&% POST-STRUCTURALIST GEOGRAPHY

BOY 4.1

The relationship between network and local space can be orchestrated in three
main ways:

enrols the local and fully integrates it into existing relationships,

s inevitably arise about the long-term
Foucault has shown, such relations

e The network simply
eaving no room for localized discretion, Question

effectiveness of such dominance, although, as
undoubtedly exist.
e The network beco
there seems little long-term future for this networ
go their own way.
o A genuine interaction hetween n

ghanged. This seems most likely to
terms of enrolment as many variations on this arrangement mig

mes immersed in the local and loses its shape and reach. Again,
k as the localities can too easily

etwork and local context takes place 50 that both are
ne the norm. However, it tells us little about the
ht come into being.

In general terms, the varied interactions between networks and s

the ‘agonistic’ relationship that te
geographical space. In particular, ele
passed within the network and elements
in the locale. Thus, Bowker and Star (2000: 307)
are always multiple, although that multiplicity may
ised inscriptions’.”

We can therefore see
comes that ensue as networks move into new spati
are reached between network builders and enrolle
which the movement is made will
cedures used by the network (often determine
specific exig
of enrolment are tailore

we need to hold onto the idea that the agent
agent, a centre, a planner, 2 designer,
unplanned, underdesigned. To put it more strongly,
a centre is to be made by a nonce
that is both present and not present. {2002: 136}

e i another source of multiplicity that emerges from the intera

pace illustrat

nds to pertain between network space an
ments of the locale are selectively encom
in the neework are selectively grounde
conclude: ‘things and peopl
be obfuscated by standard

that one form of multiplicity stems from the varied ou
al locations and as agreemen
d entities. The means b
be some combination of the enrolment pr
d by the network centre) and thi

encies of the locale to be enrolled (the ways in which procedur
d to distinctive features of the locality). As Law puts i

— the ‘actor’ of the actor-network’ — is an
only to the extent that matters are also decentred,
we need to recognise that to make
ntre, a distribution of the conditions of possibility

SPACE IN A NETWORK TOPQLOGY

35

spatial identities. In order to generate singularities, the networks have to somehow
‘punctualize’ spatial identity — that is, they need to cut ‘a specific figure in the
}%ere and now’ (Munro, 2004: 294). In Munro’s view, this process of ‘punctualiza-
uor'f has ewo main aspects: first, there a ‘positioning effect’, so that the spatial
entity is stabilized in the networks in a way that highlights or foregrounds par-
ticular features and characteristics. Second, there is a ‘timing effect’, in which the
foregrounded identity displaces other potential identities in the ‘here and now’

If these two effects are successfully brought together, a singular identity is.
generated. And if this identity can be stabilized within the networks, it may
become enduring, perhaps even dominant. As often as not, however. tl';e inter-
action between networks gives rise to a multiplicity, as Mol and Law’emphasize
L when they say ‘various “orderings” of similar objects, topics, fields, do not always
4. reinforce the same simplicities or impose the same silences. Instead they may
Wor.k - and relate — in different ways’ (2002: 7). Thus, the two aspects of ‘punc-
‘wualization’ mentioned by Munro may fail to achieve coherence: the networks
cannot ‘position’ the space for any length of time; thus, alternative positionings
“‘co-exist and compete.

; These observations indicate that we should not assume that spaces hold only
‘singular identities — for instance, ‘central’, ‘marginal’, ‘dominant’, ‘resistant’ —
rather, they can combine multiple processes, relations, identities, material arrange-
: ents and so forth (Hetherington, 1997). Thus, we should aim to develop a
“relatively sophisticated array of spatial typologies and we should consider how
“these -interact with differing network arrangements. This suggests 2 need to

nvestigate ‘ways of describing the world while keeping it open, ways of paying

ibute to complexities, which are always there, somewhere, elsewhere, untamed’
Mol and Law, 2002: 16).

_racing a network topology

f a]l the actor-network theorists, it is John Law who has put most effort into
t}mkmg through the spatial consequences of network relations. Like Latour, Law
elieves that actor-network theory poses a profound challenge to connnon-;ense
_ken_for—granted notions of space (Law, 1999}, In Law’s view, actor—netwoﬂ;
h.eory aims to establish a network ontology in which spatial formations are seen
s constituted by heterogencous sets of relations. In outlining this network ontol-
gy, Law begins by attacking the most common spatial type — that is, discrete
ounded Euclidian space. As Law and Hetherington put it: ’ ,

- six—.hundr.ed years of surveying, cartography, nation-building and GIS, the idea that
there is (a ‘smgle) geographical space has been naturalised by Euro-Americans. This
‘means th'a:t it has‘been very difficult to imagine space as anything other than some kind

-
-



86 POST-STRUCTURALIST GEOGRAPHY : SPACE IN A NETWORK TOPOLOGY -

Relationalism, Law argues, runs counter to the notion that there is single, | and the way they hang together, Places with a similar set of elements and similar
bounded space in which things simply happen and actor-network theory has _: relations between them are close to one another and those with different cle-
been developed in order to show the complexity of spatial relationships and & ments or relations are far apart’ (Mol and Law; 1994: 649). Thus, distance is
the multiplicity of spatial types. In Law’s view, actor-network theory shows that ‘a function of the relations between the elements’ (1994: 643).

space is not itself a container but is contained (in networks). Thus, space is no 5 As we have seen, a network topology inevitably disturbs our received ideas
longer singular in character but consists of varied space-times, all operating in . about (Buclidean) space. However, having asserted the impottance of this new
. perspective, actor-network theorists now propose that topological complexity

cannot be adequately comprehended simply through the prism of the net-
work. In short, it is argued that network space does not exhaust the range of
spatial possibilities that might emerge. In part, this concern over the status of
network space stems from a concern over the status of the term ‘network’” itself.
In an influential commentary on actor-network theory, Lee and Brown (1994)
argue that the network concept has a tendency w imperialistically colonize all

- domains so that ultimately nothing can stand outside actor-networks (or, for
that matter, actor-network theory). Lee and Brown suggest that the approach
“ has moved in this all-encompassing direction because it weaves together a
~ Nietzschean concern for ‘the will to power’ (through the building of networks
in the style of Pasteur) with a liberal democratic notion of ‘enfranchisement’,
hat is, extending agency to all things (Latour’s immutable mobiles). As Tee and
Brown note, there is 110 space outside the network; simply endlessly ramifying
network refations which appear to leave no hope of escape to a zone beyond

differential spatial configurations. _

Law suggests that we should abandon topographical notions of space —in '.:::
which the space of absolute and fixed coordinates is necessarily dominant —in
favour of topological conceptions.” He sees topology as concerned, in the |
main, with the way spatial objects are both constituted and displaced by net- |
works; as Mol and Law (1994: 643) say: ‘topology doesn’ localise objects in
terms of a given set of coordinates. Instead, it articulates different rules for *
localising in a variety of coordinates’. Mol and Law argue that in topologi-
cal space we can discern differing spatial types to those found in topogra-
phical configurations. There are of course regional spaces in which ‘space i
exclusive. Neat divisions, no overlap. Here or there, each place [...] localised
on one side of the boundary’ (1994: 647). However, actor-network theory
tells us that even in these regional or exclusive spaces, spatial relations ar
performed by networks: ‘Space is made. It is a creation. It is a material out
come. Like objects or obligatory points of passage, it is an effect (Law and
Hetherington, 1998: 8). Thus, as well as regional spaces, we should expect to
find network spaces. These differ sharply from Euclidian spaces because ‘in
network, elements retain their spatial integrity by virtue of their position in
a set of links or relations. Object integrity, then, is not about a volume within
a larger Euclidean volume. It is rather about holding patterns of links stable
(Law, 1999: 6).

The recognition that networks generate their own specific space-time con
figurations leads inevitably to a network topology, which is seen as an undulat
ing landscape in which the linkages established in networks draw some locations
together while at the same time pushing others further apart. This networ
topology can be discerned in the following comment by Latour. :

translation and enrolment.

- In response to this and similar criticisms — notably from feminist theorists
such as Susan Leigh Star (1991) and Donna Haraway (1997), who complain
_hat actor-network theory has tended to focus its attention on the network
builders (such as Pasteur) rather than on those systematically excluded from
twork relations — Mol and Law outline another spatial type which they call
fluid space’. In their view, fluid space stands in stark contrast to network space.
Where, in a network, the relations between actors, entities and objects are
learly defined, in a fluid space there is no such clear definition either in the
elations or in the shape of the enrolled elements: ‘in a network things that go
ogether depend on one another. If you take one away, the consequences are
ikely to be disastrous. In a ﬂu}d space it isn’t like that because there 15 no
_E}hgatory point of passage”; no place past which everything else has to file;
_(?__Panopticon; no centre of translation’ (Moll and Law, 1994: 661). Thus, ‘in a
id space it’s not possible to determine identities nice and neatly, once and for
’.:. Instead, all we find in this space are ‘viscous combinations’ in which ‘ele-
ments inform. each other’ in ways that ‘continuously alter’ (1994: 660). Yet,
spite the viscosity, Law and Mol (2000: 6) emphasize: ‘fluid spatiality [...}
her than representing breakdown or failure, may also help to strengthen
jects”. Fluid relations, although quite distinct from regional and network
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In a network certain very distant points can find themselves connected, whilst others :
that were neighbours are far removed from one another. Though each actor is local, it
can move from place to place, at least as Jong as it is able to negotiate equivalences that_
make one place the same as another. A network can thus be ‘quite general’ without ever
having to pass through a ‘universal’. However rarefied and convoluted a network may
be it nevertheless remains local and circumscribed, thin and fragile, interspersed by

space. (1987: 170-1)

The landscape is folded ‘pleated’” and ‘ruptured’ by the spacing and timin;
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BOX 4.2

Mol and Law (1994) introduce three main spatiai types:

o ‘Fuclidean’ or ‘topographical space. This refers to spaces of fixed coordinates, with
lines that run across surfaces (rather in the style of maps, with their contours and
two-dimensional spatial representations). Mol and Law’s criticisms of this spatial
type echo Doel's (1999) criticisms of what he calls ‘pointillism’ (discussed in
Chapter 1) — that is, a concern for surface and lines between points leads to only a
superficial understanding of spatial retations.

» ‘Metwork’ space. This is the space of actor-network theory, especially in discussions
of well-orchestrated, tightly knit networks, as in the case of Pasteur (discussed in
Ghapter 3). Network space is composed from the heterogeneous relations normatly
assembled within actor-networks. Mol and Law’s concern about network space is
that it can focus too much attention on tightly structured modes of ordering space.

o ‘Fluig’ space. This is a new focus for theorists working in the actor-network genre
and refers to spatial relations that are constantly ‘beceming’, constantly shifting,
constantly moving. This spatial type fits well with the notion of spaces of multiplic-
ity which is so central to post-structuralist geography.

Mol and Law introduce this idea of ‘fluid space’ to counter the hegemonic °
tendencies of network space, the belief that network builders will ultimately -
triwmph in imposing singular identities on multiple participants. Rather, they .

want to make room for difference and diversity. As Law summarizes it, multd
plicity means

more than one and less than many. Fractional natures. Fractional and enacted bodies.
The webs in which they are enacted are partially other. Other, as it were in general, but
also to each other. And their relations are uncertain, Perhaps sometimes, they fit together
neatly. Perhaps they contradict one another. Pethaps they pass each other by without
touching, like ships in the night, Perhaps they are included in one another. Perhaps they
are added together to produce new natures. Perhaps they are deliberately kept apart
becavse any encounter would be a collision. Or perhaps their relations are a mix of
these: complementary, contradictory and mutually inclusive. At any event, in this way of
thinking natureculturetechnics are complex in the sense that they are multiply enacted
in multiple practices and cannot be known anywhere in particular. (2004: 6)

Such formulations indicate that the actor-network theorists are moving away

from a concern simply for the cenfring practices that permit actors to becom
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absence/presence, uncertainty and {...] necessary Otherness that comes with
the project of centering’ (Law, 2002: 136-7). As well as this emphasis on network
exclusions, we also see an increasing interest in the spatial effects of contextual
relations, It is now recognized that subjects and objects are drawn selectively
into and out of discrete networks, sometimes simultaneously, sometimes con-
currently. This leads to greater spatial complexity as spaces emerge not from
one (centred) network space but from multiple spatial forms, all working within
contexts of multiplicity.

Geo-philosophies of relationalism

Complexity, multiplicity and topology are now increasingly combined in
actor-network theory in order to escape the rather restricted modes of spatial
ordering that emerge from studies of Panopticism and other highly prescrip-
- tive network forms. The analysis presented in the previous sections suggests
 that there are varied network types and varied relations between these types
_and spatial locations. So while we can retain the view that space emerges from
¢ within networks, we can now soggest that it does so through some complex
_ interactions between the network and those entities and spaces that lie ‘out-
- side’ it. In short, the network and its (spatial) environment mutually compose
“one another, often in varied and unexpected ways.

Thus, network spaces might be placed on a continunm. At one end, we have
singular’ spaces in which formal and standardized sets of relations succeed
in marking out clearly demarcated zones where entities and actors are both
s_ﬁbilized and normalized in topographical fashion. These formalized and
standardized relations can be generated by singular networks or by the
co-ordinated actions of multiple networks ‘meeting in’ space. At the other end,
we have highly fluid spaces in which flux and variation are the norm as actors
and entities struggle to impose coherence onto multiple relations. Again, fluid-
ty can be the property of a single network or can arise from the combined
effect of multiple network interactions. As we move along the continuum, dif-
fering trade-offs between singularity and multiplicity, topography and topclogy
night be observed.

- In this section, we delve further into this characterization of network topology.
We explore in a little more detail the complex network forms that emerge as
we move into topological space, In so doing, we also move beyond Foucaultian/
actor-network theory in order to explore the spaces of Gilles Deleuze and
Michel Serres. Both these philosophers have exercised some considerable influ-
ence over post-structuralist geography (as well as over actor-network theory)

and it is worth briefly considering the nature of their influence, especially as it
EETR : DA T
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space. That is, Deleuze and Serres tend to adopt general abstract perspectives
on the spatial realm, perspectives that are apparently developed over and above
perspectives derived from within specific network formations.

Gilles Deleuze, while a key philosophical influence on actor-network theory,
is also a key theorist of the relations between complexity, multiplicity and space.
The connections between these three terms are well explained in Manual
Delanda’s (2002) exposition on Deleuze’s ‘philosophy of becoming’. In Delanda’s
view, multiplicity emerges naturally from Deleuze’s fluid and dynamic ontology.
Instead of assumiing fixed and invariant essences, Deleuze considers ‘being’ in
the world to be based on movement and emergence. As Delanda (2002: 3) puts
it, ‘Deleuze is not a realist about essences, or any other franscendent entity, so in
his philosophy something else is needed to explain what gives objects their
identity and what preserves their identity through time. Briefly, this something
else is dynamical processes” (emphasis in original). Deleuze’s interest in processes
of ‘becoming’ leads, in turn, to an interest in topology. Delanda describes
Deleuze’s topological perspective in the following way:

{topology] may be roughly said to concern the properties of geometric figures which
remain invariant under bending, stretching or deforming transformations which do not
create new points or fuse existing ones. {More exactly, topology involves transforma-
tions [...} which convert nearby points into nearby points and which can be reversed
or be continuously undone.) Under these transformations many figures which are
completely distinct in Euclidean geometry [...] become one and the same figure, since
they can be deformed into one another. (2002: 25-6)

In this topological field, the issue that preoccupies Delenze is *how to conceive
of a form of identity or unity which is not identical to itself” (Patton, 2000: 29).
That is, Deleuze wishes to move beyond simple repetition and resemblance
in order to study difference and divergence, as he makes clear in the following
geographically-inspired quotation. '

Maps [...] are superimposed in such a way that each map finds itself modified in the
following map, rather than finding its origin in the preceding one: from one map to
the next, it is not a matter of searching for an origin, but of evolutionary displacements.
Every map s a redistribution of impasses and breakthroughs, of thresholds and enclo-
sures, which necessarily go from bottom to top. There is not only a renewal of direc-
tions, but alse a difference in nature: the unconscious no longer deals with persons and
objects but with frajecrory and becoming: it is no longer an unconscious of commemora-
tion but one of mobilisation, an unconscious whose objects take flight rather than
remaining buried in the ground. (Deleuze, quoted in Crang and Thrift, 2000: 21)

These “evolutionary displacements’ stem from the play of differences as move
ments are made from one stage (of mapping) to the next. Thus, in Deleuze’s:
philosophical world,

SPACE IN A NETWORK TOPOLOGY i

outcomies, unprecedented transferences, and jagged edges. These breaks are not simply
ungoverned transversal conmimunications within and between assemblages that bring
novel forces into play and so also new formations. They are also a function of the way
events occur, which is not rule governed, or where the rule does not apply. So, Deleuze
stresses connectivity of systems in opposition to what he regards as an illusory auton-
omy promoted by some writers, (Thrift and Dewsbury, 2000: 418)

In this context, Deleuze insists on the importance of multiplicity as a means
of accounting for both invariance and transformation. Multiplicities emerge as
singular locations and come together in ‘recurrent sequences’ (Delanda, 2002: 16).°
These sequences involve ‘active transformations’ in a process which ‘converts
one of the entities into the other’ (2002; 18). As Deleuze puts it ‘the actualisation
that stabilises and stratifies [...] is an integration: an operation which consists
of tracing “a line of general force”, linking, aligning and homogenising partic-
ular series and making them converge. There is [...] a multiplicity of local and
partial integrations, each one entertaining an affinity with certain relations or

- particular points’ (1988: 75).

We can hear in these commments clear echoes of actor-network theory — for

* instance, in the emphasis upon emergent properties, the attention to sequences

(‘networks’), transformations (‘translation’), and the engagement with an open-
ended topological complexity (‘generated by networks’). Moreover, both
Dreleuze and the actor-network theorists see relation and space as co-emergent:
as Ansell-Pearson (2002: 24) puts it, space cannot be taken to be an a priori real-
ity but must be seen as an ‘emergent and exigent feature of social action’. This
observation bears upon a key question raised by John Law: ‘do networks sub-
sist in and of themselves? Are they, as the actor-network theorists have tended
to assume, spatially autonomous?” (2000: 8). Law answers these questions in
Deleuzian fashion by claiming that networks cannot be seen as somehow sep-
arate from spatial relations, for the relationship between network and space is
always reciprocal; the two compose one another in mutually reinforcing ways.

Thus, as Doel explains:

It would be better to approach space as a verb rather than apoun. To space — that’s all
Spacing is an action, dn event, and a way of being. There is neither space ‘behind’ some-
thing, functioning as a backcloth, ground or continuous and unlimited expanse (absolute
space}, nor space ‘between’ something, as either a passive filling or an active medivm of
{ex)change (relative, relational, diacritical, and dialectical spaces). There is just spacing
{differentials). The ‘points’ — as things, events, terms, positions, relata, etcetera — that
are supposedly played out ‘upon’ and alongside space are illusory. Space is immanent.
It has only itself. (2000: 125)

Like actor-network theory, Deleuzian theory discusses how differing sets of
relations give rise to differing spaces. For instance, it distinguishes Tinear’ rela-
tions, which present simple distributions of points, from ‘nonhinear’ relations,
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all but certain specified relations to the outside’ and ‘more fluid and open-ended
assemblages in which new connections and new forms of relation to the outside
are always possible, even at the risk of transforming the assemblage into some
other type of body’ (Patton, 2000: 43), We see here something of a reworking of
centred and decentred actor-networks, with the former generating spatial forms
of fixed coordinates while the latter give rise to fluid, viscous combinations.

BOX 4.3

For Delsuze, space is:

o In the process of ‘becoming’. !t results from dynamicat processes and it is always
on some kind of emergent trajectary.

Subject to transformation. lts reproduction within processes of becoming is based
not on simple replication but on alteration and innovation. Entities are folded into
one another as new relations come into being. Thus, space takes on new shapes
and new identities; it is always emergent.

Muttiple in nature, it is generated in ‘recurrent sequences’. These sequences are
generated within spatial trajectories that can either create further multiplicities or
can result in unities of varicus kinds. :

Moreover, differing trajectories or lines of force hold differing consequences for ter-
ritories; they can result in deterritorialization or reterritorialization. Thus, lines of force
can work to unify territorial spaces (perhaps using processes of governmentality)
or can work can to disrupt territorial coherence thereby revealing muitiplicities of

various kinds.

In their different ways both actor-network theory and Deleuzian theory bring
us to spaces of multiplicity: ‘On the one hand, multiplicities that are extensive,
divisible and molar; unifiable, totalisable, organisable [...] and on the other hand,
libidinal, unconscious molecular, intensive multiplicities composed of particles
that do not divide without changing in nature, and distances that do not vary
without entering another multiplicity’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 33). Multi-
plicities conceive spatial forms through their generative capacities, and these
depend on the emergent properties (or ‘affects’) that come into being as relations
are formed between entities of various kinds. They compose ‘a nested set of

spaces, with the cascade acting to unfold spaces which are embedded into one
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Deleuze (with Guattari} emphasizes that these differing assemblages hold
differing relations to territory. Assemblages of fluid and viscous forms tend
towards deferritorialization — that is, lines of flight along which the assemblage
breaks down or becomes transformed into something else’ (Patton, 2000: 54).
This movement gencrates, however, a counter movement, a referriforialization,
an effort to resituate assernblages in a defined space of fixed coordinates (a map,
an administrative zone and so forth). The first of these movements highlights
the new spatial forms that can emerge either through network modification
or the coming together of two networks to generate a new form of ‘becom-
ing’. The second refers to those normalizing and governmental networks that
Foucault sees working in liberal society to “fix’ (that is, to ‘territorialize’) the
‘conduct of conduct’. As in Foucaultian/actor-network theory, we can discern
a ‘two-way’ movement here as differing relations work to confine or produce
spatial multiplicities.

An illustration of how differing assemblages underpin specific territories is sup-
plied by Bonta and Protevi (2004) in a Deleuzian study of the Olancho region in
Honduras. The authors suggest that multiple spaces are evident in this territory:

There was no a priori ‘Olancho Space’ that then got broken down inte smaler side-
by-side, nested-hexagon spaces; you didn't walk front one space to another as much as
move through varied degrees of becoming across the landscape. Coffee farms were
being taken over by cattle; beans were taking over forest; forests were taking over
ranches; Hurricane Mitch had stripped away cattle pastures, beanfields, coffee, and
forest alike., A ‘space’, then, became the room filted by the workings of a complex
system at the extensive, intensive, and virtual registers. If one were ‘plugged into the
cattle-ranching assemblage, one was to a large extent predetermined and at the very
least codetermined by a complex system. quite different than that of one’s neighbour,
who was plugged into the complex system of coffee farming — or of peasant farming,
conservation, development, logging, and so forth, One was an ‘actor’ in that complex
system’s space — an enactor of its space — wherever one went. Inasmuch as one (and
one’ cattle or coflee bushes or beans) ‘made space’, one territorialized one’s assemblage
somewhere in the landscape. One carved out a territory to provide room ‘demanded’
by one’s assemblage. {2004: 172)

As in actor-network theory, space is here relationally constituted by assem-
blages that pull certain places into proximity while pushing others into the dis-
tance {with distance conceptualized as relations between the aligned elements),
And again, as actor-network theory emphasizes, differing spatial forms inhabit
the same territory:

Each space is qualitatively different — they are not variants on one of them, but come
about through vastly divergent processes. Each has a geohistory that must be engaged
on its own terms. Bach is territorialized in the Jandscape by means of human and non-
human ‘agents’ guided by a certain set of instructions, tendencies, trajectories [...} Each
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"The language is Deleuzean, but we see here clear affinities with Foucaultian/

actor-network theoty’s heterogeneous networks, weaving materials of differing

Kinds into new spatial formations. These formations are.plutal fmd multi.ple,' com:-
prising striated and smooth spaces, prescriptive and fluid reiatlf)ns, terr1torllah?ed
and deterritorialized assemblages. However, Bonta and Protevi’s characterization
of Olancho also takes us a little closer to more standard geographical concerns,
notably the requirement to make some general comments abm.lt tl’.le nature _of
territories situated within given spatial contexts. Although they highlight !:he dif-
ferential nature of the assemblages in Olancho, Bonta and Protevi akso give us a
kind of territorial overview of this place, one that highlights how muldiple rela-
tions co-exist within its boundaries. They provide us with what Michel Serrfes
calls a landscape of ‘nearness and rifts” (Serres and Latour, 1995: 60), 2 scene in
which entities are pulled closely together within specific assemblages while ther
entities, which are proximately situated in Euclidean space, are pushed z:way lt‘ltO
alternative assemblages. In this landscape, our attention is drawn Fo .tl_le stopping
points, ruptures, deep wells [...] rendings, gaps’ that create proximities and rifts
between assemblages, networks and entities (Serres and LaFour, 1995: 57). Serres
suggests that we might view such landscapes in the following way.

H you take a handkerchief and spread it out in order to iron it, you can see certain ﬁxebd
distances and proximities. If you sketch a circle in one area, you can mark out near by
points and measure far-off distances. Then take the same handkerchief and crgmple 1;,
by putting it in your pocket. Two distant points suddenly are close, even supe:1:1rnpos:jtl3 .
If further, you tear it in certain places, two points that were t:lose can become very dis-
tant. This science of nearness and rifts is called topology, while the science of stable and
well-defined distances is called metrical geometry. (Serres and Latour, 1995: 60)

Again, the notion of topology is being used to allude to the stratifications tk.lat
‘fold’ and ‘pleat’ space (the mountainous range of valleys and peaks). Space, like
time, is folded into complex geometries as networks draw points to the surface

and push others underground.
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e Brought into some kind of unity by the ‘relations between relations’. The messengers
and communicators that map out the spaces ‘in-hetween’ refations can create new
proximities and can generate some amount of coherence and stability, thereby giving
rise to discernible territorial shape.

« Turbulent and chaotic in nature so that networks can only create temporary perma-
nences (or islands of stability) with the danger that they will dissolve once again
into the disordered flow of space-time. In order to prevent such dissolution networks

gOX 4.4

For Serres, space is also:

« Multiple in nature, so that various processes run through and around space, ¢iving
rise to undulating landscapes of spatial relations. ' ‘ ,

o Made up of entities that are bound into relations that can bring the “far near Iand
make the ‘near far’. Thus, space is wholly relational rather than absolute; any given

T L

may use either topographical or topological modes of ordering.

While we find echoes of Deleuze’s smooth and striated spaces and actor-
network theory’s spaces of singularity and multiplicity in this formulation, we also
discern the emergence of a broad perspective that attempts to take in aff the
assemblages and networks, that is, those that aim at deterritorialization and those
that aim at reterritorialization. Serres, like Foucault, wishes to understand how the
connections between sites and structures work to generate ‘unities’ (Gutting,
2001:233). In order to discern these unities, he aims to place himself'in a posi-
tion where he can freely criss-cross the intermediate zones, drawing out from
the networks what best illuminates the entire landscape. This desire to chart the
‘cross-over’, to be situated befween assemnblages, networks, lines of flight, stems
from Serres’s efforts to reformulate some Jong-standing and accepted conceptual
divisions, such as those between self and society, subject and object, science and
literature, the social and the natural (see Serres and Latour, 1995). According
to Brown (2002: 1-2}, Serres ‘proceeds from the notion that disciplinary and
conceptual divisions, although complex and provisional, may be analysed by
exploring potential channels or “passages” that run between them’. In making
these ‘border crossings’ Serres aims to show how the world is dis/ordered — that
is, he aims to tell us something tangible and clear about things that are missed
by mainstream disciplinary knowledges. He aims at a ‘method of rapid move-
ment, and congruent “comparativisin” [...] the method of the space between,
of conjunction of bringing into proximity’ (Bingham and Thrift, 2000: 285).

As indicated above, we still encounter here a topology based on multiple
space-time relations. However, Serres is concerned to philosophically (re)con-
struct landscapes in which assernblages and networks ‘communicate’ with one
another. Communication ‘traverses those spaces [...] that are much less clear
and transparent than one would have believed’ (Serres and Latour, 1995: 75).
He therefore explains a need to 'describe the space situated between things that
are already marked out’ (Serres and Latour, (1995: 64). Spaces in-between the
assemnblages, the orderings, the networks are, Serres believes, ‘more complicated
than one thinks. That is why I have compared them to the North West Passag
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be confined to existing or consolidated relations; he wishes to explore an area
chat he believes ‘is strangely devoid of explorers’ (Serres and Latowur, 1995.: 70)’
in order to discern the ‘network of multiple bonds’, the ‘lattice of relatlons,
(Serres, 1995: 111) that ultimately tie Jocal domains into a ‘global landscape
(Serres and Latour, 1995: 118). This space ‘in-between’ is, for Serres, a pf)ten—
tially chaotic turbulent place; in fact, chaos and turbulence appear to be primaty,
while spaces of organisation and stability are secondary (Conley, 1997 .62).
Network builders must therefore struggle against disorder and disarray. We might,
then, see stabilized networks as ‘islands’ set within a broader context of com-
motion and flux.

In these observations Serres directs our attention to the way that netWOﬂ.(s
define themselves against their contexts of emergence. As processes of deﬁm—
tion unfold, networks can become either relatively closed — thereby establish-
ing sharp boundaries between their own internal relations ar‘ad_ contegtual
relations — or they become relatively open — thereby ensuring fluid mtetractmns
between internally and externally constituted relations. Networks will adoPt
whichever strategy ensures stability. Space will thus be constituted %n very dif-
ferent ways depending on the network type. If networks are ‘closed .then space
is likely to be constrained and bounded, confined within Panoptical sets 'of
relations. If the network is ‘open’ then space is likely to be emergent and .ﬂmd,
channelled along and through maultiple lines of flight. In other words, the_ J.Iater—
action between network and context works to generate either singularities or
multiplicities. As Doel, using Deluzian terminology, puts it: ‘A fold 1s always at
Jeast twofold. Sometimes it functions as a line of rigid or supple segmentation,
which effectively partitions and territorialises the plane of immanence into a
plane of organisation. Sometimes it acts as a line of flight, which unfolds and
deterritorialises the plane of organisation” (1999: 165). -

At certain times and in certain places, multiplicities are “folded’ into singu-
larities, while at other times and in other places singularities are ‘unfolded’ il:ltO
multiplicities. For instance, in Foucault’s Panoptic prison t'he process of folding
in is seemingly so well executed that ordered and predictable out-comes are
routinized in the actions of potentially unruly prisoners. A tight lattice of: rela-
tions is consolidated and this keeps both internal dissent or external inter-
ference at bay. However, the lattice can also unravel so that th(_a repres.sed or
contained multiplicities begin to unfold outwards within a myriad of lines or
networks. At this point the division between the prison and its contextual envi-
ronment begins to dissolve and topological relations displace topographical
relations.

To sumtnarize this section, we can say that while the theories put forward
by Deleuze and Serres vary in the language they use to describe assemblages,
networks, lines of flight and so forth, they both point us towards space as an
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others apart. They create both proximities and distances, topographies and
topologies. Deleuze and Serres provide rich descriptions of such spatial varia-
tions. They also recognize that the areas “in-between’ are a prominent aspect of
post-structuralist geography. These ‘in-between’ spaces, which are turbulent,
unstable and viscous, must be carefully navigated by the networks. Two main
navigational strategies present themselves: first, draw sharp distinctions between
network and context so the turbulence is kept at bay; second, constitute the
network in such a fashion that it somehow ‘internalizes’ flux and instability.
In practice we might suggest that some combination of the two strategies
represents the norm,

In order to assess the differing spatial effects of network strategies Deleuze and
Serres encourage us to seek out vantage points from which we might observe all
the networks, assemblages, lines of flight, In this regard, they return us to geogra-
phy, to the analysis of spatial formations that are simultaneously ordered and
disordered. They emphasize that processes of (disjordering emerge from the
activities of multiple networks running through and around specific spatial arenas.
They therefore suggest we assess ‘a double articulation of incompossibilities: the
smooth and striated; territorialisation and deterritorialisation; stabilisation and
destabilisation; constancy and consistency’ (Doel, 2000: 124). In these various
combinations we find the proper disposition of relational space.

Conclusion

Ower the last three chapters, we have moved further and further into relational
space. We began with Foucault’s explorations of discursive space, the way spatial
arrangements ‘mirror’ discursive formations. We saw that as Foucault’s work pro-
gressed, he paid more and more attention to the materiality of discourse, to the
way discourse becomes encoded or embedded within the material arrangements
that comprise prisons, asylums and other such institutions. He also reflected on
practice, in particular on the strategies of normalization that seem to accompany
the assembling of materials in the shape of institutional sites. He explained that
these materials are constituted in ways that bear down upon individual behav-
iour in order to both generate knowledge about this behaviour and to prescribe
the actions that individuals can take {these two aspecis come together particularly
clearly in the Panoptic prison).

Space is here made within sets of heterogeneous materials, all assembled in
line with certain discursive priorities. The same theme is evident in actor-network
theory, which also explores how space is made in heterogeneous ways. Again,
the emphasis is on relations assembled in hne with particular strategies of nor-
malization, this time devised in clearly defined centres of calculation (such as
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between discourse and alignments of heterogneous materials, for it claims that
these materials cannot just be seen as ‘effects’ of the discourse; rather, they play
2 real and active role in the materialization, and thus the ultimate shape of the
discourse itself. In short, discourse and material enter a reciprocal relation.

In many ways, the discussion of Foucault’s work in Chapter 2 and the
discussion of actor-network theory in Chapter 3 cover similar ground: they both
show how actors become powerful {the guards in the Panoptic prison, Pasteur
in his laboratory) and they outline the importance of spatial arrangements in
generating this power. Actor-network theory in particular provides a rich
description of the means whereby power relations facilitate movement from
one place to another. It therefore allows us to see how spatial relations become
intrinsic to power relations (that 1s the true significance of ‘action ata distance’).
Actor-network theory also makes the strong claim that relations always run at
‘ground level’: we never need to shift scale from the ‘micro’ to the ‘macro’ of
from the local’ to ‘global’; rather we need to attend to network length, Thus, the
methodological priotity is to follow the networks wherever they might lead,
illustrating how they ‘space’ and ‘time’ as they go (Bingham and Thrift, 2000).

Yet, the accounts provided in Chapters 2 and 3 have a tendency to focus on

normalizing and prescriptive sets of relations. As we have seen, this focus can
lead to unwarranted assumptions about the ease with which networks enrol
both actors and localities into their modes of functioning. In so doing, the theory
downplays one of Foucault’s key insights — that any extension of power rela-
tions will inevitably meet resistance. The interplay between extension and resis-
tance takes the form of an ‘agonism’ as the two forces struggle for supremacy.
A number of those working in the Foucaultian/ actor-network theory tradition
have now begun to investigate the spatial effects of this ‘agonism’. [n particu-
lar, they have begun to show how networks and localities genuinely ‘interact’ so
that some some modification of both partners — the network and the locale —
takes place. This can be seen as a kind of ‘trade—ofl” between network space and
local space. The upshot is that network relations should be seen as a mixture of
local specificities and network regularities. Networks, it might be argued, come
in a variety of shapes and sizes, as do network spaces. We therefore need to look
in detail at how networks operate, how they move from place to place, and the
types of relationships that are established between network form and spatial
location.

It has been proposed that while the in-depth analysis of networks s a good
means of understanding the relational construction of space, we also need to stand
outside the networks in order to see the broad spatial terrain. This returns us to
notions of geography as a kind of ‘imperialistic’ science, one that attempts to
understand the spatial unities that encompass multiple sets of (networked) rela-
tions. The reassertion of this more traditional geographical perspective suggests
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broader contexts of movement and flux. We should therefore aim to hold the
multiple and the singular together: we need to consider how varied relations
run ‘through’ space, weaving their own space-time trajectories, and we also need
to consider how these relations interact with their broader spatial environments
In this regard we see that some networks aim to establish sharp boundarie;
between the ‘inside’ and the ‘outside’ while others remain fluid and permeable
open to outside influence and accommodating of externally-inspired change,
These differing network types can be seen as ‘singular’ or ‘multiple’ ‘reterrito-.
rialized” or ‘deterritorialized’. ’

We therefore arrive at considerable spatial complexity. In order to describe
t'his complexity, a whole host of terms have been employed — singularity, mul-
tplicity, fluidity, network, topology, assemblage, line of flight, territory, a:nd 50
forth, Some of these terms are clearly more useful than others, but urjldoubt—
edly all retain an abstract quality, as though the effort to describe complex
relational spaces defies more commonplace speech. In superficial terms, this
observation seems credible: relationalism means overthrowing or amen’ding
more traditional ideas about the spatial realm, and more often than not any
new way of seeing requires some new way of talking. And yet there 1s more to
it than this, for it may be that the abstract quality of the terms owes somethin
to the sheer difficulty of talking about space in the abstract. Andrew Sayer foi
one, believes this to be the case: he says that, in the main, ‘spatial theory’can
mak? only vague allusions to particular kinds of spatio-temporal organisation’
In his view, ‘only more concrete analyses can hope to say more’ (2004: 268) In-
concluding the theoretical section of the book, it must be acknowledged tiaat
the ‘vague allusions’ outlined above may be far too vague for some readers’
tastes..However, in charting the development of post-structuralism through the
theories of Foucault, Latour, Law, Deleuze and Serres, we have seen where this
language has come from and what it endeavours to describe. It has been elab-
orated here in the belief that it does indeed help us to think about space, and
the role that geography might play in understanding space, a little diﬁ'ere’ntiy
However, the significance of these ideas will only be clear once they ar(;
invoked in particu}ar geographical contexts. With this in mind, subsequent
f:hapters move down from the abstract level to the case-study level in order to
filustrate how the post-structuralist theories reviewed above might be applied
in research practice.

SUMMARY

In this cha'pter, we have investigated the topological spaces that emetge
from r.nu.ltlple sets of relations. We began by considering networks of
prescription and networks of fluidity and flux. The first network type
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being. We then turned to examine the relationship between network

and territory in more detail, drawing upon work by Deleuze and Serres.
It was shown that while space is underpinned by relations this does not
mean that space is only relational in nature; territorial integrity and unity
can still emerge. It was therefore concluded that we need to combine
notions of demarcated enclosed spaces with processes of emergence

and becoming,

FURTHER READING

Notes

1. This is evident, for instance, in lan Hacking’s work on statistics. In the Taming
of Chance (1990) Hacking traces the emergence of statistical techniques in the
cighteenth century (the census, official statistics, taxation statistics and so on) and
shows that statistics have become central to modern forms of governance, so central
in fact, that good government becomes almost unthinkable without them.

2. Bowker and Star give this concerrn an ethical slant when they suggest that we hold
“firmly to a relational vision of pcople—thjngs—technologies’ in oxder to assess how
networks and local arrangements can be wmade to interact in ways that reflect the aspi-
rations of the multiple constituencies that reside at the interface of the two domains.

3. Taw takes this notion of ‘topology’ from mathematics but it seerns to be inherited
mostly fiom the work of Michel Serres (see Serres and Latour, 1995, and the discos-
sion below).

4. ‘This discussion of objects here derives from the importance actor-network theo-
rists atribute to technology in the making of space. As Callon and Law put it

SPACE IN A NETWORK TOPOLOGY HESKS

.because it mobilises distant actants that are both absent and present. The drawin,
in the school exercise book illustrates this strange ontology. The blacksmith ;D:
W'a]k‘ing beside the ploughman, his hand resting affectionately on his shoulder, but
his silhouette is surrounded by a blue halo, just like a guardian angel. (2004 6:)

It is worth noting that during a visit to- London in the mid-1990s, Serres is
If}:forted as describing Deleuze and himself as ‘philosophical geographers” while he
((:3 rs;z}c};z;tzleglggc?ucault and Derrida as mere ‘historians of philosophy” (quoted in
Moreover, the recurrent sequences that generate multiplicities give rise not to
some closed, final, essential product but to divergent forms in a potentially endless
series. Thus, a multiplicity has ‘no need whatsoever of unity in order to form a
system’ {Delenze, quoted in Delanda, 2002: 13). As Rajchman (2001: 60} says, a
multiplicity is ‘folded many times over and in many ways such that -there iz ;10
completely unfolded state, only further bifurcations’.

Lu‘}ear relations tend to fix entities into stable shapes, described by Delanda {2002: 13)
as ‘essences’ that ‘possess a defining unity [...] and, moreover, are taken to exis-t in
a transcendent space which serves as a container for them or in which they are
embedded’. Non-linear, complex relations differ to the extent that they doY not

bave a supplementary dimension to that which transposes upon it. This alone makes
it natural and immanent’.



Part 2 Cases

introduction

In this empirical part of the book, we examine case studies which illustrate some
of the theoretical issues raised in the first section. At the outset it should be
made clear that these cases do not comprise simple applications of the the-
oretical frameworks emerging from the first part of the book. Rather they serve
to show how post-siructural spaces — for instance, spaces of singularity and
multiplicity — are currently emerging within mainstream geographical research
arenas,

The case-study chapters focus particutar attention on the problematic inter-
action between complex, heterogeneous processes and coherent, stabilized ter-
ritorfes. In so doing, they investigate efforts to ‘order’ space — that is, they show
how various social actors seek to ‘ground’ complex processes in coherent and
robust spatial arrangements. Thus, the spatial arrangements that come to dom-
inate in any given instance can be seen as the outcome of struggles to impose
stability in contexts of flux and fluidity. The chapters indicate that, more often
than not, dynamic relations work to undermine formally constituted territories.
Nevertheless, the struggle to ‘order’ space is necessarily on-going, as relations
are continually harnessed to the process of building new spatial formations.

In the first case-study chapter, we examine the status of nature in a rela-
tional world. We investigate efforts in the post-war period to ‘contain’ nature
in a strictly demarcated zone (in the English countryside) in order to protect
it from dynamic and heterogeneous processes. We see that as nature came
to be spatially bounded, transgressive processes began to work across the
boundary line. These transgressive processes clearly threatened the protected
{or zoned) nature but, paradoxically, they also worked to secure a more robust
division between nature and society. The chapter shows that while nature
should be seen in relational (notabily, ecological) terms, efforts at ‘containing’
nature are still required if natural entities are to be sustained through time.
In other words, while space may be made of relations we still need to ensure
some degree of spatial permanence. Thus, ways must be found to afign topo-
graphical and the topological spaces within post-structuralist accounts,

In the next case-study chapter, we look a little more closely at planning in
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ideas about the spatial realm. We investigate how planning — as a ‘network of
knowledge’ — interacts with its environment, selectively drawing in some aspects
of its surrounding context while excluding others. We see how this process of
interaction leads planning to construct particular spatial imaginaries. In review-
ing these imaginaries, we see that early forms of planning focused primarily
upon the physical characteristics of places. Over time, however, social and
political processes gained a higher profile, More recently planning has come
1o embrace not just social entities but natural entities as well. However, it is
argued that planning struggles to accommodate these entities, in part because
it is unable to adeguately engage with spaces of heterogeneity and fluidity.
Suggestions are therefore provided for some amendment to planning processes
so that a more dynamic approach, oriented to the muttiplicities of space, can
be brought into being.

Some indications as to how planning might play this new role emerge in the
final case-study chapter. Through the analysis of two competing food networks,
it is shown how contemporary food spaces are forged In relational terms. Here
we find networks of spatial simplicity confronting networks of spatial complex-
ity. In the former, efforts are made to disseminate a uniform set of spatial rela-
tions so that spatial location and network come to resemble one ancther. In
this network, food becomes a standardized input into the network-building
process. In the latter network, spatial diversity is maintained so that only loose
connections are established between varied food spaces. Because this
second network aims to promote diversity in food, it is better able to root itself
in the multiplicity of food space. It thus illustrates how heterogeneous relations
might be established in practice. We conclude that the interaction between
network and space in the food sector might reveal how a poststructuralist
politics of nature couid be conducted.

The case-study chapters focus on relations between nature and society.
They therefore iliustrate how post-structuralist theory can be brought to bear
on this traditional area of geographical concern. In the final chapter, the refa-
tionship between post-structuralist theory and ecology is further explored. The
chapter takes as iis starting point Verena Andermatt Conley's {1997) obser-
vation that poststructuratism has always had close ties to ecology but the
strength of these has never heen fuily appreciated or investigated. It is sug
gested that the connections between the two approaches be explored further
so that the contribution of post-structuralism to pressing ecological problems
can be ascertained (the case-study chapters give only rough guidance on this
issue). However, some cautionary notes are sounded in this chapter. These
refer mostly to the status of the ‘human’ in ecological and post-structuralist
theory. In post-structuralist accounts, humans are displaced from the centre
of the analysis and attention is focused upon relations of various kinds (as we
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at the begirming of the book makes wonderfully clear). The final chapter proposes
th.at, despite the ‘anti-’ or ‘post-'humanist dispositions of these theories, it is
still necessary to retain some conception of human distinctiveness, even if

~ human actions are thought to result from relational affiliations. The signifi-

cance of the human, it is argued, derives from the fact that discourses, texts
arguments and other mechanisms of meaning generation are aimed a;t mo‘cii
vating humans to engage with the world — peoples and natures — in particular
ways (again, some of these ways are revealed In the case-study chapters). If
post-structuralism is to be politically effective (as many of iis adhererlats
assume it should be) then some notion of the human receiver of the post
structuralist message must be retained. Moreover, the case-study chapters
show that an effective poststructuralist politics of spatiality should be con-
cerned with the interaction between emergent process and territorial coher-
ence and it should aim to ‘shape’ or ‘steer’ this interaction in ways that ensure
an enhancement of ecological diversity and integrity.



Dis/Ordering space [: the case of nature

Spatiality, however constructed, simultaneously unifies and separates. (Harvey, 1996)

Introduction

Post-structuralism in geography focuses on the ways that dynamic and complex
processes move through and across space, modifying spatial entities, recasting
spatial relations. Following the material presented in previous chapters, it might
be assumed that as societies become fragmented and striated by networks, so
processes of spatial decomposition (referred to in Chapter 1 above) will gener-
ate increasingly complex topologies in which complexity and fluidity contin-
ually undermine simplicity and stability. Yet, in the last chapter, we began to see
that topologies do not always displace topographies: at certain times and in cer-
tain places, topographical spatial formations can be consolidated within topo-
logical relations; reterritorialization inevitably follows deterritorialization. In
other words, we should treat post-structuralist celebrations of the ‘becoming-
ness’ of space rather cautiously for, as Allen (1999: 328) points out, “we still live
in a world of fenced-off territories and exclusions’.

In this first case-study chapter, we consider the relationship between complex
relations of becoming and the consolidation of ‘fenced-off territories’. Tn par-
ticular, the chapter seeks to identify how spatial classifications struggle to ‘con-
tain’ heterogeneous relations. Thus, it looks in some detail at the zoning of
space and it examines how demarcated zones interact with Deleuzian processes
of becoming and emergence. It suggests that we might see in this interaction
not just an intermingling of simplicity and complexity (the zone and the rela-
tion) but the consolidation of new emergent powers — that is, the act of divi-
sion itself guarantees the construction of transgressive spatial relations. Thus, we
cannot simply propose relational solutions: we need to think about the terri-
torial implications of relational processes. Moreover, in certain circumstances,
it might be appropriate to assert territoriality over relationality. Such a circum-




108 POST-STRUCTURALIST GEOGRAPHY

catory schemes to routinely separate out forms of

social institutions use classifi . .
function to generate ever-1ncreasing

socio-spatial practice, in fact such schemes
numbers of ‘hybrid’ entities (see also Whatmore, 2002). o o
Latour (1993) suggests that the interaction‘ between division and relalt-:on 115
a defining characteristic of modernity. In particular, he sees attemplts tos ,arp v
blematic of a ‘Modern Constitution’, one

distinguish ‘nature’ and ‘society’ as em : '
that ‘believes in the total separation of humans and nonhumans’ (1993: 37).

While Latour emphasizes that the distinction betwec?n ‘nature’ and ‘socle}tly;
comprises a key classificatory motif within modern society, he a.lso s.uggests tha
the tension between (simple) classification and (con?ple,x) relation is bec?onnng
increasingly difficult to ignore. In his view, ‘purification prqceeds hand in haﬁ‘
with ‘translation”: ‘far from eliminating mediation, [modelrmty] has altowed this
to expand’ (1993: 41). Thus, as Lee and Stenner say during a commentary on

Latour’s work:

L Con:
Modernity in this account, i3 founded upon a moment of systematic misrecognitio
lear and distinct realms but act as if they

we must speak as if nature and culture are ¢ a s if ¢
were not. We produce the modern world by mixing natural and cu%tugl thmjs m.to
productive hybrids who can then promptly be ignored thanks to purifying tendencies

of modern thought. {1999 95)

i 1 ion) gives
An appreciation of the ‘double movement’ (purification and translation) g

i i i i i failure of nature—society
rise to ‘non-modernity’, a social arena in which the

classifications in sifting out the world is increasingly reccl)gm'zed. Latourrs own
writings, which question the salience of moderr?lst dualisms, can be seen as an
lustration of ‘non-modern’ thinking (see also Michael, 200(; Whattmore, 2002}

A fundamental manifestation of the tension between x_nodern‘lsm and nonw,
modernism is political ecology (Latous, 2004). In line with ti:le non—moderlzl
perspective, many environmentalists believe that t_he separation l-aetween.t e
‘natural’ and the ‘social’ will ultimately be underrruned.by ecological 'reianc?ns
(at some point nature will ‘act’ back upon human society, thereby disrupting

and amending economic and social relationships — see, for instance, Beck, 1992).

One main function of the environmental movement, therefore, is to remind
modern society that development inevitably binds humans and nonhumans
more closely together within complex socio-natural assemblages. And yet,
while environmentalism is attuned to the hybrid chara‘?ter‘of the modern
world, it is also caught up in the dualistic presuppos-itions hightighted bY'LatOI.llr
(1993), for many environmentalists cling to the belief that nature can ultimately

be separated from society. Thus, the objective of much environmental action 18

not to more deeply embed human action and human society 1n heterogeneous
it is instead to diminish the impact of this society on

or hybrid relations;
; m human interference.’ These two strands

natural entities by protecting nature fro
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natural and social entities become ever more relentlessly intertwined; on the
other hand, environmentalism proclaims the need to (re-)establish a clear divi-
sion between the two realms, so that nature is more clearly demarcated from
social influences.

In this chapter, we take up this paradoxical aspect of environmentalism by
assessing how nature has been spatialized in the environmental movement,
In particular, we investigate a classificatory system that has been instrumental
in allocating ‘nature’ and ‘society’ differing spatial zornes. Our exarnple in this
regard refers to the urbanization process and its impact on the countryside.
Urbanization has been an almost continvous feature of modern development
and concerns about its impact can be traced back to the earliest phases of envi-
ronmentalism {(see Lowe and Goyder, 1983; Eder, 1996; Macnaghten and Urry,
1998; Sutton, 2004). As urbamzation has unfolded, so it has sprawled further
and further outwards, thereby disrupting rural nature. In response, environmen-
tal groups have attempted to establish a clear classificatory division between the
‘urban’ and the ‘raral’ in order to limit the impact of the city on the surround-
ing natural environment. Yet, as the politics of division has worked to distin-
guish two spatial zones, transgressive relations have emerged that operate across
any such spatial categorization. In this chapter, we describe some of the challenges
that confront the environmental movement as it attempts to protect nature in
the face of hybrid and heterogeneous processes of change.

‘We examine processes of division and transgression mainly in the context
of one country — England — where the struggle to differentiate ‘urban’ and ‘rural’
zones has been particularly fraught. England 1s not only a restricted landmass,
with one of the densest populations on earth, but it was also the first nation to
industrialize and urbanize its economy and society. In the nineteenth century,
it shifted from being a predominantly rural-agrarian society to being a predom-
inantly urban-industrial society; as a consequence, urban areas grew rapidly and
began to engulf their surroundings. Rural areas seemed vulnerable, and this appar-
ent vulnerability gave rise to robust attempts to protect them from urban
sprawl. At the same time, the countryside came to be portrayed as the main
repository of ‘nature’. Thus, efforts to distinguish urban and rural have, in
England at least, beeh interpreted as efforts to distinguish ‘nature’ and ‘society’.”

In the following sections, we first examine the role of preservationist thinking
in the context of the environmental movement. As we shall see, though preser-
vationism comprises an early form of environmentalism, it has remained a con-
stant presence in the movemnent as a whole. Having shown that the urban—rural
distinction is of fundamental importance to environmentalism, we then discuss
how the divide between the two spatial zones has been put in place in the
English national context. We describe how the planning system has played a
key role in demarcating the two spatial zones and we consider how this role
has been buttressed bv the activities of environmentalists. We then po on to
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] i h rural and
(nature). These transgressive celations can be seen as affecting bot

becomes incorporated within new socio-ecopomic

eas: rural nature .
e ance of both rurality and nature,

i the signific
formations that serve to redefine : e
while urban society finds itself more deeply embedded in comp;e)}(l ecc.)sg ;

i tions of the city as
i dermine taken-for-granted no
ecologies that sexve to un o o
1 i omehow separated off from
urely social and economic zone $ : 1 the
svorlg We will conclude by re-assessing the status of SP&UalFlElSSlﬁC&thﬁS and
the way these might to be aligned with heterogeneous relations.

Demarcating spaces of ‘nature’ and ‘society’

In Latour’s (2004: 18) view, environmentalism has tendfed to aﬂf}rm a ;:rc;trz;e;l«]n
ative conception of nature: as he puts it, ‘most of the time {egvy.fn:xof wtiom]
changes nothing at all; it merely rehashlels ;he l;i/ifdeafd(i}?::gl ro{ T
litics in which one house is called politics anc .
}Ilr? ?:kpizg this complaint, Latour is suggesting that envxron;rier‘ltal ::ir;c: nizglgigsi
ical groupings have invested effort in uphc.ﬂd'mg a Profoun gdrmzlg% 990
tinction between nature and society. In a similar vein, Klaus Eder ,

3
i in ‘ : nature as
i ial vi long fallen into two main camps:
social views of nature have :
P the source of ultimate goodness.

2 resource for human exploitation and nature as
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this ruralized nature was no longer viewed as robust but as vulnerable, threatened
by urban growth and industrial expansion. The rapid and sprawling character
of urban areas in the later years of the nineteenth century seemingly heightened
the threat.’

Growing concern about urban encroachment on rural nature led directly
into the formation of ‘preservationist’ organizations at the turn of the twentieth
century, including the Lake District Defense Society in 1883, the Royal
Society for the Protection of Birds in 1891, the National Trust in 1895, the
Society for the Promotion of Nature Reserves in 1912 and the Council for the
Preservation of Rural England (CPRE) in 1926 (Lowe and Goyder, 1983). In
seeking to combat urban sprawl, these agencies mobilized ideas associated with
a threatened rural nature and they sought to ‘represent’ nature in political dis-
putes over patterns of development and regulatory responses to those patterns.
The main concern was ‘urban sprawl’. It was assumed that this pernicious
process could only be restrained by concerted government action, notably
through the establishment of a comprehensive and robust land use planning
system. Yet, despite vigorous campaigning by the movement’s elite members,
little in the way of preservationist planning emerged in the early years of the
twentieth century. Although the urban environment was improved through
public health legislation, urban sprawl continued to unfold, largely as a result
of increasing car ownership and the development of trunk roads (Clapson,
2000). Lines of flight from the city ran further and further into the country-
side thereby challenging nature’s distinctive status and its integrity.

These trends were perceived in highly negative terms by the preservationists,
as Thomas Sharp, a planning theorist and leading CPRE member, makes clear:

From dreary towns, the broad, mechanical, noisy main roads run out between ribbons
of tawdry houses, disorderly refreshment shacks and vile, untidy garages. The old trees
and hedgerows that bordered them a few years ago have given place to concrete posts
and avenues of telegraph poles, to hoardings and enamel advertisement signs. Over

great areas there is no longer any country bordering the main roads: there is only a
negative, sexni-suburbia. (1932: 4)

Sharp illustrates here how heterogeneous processes of change run headlong
into clearly ordered spatial zones: the urban destroys the rural by generating
hybrid entities. For Sharp, the only solution was a new zoning system which
allocated entities and activities into discrete and clearly differentiated spatial
arcas. As Patrick Abercrombie (1933: 36), another planning theorist and
founder member of CPRE, famously puc it: ‘the essence of the aesthetic of the
"Town and Country Planning system consists in the frank recognition of these
two opposites [...] Let Urbanism prevail and predominate in the Town and

let the Country remain rural. Keep the distinction clear’. In David Matless’s
1009, B4V wrimerr Al sl crrme oot et o de
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assigned planning functions to the city authorities and administrative counties,
to be exercised under the supervision of a planning ministry at the national
level, which would issue directives to ensure standardized procedures across the
national territory. In organizational terms, this distribution of responsibilities
ensured a comprehensive governmentalization of planning, However, it also
introduced a sharp division between urban and rural areas as the urban bor-
oughs and rural counties became clearly separated from one another. On each
side of the divide, it was envisaged that natural and social entities would be
assembled in carefully coordinated topographical formations. In the urban zone,
dynamic processes of change would be encouraged in the hope that robust
economic formations would come into being. In the rural zone, the only eco-
nomic activity given any legitimacy was food productionn — in the minds of
preservationists, agriculture was working with nature and could therefore be
regarded as somehow ‘natural” (Green, 2002). '

This spatial ‘settlement’ was bolstered by the multitude of preservationist
groups that could be found across rural England. During the 1960s and 1970s,
there was a marked increase in environmental activism at the local level and
local planning agencies found themselves embedded within dense networks
of local preservationist groupings.” The main aim of these groupings was to
ensure that local planning agencies adopted preservationist governmentalities
in their decision-making processes. In their view, topographically robust spatial
formations would keep topological complexity at bay.

Yet, just as the preservationists succeeded in placing nature within its own
protected zone in the countryside, environmental problems began to emerge
that seemingly disrupted the new spatial settlement. Macnaghten and Urry
highlight this potential distuption when they say:

By 1970 public attention, both in Britain and abroad, began to be drawn to a much
wider range of problems threatening the environment, concerns not simply over
wildlife conservation and amenity, but now including nuclear radiation, pesticide use,
vehicle emissions and other systemic forms of air and water pollution. These events
began to generate an awakening sense of a more general crisis of environmental bads,
moving across national borders and potentially invading everyone’s body. (1998: 50)

The new concerns appeared to run across all spatial distinctions such as that
between urban and rural areas. Moreover, these ‘transgressive’ environmental issues
were articulated by new environmental groups, such Greenpeace and Friends
of the Earth (FoE). The rise to prominence of the new groups appeared to rep-
resent a challenge to preservationism and its zoning approach to environmental
problems.® Environmental issues were now redefined as ‘ecological’ problems.
In proposing this redefinition, the new groups indicated that nature should no
longer be seen as simple and static but rather as dynamic and complex. Its pro-
tection could not be assured usine simplified spatial classifications: now holistic.
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to the urban realm and with nature residing in the rural. In short, nature is
spatially zoned out of society. Although in more recent times environmentalists
have turned to examine complex ecologies of dynamic and emergent relations,
the zoning approach remains salient. There is still a strong desire to demarcate
places of nature from spaces of society.

Yet, demarcations of this kind immediately give rise to a paradox: industrial
society leads to greater and greater interrelationships between productive activ—
ity and natural resources; at the same time preservationist movements believe a
‘line’ or a ‘divide’ should be drawn between industrial society and its environ-
ment. In order to make the spatial demarcation stick, a series of ‘transgressive’
relations need to be curtailed. That is, a purification of space needs to be under-
taken to ensure that the spatial classifications used by preservationist planning
and other regulatory mechanisms correspond to the collections of entities to be
found in the two clearly separated spatial areas of ‘urban’ and ‘rural’. In the next
two sections, we will examine this paradox a little more closely by considering
how the two zones have fared since they became divided one from the other.
In presenting this analysis, we will argue not only that spatial transgressions
inevitably problematize the strict division between the two zones but also that
the interaction between division and relation generates new spatial forms. In
short, while spatial classification fails to contain spatial relation, the encounter
between the two stimulates the emergence of new spatial assemblages.

Rural transformations of (rural) nature

We begin on the rural side of the divide. As we have seen above, the preserva-
tonist movement assutned that, if the countryside could be protected from the
expansion of the urban then nature would be left free to flourish. This view was
based on the (romantic) notion that natural landscapes are rural in character: even
though these landscapes have been modified by agriculture and other land-based
industries, rural society remains the best custodian of nature (echoes of this
preservationist assamption can be found in Scruton, 2004). This rather simplistic
view has long carried considerable weight in the preservationist movement and,
as preservationist pressure groups came to influence legislation in the post-war
period, so a rather crude distinction between roral nature and urban society was
erforced. Indeed, the post-war planning system was premised on the notion that
if the urban could be contained within its pre-existing boundaries then rugal
nature would endure (Hall et al., 1973). However, in making this assumption
the preservationists also assumed that nature could co-exist with the dominant
economic activity in rural areas (in terms of land wse) — agriculture.® Lowe et al.
summarize preservationist views of agriculeure as follows:
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other threats to the countryside, such as urban encroachment and the decline of rural
communities. A secure and revitalised agriculture was seen as the essential conserver of
both rural life and the natural beauty of the countryside. {1997:2)

Vet at exactly the same moment a3 the 1947 Town and Country Planning
Act was putting in place safeguards for the protection of agricultural land, the
1947 Agriculture Act was assisting the agricultural industry o become a fully-
mechanized form of manufacturing industry. Under this measure, the state was
required to initiate the wholesale governmentalization of agriculture. This gov-
ernmentalization process was based on a series of measures that were aimed at
the rationalization of the agricultural industry:

1. The main role of government was to administer a system of ‘puaranteed
prices’ so that farmers would be paid for whatever they produced, irre-
spective of market demand. One main effect of this system was to reward
those producers whose production was greatest. Thus, the largest farms
gained the most In terms of financial support. As a consequence they
became large, intensive farms.

2. The state sought to increase agricultural efficiency and competitiveness
through the provision of grants that encouraged farmers to undertake land
development initiatives and to increase their Jevels of mechanization. Thus,
the large intensive farms also became technologically sophisticated in their
farming practices.

3. Farmers were encouraged to adopt common business and husbandry prac-
tices by state extension agencies — that is, business practices were subject
to processes of governmentalization in which standardized accounting and
other proceduares were disseminated. The alm was to ensure enhanced
standards of economic efficiency on farms..

All these measures were aimed at turning agriculture into an efficient and
productive industry. They also sought to transform farmers into innoOvators
and entrepreneurs. In order to achieve the latter aspiration, a Panoptical regime
of agricultural regulation was brought into being, in which the state ‘miero-
managed’ the practices of individual farmers in line with a particular set of pro-
ductivist governmentalities (Murdoch and Ward, 1997). The state became
involved in almost all aspects of agriculture from the provision of research and
development to the tnonitoring of on-farm business and husbandry practices.
The effectiveness of this regime can be seen from the vast increases in produc-
tion that took place during the early post-war period: by 1969 agricultural
output stood at nearly twice its pre-war level while the number of farmworkers
employed on farms more ¢han halved during the same period. In short, the
£ L
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and co-ordination of this zone was aimed at increasing food output: thus, farm
structures, agricultural working practices, new machinic assemblages, all were to be
mobilized in pursuit of this objective. In the process however natural entities
were transformed, neglected and destroyed. Hodge summarizes the changes
wrought by the post-war agricultural regime as follows.

BOX 5.2

The rural transformation of {rural) nature stems from:

In the 40 years following the Second World War, about 95% of lowland meadow was
Jost, 80% of chalk downland, 60% of lowland bogs, 50% of lowland marsh and 40% of
lowland heath [...] The length of hedgerows declined from 495,000 miles in 1947 to
386,000 in 1985 [...] There is ako continuing concert at the loss of wildlife, recent
studies emphasizing that this is an indirect consequence of pesticides which have killed
important food soutces in intensively farmed areas. {(Hodge, 2000: 103)

° Thg state's adoption of a national agricultural policy in the post-war period. Thi
policy i_ed 1o a full governmentalization of the agricultural sector with the state I'}.’IiC!’ lf
managmg farming practice in line with (Foucaultian) strategies of normalization ’
The aim of the policy was increased food supplies. Thus, a heterogeneous ass;am—
blage of resources was harnessed in the fing with this policy goal: new farmi
stru‘ctures, more machines on farms and fewer workers, more e:st' id "
fertilizers, bigger fields and so forth, ’ s, Mot
The consquence was a denuded nature and the construction of a simplified rural
topf)graphy in which rural space was constructed around the needs of a productivist
agriculture: bigger fields, polluted water, fewer hedges, less wildlife and so forth ’

Agriculture was progressively being ‘lifted out” of its natural resource base and
as this ‘lifting process’ ensued s0 rural pature was transformed, It therefore
became increasingly difficult to sustain the preservationist assumption that
agriculture somehow ‘worked with’ nature; rather it seemed to be working
against it in profoundly damaging ways {for a full account of the damage, see
Harvey, 1997).

As the impact of the post-war revolution in agriculture became apparent, s0
preservationist groups belatedly began to shift their attention from. urban pres-
sures on the countryside to the destructive effects of rationalized farming prac-
tices. In making this shift, they initially campaigned for changes in productivist
governmengalities so that impacts on nature gained a more central place in
government thinking. However, the preservationists made little headway in this
regard, in part because the agricultural policy community was extremely effec-
tive at excluding everyone but farmers from key policy arenas (Winter, 1996).
The preservationists thus adopted another tactic: they began to suggest that
agriculture should be incorporated into the land-use planning system so that
any new development of farmland would be assessed by local planning author-
ities. The aim here was to bring agriculture into local policy arenas dominated
by preservationist political networks (Lowe, 1977).Yet, this brings us to another
paradox — local policy arenas were only dominated by such networks because
s0 many preservationist activists were now present in rural areas. And these
activists were present in rural areas because a fundamental shift was taking place
in rural society — in particular, there was a sharp increase in the number of
ex-utban rural residents living in the countryside. Moreover, the movement of
population from urban to rural was accompanied by a movement of industry
and services, meaning that the economic activities present in the countryside
were no longer dominated by agriculture.” In other words, dynamic processes
of socio-economic transformation had drawn urban and rural areas more

dlosely together. The imposition of spatial zones had facilitated the emergence
- o 4l A oA tle prral 11 MRS WAVS -

hAt first sight, t}}ese transgressive’ processes would seem to fatally undermine
the post-war spatial settlement. However, Hall et al. point out that:
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In order to explore ways of levering these houses into urban locations, the
government established an Urban Task Force to be headed by the architect
Richard Rogers. From the Task Porce report, published in 1999, it seemed that
a concern for the relationship between urban and rural lay at the heart of the
group’s deliberations. The threats to (rural) nature were all seen to emerge from
within the urban realm as destructive processes of change were continually being
re-generated from within this spatial zone. Thus, implicit in the Task Force’s
proposals was a strengthening of urban—rural distinctions. For instance, after
outlining the environmental problemns that follow from urban sprawl (for example,

increased energy use associated with low-density housing and car-dependent
travel patterns), the report said:

Ultimately, town and country are interdependent. The welfare of one cannot be secured
at the expense of ke other. The guiding principle must be, therefore, that we focus maxi-
mum efforts on using available building land within our existing urban fabric. This does not
mean that there will be no new greenfield development or that some of that development
will not intrude upon existing green belts, What is important is that where such develop-
ment has to tzke place it is based on strong principles of sustainable urban design, and it
minimises its impact upon the surrounding countryside. (Urban Task Force, 1999: 37)

Many of the concrete proposals put forward by the Task Force followed from
this perceived need to constrain urban sprawl. Moreover, the report seemed to
have a profound influence upon government policy: in a policy guidance note
for planning, published in the 2000, the government urged the planning pro-
fession to promote ‘sustainable patterns of development’. However, ‘sustain-

ability’ was defined here as the concentration of most new housing development
in urban areas (DETR, 2000: 1).

BOX 5.3

The continuation of urban sprawi in the 1990s led to:

+ A renewed focus on the zoning of urban-rural, nature and society so that country-
side locations could he protected against urban housing.

A focus on the need for an ‘urban renaissance’ so urban processes and entities

could be better retained within urban locations. This urban renaissancs would

attend to the complex ecologies of urban life in the hope that transgressive relations

across the urban—rural divide could be constrained.

The paradoxical result that rural preservationists found themselves pulled across
t+hao Aiviida in¥n the 1irhan roalm in nrder to arnne foar anbhanecad nirhan epviFnnmMante
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Although the Urban Task Force report and the government’s ‘urban renaissance’
policy proposals seem at face value to be a triumph for preservationisi, the
thrust of the new approach paradoxically pulled the preservationist movement
in a new direction, for it now seemned that rural nature would be best protected
by improvements in the environmental quality of urban areas. Thus, local
activists began to lobby for urhan housing capacity studies, better standards of
urban housing design and ‘sustainable” urban extensions {Murdoch and Lowe,
2003). The protection of rural nature came to be seen as only one part of a
much larger parcel of ‘goods’ {improved urban environments, environmentally
benign patterns of living and better use of scarce Iesources, etc.) that could be
delivered through preservationist governmentalities. In this regard, the preser-
vationists seemed to be aligning their traditional concern for urban—rural divi-
sion. with the recognition that both arban and rural areas should be combined
within complex relational ecologies, as social and industrial changes draw dif-
fering spatial zones into states of interdependency. In such states of interde-
pendency, the assertion of spatial divisions needs to go hand in hand with the
assertion of spatial relations, an outcome that makes it hard for preservationists

to focus solely upon on a separated and preserved nature.

Urban transformations of urban (and rural} nature

This recognition of the need to environmentally manage urban and rural areas
in tandem with one another brings us inevitably to the natural qualities of
arban areas. As we have seen above, the environmental movement has gener-
ally assumed that in England, at least, nature is to be found in the countryside
while society is to be found in the city. Thus, it is usually thought that efforts
to protect nature should be focused on preserving the rural and containing the
urban. Yet, it is clear that nature is not easily sifted into any such spatial divi-
sion. As Chris Philo (1998) illustrates in his description of Smithfield market in
London, nature has always been present nt the city, This can be seen, he says,
in the number of animals kept in the city as pets, as 200 species and as livestock
for slaughtering. In discussing the way animals disrupt our takenfor-granted
spatial orders, Philo guotes Atkins, who says:

The idea of finding animal husbandry in an English city in the present or in the past
might appear strange in view of the current pressure of urbanisation upon agriculturak
land use. The buile-up area somehow secms an alien environment in which to keep
horses, cows, pigs and sheep, but in mid-nineteenth-century London the idea of a
clear-cut distinction between urban and rugal life had yet to develop. (Philo, 1998: 59)

R T e tbiohad in the twentieth century, animals_
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Nature i i ity 1
A is é)resc;lnt in the city in many other forms as well — in well-tended
and gardens, in woodlands and in
s neglected or ‘wasted’ Y Agai
par : sted’ spaces.’ Again
re has been a long-standing concern for urban nature, as Laurie explainsg J

The develo
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o bment sdi{rcated to the protection of urban green space. The movement
e traced from the formation '
of the Commons P i iety i
e . s Preservation Society in
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(2003: 4) view, planners in the compact city rarely see ‘the fecund world of
creatures and plants as active agents in the making of environments’. Natural
processes are still regarded as lying “firmly outside the city’; the ‘feral spaces in the
city that sustain them are cast as “gastelands” ripe for development’.

Whatmore and Hinchliffe believe this problematization of urban nature is
implicitly invoked in the report of the Urban Task Force (1999), mentioned at
the end of the previous section. The main objective of the Urban Task Force
report is to bring well-designed but contained cities into being. One key means
of achieving this is thought to be an increased density of housing. TheTask Force
(1999: 64) thus recommends what it calls ‘pyramids of intensity’, which would
facilitate ‘intense and integrated development’ on many so-called ‘brownfield’
(that is, previously developed but abandoned) sites. In order for these ‘pyramids
of intensity’ to come into being, the planning system must act to increase hous-
ing densities in its plans and development-control decisions. Moreover, local
authorities should “‘undertake regular physical surveys of sites’ to assess the poten-
tal contribution ‘brownfield’ land can make to meeting housing needs (1999:
214). These so-called ‘arban capacity’ studies can be used to explore land-devel-
opment areas that would otherwise be neglected. Such surveys and studies should
he used to prioritize governmentalicies of urban renewal and regeneration
{Murdoch, 2004). The consequence, as Whatmore and Hinchliffe note, is that
urban spaces of nature will be squeezed even further so that ‘brownfield’ sites that
include natural habitats will be released for development.

While the ‘squeezing’ of nature inside cities is the inevitable consequence of
sustained but contained urban growth, the main urban pressure on the natural
world can be attributed to the ‘lines of flight’ in and out of cities. Giradet

describes these ‘lines’ in the following terms:

The metabolism of most modern cities [...] is essentially linear, with resources being
‘pumped’ through the urban system without much concern about their origin or about
¢he destination of wastes, resalting in the discharge of vast amounts of waste products
incompatible with natural systems [...] Food is imported into cities, consumed, and
discharged as sewage into rivers and coastal waters. Raw materials are extracted from
nature, combined and processed into consumer goods that ultimately end up as rub-
bish which can't be beneficially reabsorbed into the nawral world. More often than
not, wastes end up in some landfill site where organic materials are mixed indiscrinmi-
nately with metals, plastics, glass and poisonous residues. (1999: 10)

The flows of resources and wastes are orchestrated by networks which work to
transform {rural) nature into discrete forms that can then be transportated into the
urban realm for the benefit of urban consumers. Once consumed, this nature gives
rise to wastes that must then be exported back out to retain the ‘purity” of urban
space. In the process the city progressively transforms its external environment.

S L 1 £ to prevent the flow of materials in and
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Energy ——>

FIGURE 5.3 Heterogeneo i
Pt 1699) g us flows through the city (Source: Urban Task

cale ‘ int’

o !Eit; t;hze]t;ootpznt , ﬂo‘vx.rs are converted into the areas of land (or sea)
reduired % ¢ ver the feqmsﬂ:e Yolume of materials. On this basis, it has been
clculaced hr;i }tcflt;flotz s e-col,oglcal foot'print extends to the size of the UK,
25 times larger tha e city’s geographical area (Environment Agency, 2002).
Such 2 estabﬁfh:ldxt(}:latefsl that ?ven when a clear division between urban and
. ed, e flows of materials continue, In fact, the 1

tinue, they also increase. For instance, we noted earlier that o B o
tins X as rural England w.
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other wor .t ! natural resources into English cities from the English

ryside {in the form of food) was enhanced during a period wh

nature was seemingly under sustained governmental protection vhen

BOX 5.4

The concern for urban nature drew attention to:
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e main ecological effects of cities cannot be mitigated by

it is clear, then, that th
simply dividing the urban from ¢he rurak: rather, an ecological approach is required

that addresses both sides of the divide simultaneousty. As Girardet puts it:

Cities will need to adopt circtar metabolic systemns to assure their own long-term
ose sustained productivity they depend.

yiability and that of the rural environments on wh
To improve the urban metabolism, and to reduce the ecological footprint of cities, the

application of ecological systoms thinking needs to become prominent on the urban
agenda. Outputs will also need to be inputs into the production system, with routine
recycling of paper, metals, plastic and glass, and the conversion of organic materials,
including sewage, into compost, returning plant nutrients back to the farmland that

feeds cities. (199%: 10)

This ecological approach to urban—rural relations focuses on flows, on the
heterogencous materials that run across space in and out of the urban realm.
Thus, we discern an ecological politics focused on the consolidation of 2 dynamic
and complex systemn of socio-natural relations in which the urban and the rural
are combined in some kind of ‘sustainable assemblage’. However, it is impor-
tant to note that within such an assemblage, zoning still remains necessary. As

Girardet (1993: 156) points out, ‘cities need to protect the farmland, forests and

watersheds in their vicinity’. They therefore need to establish ‘circular’ relations
in which the valued natural assets of the city and the countryside are purtured

and sustained simultaneously.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have seen the emergence of a division between ‘nature’ and
‘society’ in the form of a spatial classification of urban and rural areas. It has
been suggested that environmental groups have spent much of the twentieth
century engaged in a politics of spatial division. The aim of this politics was to
ensure that society was contained within the city while nature was protected
from urban influence. This objective was successfully enshrined within domi-
nant governmentalities, notably the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act, a
measure that largely functioned to enclose the city and to preserve the coun-
tryside, and the 1947 Agriculture Act, which sought to ensure that rural nature
was encompassed within a Panoptical regime of agricultural governance.
A zoning governmentality thus came o prevail in the governance of nature.
One thing we might assume following this account is that social actors rou-

tinely focus their attentions on topographically simplified spatial zones. The

idea that we can solve socio-ecological problems through some form of spatial

ot remmains powerful in the minds of the most engaged political actors.
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processes continue to operate ‘on the ground’. Moreover, again dtol
e.rr.lphas;zes, these transgressive processes are actually strengthe’nei b ;}lls I'da-t'm-l'r
{;1F10n of classificatory regimes. By preserving ‘rural nature’, the OY ; HI}POf
ities of planning ensure the enhanced attractiveness of the c’ountrgys‘ijgmmental_
consumers: population change straddles urban and rural areas whjlee'to o
food production (for urban consumers) transforms rural space, Preser mtfrea'md
is therefore confronted with a paradox: it supports the separat‘ion of :}?tloélsm
anc_l the rural in order to preserve the latter; yet the implementation ofe oo
vationist policy ensures the generation of transgressive processes of charljrzser—
. As ?ve hav§ seen, one response o this paradox is to set the nrban—rural §1vd
in an ecological’ context. Thus, preservationism is forced to move awa ﬁ'l ;
environmental simplicity towards ecological complexity with the conse yueom
that the connections between urban and rural areas become more imqo tn s
than the divisions. The aim of an ecological approach is therefore tcf br e
u?i.aan and rural areas into a ‘sustainable’ alignment, one that opens up a :n'g
bility for concerted action to protect not just vulnerable rural nafurep IS)SI_
neglected urban environments also. Ideally, this alignment should S’k o
establish new and robust connections between spatial zones that havewtf:; tto
long been distanced from one another. In short, simplified spatial divisi s
sh.ouid now be recast so that they can be encompassed within broader S‘Iom
tainable assemblages’. These assemblages should comprise rich ecologies fSLLS_
hurlnan and the non-human, the social and the natural, the material aidk i::imtlaf
terlal.'I"hey will serve to link previously divided spatial zones into complex set
of spatial relations. In the spaces of these relations, differing mixtures F;f .
ties will be discerned so that some semblance of ‘urbanity’ and ‘rurality’ remzriltl_
H()v.veve‘r, such zones will no longer be seen as ‘pure’ for the interaction betvveré&
spat@ division and spatial relation will continue to generate new, hybridi 2
spatial forms (Whatmore, 2002). Y
Ti_}us, the ‘politics of zoning’, which has tended to dominate environimental
pc.)htics, gives way to a ‘politics of becoming’, in which innovative and creati\?e
ahgnments‘take precedence. Here, new collectives are orchestrated so that
heterogeneity and sustainability are achieved simultaneously. However, it als
appears that topographical zones will stll need to be successfull cor’nbi 3
with topelogical processes. In other words, clearly coordinated s;:s of ( i
ronmental} entities will need to be established in ways that are sen:aitienVlw
{ecological) processes of becoming and emergence. How this combinatizz tc;f
topographical management and topological fluidity might be achieved is cu1c')~
rently an open question, Fowever, the case study presented above does indi-
cate thatt zones and relations must be made fundamental to any strategy aimed
at su.staming the heterogenecous ecology of space and place. Zones degy end X
rellaFlonslarlxd relations emerge from zones. A fuller recognition of it)his f;c!:
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urbanity and their rurality, by the quality and diversity of their natures, by the
ecological sensitivity of their socialities.

SUMMARY

In the main, aship b ;
processes of becoming and gpatial contexts of territoriality. It has

by looking at efforts to protect and preserve nature using spatial divisions
and designations in the context of England during the twentleth. centur.yf;j
Following Bruno Latour, it has been argued that efforts to establish spatt

divisions will inevitably be undercut by the dynamic nature of spatial relations.
1 borne out by the simultaneous emergence

this chapter has addressed the relationship between dynatnic
one this

Latour’s observation has bee i
of divisions and relations in the UK, as city was divided from country

thas enabling transgressive processes to come into being. Howeve.r, iji_e.
this finding might lead some to think that efforts to establish fspathlal divisions
should now be abandoned, it was concluded that some combmatmn of
division and relation is required if nature is to be sustained into the future.

FURTHER READING

Notes

1. Sarah Whatmore, in: a discussion of genetic property rights, discerns the same two

i i ints: “Th conjures a world that is hybrid “all the way
environmental viewpoints: “The one con brid “all the ey

down”, enfolding humanity in its ceaseless commotion Hme out of mind. T T
ked by the (invariably negative) “impacts

conjures 2 workl until recently unmar! / € . :
of human society, only countenancing hybridity as a technical accomplishment

associated with the advent of “genetic resources™ (2002: 92). ‘ . '
nation of the countryside with nature is

2. While in many national contexts the eq | '
problematic, in England the two are seen as closely aligned. As Crandell (1993: 16)

i i i rrowed from
puts it: “‘when we think of nature we too often conjure up images bo ‘
Y T T Ao 3* Theee imases have retained their power not just
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(Neumann, 1998). It hardly needs saying that such notions are still Stl'Ong'l.y.ipresem
in England itself and this justifies our equating nature and countryside in what fol.
lows (see Macnaghten and Urry, 1998, on the relationship between the two i the
UK context}. In general terms, this equation bears out Soper’s observation that' -

nature itself only begins to figure as a positive and redemptive power, and to be
valued in its sublime and untamed aspects, at the point where human mastery over
its forces is extensive enough for aesthetic exaltation in wilderness to replace blind
animal terror. The romanticisation of natuse is in this sense a manifestation of the
same human powers over nature whose destructive effects it laments. (2000: 20)

As Sutton (2000) notes, the number of commuters into London rose from 800,000
in 1881 to 1,112,000 in 1891, while the suburban population grew from arocund
940,000 in 1881 to over 2,000,000 by the turn of the century. In short, the city
began to reach further and further into the countryside. This bolstered the fears of
environmentalists that such a sprawling of urban life would destroy the repositories
of nature still lying beyond the reach of industry.

In the words of two experienced comementators: “The Town and Country Planning
Act, 1947, might just as well have been called the Town versus Country Planning
Act: towns and cities were separate from the countryside and good planning would
keep them so’ (Cherry and Rogers, 1996: 62).

Membership of these groups rose on some estimates from 20,000 to over 300,000
during this period (Lowe and Goyder, 1983},

Greenpeace, which was only established in the early 19705, saw its membership rise
to 10,000 members in 1980 and to 400,000 by the early 1990s, while Friends of
the Earth increased its membership from 2000 in 1971 to 180,000 by 1990. It is
estimated that by 1981, national environmental groups in the UK had a combined
membership of 1.8 million, rising to 4.2 million in 1998 (Rawcliffe, 1998: 3).
The link between preservationismn and contemporary environmentalism is given
further substance by Rome (2001), who, in an analysis of past-war suburban devel-
opment in the US, argues that the issue acted as a ‘bridge’ between old and new
environmental groups. As suburban sprawl extended out from the cities during the
late 19405 and early 1950s, conservationists, environmentalists, ecologists and others
began to mount local and national campaigns against destructive development.
According to Rome,

the effort also had a significant impact on the emerging environmental movernent.
The open-space issue pointed conservationists toward a broader more ‘“environ-
mental’ agenda. It created a new group of activists and a new set of grassroots
organisations. Perhaps most important, the open-space issue contributed to the
development of a distinctly environmentalist rhetoric and imagery. (2001: 139)

Rome (2001: 151) argues that by the 1960s the movement concerned with pre-
serving open and green space had become closely intertwined with the movement
for conserving the more general environment: “The emergence of a popular eco-
logical consciousness strengthened the conservation argument for open space. At
the same time. the campaien for oven spzce increased the ranee of support for the
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As CPRE member, and author of an influential wartime report on ru.ra} I;O}J&K;
Lord Justice Scote put it in 1942: “farmers and foresters are .uncon's;muszra he
pation’s landscape gardeners [...] even were there no economic, 501 d(nil § '

gic reasons for the maintenance of agriculture, the cheapest way, indeed the only

way of preserving the countryside in anything like its traditional form would be

i’ in Green, 2002: 192).
;)ei;rzritl‘g%ulo;zi 1?9?1, the population of rural areas incn.:ased by 6%, tﬁle f—lrst
<uch net increase since the onset of the Industrial I'{evolutlon. Ir? the f? ougng
decades, the movement of population accelerated, with rural area: increasing ;c)‘;}i
population share by over 9% between 1971 and 19?31, a'nd by 6% l:!eth:en
and 1991, with even remote rural locations expcrler‘acm-g poPulanon 11;c;e]§sebs.
Between 1960 and 1987, the number of manufacturing _]OI.JS in Englan d:; Ve
37.5% but the number in rural Jocations rose by' 19.7%. ':MS was followed by ax
increase in service jobs in rural locations: private service ernploym!:nt41 980;6-
by 49% in the towns and rural areas between 1981 and 1996, but only y3 % in
the conurbations (for a summary of these trends see Murdoch et al., 200 i .
CPRE grew from 15,000 membets in the 1960s, to around 20,000 merréogr;)
the mid-1970s, to almost 40,000 in the late 1990s gMurdoch and L()lwec,iS . )
Reeader (2004: 297) points out that London comprises 65,000 wood‘ a;l . c;(\)rg;
ing 7000 hectares, two-thirds of which is ancient woodland. As a result, n ,
the UK Forestry Commission appointed the city.i’s farst forestry Conservator. ;
For instance, the Commons Preservation Society cla.m.md to have pr::serve
95,000 acres of common land in its first 20 years of activity (Sutton, 20(?}3.5 .
As the Environment Agency (2002) points ouE, Many rare or thx.eatene1 ; :31 >
can be found in or near urban locations: for instance, urban areas m Englan: bo
around two-thirds of the country’s Local Nature Reserves, as well as .large'num ers
of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (the most protected of ecological sites).

Dis/Ordering space li: the case of planning

Through exclusively social contracts, we have abandoned the bond that connects us to
the world, the one that binds the time passing and flowing to the weather outside, the
bond that relates the social sciences to the sciences of the universe, history to geography,
law to nature, politics to physics, the bond that allows our language to communicate with
mute, passive, obscure things — things that, because of our excesses, are recavering voice,
presence, activity, light. We can no longer neglect this bond. (Serres, 1995}

Introduction

In the last chapter, we gained some insight into complex interactions between
spatial relations and territorial zones. We saw that efforts to separate out nature
from society led to the generation of transgressive and heterogeneous processes
that ultimately undermined the spatial demarcations that had been put in place.
It was therefore concluded that the demarcations need somehow to be aligned
with relations, notably in the context of emergent ecological formations. In
short, an ecological approach requires the territorialtization of multiple processes,
even those that extend over considerable (‘global’) distances.

One key means of demarcating territory is planning and, indeed, in the pre-
vious chapter the planning system came to be seen by preservationists as the pri-
mary mechanism for ‘ordering’ nature and society in spatial terms. Yet, despite this
reliance on planning by preservationist environmental groups, planning — as a
‘network of knowledge’ — has traditionally had some difficulty in drawing both
natural and social entities into its sphere of operation, as the last chapter also indi-
cated. In part difficulties arise because the technological ‘ways of seeing’ utilized
by planning tend to draw actors and entities only selectively into its govern-
mental framework. However, planning is not only a technology of spatial man-
agement it is a political arena also. Planning decisions are made on the basis of
political calculation and this too can result in very partial assessments of space
being made. The upshot is that planning has considerable difficulty in ‘represent-
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and exclusions illustrate some of the theoretical points raised in Chapter 4
above, notably the differing interactions between networks and their contexts
of operation, It is suggested here that planning has always been open to some
entities in its surrounding environment but closed to others. Over time the
entities to be included and the entities to be excluded have changed. Thus,
early in its development planning successfully incorporated physical entities; it
then began to shift its gaze to social entities; finally, it began to look more closely
heterogeneous entities. While it has yet to successfully engage with these latter
planning ‘objects’, there is now a recognition in planming circles that heterogeneous
complexity needs to be apprebended in some way.

The case of planning thus illustrates how networks interact differentially with
their spatial contexts. It shows how the constitntion of the network determines
relations between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’, between. processes of network consoli-
dation and processes of spatial extension. However, planning is also interesting
in the context of the present volume because it comprises a form of spatial
governmentality, that is, it constitutes a form of ‘applied geography’ in which
differing conceptualizations of space are brought to bear in governmental inter-
ventions aimed at regulating the land development process. In other words,
planning ‘performs’ or ‘enacts’ spaces of differing kinds (Law and Urry, 2004).
Because geographical ideas are invoked within these ‘performances’ and ‘enact-
ments’, it is important to consider the spatial imaginaries at work. In particular,
it is worth asking whether planning performs topographical or topological con-
ceptions of space so that we can then assess the potential impact of these differing
conceptions on patterns and processes of spatial development.

In order to explore the spatial imaginaries at work in planming, the chapter
is divided into three main parts. In the first we briefly review the key ideas
about space that have shaped planning policy and practice. We chart an evolu-
tion from ‘physicalist’ (or topographical) notions of space to more social (or
topotogical) conceptions. In the second part, we move on (O consider how
topological conceptions of space come to be bound into political processes.
The discussion here focuses on the relationship between rationality and power.
In Foucaultian fashion, it shows how power relations inevitably encompass
technotogies of spatial representation. It is then suggested that while planning
increasingly recognizes social and political topologies, it fails to adequately appre-
ciate the heterogeneous multiplicities of topological space, that is, it remains
caught in the ‘social contract’ referred to by Serres in the quotation provided
above. This point is illustrated by a brief discussion of planning for sustainable
development, where it is shown that, notwithstanding an obvious desire to
engage more substantively with the non-human realm, planning remains deeply
rooted in socio-econotnic processes. £ a sesult, it is unable to engage fully and

whaleheartedly with complex urban ecologies. In conclusion, the chapter sug-
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specifies that politics must engage with ‘collectives’. In these collectives h

fmd nonhumans co-exist in mutable and shifting relationships. Pianninum':'rfs
is to play any kind of ecological role, must seek new ways of orchestmting’s1 E
collectives so that complex and dynamic relations come to be sustained ovef tir:
Imp_ortantly, ecological orchestration requires key modifications in plannin, e’.
relationship with space. These modifications are discussed in the cgnclud'gS
section of the chapter. e

Planning and the technological ‘taming’ of space

For .much of its history, land-use planning has sought to manipulate Buclidean
spa-tial entities. This is perhaps understandable if we consider that conscious and
dehl?erate attempts to intervene in urban development extend back as far as
Ancient Greece. Cliff Hague (2002: 2), in a review of plan-making through th
ages, claims that Hippodamus of Miletus was ‘the first town planner in Eu%:ope’e
In Hague's view, Hippodamus, who ‘was creating regular grid layouts as earl-
as 450 BC’ (2002: 2), contributed some seminal technical ideas to plannin ;
including procedures for the orientation of buildings and streets refo nitiog,
f)f the need for regular supplies of fresh water, and an appreci,ationgof thlz
1mp01_'t3nce of drainage. These ideas, Hague argues, endured through to the
Rénmssance and beyond, and they shaped the development of many Europea
cities (see- also Mumford, 1961). In short, the planning of urban Europe }lva:
:1(:: S? g;zns;derabie degree, influenced by the ‘geometry’ of early Greek urban
Eucl_1deanism evidently provides a theoretical underpinning to early forms
of spatial planning. However, this ordered and orderly approach camz und
consic?erable pressure following the onset of the Industrial Revolution Durirf ,
the. eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, European towns and citi.es rev%
rapidi?r, with the consequence that economic and social processes appearegd to
outstn.p any cfforts at organization and control. Not surprisingly, calls were
made in many newly industrializing countries for greater regulatic;n of urban
4eveiopment, especially once diseases such as cholera began to cross over class
hne:s to affect all urban dwellers. Despite these growing concerns, effective re
ulation of urban space only emerged onto the terrain of governme’nt in the iatti;
ha]f 'of the nineteenth century, as public health and other forms of welfare leg-
fsljﬂlt.mn were enacted in the UK and in other Butopean states. This le isiatiogn
initiated what Osbourne and Rose (1999: 738) call an “urban will to governg
'ment’ and brought new forms of spatial ordering to the fore. In the IgJK for
1ns_tar?ce, codes and standards were introduced to guide the deveiopmen,t of
buildings and streets during the 1870s. To implement these regulations, the
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gradually gained an important role in facilitating the orderly development of
rapidly growing urban areas. As Stephen Ward (1994: 2) puts it: ‘before it was
anything else, town planning was 2 series of radical ideas about changing and
improving the city’.

Strategies of change and improvemerit could only be implemented, however,
once plnners and other city officials felt they had an understanding of the entity
to be changed and improved. In short, planning’s ‘will to govern’ became ‘insepa-
cable from the continuous activity of generating truths about the city’ (Osbourne
and Rose, 1999: 739). In turn, these truths could only emerge once ‘mundane
techniques of gathering, organisation, classification and publication of informa-
tion” had been put in place (1999: 739). An especially significant new technique
for generating ‘truths’ about the city was the urban map. As Patrick Joyce explains
in reference to the UK, from the middle years of the nineteenth century an inno-
vative set of mapping techniques allowed cities to be visualized in new ways:

[the Ordnance Sugvey] was in 1841 authorised by the Treasury to produce town plans
[...] By 1892 urban Britain was mapped on a scale sufficient to show detail down to
the size of a doorstep {...] These plans provided an nnprecedented view of the city and
its inhabitants. Perhaps a better term would be an unprecedented view info the city, for
the model of vision here was the medical one of microscope, as well as the omniscient
view of the surveyor. (2003: 52)

As Figure 6.1 demonstrates, the map served (in Latourian terms) as an
Smmutable mobile’, an inscription that translated space into diagrammatic
form, thereby reducing spatial relations to a single sheet of paper. On this sheet
of paper, the city would be made Qegible’ — that s, it would become a place
‘whose districts or landmarks or pathways are easily identifiable’, because they
had been ‘easily grouped into an overall pattern’ (Lynch, 1960: 5).

Yet, the process of rendering the city ‘Jegible’ necessarily gave rise to a very
specific spatial order ~ that is, it held some things constant (notably, buildings
and streets) and removed others from view (notably, the movement and fluid-
ity of urban social interactions). Thus, in the map a very particular spatial
formation began to emerge, as Joyce explains:

In the plan, space is delineated, reduced to the clarity of the line. This sharpened line
demarcates spaces, so that buildings, streets and so on are differentiated, but this is with
reference to a common rhetoric concerning legibility [...} All the elements are differ-
ent (one dwelling is sharply different from another, to a degree that is striking and new)
but alf are composed of the same medium, that of an extreme form of geometrical
space. In this form a “functional equivalence’ is taken to new heights, in terms of the
interchangeability of standardised umits. One thing is read in terms of another in
ways that become ever more emphatic a3 the standard of measure becomes ever more
standard. (2003: 54)




