of discipline and normalization act
nfigure modes of subjectivity and serve to regulate patterns of behaviour;

rk in amorphous and dispersed ways and are multiple in form (the
, of domination discerned in the Panoptic prison is merely at one end of
ntinuum of power relations). In the eyes of critics, however, the shift away
11 mi_g’ro—scale power relations entails a loss of spatial focus: the precise
‘hereby dispersed and diverse relations of power act upon dispersed and
_.f(_')rms of subjectivity become hard to discern. Instead of the seamless
on of power, knowledge and space we get the assertion of governmental
rses that seemingly work both everywhere and nowhere.

can therefore conclude that Foucault’s work takes us some considerable
in our exploration of relational space but not quite far encugh, His
of the asylum and the prison are exemplary in helping us to understand
'S'tfﬁutionai spaces come to reflect particular power/knowledge configu-
1is Bﬁt his extension of this analysis beyond enclosed institutions raises
. questions about the relationship between power/knowledge systems
Wider dispersal of these systems across extensive territories. In order to
€l :i_:f;. the dispersal of power within diverse and loosely co-ordinated spa-
igements, we turn in the next chapter to examine in a little more detail

cise spatial mechanisms that must be employed if heterogeneous spaces
to be aligned by ‘rationalities of rule’. In so doing, we investigate more fully
power becomes ‘materialized” in ‘things’ and how, in the exercise of power
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SUMBMARY
In this chapter we have investigated key aspects of Foucault’s work and have
attempted to draw out the implications for spatial analysis. It was shown that

Foucault worked for most of his career with an implicit notion of relational -

space, but this only came fully to the fore in his ‘genealogical” phase with
books such as Discipline and Punish and the essays on governmentality. In his
analysis of power Foucault clearly shows how the social and the spatial are
bound inextricably together — the one is ‘immanent’ in the other. This sets
the scene for the fuller investigation of relationalism undertaken by other
post-structuralist authors.

FURTHER READING

Notes

1. We should also acknowledge that Foucault’s interests, while mainly historical, alwrays
relate to some issue of pressing contemporary concern. He suggests his writings
might be termed ‘histories of the present’ (1979: 30-1), in that they attempt to
reveal how current circurnstances could have been different. Thus, Foucault’s historie
aim to show that the processes leading to our present practices and institutions
were by no means preordained or inevitable. This focus on ‘histories of the present’

again highlights the specific and unique nature of Foucault’s historical writings.

(2000), Miles (2003).

use the English version as well as commentaries on the French version.

turalism, but structuralism remains stuck to his back’.

Ot me i Aieminlinary cnaciety teems confined to certain kev institutional

For recent examples see McNay (1994), Barker, (1998), Dean (1 999), Danaher et al
It should be noted that Madness and Civilisation contains only around one half o
the original French text. For this reason, various comnentators have argued tha

only the original will suffice but as this has yet to be translated into English T will

As Darier (1999: 13) puts it: ‘Foucault may have tried to turn his back to struc
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. investigation that would be extended without limit to a meticulous and ever more
analytical observation, a judgement that would at the same time be the constitu-
‘tion of a file that was never closed, the calculated lentency of a penalty that would
be interlaced with the ruthless curiosity of an examination’. The tendency then is
‘to greater and greater surveillance with few clues as to how this tendency might
be resisted.

Foucault adopts this broad and all-encompassing notion of government because
he is referring back to eighteenth-century meanings of the term associated with
:_.phjiosophy, medicine, guidance for the family and so on (see Lemke, 2001).
“However, before concluding that the demarcation line between state and civil
society was firmly drawn at this time it should be noted that ‘lissez faire is a way
“of acting, as well as a way of not acting’ {(Gordon, 1991: 17): it is both a limitation
‘on political sovereignty and a positive justification for market or civil freedom,
‘Allen here echoes Massey’s (1992: 80) complaint that Foucault proposes ‘a notion
of space as instantaneous connections between things at one moment’.

Andrew Sayer suggests that immanence should be thought of as ‘emergence’:

“Where there are two or more objects in an internal relation, that is one in which
‘the nature of each of the relata depends on the other(s) through their relstionship
“itself, instead of merely being contingently or externally related, it is possible for
‘them to develop “emergent powers”. These are causal powers dependent on but
itfeducible to those of their constituent elements, just as water has emergent
‘powers for those of its constituents, hydrogen and oxygen. (2004: 266)

oucault has in mind here the continued existence of models based upon slave
society, caste society, feudalism and the administrative monarchy. He says, the contin-
ued use of such models comprises ‘a failure to grasp what is specific and new in what
took place during the eighteenth century and the Classical Age’ (Foucault, 2004: 51).

" worth noting that this turn to ‘selfhood” in Foucault’s last years has been
trédted sceptically by some critics. For instance, Christopher Norris (1994: 160)
guies that even in his last writings Foucault continues to see subjectivity as ‘con-
ructed through and through by the various discourses, conventions or regulative
':d_es that alone provide a means of “esthetic” self-fashioning in the absence of
any normative standard’. He thus argues that

'What emerges is not as much a radical rethinking of [the] issues as a shift in rhetor-
ical strategy, one that allows [Foucault] to place more emphasis on the active, self-
_shaping, volitional aspects of human conduct and thought, but that signally fails to
explain how such impulses could ever arise, given the self’s inescapable subjection
to a range of pre-existing disciplinary codes and imperatives that between them
determine the very shape and limiss of its “freedom”, (1994: 161}

Lﬂ;ewisc, Butler {1997) remarks that Foucault failed to elaborate on the specific
f_ne'chanjsms that help to form specific subjects. These criticisms might be taken to
indicate that Foucault was never able to fully extricate himself from structuralism.
[11a similar vein, Deleuze (1988: 25) says in his commentary on Foucault’s legacy:

(SR .
power is not homogeneous but can be defined only through the particular points
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Spaces of heterogeneous association

Look upon it this way: the search for pattern is an attempt to tell stories about ordering

that connect together local outcomes. (Law, 1994)

Introduction

As we have seen in Chapter 2, Foucauls portrays space as intrinsic to discursive
regimes. Within such regimes, power, knowledge and space mutually compose

one another. As power relations come into being, discourses, knowledges and
spaces gain shape — they co-evolve in complex ways, coiling around one another
until some kind of stability emerges. Thus, within these heterogeneous assem-
blages any separation of the discursive and the spatial becomes almost impos-
sible to conceive: knowledge is materialized in practice, practice is materialized
in the body, and the body is immersed in modes of spatial organization that in
turn ‘perform’ systems of knowledge. Foucault conjures up this circular assem-

blage of power most clearly in his description of the (Panoptic) prison. Here

systems of knowledge bring together hierarchical observation and normalizing
judgement within a regime of disciplinary power. This power extends beyond
the realm of knowledge into architectural arrangements, which are designed

to allow observation, judgement, regulation and normalization to occur on

regular basis. In short, the prison emerges as a stable and coherent entity from:

the confluence of discourse, practice and spatial organization.

Foucault’s analysis of the prison illustrates the crucial role that space plays i
the construction of power relations and the crucial role that power relation:
play in the construction of space. He shows how the composition of give
micro-spaces follows from the discursive and material constitution of give
assemblages of power. Yet, as we also saw in Chapter 2, the circulation of powe
relations beyond enclosed institutions is nowhere fully explained by Foucault

While he uses the term ‘government’ to describe broader ali ents of power,
g gnm P
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Vif_iwi we simply find power relations (that is, Panopticism) circulating in a kind
of spatial vacuum.
Fwe are to build on Foocault’s insights we must move outside institutions

such as prisons and asylums to spaces that are co-ordinated on a more exten-

¢ basis. In other words, we need to go beyond the enclosed institutions in
é’rd:ér to consider how power circulates between clearly demarcated sites. In this
'épter, we undertake this task. The aim is to show how spatial scales come to
aligned with one another by relations that somehow move ‘upwards’ from
the Tocal level and ‘downwards’ from larger spatial scales. By investigating the
cise ways that such alignments emerge, we hope to illustrate how social rela-

tions: of various kinds are extended across space and how these relations give
se to differing spatial scales,

2 taking the analysis forward in this way, we make an important move
id Foucault’s concern only for the human sciences — that is, we show how
:g'éncral approach can be brought to bear on the wnatural sciences. In so
oing; we consider ‘post-positivist’ accounts of scientific activity that discern a
“assoctation between power and scientific knowledge (in much the same
that Foucault himself’ discerns a close association between power and
I_édge in the human sciences). These ‘post-positivist’ approaches tend to
‘the view that science gains its power from its acoracy — that is, froin its
d'}_rect:_'observation of the way the world ‘really is’; rather, they see the power of
fence lying in its ability to control and manipulate elements, both human and
1ral; in ways that allow scientific facts to be built and then disseminated
ond the centres of scientific practice. In this view, ‘power is no longer exter-
I to: [scientific] knowledge or opposed to it; power iself becomes a mark
owledge’ (Rouse, 1987: 19).

¢ main focus of the chapter is ‘actor-network theory’, an influential per-
ve on scientific knowledge that has been developed over the last twenty
or so by a trio of sociologists — Bruno Latour, Michel Callon and John
The approach takes Foucaults observations on power/knowledge as a
tm_g- point but builds upon these in order to account for the extensive
rex of science and technology in contemporary society. In parallel with
canlt’s focus on paradigmatic sites, actor-network theory sees the labora-

. as opposed to the prison) as the crucial citadel of power in the modern
world. In Foucaultian fashion, ‘the laboratory, like the clinic, the asylum, the
hool,

the factory, and the prison, serves as one of the ‘blocks’ within which

|| 2 ‘micro-physics of power’ is developed and from which that power
: nds to invest the surrounding world’ (Rouse, 1987: 107). Yet, while it pays
a great deal of attention to the internal organization of the laboratory, actor-

twork theory’s main interest is in the relationship between the laboratory
and its external environment. In other words, the actor-network approach
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locations together across space.

particular, it investigates how processes of spatial demarcation (that is, localiza

social contexts, in this case networks.

taken during the late 1970s and early 1980s.We then turn to examine how the

comes to adopt the notion of the ‘actor-network’, Having assessed actor-networ!
theory’s distinctive approach to relationality, we then move on to conside:

networks in which people and things get relentlessly ‘mixed up’. Finally, wi

chapters.

The emergence of actor-network theory

of scientific activity — laboratories —

for the relationships between laboratories and other, external, micro-locales |
that allows actor-network theory to elucidate the various mechanisms that tie

We should, however, note that while actor-network theory clearly originates,
at least in part, frotn Foucault’s work on the human sciences, over time it has.
gradually moved away from a concern both for the laboratory and for power. :
In many ways the theory makes the most of the Foucaultian insight that it is |
not power per se that is important but the various materials, practices, discourses
in which power relations are both embedded and transported. The theory therefore:
increasingly focuses on the complex alignments of heterogencous entities that !
allow powerful scientific networks to emerge into the world. These networks :
are thought to link laboratories to chains of actors in a variety of other spatial :
locations. Thus, actor-network theory spends a great deal of time examining how
actors are incorporated into chains and networks. In so doing, it also indicates:
how discrete spaces come to be relationally linked together. Tt thus shows how’
(networked) relations constitute and compose differing spatial locations. In:

tion’) take place within network formations. In so doing, it introduces another:
aspect of relationality: the way spatial distinctions are carved out of broader’

In what follows we firstly examine the origins of actor-network theory and
show how it emerged from the social scientific studies of laboratories under-:

theory conceptualizes the relations between actors and spaces — that is, how it

some of the broader implications of the theory, notably its focus on ‘hybrid”

reflect on the status of the theory and tease out some of the main implications
for understandings of relational space. As we shall see, actor-network theory.
poses some significant challenges to taken-for-granted notions of geography.
and space. These challenges will be assessed over the course of the next two

In the 1970s, following Kuhn's (1962) penetrating critique of positivist concep-.
tions of scientific knowledge, a group of sociologists ventured into the citadels
in order to study scientists at work. Their’

aim ‘was to create a legitimate space for sociology where none had previously

SPACES OF HETEROGENEQUS ASSOCIATION

etween scientific knowledge and nature.! Within the ethnographies, scientists
e shown to be using a variety of means to bring nature ‘into being’ in the
aboratory just as Foucault had shown the human sciences bringing particular
nceptlons of ‘man’ into being within prisons and asylums (Hacking, 1986).
means include inscription devices, which serve to transform natural mate-
i'lai_s-_mto literary techniques of persuasion (Latour and Woolgar, 1979), and
litical strategies, which permit the building of coalitions in favour of some
e_n'_fiﬁc research programmes over others (Knorr-Cetina, 1981).

he laboratory studies seemed to demonstrate that scientists, far from simply
rving nature, are busy actively constructing natural entities using all the social,
conomic and technological tools at their disposal. As Karin Knorr-Cetina
{ 81 152) puts it, “the study of laboratories has brought to the fore the full
pectrum. of activities involved in the production of knowledge. It has shown
scientific objects are not only “technically” manufactured in laboratories
56 inextricably symbolically and politically constructed’. Thus, the labo-
“studies emphasized that scientific outcomes (facts and artefacis) result
omplex sodal processes. And the discovery of these social processes further
rmined the rather simplistic understanding of scientific endeavour proposed
sitivist accounts (see Zammito, 2004, for a discussion).

: 'he wake of the laboratory studies, scientific knowledge became a legiti-
topic of sociological investigation. Thus, the content of science could be
amined from a sociological perspective, with notions such as power, interest,
gender and class all being used to account for scientific behaviour (see
‘et al., 1996, for an overview of this work). As a result, laboratories came

seen as little different from other social settings and scientists came to
ar imuch like other social actors. However, this finding raised a problem
uno Latour, himself a pioneer of the laboratory study (see Latour and
lgar, 1979), took as a starting point for developing a rather distinctive mode
alysis. He began by asking: “if nothing scientific is happening in laborato-
; Why are there laboratories to begin with and why, strangely enough, is the
ty surrounding them paying for these places where nothing special is hap-
g” (Latour, 1983: 141-2). By posing this question, Latour was expressing
icern that the social studies of science, in questioning many of the pre-
special attributes of scientific knowledge generation, had also begun to
ermine the sociologist’s ability to account for the power of modern science.
he began to address this concern, Latour started to take the laboratory study
lew direction, a direction that led ultimately to “actor-network theory’.

our (1983) approaches the task of accounting for science’s power in the
hrough the use of a case study, which will be briefly summarized here.
se begins in 1881 with Louis Pasteur at work in his laboratory in the
le. Normale Super:eure n Pans Pasteur at this tnne had managed to arouse

e
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questions, Latour claims that Pasteur used a tried-and-tested approach: in short,
‘he transfers himself and his laboratory into the midst of a world untouched by
laboratory science’ (1983: 144). In this case, it is the world of anthrax, a problem
causing a great deal of distress in France at the time. The first move that Pasteur
makes is to establish a link between laboratory and field. He does this by con-
structing a makeshift lab on a farm site in order to study the anthrax bacillus:
Here he ‘extracts’, “treats’, ‘filters’ and ‘dissolves’ materials in order to render the
bacillus visible (see Latour, 1999). Having completed the on-farm study, he
then makes a second move and transfers the lab back to the Ecole Normale
Supericure, taking the bacillus with him. According to Latour (1983: 146),
Pasteur a master of one technique of farming that no farmer knows, microbe
farming. This is enough to do what no farmer could ever have done: grow the
bacillus in isolation and in such a large quantity that, although invisible, i
becomes visible’. Once this move is accomplished, Pasteur suddenly gains the
ability to talk with great authority about the anthrax bacillus, especially aftes
he shows. that it causes anthrax, a problem of considerable significance in
French agriculture. :
At this stage, however, the ‘cause’ of anthrax is still locked up inside Pasteur’
laboratory and it has no real bearing upon either the disease or French society
as a whole. The connections between the laboratory and all those potentiaﬂ'
interested in Pasteur’s work are weak and might easily be broken apart. If thi
situation prevails, Pasteur’s power to interest society in general will be severel;
limited. Thus, it is necessary for Pasteur to make another move — from the lab
oratory back to the field. Having manipulated the bacillus in the lab, he man
ages to refine a vaccine which can then be submitted to a field trial. However,
Pasteur is here confronted with the problem of ensuring effective vaccinatio
procedures. How can such procedures be put in place? According to Latou
(1983: 151-2), the answer is simple: by extending the laboratory itself [...] Th
vaccination can work only on the condition that the farm chosen in the villag
of Pouilly-le-Fort for the field trial be in some crucial respects transformé_é;
according to the prescriptions of Pasteur’s laboratory’. After a series of negoti
ations the scientists persuade the farmers involved in the trial of the need fo
disinfection, cleanliness, conservation, timing, recording and so forth. Thus, as th
trial unfolds, any clear distinction between the laboratory and the farm begins t
breakdown: as Latour (1983: 154} puts it: ‘no one can say where the laberatory:!
and where society is’. This result emerges as the laboratory, first, reproduce
inside its walls an event that was happening outside — the spread of anthrax — an
second, extends to all farms something that had previously happened only insid
the laboratory — disease prevention through vaccination. :
The extension of the laboratory into the wider society is given a huge impet
once the field trials are declared successful. At this point, a new fact gains wid
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‘Superieure, rae D’Ulm, Paris. In other words, on the condition that you respect

]j'm_jted set of laboratory practices [...] you can extend to every French farm
aboratory product made in Pasteur’s lab’. Thus, as the vaccine spreads so do

“Taboratory conditions, In the process many farms are transformed. But
()___r'c than this, Pasteur transforms French society: he modifies the forces that
make up this society and stirs in some new entities — microbes. In this way,
tour argues, Pasteur endows himself with a fresh and novel source of power:

Wl_io can imagine being the representative of a crowd of invisible, dangerous forces able
strike anywhere and to make 2 shambles of the present state of society, forces by
hich he is by definition the only credible interpreter and which only he can control?
srywhere Pasteurian laboratories were established as the only agency able to kill the
lifigerous actors that were until then perverting efforts to make beer, vinegar, perform
gery, to give birth, to milk a cow; to keep a regiment healthy and so on. (1983: 158).

Pasteurian laboratotries come, not only to hold the solutions to many
clety’s ills, but also to change the composition of sodiety itself. Society is
made, for now existing relationships must make room for microbes; and, in
ng room for microbes, society must also make room for the microbes’
miate spokesperson — Pasteur. It is for this reason that Latour in a Jater

tk refers to this process of laboratory extension as the ‘Pasteurization of
nce’ (Latour, 1988).

:Thebase of Pasteur shows Latour that:

cientists become “great’ and ‘powerful’ because they are abie to enrol allies and to
build networks.
-These networks must extend backwards and forwards from scientific centres (such
"c}_s'_ {aboratories) to ‘non-scientific’ locations (such as farms).
hus networks run across or through space and act to hind situated actors together
0 the composition of space and the facilitation of action are closely combined.
he networks are ‘heterogeneous’: they are made of differing entities and resources.
hese entities and resources are combined in ways that facilitate the spread of
- scientific facts and artefacts.

[0 his study of Pasteur, Latour addresses the question of how laboratories gain

S . | 1 94 vy A4 1 P Fal q 4




52 POST-STRUCTURALIST GEGGRAPHY SPACES OF HETEROGENEOUS ASSOCIATION e
means. that one version translates every other, acquiring a sort of hegemony:
tever you want, vou want this as well’ (Latour, 1987: 120-1}. In both senses
tion refers to the ways in which one actor gains the ability to speak for

the laboratory studies, taking them beyond the micro-locale of the lab to the
transformations that are wrought on the world at large. In so doing, he criticizes
sociologists for their reliance on ‘dualisms’ such as science/society, micro/macro, ;
content/context, inside/outside. He claims that we can only understand how: 'other As Callon and Latour explain it:
modern science moves through the world if we leave dualistic modes of expla- '
nation behind and concentrate on following scientific actors as they tie other:
actors into networks. As the networks are consolidated, scientific facts and arte-
facts can spread outside the laboratories in conditions which ensure their
proper functioning; ‘there is no outside of science but there are long, narrow:
networks that make possible the circulation of scientific facts’ (Latour, 1987: 167
If the networks function correctly, and if all the enrolled entities remain faith-
ful bearers of the facts and artefacts, then authority flows back up the network:
to the scientist: she or he comes to be seen as the ‘actor’, the ‘cause’ of the net-.
work effects. In a similar fashion, Latour claims, Pasteur becomes ‘powerful’ and
all those faithful (natural and social) allies that have contributed to his ‘powe
simply disappear behind his ‘greatness’.

snslation we undetstand all the negotiations, inerigues, calculations, acts of persuasion
and’ i}ioience, thanks to which an actor or force takes, or causes to be conferred on
“autherity to speak on behalf of another actor or force: ‘Our interests are the
" “do what [ want’, ‘you cannot succeed without going through me’, Whenever an
i speaks of ‘us’, s/he is translating other actors into a single will, of which s/he
mies spirit and spokesman, S/he begins to act for several, no longer for one alone.

h.e' becomes stronger. S/he grows. (1981: 279)

Latour, the social scientific notion of ‘interest’ is important in understand-
“nechanics of translation. Interests lie befween actors, ‘thus creating a
I ﬂi_at will make actors select only, what, in their eyes, helps them reach
roals’ (Latour, 1987 121). For translation to be successful, there must be
efgence of interests between actors (what Latour calls ‘riding piggyback’},
intérests and interpretations of interests must be channelled into the net-
- must flow down the network in ways that solidify its shape. In other
ds 1f Pasteur is to build associations between elements, translations must be
ed so that they all converge on the same purpose or activity — that is, the
efinement and dissemination of a vaccine.

discussing translation in this fashion, Latour suggests that the successtul
¢tion and stabilization of scientific networks requires the building of a
between the participants. In other words, power relations cannot just
posed but must be agreed upon. In this regard, Pasteur appears to have
successful translator of interests, for he

Ffom actors to networks

Latour’s study of Pasteur evidently follows from Foucault’s ideas about the
immanent and ubiquitous nature of power relations. Effectively, Latour adopts
a Foucaultian perspective on the ‘microphysics’ of power in science, and show;
how the generation of scientific knowledge relies upon the construction of com:
plex alliances or networks. Importantly, power is seen to lie not in the prope:
ties or abilities of the scientists themselves but in the relationships they manag
to establish between actors and entities of various kinds (that is, bacilli, vac-
cines, field trials and farmers). Power thus emerges from within the network;
is not something imposed upon it from the outside (Latour, 1986).2 This pe
spective on power accords closely with Foucault’s later ideas on the productiv

ly recruited many sources of support, but also strove to maintain his labo-
‘as'the source of the general movement that was made up of many scientists,
engineers, and firms. Although he had to accept their views and follow their
%50 as to extend his lab - he also had to fight so that they all appeared as
s:mply_' ‘applying’ his ideas and following his iead. These two movements must be
refully dJstlngu}shed because although they are complementary for a successful

properties of power relations.

In order to tie together the normative and productive aspects of powe
Latour introduces the notion of translation, an idea that suggests that if scientific
networks are to be extended through space and time, then actors of differing:
(natural and social) types must be ‘interested’ into the network — that is, their
goals must somehow be aligned with those of the scientists. Network align
ments, as the case of Pasteur indicates, require some degree of ‘normalizatio
so that productive activities can be effectively co-ordinated; in order to produ
a vaccine, natural entities must be regulated and farmers must be disciplined.
In later work, Latour goes on to consider in some detail how this process of

transhation tends to operate Fll’St he dlstmgmshes two main meanmgs of the
T |
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Superieure in Rue d’Ulm in Paris. Breathing down Pasteur’s neck were thousands of etwork — the links established between bacillus, vaccine and farmer — remain
interests nested into one another, all ready to accept his short cut through the microscope, pla ce.And in the consolidation of the network, material artefacts play a key
the artificial culture of microbes, and the promised vaccine. However there is a con- for the in effect, become * delegates able to carry Cationalities of rule’
sidersble drift between an interest in raising cattle on a farm and watching microbes ¢ for they,

rated by the centre out to all the localities enrolled in the network.

grow in petri dishes: the gathering crowd might disband easily. After a few months of
hope they might aBl leave disappointed, bitterly accusing Pasteur of having fooled them HoWCVBI‘, these delegates — termed ‘immutable mobiles’ (Latour, 1987) — must

by creating artefacts in his laboratery of litdle relevance to farms and cattle, Pasteur - o/ more than this: they must also carry aspects of the enrolled localities back
would then become a mere precursor for the anthrax vaccine, his role in history being the centre. And they must undertake this task in such a way that when the
accordingly diminished. {Latour, 1987 122) : atre holds the mobiles it also holds some very real facets of the localities

fiselves. Only in this way can control over the network be achieved and

Thus, once an initial translation has been achieved, something more is required :

. intained.
to turn the network into a durable whole,

Latour thus defines some general features of centres of calculation. First,
y must somehow ‘bring home’ relevant features of the places and peoples

away bitter and scornful? A tiny bacillus inside a urine medium will not do, even if sncern. This can be done by (a) rendering them mobile so that they

it is visible under the microscope. It is only of marginal interest to people who have be moved, (b) keeping them stable so that they retain their shape, and
been attracted to the lab by the promise that they will soon be back on their farms, ) saking them combinable so that ‘“whatever stuff they are made of can be
milking healthier cows and shearing healthier sheep. If Pasteur was using his bacillus urnulated, aggregated, or shuffled like a pack of cards” (1987: 223). In the
to do biochemistry or taxonomy, deciding if it was an animal or a lichen, others like

biochemists or taionomjsts wguld be interested, but not farmers. When Pasteur f Pasteur, these features apply to the anthrax bacillus, which is refined
shows that sheep fed older cultures of the bacillus resist the disease even when they
are later fed virnlent cultures, biochemists and taxonomists are only casually inter-
ested but farmers are very interested. Instead of losing interest they gain it. Thisisa the centre to reach back out to the multitudes of micro-locales upon
vaccine to prevent infection, something easy to relate to farm conditions. But what Whlch it mjght act. Again, the abﬂity to transport stable elements back out
if the vaccine works erratically? Again, interest may slacken and disappointment “the world is the crucial issue. As the case of Pasteur shows, the stabilized
returns. Pasteur then needs a reliable method to turn the production of vaccine into
a routine, a black hox that may be injected by any vet. His collaborators discover that
it all depends on the temperatures of the culture: 44 degrees for a few days is fine,
the culture ages and may be used as a vaccine; at 45 degrees, the bacillus dies; at
41 degrees it changes form, sporulates and becomes a vaccine. These little details are frenich society.

what clamp together the wavering interests of the enrolled farmers. Pasteur has to :

find ways to make both the farmers and the bacillus predictable. And he has to keep fe was nothing more dramatic at the time than the prediction solemnly made a
on discovering new ways, or at least for as long as he wishes to tie these farmers and onth in advance by Pasteur that on 2 June 1881 all the non-vaccinated sheep of a
these microbes together. The tiniest loose end in this lash up and all his efforts are m in the little village of Pouilly-le-Fort would have died of the terrible anthrax
wasted” {Latour, 1987: 123-4) sease and that all the vaccinated ones would be in perfect health. Is this not a mir-
‘45 if Pasteur had travelled in time, and in the vast world outside, anticipating 2
The network thus solidifies around the bacillus, the vaccine and Pasteur’s ability. th in advance what will happen in a tiny farm in Beauce? If, instead of gaping
: iis miracle, we Jook at how a network is extended, sure enough we find a fasci-
nating negotiation between Pasteur and the farmers’ representatives on how to trans-
i the farm into a laboratory. Pasteur and his collaborators had alteady done this

Is there anything that can be used to tie in the farmers’ interests before they all go

field and is then transported back to Paris to be combined with other
wents so that eventually a vaccine can be produced. The second stage is

nt (the vaccine) requires that conditions outside the centre are made
itious for its functioning. If the network is successfully extended,
steuir’s facts and artefacts can flow outward into French agriculture and

to disseminate the vaccine in ways that effectively inoculate farm animals against.
anthrax. As noted above, successful inoculation requires the spread of lab con-.
ditions” as farmers are encoutaged to adopt practices that allow the vaccine t : 4l several times inside their lab, reversing the balance of forces between man and
work in situ. In Latour’s terms, this means the network must retain an ability to. seases, creating artificial epizootics in their lab, Still, they had never done it in full-
transform space; as long as spaces are transformed (that is, farms are ‘cleaned up’). ale farm conditions. But they are not fools, they know that in a dirty farm thronged
then the network can be extended; if spaces are not transformed (that is, farms. by hiindreds of onlookers they will be unable to repeat exactly the situation that had
remain ‘dirty’) then the vaccine will fail, leading to the eventual breakdown of: céfi so favourable to them [...] On the other hand, if they ask people to come to

. - t_etr lab no one will be convinced. [So] they have to strike a compromise with the
the Pasteurian network.

. I , . . . ganisers of a field test, to transform enough features of the farm into laboratory-like
With the network consolidated, Pasteur’s lab in ?arls eﬁ”ectlvely‘ E)ecome : niditions — so that the same balance of forces can be m;nntamcd but takmg
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BOX 3.2

In Latour's view building networks requires:

o Processes of ‘translation’ must be executed so that actors and entities are enrolled
into network relations.

“Translation’ means that the enrolled actor is persuaded to ‘identify’ with the net-
work. This may mean some modification in the actor’s identity and/or it may mean
some modification in the shape of the network to accommodate a new actor.
Translation’ can be executed either consensuatly or coercively, or through some
combination of the two. Actors can be persuaded to join the network because they
come to believe it is in their ‘interests’, or they can be forced fo join against their
‘interasts’.

Once enrolled into the network, the relations between entities must be stabilized.
These stabilizations are often delegated to nen-human entities such as technologies,
because materials of various kinds are themselves generally more stable than human
actions. In short, technologies can make good disciplinary machines.

SPACES OF HETEROGENEQUS ASSOCIATION &7
}aboratory In the experiments conducted by scientists such as Pasteur, Latour
999: 228) notices that action comprises ‘not what people do’ but ‘what is
aécomphshed along with others’. Action is therefore the result of network
iobilization and networks rely on entities of many kinds.
“In many ways, Latour is adopting a realist approach here as, in his view,
hings’ play an effective role in social life — that is, they are more than just ‘social
structions’. However, he also adopts a constructivist form of realism for he
clieves things only take shape in networks. In his study of Pasteur, he is inter-
ted in the anthrax bacillus only once it emerges as a discrete and autonomous
tity in Pasteur’s experiments. Thus, Latour argues, we should not imagine the
acillus is simply a thing ‘out there’ waiting to be discovered by intrepid humans
%t here’ (or, for that matter, that the thing ‘out there’is simply constructed by the
:human in here”). It is the co-consiruction of a complex socio-natural assemblage
jat allows the (natural} substance (and also the ‘great scientist’) to emerge.
hiis, ‘when a phenomenon “definitely” exists that does not tmean that it exises
ver, or independently of all practice and discipline, but that it has been
ntrenched’ in a network (Latour, 1999: 155—6). And in a network, ali entities
assembled ‘symmetrically’: that is, the ‘natural’ entities are just as likely to be

as those labelled ‘social’, so that-processes of ‘construction’ cannot be seen

Associational action

Latour’s analysis of Pasteur’s anthrax vaccine illustrates how science works
‘colonize’ a range of locales beyond the laboratory. Using this case study,
shows that science only ‘works’ if scientists somehow ‘change the world’

h

ways that correspond with conditions inside the lab (see also Rouse, 1987).The
influence of the laboratory on the outside therefore works in two ways. First,
clements of the outside world (in this case the anthrax bacillus) are brought
into the lab to be analysed and altered. Second, the modified elements are
exported back out into the world in order to effect change of some kind. Both
these influences require networks, defined as heterogeneous associations of:
actors and entities. The networks allow elements to flow towards the centre of

calculation {the Jab) and then back out again into a host of micro-locales.

We can see, then, that laboratories gain their powers from the associations
they bring into being. They can act over long distances but any actions they
undertake have to be conducted through the many other actors and entities that
have been enrolled into the networks. Thus, in actor-network theory action — as
the case of Pasteur clearly shows — arises from collective endeavour and the
co]lectwe mcludes both humans and non-humans. As Latour (1999: 192) puts

to

manating from purely social or human causes.
'Eétour’s colleague Michel Callon (1986) provides a clear illustration of action
ing from the combined relations of humans and non-humans when he
mines the application of scientific knowledge to scallop fishing in northern
rance. In a revealing (and much-cited) case study, Callon tells how a group of
ientists attempt to persuade a group of French fishermen of the utility of
ir scientific knowledge by specifying a set of guidelines which will increase
allop numbers. Callon shows how the scientists attempt to build a scientific
twork by getting other actors to comply with them. As the scientists link the
ties together, so they designate a set of interrelated roles. Importantly, the
des include non-humans, and Callon shows how the scientists enrol both
allops and fishermen into their network. However, he also goes on to show
t for the network to be successtully stabilized, the designated roles have to
accepted by all the actors. In this case, the fishermen and the scallops reject
r-allocated functions and effectively go their own way, thereby breaking
rt the network. As well as showing how processes of network construction
an fall apart, this outcome indicates that non-humans can be just as effective
mitiating action as humans. There are of course countless examples of non-
human action: we might think of BSE where a new actor (a so-called ‘prion
rotein’} escaped from one set of relations within the food chain and linked
gether a new set of associations, incorporating cows, abattoirs, politicians,
fbargers and so forth (see Hinchliffe, 2001). Similarly, the explosion of the
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Both classes of entities are associated within networks and retain the ability to
act within network relations.

At this point it is worth pausing to consider how the notion of agency
asserted by actor-network theory differs from that prevailing in much main-
stream social science, for it seems that a truly relational view of the social actor is
being asserted here, Fuller points to a key distinction between the actor-network
theory view and traditional perspectives: ‘instead of treating agency as an onto-

logical primitive out of which societies are constructed [actor-network theory] :
treats agency as a theoretical construct carved out of an already transpiring

social order’ (1994: 746). The ‘primitive view’, referred to by Fuller, sees the
agent as an already formed solid mass moving according to its own principles
and tendencies unless impeded by other forces (for instance, power imposed

from the outside). In contrast, the actor-network view of agency begins not

with fully formed agents but with an already constituted social space (the net

work) and shows how agents (both human and non-human) emerge from a .
series of trials in which they are continually striving to become actors with -
powers (for instance, the relations between anthrax bacilli, vaccines, farmers
and French society). It is only at the end of a period of stabilization that the.
actors can be distinguished from the lesser entities, which by now are simple

intermediaries (that is, Pasteur has achieved actor status while all the others — bacilli,
vaccines, and farmers — serve merely as linkages in the network).” “Who will
win in the end? The one who is able to stabilise a particular state of power rela-
tions by associating the largest number of irreversibly linked elements’ (Callo

and Latour, 1981: 293). Thus, actors are ‘effects generated in configurations o '
different materials’ (Callon and Law, 1995: 502}, while action is the property of :
associations rather than agents: ‘the prime mover of an action becomes a new,
distributed and nested series of practices whose sum might be made but only:
if we respect the mediating role of all the actants mobilised in the list” (Latour,
1994: 34), Action thus emerges from association and responsibility becomes:
distributed along the chain of humans and non-humans, As Callon and Law.
(1995: 485) put it: ‘it’s the relations {...] that are important. Relations which:

peform. Perform agency’.

The important point to again note here is that actors and entities only
emerge from within — that is, their shapes and forms are only determined by — the
relations established in networks. Although, as Latour notes, the subjects and
objects incorporated into networks bring pre-existing identities into the here
and now (‘we hourly encounter hundreds, even thousands, of absent makers who-
are remote in time and space yet simultaneously present’, Latous, 1994: 40), the -
network does not emerge as a simple aggregation of these already stabilized
entities, for all are modified as they enter into new and complex interrela-

tionships. ‘External’ identities become what Brian Wynne (1996: 362) calls
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processes of co-construction and mutual reinforcement’ (1996: 362). This
: Shapmg results from processes of translation.

_Thjs crucial operation engenders the establishment — albeit local and provisional of
cial links. Thanks to translation, we do not have to begin our analysis by using actants
“rith fixed borders and assigned interests. Instead, we can follow the way in which
actant B attributes a fixed border to actant A, the way in which B assigns interests or
oals to A, the definition of these borders and goals shared by A and B, and finally the
“Jistribution of responsibility between A and B for their joint action. (Latour, 1991: 127)

“What the actor-network theorists seek to investigate, then, are the means by

‘hich associations between actors and entities come into existence and how

:'tﬁé'roles and functions of subjects and objects, actors and intermediaries,
ﬁinans and non-humans are attributed and stabilized. They are interested in
how these and other categories emerge from processes of network building.

Actor-network theorists make the radical claim that it is only as a result of
network-building activities that any stable categories emerge — categories do
- éxist outside specific network formations. Moreover, an actor (social or
therwise) will only come into being if the links established between the enti-
es enrolled in the networks allow one of their number (pethaps the entity that
afed the enrolment process) legitimately to claim actor status (that is, power
s down the chain towards she/he/it, elevating her/his/its status above all
‘others). Thus, in an important sense the distinction between actors (those
that ‘organize the associations or networks) and intermediaries (those that are
panized within networks) comes at the end of the construction process, when
e former can take credit for the latter. However, we should remember that it
nly through the {translated) efforts of these associated others that the actor
ble to grow in size and extend its reach over greater distances, becoming
eﬁ?;ct global: ‘s/he begins to act for several, no longer for one alone. S/he
ecomes stronger. S/he grows’ (Callon and Latour, 1981: 279).

Latour’s focus upon actors-in-networks leads to the following assumptions:

“Actors can only act in concert with others. Actors only become actors if those
‘others conduct actions in ways approved and recognized by ‘the’ actor.

“Action is thus profoundly relational: it can only take place because of the alignments
“of actors, entities and resources. These alignments are commaon, everyday features
- of socio-spatial life.
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Actors, entities and resources only finally take shape (acquire identity) within network
refations {any pre-existing identities are likely to be modified or displaced during the
process of enrolment). Actors and entities are therefore co-constructed in networks.
Because the networks are heterogeneous in nature, then a host of actors and entities
must be mobilized to make any action effective. This means that if any actor or
entity leaves the network the whole operation is threatened. Thus, all the enrolled
gntities have ‘power’ of some kind.

This view of action means we should adept a ‘symmetrical’ perspective on poten-
tial acters: both humans and non-humans have the ability to make moves that hold
decisive implications for the network as a whole.

We therefore artive, finally, at the acfor-network: actors and networks become

one and the same: it is now ‘all for one and one for all’ in the construction of |
joint actions. And as the actor-network grows, it will extend its influence and
reach beyond a single locale into other locales, tying these together in sets of

complex associations. There is, therefore, no difference in kind between ‘macro

and ‘micro’ or ‘global’ and ‘local’; in the view of actor-network theory longer

networks simply reach further than shorter networks.

Network space

The notion that a Jaboratory is a centre of calculation, able to act at a distance
on many diverse micro-locales, helps us to understand how spatial relations are e'
established between sites. It seemns from the above account that an interaction -
between network and site is required so that the site can be modified in line

with the requirements of the network. As Latour puts it:

Every time a fact is verified and a machine runs, it means that the lab or shop condi-
tions have been extended in some way [...] forgetting the extension of the instruments
when admiring the smooth running of facts and machines would be like admiring the
road system, with all those fast trucks and cars, and overlooking civil engineering, the
garages, the mechanics and the spare parts. Facts and machines have no inertia of their
owny; like kings and armies they cannot travel without their setinues or impedimenta.

(1987: 250, original emphasis)

Through translation processes, it is possible to do things in one place (for.
example, the centre) that dominate another place (for example, the periphery)

So the term ‘local’ has a double meaning: first, it refers to the coordinated prac-
tices of actors in some predefined locality (for example, the laboratory); second,
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This concern for strategies of localization allows actor-network theory to
&ve beyond the micro — macro divide that ultimately proved problematic for
oucault. By drawing our attention to networks, the theory suggests that every-
thing takes place at ‘ground level’; there is no need to jump between spatial
scales. Latour illustrates this point by asking of a railroad, ‘is [it] local or global?’

‘The answer he provides is neither, for

; local at all points, since you always find sleepers and railroad workers, and you have
tations and automatic ticket machines scattered along the way. Yet it is global, since it
fakes you from Madrid to Berlin or from Brest to Vladivostock. However, it is not uni-
“versal enough to be able to take you just anywhere. It is impossible to reach the little
\ubergnat village of Malpy by train, or the little Staffordshire village of Market
rayton. There are continuous paths that lead from the local to the global, from the
“ circumstantial to the universal, from the contingent to the necessary, only as long as the
“hranch lines are paid for. (1993: 117)

15, ‘the words “local” and “global” offer points of view on networks that are
iture neither local nor global but are more or less long and more or less
ected’ (1993: 122). Size and scale are nothing more than the end product
network extension processes. For actor-network theorists, then, geographi-
d analysis means staying within the networks: we should never vacate the
al to look for explanations at another scale of analysis. Yet, neither should we
n trapped in the local, for this spatial demarcation only makes sense in the
text of larger network formations. We should travel from locale to locale
ng particular attention to the various relationships that serve to bind places
ther: ‘though places are distant, irreducible, and summable, they are never-
ess constantly brought together, united, added up, aligned and subjected to
s.and means. If it were not for these ways and means, no place would lead
v other’ (Latour, 1988: 164).
‘understand the construction and consolidation of space and time, we
st therefore follow the networks wherever they might lead. To do this the
network theorists believe we must follow a simple methodology:

e__b_ave to be as undecided as possible on which elements will be tied together; on
h they will start to have a common fate, on which interest will eventually win out
ver which, In other words, we have to be as undecided as the actors we follow [...]
1¢ question for us, as well as for those we follow, is only this: which of the links will
old and which will break apart? (Latour, 1987: 175-6)

mportantly, this act of ‘following’ requires that we do not specify different levels
analysis in advance. Callon et al. believe the adoption of a single framework
cial if we are to grasp the establishment of ‘equivalences between places™:

make use of a separate vocabulary for the large tends to conceal both the processes
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conld never be decreased in size and become weak. We believe the social theorist has
10 teason to #id those who happen to be powerful. (1986: 228)

Actor-network theorists thus reject the view that social life is arranged mto.
levels or tiers (some of which determine what goes on in others).* It is only the
mobilization of humans and non-humans across space and time that distinguishe '
the local’ from the ‘global’, the ‘macro’ from the ‘micro’. :

Instead of having to choose between the local and the global view, the notion of net-
work allows us to think of a global entity — a highly conmected one — which remains
nevertheless continuously local [...] Instead of opposing the individual level to the
mass, or the agency to the structure, we simply follow how a given element becornes
strategic through the number of connections it commands and how it loses its impor-
tance when it loses commections. (Latour, 1997a: 3)

This ‘grounded’ approach suggests that length of network determines scale
some networks remain tied to what we would normally see as local areas, other
extend over distances we might term ‘national’, while yet others run around
the world in a ‘global’ configuration. The networks stabilize spatial relations
using a range of resources, assembled in ways that allow the flow of knowledg
materials, personnel and so forth up and down the network from the centre:

outwards, The transported entities

travel inside narrow and fragile networks, resembling the galleries termites build to link
their nests to their feeding sites. Inside these networks, they make traces of all sorts
circulate better by increasing their mobility, their speed, their reliability, their ability to
combine with one another. We also know these networks are not built with homoge-
neous material but, on the contrary, necessitate the weaving together of a multitude of
different elements which renders the question of whether they are ‘scientific” or “tech-
nical’ or ‘economic’ ot ‘political’ meaningless. Finally, we know that the results of build-
ing, extending and keeping up these networks is to actata distance, that is to do things
in the centres that sometimes make it possible to dominate spatially as well as chrono-

logically the periphery. (Latous, 1987: 232}

The combination of materials used to build the networks will vary in accor-
dance with the types of relations to be consolidated. In the case of Pasteur, the
aim is to tie the laboratory in Paris to the many farms in France where anthrax

is an acute problem. The linkages therefore have to be formed around the solu-
tion to the anthrax problem: the refinement of the bacillus, the development
of a workable vaccine and the modification of farm conditions. But more thait
this, the linkages have to convey the vaccine into the outside world while a
the same time conveying powet, responsibility and recognition back towards the
lab and ultimately to Pasteur. In other words, Pasteur’s lab has to become atl
‘obligatory passage point’ for all solutions to the anthrax problem (Latour
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here his lab is extended to almost every farm in France. This new spatial
fQ: mation has its global and its local aspects: Pasteur’s laboratory is ‘globalized’

rough its affiliation with many French farms, while the farms are ‘localized’
bﬁr_'__the nature of their relations with the lab.

BOX 3.4

“Notions of space in Latourian actor-network theory:

Space {and time) are constructed within networks; they are ‘made’ out of relations
of various kinds.

Thus, in order to analyse particular spaces (and times) we must ‘follow’ the networks
_in order to follow the processes that construct space (and time).

The networks never shift registers or scales. Sg, in following the construction of
space (and time), we never need to shift from the ‘micro’ to the ‘macro’ or from the
{ocal to the global; rather we just follow the networks wherever they might lead.
Actor-network theory therefore provides a single terminology {and a single method-
ology) for the study of space and spatial relations. It simply emphasizes the need to
follow networks and to study the materials they are made of and the relations estab-
lished between these materials.

\ctor-network theory therefore proposes a firmly relational view of space.
tworks create various space-times out of the materials they bring together
ch invention of a new immutable mobile is going to trace a different space-
' Latour, 1987: 230). These space-times are extended as the networks draw
X_t_e?rhal locales within their spheres of operation. In the case of Pasteur, the

":.'ork draws in farms by arranging an interaction between the lab in Paris

“conditions on the farm. Once this linkage is established, the bacillus can
flow towards the lab and the vaccine can flow towards the farms. The space of

- network is conditioned by the need to ensure this two-way flow:® In sum,
ce’ is nothing more than a network ‘effect’. Latour puts the point starkly
when he says:

¢ should force [the] immense extents of space and time generated by geology, astron-
._(')_my, microscopy, etc., back inside their networks - these phentograms, billions of elec-
tiovolts, absolute zeros and cons of times; no matter how infinitely big, long or smalt
they are, these scales are never much bigger than the few metre squares of a geological
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on a photographic plate. To suppose, for example, that it is possible to draw together in
a synthesis the times of astronomy, geology, biology, primatology and anthropelogy has
about a3 much meaning as making a synthesis between the pipes or cables of water, gas,
electricity, telephone and television, {1987: 229

There is no absolute space (just as there is no absolute nature, no absolute society,:
no absolute time); only specific space-time configurations, conditioned by the
rationalities and relations that run through networks. '

Conclusion

It seems clear that actor-network theory’s distinctive perspective on the natural
sciences derives in large part from Foucault’s earlier approach to the human
sciences. In particular, actor-network theory builds upon two of Foucaulty
crucial insights into the operation of power relations: first, that power is every-
where (even in laboratories, those citadels of scientific rationality); second, that
power is productive (within laboratories, power relations assist in the gener:
tion of scientific knowledge). Actor-network theory thus re-describes scienti
activity in a language that somehow captures its suffusion by power relations.
For scientists to be successful, they must ‘translate interests’; they must build
networks on terms that aliow power and authority to flow towards them; th
must extend the networks by extending laboratory conditions; they must delive
new definitions of both nature and society; they must, in John Law’ (1986j
phrase, become ‘heterogeneous engineers’. '
Actor-network theory also extends Foucault’s approach by focusing upon
the variety of materials that allow power to flow up and down the networks,
As Allen (2003: 131) says, Latour ‘has helped to render visible something of
what is involved in establishing and maintsining ordered lines of conduct at'a
distance’. [n many respects it is the combining of materials in durable and
effective formations that allows conduct to be ordered in this way. Actor
network theory makes the bold claim that it is only through heterogeneous
networks that actors make any impact upon the world; no actor can make any
kind of effective intervention without the support of others; action is associa:
tion. Thus, the associated actor is an actor-network, and the actor-network is2
stable, enduring and effective ensemble of actors and entities, combined it
ways that allow a centre to gather resources in and to export its products out
Actor-networks can be found in science but in other domains as well,
the processes involved in making scientific knowledge — translation, enroimen@::
network extension — apply in almost all areas of social life. In short, there is ng
such thing as society: only (heterogeneous) networks. And space, too, is madk
e A Ll e areearlee The alicnment of heterogeneous. resource
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. of the network. Thus, localities are ‘localized’ according to the rationalities and
: practices that make the network what it is. It most cases, processes of Tocaliza-
Ction will occur as network ‘nodes’ work to establish durable structures of cen-
Cfalization and peripheralization within the networks; as these structures are

- constructed so discrete spaces are marked off from one another in the context

" of 2 network ‘hierarchy’ of centres and peripheries.

This brings us back to the relationality of space. In actor-network theory
~space is no longer absolute (something networks exist within); rather, space is
“4n effect of network activity. It emerges from within heterogeneous networks

: and its shape and its form is given by the shape and form of the various net-

: works. As Latour {1988: 25) puts it: ‘Gods, angels, spheres, doves, plants, steam

';__-'éngines, are not in space and do not age in time. On the contrary, spaces and
times are traced by reversible or irreversible displacements of many types of

'r_iifobiles.They are generated by the movement of mobiles, they do not frame
t;lzgse movements’. Networks and the entities that flow through them make space;
thus, multiple networks make multiple spaces. There may be some commonality

n the delineation of network spaces but more likely there will be discrepancies,

.discrepancies derived from the differences in make-up. Differing networks

o-exist; thus, differing space-times co-exist.

‘As Bingham and Thrift (2000: 290) point out, actor-network theory is less
_p.ncemecf with space and time than with unique acts of ‘timing and ‘spacing’,
cts that are conducted through associations of various kinds. Geography becomes

then the study of associations or networks. However, the question this raises is
. _:'jﬁether any geographical overview of associational or network spaces is possi-
- ble._ Or put another way, can we gain understandings of spatial relations only from
ithin networks, or should we somehow ‘step outside’ given network relations in
ler to gain some (objective?) understanding of the cumulative effects of multi-
ple networks? From the preceding pages it might be inferred that actor-network
cory would see the attempt to gain some general spatial overview as merely
;misplaced ambition of a discipline such as geography that has always used
solutist’ notions of space in order to gain dominion over the spatial realm.
our, for one, clearly believes such ambitions to be misplaced. As he puts it;

¢ difficulty we have in defining all associations in terms of networks is due to the

}'.evalence of geography. It seems obvious that we can oppose proximity and connec-

ons. However, geographical proxtmity is the result of a science, geography, of a pro-

ssion, geographers, of a practice, mapping, measuring, triangulating, Their definidon

f proximity and distance is useless for Jactor-network theory]. The notion of net-
: ork helps to lift the tyranny of geographers in defining space and offers us 2 notion
“which is neither social nor ‘real’ space, but association. (1997a; 2)

Actor-network theory therefore poses a challenge to geography: it demands
not onlv thar a relational view of etace ¢ adanfed hitt alen Fhat enatial relatimme




G POST-STRUCTURALIST GEOGRAPHY
‘heterogencous engineering’ —

take certain functions. Actor-network theory claims that geographical analysis
(iike all other forms of analysis) should now come down to a few method-
ological points: follow the actors as they stitch networks together, observe what
is linked to what, and assess how power flows up and down from j:entres to
peripheries and back again (Murdoch, 1997). But, in concluding E‘h_‘lS chapter,
we might legitimately ask whether such a simplified methodology s really suf-
ficient grounds for geographical analysis (Thrift, 1999). Can geography simply
be recast as network analysis? Must we always stay within single networks or -
can we make some effort to see beyond particular network arrangements to .
broader network formations in which multiple networks give rise to multiple
omehow mesh together into a broader spatial context? We °

space-times that s ve .
hapter as we assess more fully the spatial

take up these questions in the next ¢
implications of actor-network and Foucaultian theory.

SUMMARY ’ _
We have examined Latour’s ‘version of actor-network theory” here in

order to show how geographical locations are aligned in relations of various
kinds. The chapter focused mainly on Latour’s analysis of Pas.teur. anc‘l
showed how a scientific network came into being around this scientist.
The network was made of heterogeneous materials — anything that
rendered it durable — and connected a range of differing locations. ’

1t also mixed up the ‘macro’ and the ‘micro’, the local’ afld the ‘global’.

The chapter therefore examined how scale is made relationally.

FURTHER READING

Notes

1 As Cole (1992: 30) says, it was widely assumed that ‘natural scientists were ‘tq_ring

that is, processes of network building in which “
entities of various kinds are assembled in ways that allow networks to under- -
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Latour seens to retain something of an ambivalent attitude to Foucault. He professes
to like Foucault’s (1979) account of power in Disgipline and Punish, and he believes
this provides a model on which empirical studies of network building can be
based. However, he expresses reservations about other aspects of Foucault’s work,
particularly the latter’s neglect of the patural sciences, which Latour believes limits
the wtility of Foucaultian vocabularies and concepts (see the discussion in Latour
and Crawford, 1993).

Callon and Latour (1981: 286) ask: “What is an actor? Any element which bends
space around itself, makes other elements dependent upon itself and translates their
will into a language of its own. An actor makes changes in the set of elements and
concepts habitually nsed to describe social and natural worlds”.

Moreovet, as Callon (1986: 228) puts it: ‘to make use of a separate vocabulary for
the large tends to conceal both the processes by which growth occurs, and the
uncertainties that are involved in maintaining power and size. In addition it reifies
the status of the large, and makes it appear as if the latter could never decrease in

¢ sige’. In order to better understand the precarious nature of network building, we

should attend to the processes involved; these can only be seen from within the
network itself rather than from the perspective of another spatial scale.

Space can also ‘reappear’ if the flow is for some reason interrupted. An illustration
of this point is provided by Latour (1997b: 173}, when he cites the example of a

passenger ont board a TGV train: ‘He sat quietly in the first class, air-conditioned pas-

senger car and read his newspaper, paying no attention to the many places passed by
the speeding train, all of which looked to him like landscapes projected on a movie
screen [...] No negotiation along the way, no event, hence no memory of anything
worth mentioning’. This entity, this traveller, is transported relatively unchanged
across space (he almost "hovers above’ the places passed en route) along a given time
horizon. But if the train breaks down and the passengers are forced to disembark

then they suddenly become very concerned about space. This space is no longer a

‘landscape on a movie screen’, a mere passing facade — something rendered almost
invisible by the compression of time — but is now a complex and concrete place

which the passengers have to negotiate during the time of their delay.
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so their behaviour was ‘normalized’. Thus, the arrangement of materials in the
prison corresponded to the requirements of a specific disciplinary regime
in Latour’s analysis of Pasteur, we see precisely the same mechanisms at V\;ork
Pasteur turns his laboratory into a centre of calculation by rendering the anthra);
. bacillus visible, Once this visibility is achieved, the bacillus can be acted upon
until a vaccine is developed. As the vaccine is exported, laboratory conditiins
o are extended until it is no longer clear where the lab ends and the external envi-
‘:.ronment (that is, French society) begins. In Latour’s (1983, 1987, 1988) account
it appea.rs that Pasteur is a network builder par exceflence: he is able to align a hos;
_. of entiFles in a way that permits the extension of his laboratory, while at the
- same time ensuring recognition and prestige flow towards himself. In short
_Pa‘steur constructs an actor-network in which he is ultimately seen as ‘the actor’,
His laboratory in Paris becomes a centre of calculation, while all other space;
are positioned as somehow peripheral (despite their importance to the network
asa whole). From. this, we might assume that the networks in actor-network
'theory_refer to systems of almost Panoptic power in which centres succeed in
exercising effective control over all aligned entities and spaces. |
Yet, subsequent studies have shown that Panoptic networks are not necessar-
y the norm; they may co-exist with much more fluid network relations, pec-
baps echoing Foucault’s point that systems of domination comprise onl; Iz)ne
form of power relation. We can therefore suggest the existence of two broad net-
.ork t;fpes (Murdoch, 1998). On the one hand, there are those networks where
tr‘;:mslauons are perfectly accomplished, where the entities are effectively aligned
1d the network is stabilized — despite the heterogeneous character of the enti-
es they work in unison, thereby enabling the enrolling entity (the ‘centre’) to
pbak for’ the entire network (rather in the manner of the Panoptic prison and
e Pasteurian laboratory). On the other hand, there are networks where the
Imks between actors and intermediaries are provisional and divergent, where
orms are hard to establish and standards are frequently compromised. Piere the
arious components of the network continually negotiate with one another,

Space in a network topology

To attend to the politics of becoming is to modify the cultural balance between being
pting the impossible, self-defeating task of dissolving solid

and becoming without attem
formations altogether, (Connelly, 1999)

Introduction

Actor-network theory builds on Foucaultian theory by showing how powe

onducted within network formations. Power, in this view, lies in the het

is C
crogeneous materials assembled in networks i accordance with the need to
e through space and time. N etworks

mmake actions (scientific or otherwise) durabl
draw materials together into new configurations. Each network traces its ow
trajectory reflects a convergence of factors, including th
combination of entities used in network construction, the relations establishe
between these entities, and the ordering impulses of the network builder. I
afl these elements work in concert then the petwork becomes a solidifie
actor — an ‘actor-network’. This term, which Law (1999: 3) claims is deliberatel

1 the one hand, to a centred actor and, on the other, t
individuoals an

trajectory and this

‘oxymoronic’, refers, o
2 decentred network. Actor-networks are networks and points,

collectives (Callon and Law, 1997: 174},
Latour and the other actor-network theorists believe it is the mixing o
human actions into non-human materials which allows networks to endur
o rermain stable across space. It is therefore the he

beyond the present and t
erogeneous quality of the networks that permits them to reach across spati

scales from the ‘small scale’ to the ‘large scale’. Actor-network theory thus
directs our attention to the means whereby spaces are made (‘materialized
inside networks and it shows how spatial scales are distinguished from one
another in line with the priorities of the networks or the network builders. Tn
this respect, we can suggest actor-network theory extends Foucault’s analysis
~F Pananticism’ for, as we saw in Bentham’s Panoptic prisomn, certain centrally

forming variable and revisable coalitions, and assuming ever-changing shapes so
a_t.no clear centre emerges, While this second type might be seen as an ear]

tsion of the first — once relations are settled then a dominating centre wﬂg
merge and norms will be imposed — it does not always work out this way;
metimes networks take shape in non-centred ways (Callon, 1992). "
It seems reasonable to assume that these two network types demarcate dif~
f@fl:n'g spaces: in ‘Panoptic’ networks, spaces are strongly prescribed as delegates

:qbﬂes, inscriptions and other envoys work to ‘normalize’ behaviour; ingn t,
.. orks of variation and flux, alignments are interactional and unstabh; iviiln
Sp_ztce a more malleable character. These two network spaces might be de’sfribeg
aSg}-spaceE of p{escEiption’ and ‘spaces of negotiation’ (Murdoch, 1998). These
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their control; in other networks, discretion and negotiation between all the &

assembled elements are the norm.

There is, then, more than just one set of spatial relations in the scenarios
portrayed by actor-network theory. On the one hand, we have tightly ordered
(‘normalized’) spaces; on the other hand, we have disordered (‘undisciplined’) .

spaces.As we shall see in this chapter, the distinction between ‘prescription’ and

‘negotiation’ is helpful in highlighting the differing sets of relations consolidated |

in networks. Moreover, it directs our attention to the varied sets of heterogeneous
associations that compose differing spatial arenas. Yet, the gwo-fold typology

‘prescription/ negotiation’ may be unduly restrictive when we turn to examine = .
the relationships between differing networks and differing spaces. Thus, we

3 utilized in the theory as an aid to this type of investigation. In short, translation

refers to the processes of negotiation, mobilization and displacement that aim

introduce to the notion of ‘multiplicity’ as pethaps a better means of describ-
ing spatial complexity. The term multiplicity helps us to appreciate undulating
landscapes of network relations in which differing spatial contacts coexist. An
interest in multiplicity therefore leads directly to a concern for ‘topology’ — that
is, the complex spatial interactions that take place both within and between
networks. In what follows, we investigate the utility of these two concepts —
multiplicity and topology — and assess how far each helps us to appreciate th
interaction between network and space.

In assessing the notions of multiplicity and topology, we also address som
of the challenges that actor-network theory poses for the practice of huma
geography. [n particular, we consider whether general observations about (rela
tional) space can be made from within a framework that suggests there are
many spaces (and times) as there are networks. In other words, given that actor
network theory appears to question whether ‘geography’ can legitimately gai
access to any vantage point that provides an overview of the spatial realm, w

assess whether geographers can still legitimately stand above ‘ground level’ in.

order to survey the broader socio-spatial terrain.

In order to address these issues, the chapter is divided into two main par
In the first, we assess the way in which Foucaultian/actor-network theory con:
ceptualizes network space. As we shall see, recent thinking in this theoretical
stream highlights spatial complexity, for it is now evident that networks give rise
to differing spatial forms. We consider how spatial complexity leads to an inter>
est in multiplicity and topology, and we assess how Foucaultian/ actor-network
theory has attempted to incorporate these terms into its repertoire. In the
second part of the chapter we move beyond the discussion of network space
to consider the broad landscapes of spatial relations that arise in this ‘world 0:
networks’. In particular, we assess whether it is possible to develop a secure
philosophical vantage point for broad geographies of relational space. In seck-
ing a vantage point somewhere above ‘ground level’, we turi to the work o
et Tyelorime and Michel Serres — two key philosophical influences on actor:
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Fouca.ultian/actor—network theory. In conclusion we begin to draw out an
apalytical framework that combines both topographical and topological per-

spectives. This framework will guide the discussions presented in the case-stud
chapters. ’

Spaces of singularity and multiplicity

As We ‘observed in the previous chapter, actor-network theory has been
particularly adept at showing how action at a distance is achieved through the use
of heterogeneous materials. “Translation’ is the conceptual tool most frequently

to establish enduring relations between actors, entities and places. It involves
..:_.the re-definition of these phenomena so that they are persuaded t-o behave in
'__accordance with network requirements and these redefinitions are frequentl
inscribed in the heterogeneous materials that serve to consolidate the :rleilworksY
A:nd as we indicated above, there is a close 3ﬂinify between this approach anci
._qucault’s analysis of normalizing power relations in institutional settings such
s prisons and asylurns.
. Although the term ‘translation’ focuses our attention on the negotiated charac-
er of n'etwork entolments, actor-netwark theorists sometimes imply that this is a
:_resmptw-e process. To take just one example, Law (1997: 4) suggests that ‘networks
may be imagined as scripts. Which means that one may read a script from, for
mstance, a machine which tells or prescribes the roles that it, the machine, e ,ects
other elements to play’. As indicated above, where a network behaves in ;l'usxpm
t is likely to be standardized and predictable. The most predictable networks tenzi
also to be the most formal, In general, formalisms are composed of separate count-
:_bie elements which stipulate a hierarchy of spatial and temporal relationships. As
Bowers explains, these separate, countable elements provide a means of .

maaniﬂamng a few elements, combining and recombining them systematically, whil

practices of re-représentation {or translation] retain the link between the few%formai
elements and many other representations [translations} which stand behind/befo

tthem [...] Like the strands in a rope, there are 2 multiplicity of well-ordered and cor:i

-bined element; ti ] i
Prootym, s connecting one end {the object) with the other end (the formalisimn).

hus, the elements of the network ‘fold up’ the representatives that stand behind
them so that the network becomes ‘singular’ — it becomes an acfor~ network. If
the network is to achieve ‘actor’ status then entire chains of translation must -be
itranged into complex hierarchies. These hierarchies will resonate centrally-
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